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“When we forgive, we set a prisoner free and discov
that the prisoner we set free is us”

- Lewis B. Smedes, The Art of Forgiving (1997)
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ABSTRACT

Forgiveness is considered a positive way to respond to an offense. Recently,
researchers have suggested that a number of factors may be related to otyeemdlalesire
to forgive. Specifically, the religious commitment of the offended individuabkas
proposed as a potentially influential variable in the forgiveness process; mpfegwstudies
have examined this connection. In study 1, to understand beliefs and values that may
encourage forgiveness in different religious traditions, religiouscgaatits who had
experienced an offense committed against them were interviewed aboug thator
motivated them to forgive and strategies they used to reach forgivenesss Reschted
that while many strategies used to forgive were congruent with forgeéagmiques
promoted in prior research, participants also reported developing originajjissdte
achieve forgiveness. In addition, study 2 explored how religious commitmentanay b
associated with forgiveness extended to an offender after participatiomiteasention
designed explicitly to promote forgiveness. Results suggested that tieen® Wdference in
the change in forgiveness-related outcomes for people of high versus moderate to |
religious commitment. Trait forgivingness was also examined as a pbteadator of the
relationship between religious commitment and forgiveness. Results indicatdrait
forgivingness fully mediated the relationship between religious commitmdrneaenge, but

not the relationship between religious commitment and empathy or avoidance.



CHAPTER 1
LITERATURE REVIEW
Most people will experience a deep hurt, offense, or painful experience at some point
in their lives. Once a significant hurt has transpired, people often expepiaindel
emotions that can be difficult to cope with. One way that people can cope with sothisve
through forgiveness. Within the past 20 years, research describing the pwat@semotion
of forgiveness has emerged. Though this field is relatively new, evidence tsuipges
forgiveness may be a valuable and effective means through which one can oveiodumhe pa
experiences, move forward from past hurts, and decrease negative psychsjogjtams
(for a review, see Wade, Worthington, & Meyer, 2005).
As research on forgiveness has expanded, researchers have begun to question what
specific elements can either help or hinder one’s ability to extend forgs/&ivesle,
Worthington, & Meyer, 2005). For example, researchers have proposed that religious
commitment might influence one’s ability to extend forgiveness following duhurt
experience. Worthington, Sandage, and Berry (2000) proposed that religious commitment
because of the significant emphasis placed on forgiveness in major world religagnkelp
individuals forgive more readily; those who are more committed to religion @ne likely
to follow the tenets of their faith and might be more likely to forgive others. Though
researchers have proposed that religious commitment may be crucialongikerfess
process, there is a significant lack of research examining the extentctotivisiis truly

influential.



Definitions of Unforgiveness and Forgiveness

As the forgiveness literature has evolved, different understandings of unfasggven
and forgiveness have emerged. However, most researchers agree on @ertzomcepts
that unforgiveness and forgiveness include (Wade & Worthington, 2005). Unforgiveness i
comprised of a variety of negative and often quite painful emotions including a tbesgek
revenge for a hurt, feelings of strong dislike, hostility, anger, or eveadchi@wards an
offender, and the desire to avoid contact with the offender (McCullough et al., 1998;
Worthington & Wade, 1999; Wade, Worthington, & Meyer, 2005). However, unforgiveness
is not synonymous with anger or other emotional reactions that occur immediteelgn
offense, but develops after a period of rumination about an offense (Worthington & Wade,
1999; Worthington, Berry, & Parrott 1ll, 2001; Wade, Worthington & Meyer, 2005). If an
individual cannot effectively cope with the initial emotional reactions of ane#, then the
possibility of unforgiveness arises.

Forgiveness is considered to be a two-fold process that includes reducingenegati
emotions associated with unforgiveness (such as anger or fear) and promoting positi
feelings (such as compassion) towards an offender (Enright & North, 1998; Wathéagt
Wade, 1999; Wade, Worthington, & Meyer, 2005). Thus, forgiveness is not just the
reduction or absence of unforgiveness. When individuals truly forgive, theyeééedings
of revenge, bitterness, and resentment and embrace positive feelingsrosiggaad well-
being for their offender (Enright & North, 1998; Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000).
Misunderstandings of Forgiveness

Forgiveness is commonly confused and often misunderstood, which in many

situations can lead to considerable reluctance to extend forgiveness (Ma208%; Kearns



& Fincham, 2004). Research exploring common understandings of forgiveness irtliaates
the general public may believe that forgiveness is synonymous with forgetBagné&
Fincham, 2004). This is understandable, given the common admonition to “forgive and
forget”. Many individuals are hesitant to entertain the idea of forgivingffanse because
they fear that forgiveness will require them to forget the hurt they endureduseeke
offense committed against them (Luskin, 2002). In our understanding of forgiveness,
forgetting is not included because interpersonal hurts (particularly the kiatdsring clients
to therapy) are often life altering. To expect that forgiveness inclodgstfing would
potentially dishonor the experiences of those who have endured considerable offenses.
Instead, in such cases forgiveness is integrated into the experience the reamembered
for a lifetime.

Furthermore, some may believe that forgiveness must include the continuation of a
relationship with the person who offended them (Kearns & Fincham, 2004). However, as
researchers and clinicians in this area have defined it, forgivenesstise diancept from
reconciliation and does not require an individual to mend, repair, or maintain a réligtions
with their offender. It is possible for an individual to forgive their offender alalsbose
not to reconcile with them. For example, an individual who ends an abusive relationship may
choose to forgive the abuser, while not returning to the relationship. Lastlyefoegs is not
condoning, pardoning, or overlooking an offense. Forgiving an offender does not indicate
that his or her actions were in any way acceptable or excusable. Insteddrdiveness
occurs only after an acknowledgement that the offender committed an unaccaptable

hurtful act without which there would be nothing to forgive (Enright and North, 1998).



Forgiveness in Psychotherapy

In the past two decades, a variety of studies have emerged which examine the
effectiveness of interventions designed specifically to promote forgis€foesa review see
Wade, Worthington, & Meyer, 2005). Most of the interventions that have been examined
empirically are provided to participants through a variety of distinpsstdich are designed
explicitly to educate participants about forgiveness and provide opportunitiesdiergs
specific past hurts. Two primary intervention models, Worthington’s Model to REAC
Forgiveness (1998), and Enright's Forgiveness Model (Enright & the Human Dewglbpm
Group, 1991; Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000), have emerged as the most dominant forgiveness
intervention methods.

Both of these models have been widely used in forgiveness research and are
considered effective for promoting forgiveness, as well as reducingvesgaychological
symptoms (Baskin & Enright, 2004). For example, in their research with men whoserpar
had undergone an abortion without their consent, Coyle and Enright (1997) found that
participants not only reported increased forgiveness, but decreased anwetly hiewise,
Luskin, Ginzburg and Thorensen (2005) found that after completing a forgiveness
intervention, 55 college students with interpersonal hurts reported significagdsasrin
forgiveness and also exhibited significant reductions in depressive symptoms.

Worthington’s modeM orthington’s forgiveness intervention model includes five
steps, with each of the main components of the model represented in the acronym REACH
(Worthington, 1998). The first step provides individuals with an opportunity to (R) reckll a
remember painful emotions associated with the offense endured. Second, cligivisrare

techniques to help them (E) empathize with their offender. For example, cliertskad to



consider possible situational factors that may have caused their offescterss. During the
third step, clients are asked to consider forgiveness as an (A) altriftstzuging this step
individuals are encouraged to recall when they have received forgiveness fronanthtdre
gratitude they may have felt for receiving forgiveness (Worthington, 1998), dliexts are
encouraged to (C) commit to forgiving their offender when they are readyetadext
forgiveness. Committing to forgiveness may involve stating aloud (most commahky t
counselor or other group participants) that one has chosen to forgive or writitey aflet
forgiveness, which is normally not given to the offender. Finally, clients (H) hotd ont
forgiveness through specific “relapse prevention” strategies, suchiag teliers about their
decision to forgive and reminding themselves that they have chosen to forgivefdredeof
and move forward with their life.

Enright's modelThe Enright model includes 20 steps also aimed at promoting
forgiveness (Enright and the Human Development Group, 1991; Enright and Fitzgibbons,
2000; Baskin and Enright, 2004). Whereas Worthington’s REACH model includes 5 distinct
steps, Enright's model organizes the 20 steps into four broad phases. The first plddse, w
consists of seven steps, is called the Uncovering phase. The Uncovering phmasd &t a
examining psychological defenses that may prevent an individual from mgcalhiurt,
coping with anger towards an offender, developing an awareness of shame due tasan offe
and gaining insight about the role of the hurt in one’s life. Also in this beginning phase,
clients are given an opportunity to remember and release emotions asbadthatthe
offense they experienced and are encouraged to examine the role of ruminaimessive
cognitive rehearsal of their offense, in preventing forgiveness. Lastipgdhe first phase

of the intervention, individuals also explore how the offense has altered their worl&aew



example, after an especially hurtful offense, some people may see thasvaripist and
unfair. Examining this change in worldview and learning to cope with it are important
elements of this initial phase.

Next, the Decision phase, which includes steps 9-11, focuses on committing to
forgiveness and encouraging clients to embrace the possibility of forgineirgpffender.
Clients begin to examine the option of forgiveness and, if they choose to forgivetdegin
commit to the idea of forgiveness. Furthermore, clients might begin to havarag&hbf
heart” toward the offender and start to think about the possibility of forgivendssriown
life (Freedman & Enright, 1996, pg. 986). In the Work phase, which includes steps 12-15,
clients are asked to consider the offense from the offender’s viewpoint and dmezuss
importance of empathizing with their offender. In addition, individuals are encourkaged t
develop a sense of compassion, if possible, for their offender and are asked to aaesthe fl
inherent in all persons. Lastly, in steps 16-20, the Outcome phase, the meaninyehésgi
is reviewed and the personal nature of forgiveness is emphasized. At thjcheads begin
to experience true forgiveness wherein their behaviors, thoughts, and feelingdsttive
offender shift to become more positive and pro-social in nature (including, fopkxam
compassion, understanding, empathy, and wishes for the offender’s well-being).

Though Enright and Worthington’s models both have similar goals (primarily the
promotion of forgiveness) the precise components used to achieve these godierard.dif
First, Enright’s Forgiveness model (Enright & the Human Development Group, 1991;
Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000) contains of 20 steps, as opposed to Worthington’s five step
model (Worthington, 1998), which tends to result in a difference in treatment duration.

Because of this difference in duration, there are a few elements incluBadght's model



that are not necessarily discussed in Worthington’s model. Second, each model has a unique
approach to the importance of cognitions in the forgiveness process. While Wortlsngt

model does not place a great deal of emphasis on cognitive processes, Enright's mode
includes a chance for clients to examine the role of cognitions in preventingefarsgs.
Specifically, Enright encourages clients to see how excessive cogeitiwarsal of the

offense can actually inhibit the forgiveness process.

Despite the differences in these intervention models, there are margyrisiesil
(Wade & Worthington, 2005). Both models provide a clear and concise definition of what
forgiveness entails, as well as what forgiveness is not. In addition, both nradietieian
opportunity for clients to recall the offense they endured and the painful emotocsased
with it. Furthermore, both models state that forgiveness involves a shift in emotions,
thoughts, and behaviors towards the offender and believe that true forgiveness ereompass
change in all three domains. Lastly, both models incorporate the use of empathy and
encourage clients to find ways to empathize with their offender and think of possibias
behind their offenders’ actions.

Other intervention modeldn addition to the models detailed above, a few important
studies have been conducted that utilize forgiveness interventions tailored tw specif
populations (Rye & Pargament, 2002; Rye et al., 2005). For example, Rye and celleague
developed group forgiveness interventions aimed at promoting forgiveness through afie us
explicitly religious techniques. Although Rye’s work is based on Worthington’s model
(Worthington, 1998) and uses some of Enright’s techniques, this intervention model also
includes religiously tailored components (such as discussion of scripture [gassdge

encouraging individuals to engage in silent prayer and reflection).



Furthermore, forgiveness interventions have been designed specificalgefwith
couples experiencing infidelity or betrayal. Gordon and Baucom (1998) have proposed a
forgiveness model consisting of three distinct stages: impact, search fong)eard
recovery. Gordon and Baucom suggest that these three stages “parallel a persah’s natur
response to traumatic stress” and describe in detail how the process of forgivdaleiss
(pg. 425). During the impact stage, which occurs naturally after an offeckeyaaner
experiences the shock, victimization, and difficult emotions associated witkalimation
that an offense has occurred. In addition, they may feel intense anger ay henkéeh
they were treated unfairly or unjustly by their spouse. In the second stagerpaearch for
an understanding of why the offense has transpired. Gordon and Baucom propose that
finding meaning behind an offense or trauma can significantly facilitatempea
Furthermore, the second stage of forgiveness may include developing afsemgathy for
one’s partner, including the acknowledgement of factors that may have couwttibtiteir
betrayal. Finally, in the recovery stage, partners work together to comfargtveness. This
stage may be characterized by anger over the offense; however, unhikst tftage of
significant anger and negative emotions, anger in the recovery stage isedtieg fand less
intense. Lastly, partners in this stage may develop a sense of compadsimdarstanding
for one another. In essence, the negative emotions they felt towards therr Ipagindo
subside and are replaced with positive emotions such as understanding, acceptance, and
empathy.

Lastly, other researchers have also developed slight variations on forgivenes
intervention models. For example, Luskin, Ginzburg, and Thorensen (2005) utilized some of

the cognitive behavioral elements (such as disputing irrational beliefs)fofted in other



forgiveness models, but coupled these methods with relaxation strategies. LuskburGi
and Thorensen trained participants in stress reduction and guided imagery techmagyue
effort to promote forgiveness.

Synthesis of forgiveness intervention literatiach of the above forgiveness
intervention models have been tested empirically. These studies have been dligamize
several meta-analyses examining the overall efficacy of forgisenesventions
(Worthington, Sandage, & Berry, 20@askin & Enright, 2004; Wade, Worthington, &
Meyer, 2005). The first meta-analysis, conducted by Worthington, Sandage and Berry
examined 13 studies exploring interventions aimed at promoting forgiveness epbegd
finding a “marked dose-effect curve” indicating that the amount of time sp#mt w
participants in forgiveness interventions was directly related to an intems effect size
(pg. 7). As time spent intervening increased, so did the degree of forgivenespaasi
experienced. Furthermore, they report that the content of the interventionslireengse.
specific type of forgiveness model utilized, which components were used withgaats)
appeared to matter less than the duration of the intervention. Worthington et al. alsodoropose
additional variables that appeared to influence the forgiveness process. Oneisibbh va
they suggested may have an important effect on forgiveness, but has not yet aatebde
researched, is the role of participants’ religious beliefs. In addition, fugkearch by
Worthington et al. (1996) proposed that persons with strong religiosity (spegifloadie
who fall at or above one standard deviation above the mean) may forgive mone readil
Religion, they suggest, may play a key role in promoting forgiveness and shoulddreexpl

in greater detail in the future.
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In the most recent meta-analysis, Wade, Worthington, and Meyer (2005) examined
the efficacy of twenty-seven group forgiveness intervention studies. Wadeategbrized
each intervention study into one of three groups: full forgiveness interventions ¢im whi
each step of a forgiveness model was utilized), partial forgivenesseintiens (which did
not utilize a complete model, but instead used only select components) and lastly, no
treatment interventions. They reported that, after controlling for time speeach
intervention, full interventions were shown to be more effective at promotingydorss
than partial interventions. In addition, partial interventions were found to be mect\edf
than no treatment conditions. These findings suggest that certain components of full
interventions may be necessary elements in the promotion of forgiveness. Baseskon t
findings, Wade et al. examined each intervention in an effort to determineiffspec
components are more effective for encouraging forgiveness. They repatéidie spent on
three specific components were related to intervention effect srmasuraging empathy for
an offender, helping participants commit to forgiveness, and overcoming unfosgvene
(interventions intended to help participants with anger, revenge, and bittertfesst wi
specifically promoting forgiveness). These components appeared to belkgspentral to
the promotion of forgiveness and should be seriously considered in future work on
forgiveness interventions.

Religion and Forgiveness

In the study of forgiveness, numerous questions have emerged regarding winat fact
might promote or hinder the forgiveness process. Research has shown, foeexaahpl
empathy is a key component to forgiving an offender; those who can develop empathy for

their offender are more likely to extend forgiveness (McCullough, Worthingtorgch &,
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1997). Likewise, variables such as the victim’s gender, relationship closehessrbthe
victim and offender (ongoing versus temporary relationship), the severity of émseffand
the presence or absence of an apology have also been suggested as vital paktsraddserg
(Kilpatrick, Bissonnette, & Rusbult, 2002; Finkell, Rusbult, Kumashior, & Hannon, 2001;
Worthington, Sandage, & Berry, 2000; Ohbuchi, Kameda & Agarie, 1989). In addition,
researchers have proposed that religious commitment may significanigniod the
forgiveness process (Worthington, Sandage, & Berry, 2000; McCullough & Woudhingt
1999). Furthermore, the specific religion a person affiliates with does not gdxmearly
as important as the extent to which they are committed to their belieésstns have strong
religious beliefs of nearly any kind, Worthington et al. (1996) predict, thisemalyle them
to be more forgiving. Therefore, religious commitment may serve as a pofaetilictor of
forgiveness.

Conceptualizing and operationalizing religious commitmBatigious commitment
is a complex variable to conceptualize and measure, and has therefore beenrdafined i
number of ways. Glock (1962) defined religious commitment as consisting of 5 dimensions
Dimension one, Experiential commitment, is the emotional reaction individualdenqgeer
when they are communicating with God, or the transcendent force of their parktigian.
Dimension two, Ideological commitment, occurs when individuals subscribe to and endorse
the belief system outlined by their religious faith. In Dimension threaakstic
commitment, individuals follow the practices of their religious tradition. leress their
behaviors, such as attendance at religious services and participation ausedigcraments,
are the sign of their commitment. In Dimension four, Intellectual commitmehvjduals

obtain detailed knowledge of their faith tradition, for example, knowledge of sactsdiek
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religious founders/leaders. Lastly, Dimension five, Consequential comntjtme
“encompasses the secular effects of religious belief, practice, exmer@entknowledge on

the individual” (Glock & Stark, 1965, pg. 21). Specifically, Consequential commitment
refers to the attitudes, behaviors, and values an individual demonstrates towardsrhis or he
fellow man as a result of their religious beliefs.

Other researchers have elaborated on the definition of religious commitment.
Worthington (1988) has defined religious commitment as encompassing the following
variables: frequency of church attendance, participation in church activifreenaent and
support for theological components of faith, and frequency of reference to the Bible, Tora
or other sacred texts (Worthington, 1988). In addition, Worthington proposes that religious
commitment includes prayer, bible study, or devotional behaviors, the extent to which
religious faith is incorporated into daily life, and one’s status of membershigeligi@us
institution.

As definitions of religious commitment have developed, various methods for
measuring and gauging an individual’s religious commitment have been proposed. Some
researchers, for example, have measured religious commitment witkisamylquestions
meant to objectively gauge participants religiosity (for example, how dbeahto your
religious beliefs are you? How often do you attend religious services? Hpefrity do you
pray?). While these questions are sometimes effective, single itemrasatteligious
commitment are not as reliable and valid as established multi-item megsiaess the
Religious Commitment Inventory-10; Worthington et al., 2003). In addition, single item
guestions may also lead to problems of social desirability, as participantsen@ypted to

portray themselves in an overly positive light.
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Forgiveness and reconciliation across religious traditioRgrgiveness is of
paramount importance to a variety of religious traditions (Rye et al., 2000). Sthea@rity
of world religions emphasize the importance of forgiveness, in some fashion orramothe
their belief systems. Although the rationale behind extending forgiveneasddfers, as
does the degree of emphasis on forgiveness, Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduasm astl
Judaism all include forgiveness as an element of their faith. To better undenstaole tof
forgiveness in religious traditions, a sampling of major world religions froim thet East
(e.g., Buddhism and Hinduism) and West (e.qg., Christianity, Islam, and Judaisivg will
examined. Although no religious tradition is monolithic and statements about an agreed-upon
belief or teaching of a particular religion is often difficult, generéibres can be helpful as
an overview and as a point of comparison with other religions. Therefore, the following
section includes many generalizations that are intended to summarize thieawchings
about forgiveness by a particular religious tradition with the caveat thal adharents to
that particular faith would necessarily endorse that belief.

Buddhists believe that the world is “fundamentally unjust”; but that through karma
the balance of justice in the world is maintained (Rye et al., 2000, pg. 27). Karmdighe be
that everything we do has a direct influence on our future, either in this life or upon
reincarnation, is an essential part of the Buddhist tradition (Farrer- Halls, Fag@Xjve
actions can enable one to reap future rewards, whereas negative actionsltanfutsre
punishment. It is in light of this worldview that Buddhists approach forgivenesssand it
purpose. Essentially, forgiveness is considered a moral quality that promatesebal

relationship harmony, and positive karma. Therefore, if a Buddhist chooses not to forgive,
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they will likely reap negative repercussions later in life, or in a futurefbfethis lack of
forgiveness (Farrer-Halls, 2000).

In the Buddhist faith, forgiveness is thought to be the opposite of resentment and
represents the absence of anger towards an offender (Tsang, McCullough, & Hoyt, 2005)
When one is resentful, they may act unjustly towards others. To prevent this, Buddhists
encourage a two-part forgiveness process. First, to truly embrace fosgydrevictim
must reduce and eventually release desires for retribution or revemgst fyzir offender.

Any plans for retaliation or aggressive behaviors towards their offendéhemadandoned.
Second, the victim must alter their feelings and emotions towards their offepdeifically,
they must strive to release anger and resentment they feel towardetitenfAccording to
Buddhist beliefs, forgiveness does not encompass only one of these elementntfdeex
not avenging an offense but continuing to experience intense anger); insteadnésgjive
occurs only when both elements are present (no retaliatory behavior and aredicti
anger). In addition, Buddhist faith emphasizes that by embracing compassion dodtpity
offender, victims can genuinely empathize with their offender, which in turtead to
forgiveness (Rye et al., 2000).

The Hindu tradition has an especially unique understanding of forgiveness which is
both distinct from and similar to the Buddhist, Christian, Islam, and Jewish faitharSo
Buddhist faith, Hindus believe that the order of the world is dominated by karma, meanin
that “man himself is the architect of his life...what he did in the past life iebnt
responsible for what he is in the present life” (Sharma, 2005; pg. 78). The concept of karma
is highly applicable to forgiveness; as Rye et al. (2000) explain, “one cam@disat lack

of forgiveness, negative feelings, and unresolved, seething anger can dmyespitto
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future births” (pg. 29). Furthermore, Hindus do not see sin as punishable by a higheaei
the Christian, Islamic, and Jewish traditions do. Instead, they believentiudstions of
each individual will eventually (perhaps in their next life) have consequenuege($
1998). Finally, Hindu traditions emphasize that to truly follow the path of righteaienes
must extend forgiveness to offenders.

Jewish traditions also place great importance on forgiveness aseaamtant of faith
(Dorff, 1998; Rye et al., 2000). According to Judaism, the extension of forgiveness to
another person is, in essence, removing a debt and wiping clear the offended ofec
wrongdoings. Like Christians and Muslims, Jews believe that because Gaglusfpr
towards humans, as demonstrated in the Torah (for example Exodus 34:6, Psalms 145:17,
and Deuteronomy 11:22), humans must also forgive each other. Rye et al. explain the
importance of forgiveness in the Jewish tradition by stating, “...it is not onlysGod’
forgiveness that occupies this central place in Judaism, but also human forgivpge36).(
Furthermore, the Jewish faith proposes that after genuine contrition is offerdgtand t
offender has made amends for their actions, it is the victim’s duty to extendefuegs
(Dorff, 2003).

Christian traditions also express a strong belief in the value of forgivinegsofor
their transgressions (Rye et al., 2000, pg. 30; Marty, 1998; Worthington, Berry, aoitl, Parr
2001). According to Christian beliefs, the importance of forgiveness originatieCmist’s
death on the cross for the salvation of the world. In his death, Christ forgave all persons of
their transgressions and provided them with salvation despite any previous dffieysesd
committed. Therefore, Christians believe that because persons are fdargi@ea, they are

mandated to forgive others (as demonstrated in the Christian New Testamex&npie
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Luke 23:34, Matthew 6:12, and Mark 11:25; Beals, 1998; Rye et al. 2000). Beals explains the
Christian justification for forgiveness by stating, “God’s forgiving lov€hrist remains

freely offered to sinners and it seasons and sustains the lives of Christianscome be

forgiven to be forgiving” (pg. 123) and furthermore, “...when we know we are forgiven by
God for Christ’'s sake, we become moved to forgive others” (pg. 125). Christianitypteeref
proposes that to mimic Christ’s forgiveness of people, humans must also attertentb e
forgiveness to their offenders (Rye et al. 2000).

Similarly, the Islamic faith greatly emphasizes the importancergieness. Islamic
traditions believe that for true forgiveness to occur, an individual must be forgiven not only
by others (interpersonal forgiveness) but by Allah as well. Accordiigiamic beliefs,

Allah is a forgiving, compassionate, and merciful God and forgives all who hpnegstint

of their sins (Siddiqi, 2004). Because Allah extends grace, mercy, and ultiniatglyeness

to humans, it is vital that persons also extend this forgiveness to others. Faréherm
forgiveness between persons is the basis for many Islamic beliefs. diiswerses in the

Qur'an mention the importance of forgiveness (Qur'an 24:22; 39:53; 42: 25) and emphasize
offering forgiveness to others as Allah has first modeled forgivenessd®Wwamans. Lastly,

the Qur’an states that persons who forgive others will in turn receive rewamdé\lah

(Qur'an 42:40).

Despite a similar emphasis on the importance of forgiveness, a few important
differences in the understanding of forgiveness among religious traditioegideat (see
Table 1). Specifically, the role of reconciliation (defined as the victim aiehaér

continuing or re-establishing a relationship after the offense has transpidedp&ntance
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Beliefs about Repentance and Reconciliation Across Major World Religions.

Tradition: Repentance: Reconciliation:

Buddhism Not necessary for forgiveness to  Not a necessary element of
occur. Forgiveness may be forgiveness. However,
granted with or without apology reconciliation is often an
and contrition. outgrowth of compassion and

pity felt for offender during
the forgiveness process.

Christianity Not necessary for forgiveness to  Not a necessary element of
occur. Forgiveness may be forgiveness. Forgiveness may
granted with or without apology be granted with or without
and contrition. reconciliation with the

offender.

Hinduism Depends on each specific Hindu Depends on the specific Hindu
tradition. Forgiveness without tradition referenced. Many
repentance is found in the Hindu  stories in the Hindu tradition
tradition (in the Goddess Sri, for  emphasize reconciliation;
example); however, these cases however, each tradition has a
are used to demonstrate unique understanding of
theological points and the great reconciliation requirements.
ability of Gods, not necessarily
as a guideline for human
behavior.

Islam Not necessary for forgiveness Not a necessary element of
between humans. Yet, forgiveness. Reconciliation
repentance is necessary for Allah can be an important part of
to grant forgiveness to us. In forgiveness, but is not
this case, we must repent to be required.
forgiven.

Judaism Necessary for forgiveness to An important, but not

occur. Offender must repent to
victim and commit to abstaining

from the offense in the future. If

offender expresses contrition,
victim is obliged to forgive.

required, element of
forgiveness if genuine
repentance is offered. An
offender is encouraged to be
reconciled to the victim and
the community as a whole.
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(apology and/or contrition after wrongdoing) differ among Buddhist, Christiarduslislam,
and Jewish faiths (Macaskill, 2005).

In the Buddhist tradition, the extension of forgiveness is seen as not contingent upon
repentance. Instead, an offender can be forgiven without extending an apologsessiex
remorse. Reconciliation in the Buddhist faith, however, is slightly more compleklhissts
believe that reconciliation between the victim and offender is not alwayssaeges is
possible for the victim to feel compassion (and therefore extend forgivenessjsaiar
offender without reconciliation. However, Buddhists believe that once compassion is
extended to the offender, it will often result in reconciliation (Rye et al., 2000).

The Hindu tradition has a somewhat similar perspective on forgiveness, also
emphasizing karma and proposing that instead of sins being punishable by a higéver pow
each person will eventually be punished or rewarded (again, perhaps in anotiher tifeir
actions. Because of this view, reconciliation and repentance are not considesea t
necessary antecedent or consequence of forgiveness. If a person chooses tarforgive
offense, they will receive rewards for their forgiveness and likewise,dffender will be
given eventual punishment. In addition, one is not obliged to repent to be extended
forgiveness and furthermore, reconciliation is not a necessary elementioérhess (Rye et
al. 2000).

In Jewish traditions, reconciliation is seen as a necessary element o¢h@ss
(Dorff, 2003). It is believed that after forgiveness has occurred, individualédstimoose to
reconcile with the persons they offended, as well as with their family and waitymit is

important to emphasize, however, that although Judaism does place importance on the role of
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reconciliation, Jews do not believe that forgiveness means one should forget or overlook an
offense or wrongdoing. Instead the Jewish faith allows for a debt to be forgiven, ye
remembered (Rye et al., 2000). In addition, the Jewish faith proposes a unique view of
repentance and forgiveness. According to this tradition, if offenders cortipdeteturn
process, called “teshuvah” (whereby they express contrition and genuine repentargh a
variety of steps), the victims not only should forgive, but are obliged to do so (Dorff, 2003;
Auerbach, 2005). Furthermore, if victims do not offer forgiveness to offenders who hav
demonstrated genuine contrition, the victims themselves have sinned (Ry2@2@). Rye

et al. explain this viewpoint by stating, “Indeed, injured parties who refusegivddhose

who wronged them despite being asked for forgiveness three times in thecpref others

are themselves deemed sinners” (pg. 23). It is believed that through the &fergezssion

of repentance the victim will be able to extend forgiveness (Dorff, 2003). When adeiffe
chooses not to repent, the victim is not obliged to forgive (Auerbach, 2005).

In Christian traditions, reconciliation is not seen as a necessary part of fosgivene
but instead Christians believe forgiveness can be extended at any time anzbigingent
upon later reconciliation (Marty, 1998). Christianity also proposes that for forgw¢nme
occur, an offender does not need to demonstrate repentance for their actiaps1(988).

In the Christian faith, forgiveness can be extended to anyone at anytimerwiithout their
knowledge, repentance, or intent to reconcile (Rye et al., 2000).

Islamic tradition believes that a number of antecedents are necessamg tor
receive forgiveness. First, a serious offense must be committed in igadoamerit
forgiveness. Those who commit a grave offense with the knowledge that they laeeadiely

doing wrong and are expecting Allah’s forgiveness regardless of this ldgawge not
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worthy of forgiveness (Athar, 2006). Second, an offender must express genurtenont

and repentance to have Allah’s forgiveness bestowed upon them (Auerbach, 2005)as.astly,
outlined in the Qur’an, to be forgiven an offender must commit to not repeat the same
offense in the future (Athar, 2006). Once the above conditions have been met, Muslims
believe that Allah’s forgiveness erases all record of wrongdoing.

Each of the major world religions examined propose distinct beliefs aficgiation
and repentance in the forgiveness process and all value forgiveness in their quvenvay.
Due to the strong emphasis religious traditions tend to place on forgiveneas;hresehave
theorized a possible connection between religious commitment and desire anghes$ to
forgive.

Psychological research on the relationship between religious commitment and
forgivenesslin a ground-breaking article on religious commitment within counseling g&ttin
Worthington (1988) proposed a number of hypotheses regarding the experiences and
behaviors of religiously-committed individuals in counseling settings, focasirgpw
religious beliefs influence their actions. Worthington stated that highlyosaBgiersons
evaluate and approach the world (including their experiences in counselingsset
according to their worldviews, which are dictated by their religiougtselValues of highly
religious individuals, therefore, are proposed to clearly determine their behamtbr
responses to others. Worthington later elaborated on this model, in conjunction with
colleagues Kurusu, McCullough, and Sandage (1996), by suggesting that only under specific
circumstances do an individual’s religious beliefs influence their forgs®of others.
Worthington et al. proposed a standardization for religious commitment, sugghating

individuals who are considered highly religious (defined as those who score at odabove
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standard deviation above the mean on religious commitment inventories) are eanonitt
their faith to such a degree that they may forgive offenses more readilghikigoon et al.
stated that for the average person, religion is not a part of their lives to thetkatet will
influence their desire to forgive. However, for those who are deeply rgigiloeir desire to
forgive according to their religious beliefs may be intensified (Worthingt@h. 1996).

Despite the logic of these hypotheses, research thus far has not unequivocally
supported them. In contrast, some research has indicated that there is natreingati
between religiosity and forgiveness, leading researchers to descrabgiarRForgiveness
Discrepancy (Tsang, McCullough, & Hoyt, 2005). Tsang et al. have proposed several
possible explanations for the Religion-Forgiveness Discrepancy, thetusihg on
measurement and methodological problems in previous research. It is possibtpelal.
stated, that a variety of research and methodological flaws have causedseaneh to
cloud the religion-forgiveness connection, if it truly exists. Specificdhang et al (2005)
suggested that some current religiosity measures (such as brigfgetfinstruments) may
not adequately measure the complexity of religious behaviors and thoughts.riaréher
Tsang et al. stated that self-report instruments may lead to recall orrenbasies by
participants. For example, participants may easily recall the feestihat they were highly
forgiving, but may forget and therefore not disclose various other situations in whych the
were not forgiving. By not adequately measuring forgiveness, researmhgmot be able to
accurately determine a relationship between forgiveness and rejigiosit

A second possible explanation for the Religion-Forgiveness Discrepahey is t
rationalization explanation, in which certain religious individuals may Hgtuse their

religious beliefs to provide justification for unforgiveness. Some highly eeigyindividuals
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may feel that according to their religious values and beliefs, each person shoytédteax

to uphold and maintain a high standard of behavior. When this standard is not met and they
are offended by others, they may believe that because of their religious takies

acceptable to hold grudges, seek revenge, and/or not forgive someone who failed to me
their precise standards of behavior. In essence, their religious faith magepaovi

justification for revenge and avoidance against an offender and they may belidwernbat
forgiving, they are upholding their religious and moral values.

Furthermore, some individuals may tell themselves that not forgiving is lgdtual
appropriate moral decision. Tsang et al. (2005) conducted a pilot study as alpairt of t
research to test their moral rationalization theories and concluded that pettaduals do
seem prone to the use of their religious beliefs as justification and ratedrali for not
forgiving an offense. From their research on 38 Christian college students,ef sdnigpund
that persons who heavily endorsed scripture passages related to revengebamidmetr
reported being less forgiving of others. In addition, those reporting belief inifaygiiews
of God were more likely to exhibit benevolence towards others.

Therefore, as postulated above by Tsang et al. (2005), there is reason tothatieve
connections between forgiveness and religious commitment may exist sugbrdtans who
are highly religious are more likely to forgive. Edwards et al. (2002) exantieed t
relationship between religious faith and the extent to which individuals valugdogss. In
this study of 196 college students, religious faith and forgiveness wetrkcsigfty related,
indicating that those who reported being highly religious were also ligedge themselves
as highly forgiving. Although this research indicates a correlation lgelts between

religious commitment and the value students place on forgiveness, therendicasiy
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drawbacks to this research. First, this research was cross-sectionédfiooakand based on

self report. Thus, it cannot address the question of the effect of religious coemindn
forgiveness over time, cannot suggest a causal direction, and is susceptibld to socia
desirability bias, which may be particularly activated when religiousinhakls are

presented with questions about forgiveness. Second, Edwards et al. provide information
about the connection that exists between religious commitment and to what extent
individuals value forgiveness. They do not, however, address the question of whether highly
religious individuals are actually more likely to extend forgiveness in iteatisns.

In addition, Exline et al. (2004) conducted six studies examining the relationship
between narcissistic entitlement (defined as having expectations @il $pEatment from
others) and forgiveness. As part of this research, studies one, two, and three included an
examination of the relationship between religious commitment and forgivendss. first
study, Exline et al. reported that forgiveness of a specific offender wavelysitssociated
with religiosity (defined as religious participation and religiousdbshlience, that is, the
extent to which religious beliefs influence one’s everyday life). In studft&, reading
standardized transgression descriptions, those with higher religious coeminéxhibited
significantly greater motivations to forgive. Lastly, study three indat#hat religious
commitment was highly associated with trait forgivingness and the valueawes gin
unconditional forgiveness. The above findings indicate that there are likely donsect
between religious commitment and forgiveness, and also that strong asese@atiear to
exist between one’s religiosity, trait forgivingness, and motivations to foegspecific

offense.
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Still, additional research has found conflicting results when examining tbenaé
of religious commitment on forgiveness (Greer et al., 2005). In an examination of the
relationship between religiosity and vengefulness, 134 college students mshgpleattery
of self-report measures of religiousness, including measures of churaaatterbehaviors
and religious orientation scales, as well as measures of vengefulnesagAlthis study did
not directly address forgiveness per se, vengefulness is a close proxnly;eadhe degree
that people are feeling vengeful they are not in a state of forgivenesseGakaeported
that depending on how one measures religious commitment, the relationship with
vengefulness was either positive or negative. For example, when religious nmnimias
measured by the amount of money that one donated to religious organizatioms)Sedgs
was positively related to vengefulness. However, when measured as frequatiepadnce
at church activities, religious commitment was negatively related to fténgss. These
results are contradictory and indicate that despite outward religiositgll meligious
individuals appear to value non-retaliation. Greer et al. describe the abovediading
“oppositional forces” in which individuals may profess outward religious faitlotitr
actions such as donating money to the church), but still maintain vengeful bebawends
their offenders (p. 56).

Although there are contradictory findings in this area, some researchers have
proposed that clear connections between religious commitment and forgiveness do exi
real life situations. Research of this nature provides information about how an indsvidual
religious commitment can either help or hinder something as broad as theieezpéni
psychotherapy or something as specific as their ability to forgiveexample, current

research has begun exploring the influence of religious commitment and fosgwene
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applied counseling and psychotherapy settings. In a recent study, Wade, Wamnthang
Vogel (2007) examined the impact of religiously tailored interventions on 220 indisidual
currently receiving either Christian or secular counseling and their Edptkes. Wade et al.
found that religious and non-religious participants responded to therapeutic intarsenti
differently. Specifically, religiously committed clients improved moteswthey received
religiously tailored interventions during their therapy. It may be, as Wigytibn (1988)
originally proposed, that highly religious individuals interact with the world it log their
religious views and therefore, will benefit from interventions that correspontaiossly
with these beliefs.

Research has also been conducted to explore the influence of religiosity on the
effectiveness of group forgiveness interventions (Rye and Pargament, 2002 aRye e
2005). Rye and Pargament examined the effects of two forgiveness interventeamgan s
intervention condition (which did not incorporate religion) and a religiously tailored
intervention (which included explicit religious components) aimed at promotigyéoress
in 58 Christian college women who had experienced a romantic hurt or betrayal. They found
that both interventions were equally effective regardless of the secuddigmusly-based
content. In essence, participants were able to forgive their offender inietdrgention
condition. However, although there were no differences based on the type of intervention
used, Rye and Pargament did not assess for the potential interaction betweeniorervent
content and client religious commitment. As suggested in research conducteddgtvabhd
(2007), highly religious clients are likely to benefit from religiouslyota@t interventions.

Had Rye and Pargament measured religious commitment they may have found tlas to be

significant moderator of the effect of the different treatments over tierbaps those
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participants who were most religiously committed would have responded to theuzligi
intervention more than those who were less committed. In addition, Rye and Pargament
found that some participants reported using religious strategies to help tigare;for
regardless of the condition they were assigned. Specifically, partgipaodth conditions
reported praying for their offender and asking God for help forgiving. This finding
demonstrates that although the religiously integrated condition did not appear to be more
effective, religious participants nevertheless utilized their religi@liefs to assist them in

the forgiveness process.

Likewise, Rye et al. (2005) conducted a similar study to further examine the
effectiveness of religiously-integrated forgiveness interventions.eRgl. (2005) again
found that participantd\(= 149 divorced individuals) in both the secular and religious
conditions significantly increased forgiveness towards their offender. Ryedstemed these
results to be consistent with their previous research and stated that then ‘platésults was
remarkably similar” between the secular and religious condition (2005; pg. 89a}lifiom,
the authors examined the relationship between participant religiosity aeflabiéveness of
the different interventions. Rye et al. reported finding no special benefits tioadtdi
forgiveness gains made by highly religious individuals in the religious comdissentially,
regardless of participant religiosity, both conditions promoted change iniemti

The findings of Rye and Pargament (2002) and Rye et al. (2005) seem to indicate that
regardless of religious commitment, participants were able to ind@gsecness after
participation in a secular or religious intervention condition. Rye et al. suggésine
possible explanation for this similarity may be forgiveness strategiptoyed by

participants in both conditions, such as asking God for help forgiving. Therefore, although
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religious interventions were not explicitly utilized in the secular conditionicgeants still
reported using religiously based strategies to increase forgivenessiséhnf religious
technigues may indicate, as Rye et al. propose, that for some individualspfreligi
spirituality may be inherent to the forgiveness process” (2005; pg. 890).

However, there may be alternate explanations for the above finding that nargnif
differences exist between religious and non-religious persons in thengféériorgiveness
across intervention type (secular or religious). The use of religiousgésto aid
forgiveness may suggest that Rye et al’'s (2005) participants were hibdplyu® prior to the
start of the study, leading them to naturally draw on their religious baliédsgive. Rye et
al. recruited participants using a few different methods, one of which included
announcements placed in local church bulletins. This type of recruitment may théveale
high number of religiously committed persons as participants. If the saisgalieby Rye and
colleagues had been recruited from environments that were more secularen aatore
representative sample may have been obtained.

To assess religiosity, Rye et al. (2005) administered the Hoge Intrinsgidrsli
Motivations scale (Hoge, 1972) and found mean participant scores of 3@38(49) in
the religiously integrated condition and 29(%D = 5.23) in the secular condition. The Hoge
Scale has a score range from 10 to 40, with higher scores indicating greatsic religious
motivation. Prior research, however, has reported Hoge Intrinsic Religioisakitot mean
scale scores which are consistently lower than Rye et al's findingex&omple, Brose et al.
(2005) in research on the relationship between personality and forgiveness in 2y colle
students, reported a mean score on the Hoge scale of(3®@%65.89). Falkenhain and

Handal (2003), in research on attitudes towards death anxiety, death acceptance, and
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religious beliefs in 71 elderly persons, reported a mean scale score of23:83Q.17). In
addition, Narvaez et al. (1999) used the Hoge scale to explore the relationshgnbeivel
judgment and religiosity in Baptist and United Church of Christ participants.répeyted a
mean scale score of 26.7804= 3.08) for Baptist participants and 19.5D(= 4.14) for
United Church of Christ participants. Note that Narvaez et al. only sampledusligi
individuals and yet the mean scores on the Hoge scale were still lower tharatheamies
reported by Rye et al. for their sample that was not intended to be highly religious

Finally, the normative sample utilized in the development of the Hoge Intrinsic
Religious Motivations measure had a mean scale score of 19.95, nearly 10 points (two
standard deviations) lower than Rye et al's reported mean of 29. Rye et alisrhegre
score on the Hoge scale appears to indicate that their sample is sigyificarglreligious
than the overall population. Again, as previously proposed, this finding could account for the
reported use of religiously-based forgiveness strategies (such iag @sld for help with the
forgiveness process) by participants in both the religious and secular conflimast |
participants were religiously committed, they would likely be comforttbkdy
implementing religious strategies to help them forgive. In addition, the pdtgméstricted
range of religiosity might hide the effect of religious commitmenéegponse to forgiveness
treatment.

Although the Hoge scale might be used as a proxy for religious commitmei, it is
reality a measure of Intrinsic Religious Motivations, which is based on thealrreligious
orientation research by Allport and Ross (1967). Religious orientation is not a enefsur
religious commitment per se, but attempts to capture the way in which peopégoes or

what motivates them to be religious. As a result, researchers have crihguesk of
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measures of intrinsic religiosity (such as the Hoge Intrinsic RelgMotivations scale) to
assess religious commitment (Kirkpatrick & Hood, 1990). Kirkpatrick and Hood segdgest
that multiple problems exist with measures of intrinsic and extrinsicaetignotivation.
They propose that scales of this nature do not define religious motivation adegqudtely
concisely. Scales measuring religious motivation assess a widey\adrieghaviors,
attitudes, and cognitions without specifically defining and targetingioels motivation.
Kirkpatrick and Hood state that religious motivation scales appear to achedlyure
personality variables and cognitive processes more closely than motiv&tiento this lack
of clear definition, religious motivation instruments likely measure a eumispurious
variables without targeting religious motivation. Second, Kirkpatrick and Hood stuiyge
measures of religious motivations may not be effective for measurinditheug
commitment of non-religious persons. They propose that measures of religiousiorotivat
are worded and presented to participants in a way that assumes religieaityets and
therefore, does not accurately gauge lack of religious motivation. Theref@engp&rho are
not highly religious are not able to sufficiently express themselves on resadueligious
motivation. Due to the above criticisms, Kirkpatrick and Hood suggest that fchsesin
the psychology of religion.pursue more promising methodological and theoretical
directions” (1990; pg. 443). Thus, the use of measures of intrinsic religiousatrmt| such
as the Hoge Intrinsic Religious Motivations scale utilized by Rye €@05), may not be
suitable measures of religious commitment.
Future Research Directions

Despite growing work on the relationship between religion and forgivenessy clea

there are gaps in this research which warrant further examinationrétessaave yet to
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conclude if religious commitment influences one’s ability to extend forgivenhss.far, the
minimal research that exists on this subject is contradictory. Some tonalaesearch has
indicated that persons with high religious commitments may value forgivenessantbr
forgive more readily than persons who are not highly religious (Edwards et al., 2002; ExI
et al, 2004; Greer et al., 2005; Tsang et al., 2005). However, other research does not support
this, indicating that an individual’s religious commitment does not seem to be ivelicht
their ability to forgive (Rye and Pargament, 2002; Rye et al., 2004). Due to thetoanfli
nature of previous research, we cannot conclude the extent to which religious cemtmitm
influences forgiveness. In addition, research to date has often been correlatiocralss-
sectional in nature, limiting researchers’ ability to draw conclusions abocatisal
relationship between religiosity and forgiveness.

A few important questions emerge regarding forgiveness and religious cosmhit
First, do people with high religious commitment forgive more readily than perstmbwi
or moderate religious commitments? Do people with strong religious corantiforgive
more often and more easily than non-religious people? Or does religious comimtne
affect the forgiveness process? Worthington’s (1988) initial hypothesisstegghat a
strong relationship exists between religious commitment and outward behavioitposg
and values, and provides a starting point for research of this nature (Worthington, 1988).
Likewise, Worthington, Sandage, and Berry (2000) have recognized religious cosntraisn
a factor that, because of its influence on how individuals approach the world, may
significantly impact forgiveness and warrants further exploration.

Second, researchers have begun to explore the role of religious tradition in either

encouraging or hindering the forgiveness process. It appears that the valggveiiess is
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nearly universal; however, the extent to which each religion endorses and advocates
forgiveness seems to vary (Rye et al. 2000). Therefore, do commonalitiesargikierfess
process exist across religions? Differences in forgiveness amongstuehgditions have
only been briefly examined and require further study. In addition, future casgavuld
explore the process through which various religious traditions approach and extend
forgiveness.

Third, forgiveness research has just begun to uncover factors that help and hinder the
forgiveness process for religious and non-religious individuals. Many questisas ari
regarding the type of forgiveness intervention that may be most benfficsplecific
participants. For example, do religious persons forgive more readily aftieigagdion in
religiously tailored forgiveness interventions? Likewise, do persons who argigausly
committed forgive more in secular groups? Or, in contrast, does the type oéiiien
utilized have no bearing on forgiveness? Some researchers have begun totleeptdecof
secular and religiously integrated interventions in promoting not only positikagptheic
outcomes, but also forgiveness, for the religious and non-religious (Rye and &atrgam
2002; Rye et al., 2005; Wade, Worthington, & Vogel, 2007). Further research is needed to
examine the specific role of secular and religiously integrated imigows in the forgiveness
process.

A final question that arises from research of this type is the influencbigibus
commitment on overall psychological health. Likewise, the relationship betwegneness,
psychological health, and religious commitment needs further explorationearak<to
date, persons reporting that they are able to forgive an offender often als@espeased

levels of depression and anxiety. In short, the act of forgiving appears to haveva posit
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effect on one’s mental health (Baskin & Enright, 2004). What remains unanswered, howeve
is the degree to which forgiveness interventions influence various facethbjusyical

distress. For example, to what extent do forgiveness interventions reduceide@eds

anxiety? In addition, what is the relationship between religious commitment,eioegs, and
psychological health? Research is needed to determine if persons with iigigusel
commitments not only forgive more after participation in forgivenessviemgions, but also
experience greater reductions of psychological distress after aremtien of this type.

While researchers know that forgiving seems to reduce negative psycholggip&bss,
guestions remain about why, how, and the extent to which various elements of metital heal

are increased by forgiveness interventions.
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CHAPTER 2
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM: STUDY 1

Major religions of the world have emphasized, to various degrees, the impartance
forgiveness (Rye et al., 2000). Within the past two decades, the field of psychasogy h
begun to explore the value of forgiveness and the influence of forgiveness on malttal he
Specifically, psychologists have begun researching possible connectioegheatav
individual’s religious commitment and their motivation, desire, and willingreesstend
forgiveness (Edwards et al., 2002; Exline et al., 2004; Greer et al., 2005). While a fe
hypotheses have been proposed regarding how religious commitment may affect one’
behaviors (Worthington, 1988; Worthington et al., 1996), there is an overall lack of research
exploring connections existing between these two constructs. Furthermaeristingy
research on religious commitment and forgiveness provides somewhat cootya@istilts.

Hypotheses regarding religious commitment and forgiveness began with
Worthington’s (1988) ground-breaking article which proposed that individuals with high
levels of religious commitment (defined as one’s frequency of church attendance
participation in church activities, and prayer, bible study, or devotional behavietiedy
to have specific value systems which are strongly influenced by theiotedigeliefs. In
turn, Worthington proposed that these unique value systems help shape one’s lifeatyle. |
elaboration on this theory, the specific link between religious commitment and one’s
willingness to forgive was explored (Worthington et al., 1996). Worthington et al. proposed
that people who fall at and above one standard deviation above the mean on religious

commitment inventories will be more likely to behave in ways that coincide with the
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religious beliefs. Seeing that most religious traditions value forgiveWésghington et al.
suggest that highly religious persons should also be more likely to extend forgiveness

Although some research has explored this link, there is a significant ladeafck
regarding the exact process of forgiveness for individuals of differégiored. Research has
not adequately explored how religious commitment is related to forgivendssioflience
of various religious beliefs on forgiveness. In addition, research to date has notezkam
connections between forgiveness and religious commitment in real-lifegseitith actual
offenses. Thus far, self report and correlational research has provided anandrcatt
people with significant religious commitments consider themselves to be mgirerfgrthan
do non-religious individuals (Edwards et al., 2002; Exline et al., 2004). Self-report ngasure
however, are not necessarily an accurate gauge of one’s true behavithestrifore, because
forgiveness is emphasized as a positive virtue, religious people may be inclrepdrt that
they are more forgiving than they really are. Research is needed toséskalvli religious
commitment influences forgiveness and whether religious persons not only repgrt be
highly forgiving, but actually forgive real-life transgressions cottad against them more
readily.

Some research to date has indicated that religious beliefs and commitmgibts ma
somewhat inherent in the forgiveness process for many people. Specipoaltyesearch
has compared a secular forgiveness intervention condition and a religious|stedegr
forgiveness intervention condition and found no differences in forgiveness acrosgosndit
that is, participants in both conditions were able to extend forgiveness for an o{flRpdet
al., 2005). In an especially relevant finding, Rye et al. asked all participamegsdart methods

they utilized to help them forgive. Regardless of the intervention they were involved i
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many participants reported using religious methods, specifically a8laddor help, as a
part of their personal forgiveness process. This finding seems to indicate fhed theslack
of religious emphasis in the secular condition, participants nevertheless ugedsetieans
to help them move toward forgiveness. Therefore, religious factors and themes faat,
be a part of forgiveness for many people.

The present dissertation includes two connected studies intended to explore in detail
how an individual’s religious commitment may affect their ability to extengiieness to a
person in their life who committed an offense against them. The first studynugepitih
interviews to explore the ways religious people view and make use of their religious
commitment in the forgiveness process. What factors (religious or othervosejter
forgiveness for religiously committed people? Are certain beliefs abogivéness universal
across religious faiths? Furthermore, what specific religious teagtphgosophies, and
traditions assist people in extending forgiveness? The second study ekassneiations
between forgiveness and religious commitment with individuals who partidipate
treatments to explicitly promote forgiveness (for more details, segt€bal and 5).

The present research will allow for a more accurate understandinggodusli
commitment and forgiveness than is afforded by previous correlational res&ateeper
awareness of the factors that encourage and assist in the forgiveness gro€great
clinical utility and can assist in the development of future forgivenessémtgons.
Furthermore, commonalities among religious traditions within the forgivemessss can be
utilized to develop and implement future forgiveness interventions that areveffiect

people from various faith traditions.
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CHAPTER: 3
METHOD: STUDY 1

Participants

Participantsil = 10) were residents of a medium sized Midwestern town. The
majority of participants were Caucasian (90%) and female (80%) agddan age from 37
to 71 yearsNl = 55, SD= 12.59). All participants attended local churches, synagogues, and
other religious organizations and reported a moderate to high religious comn{itfrrent
41.20,SD= 7.53 on the Religious Commitment Inventory-10, see Measures below). Half of
those participating identified themselves as Christian (50%), with thememéialf
identifying as Jewish (20%), Buddhist (10%), Muslim (10%), and Unitarian (10%).
Interviewer

For the present study, the majority (8) of the interviews were conducted bylibe aut
of this paper, a doctoral candidate in counseling psychology who had completed tsvofyear
individual therapy practicum and conducted prior research in the area of foggvén®
additional interviews were conducted by an honors undergraduate student who had been
trained to complete the interviews. The training consisted of observinggh®@ iimterviews
conducted by the author of this paper, with discussion and training following those
interviews on the effective methods for conducting a semi-structured interview. Al
interviewers were supervised by a licensed psychologist.
Procedure

Before participant recruitment began, the study was approved by the Interr@lVRevi
Board (IRB) of lowa State Universitfparticipants were recruited directly through local

religious congregations. An undergraduate research assistant contacstersjirabbis, and
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other heads of religious organizations to explain the study purpose and recruit potential
participants. Religious leaders were encouraged to inform parishionersopipiiunity to
participate. In addition, permission to advertise was obtained from religiaes$eand
announcements were placed in church bulletins, on bulletin boards, and were circulated,
when appropriate, via e-mail. People were eligible to participate onlgyifitad already
forgiven an offense committed against them and were religious themselvestigipants
were self-selected.

Those who were interested in participating contacted the researchetly gieec
email or telephone. When individuals contacted the researchers to participategithey
screened to ensure they had forgiven an offense committed against them.sTassessed
through the use of a single item measure of forgiveness (see Measticeg.dacaddition,
potential participants were informed of basic study procedures. If persotexidie
participate, the research assistant scheduled a 2 hour time slot for then tedakially
with the interviewer. If necessary, persons who were not eligible forutg &.g., because
they were still struggling with the hurt) were given information about lveaital health
agencies where they might address their concerns. Those who indicated that tkdikevoul
to participate were mailed a welcome packet, which included the Religious i@oemn
Inventory (RCI-10; Worthington et al., 2003), a demographics questionnaire, the list of
guestions the interviewer would be asking them regarding their forgivenesergpdsee
Appendix A), a letter of welcome thanking them for participating, directions akthpa
information, and lastly, an informed consent for participants to read and sigaipBats
were encouraged to complete the RCI-10, demographics questionnaire, and inforraatl cons

document and bring them to the interview or to arrive a few minutes early to corhplete t
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necessary paperwork prior to the start of the interview. Informed consent wasdtessed
prior to the interview and any questions that participants had were answerddiateha

Once the necessary paperwork was completed, participants were introduced to the
interviewer and the interview began. The interviews ranged from approkréateinutes
to 120 minutes in duration and averaged approximately 90 minutes. Interviews were sem
structured in nature. The interviewer utilized a list of 11 questions (see Appenitelp
guide and structure the interview, such as “What do you believe your relicaditgotr says
about forgiveness?” and “What motivated you to forgive your offender?” Questioas wer
open-ended to encourage participants to provide detailed information about thegreeeri
The interview format was semi-structured so that the interviewer couldlask-up
questions as needed for additional detail. Participants were given $20 for theijpgton.
After the interview was completed, participants were thanked for theicipatton, verbally
debriefed, and dismissed.
Measures

Religious Commitment Inventory (RCI-10he RCI-10 is a ten item scale used to
assess an individual’s current level of religious commitment and religi®grthington et
al., 2003). The RCI-10 includes items such as “It is important to me to spend periods of time
in private religious thought and reflection” and “My religious beliefs lie behind hlev
approach to life”. The RCI-10 has been widely validated, has strong internhilitglia
(Cronbach’salphaof .93) and strong test re-test reliability (Cronbacthaof .87;
Worthington et al., 2003). The RCI-10 has been shown to highly correlate with additional
instruments measuring spirituality and religiosity (Worthington et al., 2003)dition, for

an undergraduate populatidd £ 132), Worthington et al. report a mean score of 250y
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11.9) on the RCI-10. Lastly, mean scores for secular populations have been shown to range
between 21-26 (standard deviations range between 10-12); whereas mearosceligstis
populations are typically higher. Worthington et al. found that Christians et diitectly
from churches had a mean score of 39 and clients from Christian agencies hadsaorea
of 37.

Demographics dataA few brief questions were asked to ascertain demographic
information about the participants. If willing, participants reported tleiy &ge, religious
affiliation, and duration which they have been involved in their religious affihati

Single-ltem Measure of Forgivene$®. ensure that persons participating believed
that they had forgiven their offender, participants ranked on a five-pointt lsiiyde scale
(e.g., 1 =“Not at all” to 5 = “Completely”) the degree to which they had forgivein t
offender. Only participants ranking the extent to which they had forgiven avearg (
much” forgiven) or 5 (“completely” forgiven) were eligible to particgat
Research Questions

All of the major world religions emphasize, to varying degrees, forgivenestha
importance of forgiving one another. However, each religion has a unique perspactive
why forgiveness is important, the means through which forgiveness is offedethea
religious basis for forgiveness. Study 1 was designed with these basic granmsed and
implemented to explore the religious elements in the forgiveness procestiragtor
religious individuals who had successfully forgiven some significant hurt inltfeei

In the present study, the question of central importance was: what is thegercei
relationship between forgiveness and religion among religious people? Wihatises and

differences exist within the forgiveness process? Second, religiampesften refer to
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religious texts and passages in support of forgiveness. Therefore, whatspégibus
references or passages explain the importance of forgiveness for persotte?chifid do
common themes arise across religions? Third, what additional religioushésemezy
prevent or assist the forgiveness process? For example, what is the role cbomaisnity
of faith in promoting forgiveness? Lastly, each religion justifies the irapoet of
forgiveness through slightly varied means. Therefore, what specifioredigeliefs motivate
religious individuals to forgive? What faith tenants help prompt persons to extend
forgiveness?

Because forgiveness is emphasized differently in each religion, tlempresearch
aimed to explore precise beliefs about forgiveness that exist acrgssusliraditions.
Common religious themes and beliefs that promote forgiveness were explonetélif]
this research sought to understand whether religious factors (and if so, which ones)

encourage forgiveness.
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CHAPTER 4
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM: STUDY 2

Researchers have proposed that religious commitment may be assodiatenkeVes
ability and desire to extend forgiveness (Worthington, Sandage, & Berry, 2000; &dihe
2004). Recently, research has begun exploring the merit of this theory. To datesfarging
mixed with some research indicating that religious commitment and foegsenay be
related (Edwards et al., 2002), while other research proposes that forgiveryasst ine
influenced by one’s religious commitment (Rye et al., 2005).

As interest in forgiveness and religious commitment has grown, researchers ha
begun to examine how forgiveness can be promoted and what specific factors enoourag
prevent forgiveness. Furthermore, research has explored the usefulnesyerftiotes
designed explicitly to promote forgiveness and has found that group forgiveness
interventions can effectively help persons forgive (Wade, Worthington, & Meyer,.28005)
forgiveness research has evolved, it has been suggested that, because forgigeradgsd
virtue in many religious traditions, people who are religious may respond to foegs/e
treatments more readily and forgive with more ease (Rye et al., 2000).

Some initial research has been conducted to address this question. In one study, two
types of explicit forgiveness interventions were compared, one withukasémcus and one
with a religious focus (Rye et al., 2005). Despite the distinct focus of eachicondad
significant differences between conditions were evident. In a second findingeaievsint to
the present study, this research found no additional benefits for highly religiosegopatt
in the religious intervention condition. That is, all participants appear to have fotgitiee

same extent and religious commitment was not associated with one’s aldlé@gi@ to offer
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forgiveness. Rye et al’s findings may indicate that no additional benefitsnereyast for
highly religious persons who patrticipate in religious interventions and tretliegs of
religious faith; persons are equally likely and able to forgive.

In contrast, some studies suggest that strong associations may exestrbegligious
commitment and forgiveness. In this research, people with high religious coentstare
more likely to see themselves as highly forgiving (Edwards et al., 2002; Exkhe 2204).
In addition, trait forgivingness, defined as the “tendency to forgive trarssgnesover time
and across a wide variety of interpersonal circumstances”, may playifecaig role in
one’s ability to forgive situation-specific offenses (Allemand, Amb2ngprich, &
Fincham, 2007; pg. 200). Research of this nature indicates that strong assoqgéansa
exist between religious commitment and trait forgivingness, and trait forgessgand
forgiveness for specific offenses.

Although these studies indicate that a connection exists between religious
commitment and forgiveness, this research is only self-report and so it may nde@ovi
accurate reflection of one’s actual behavior. Major religious traditions esizehthe
importance of forgiveness as a positive act and an element of virtuous behaviet 8Rye
2000). Due to this positive view of forgiveness, people (particularly religious penaile
feel compelled to report that they are forgiving, when in fact they aresriotgving as they
present themselves to be. In essence, social desirability may leagb@atsito portray
themselves in an overly positive light. What remains to be determined is thetextdich
findings of this nature will translate to real-life situations.

The first purpose of Study 2 wasexplore the relationship between religious

commitment and forgiveness after participants had completed a psycholotgoatmtion
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designed specifically to promote forgiveness. Therefore, the centralogquefsthe present
study was: when controlling for pre-treatment forgiveness, is sagtcommitment
associated with forgiveness following an intervention designed to promote fuggs

Second, the present study also explored associations between psychological
symptoms and religious commitment. Researchers have suggested tlaigemnmitment
may help decrease psychological distress (Hackney and Sanders, 2003}idn,addi
researchers have proposed that religious commitment is associated wabkedcself-esteem
and decreased depression (Commerford & Rezinkoff, 1996; Gartner, 1996). Therefore, the
present study explored the relationship between religious commitment and pgigziolo
distress after participation in a forgiveness promoting intervention.

Lastly, the present study also examined variables that may be assodiated w
religious commitment and forgiveness. Specifically, certain factoysbh@gossible
mediators of the relationship between religious commitment and forgivenessu€ne
variable is trait forgivingness, which has been shown to influence one’s properisityive
situation specific offenses (Berry et al., 2001; Brown & Phillips, 2005) and teddia
religious commitment (Edwards et al., 2002). Therefore, trait forgivingmasexplored as a

potential mediator of the relationship between forgiveness and religious cosmhit
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CHAPTER: 5
METHOD: STUDY 2
Participants
Participants{l = 298) werdrom three pre-existing data sets each collected within the
past 6 years to examine the process of forgiving as a result of group heggve
interventions. The main purpose of these studies was to compare the efficaogrendiff
treatments for promoting forgiveness. However, in each study religious cosmhivas
collected as part of the background information on the participants. The religious
commitment data has not been analyzed in any of these studies.
Participants from Sample 1 and 3 were college aged students enrolled in Intpductor
Psychology classes from two medium sized universities. ParticipantspléSa were
residents of a medium sized Midwestern town. Of the 298 total participantshrealldata
sets, 83 were male (27.8%) and 213 were female (71.5%) (two participants digpootljes
The majority of participants, 65.1% £n194), identified themselves as Caucasian. In
addition, 20.1% (n = 60) of participants identified themselves as African American(16.7%
= 20) as Asian American, 3% (n = 9) as Hispanic/Latino, and 2% (n = 6) declinesitera
Furthermore, 3% (n = 9) of participants identified their race as “othgesAanged from 18-
68; the average age of participants was 24.21 (SD = 10.8). Religious affiliation vaded a
the participants with 47.7% (n = 142) of participants identified as Protestant, g04&d)
as Catholic, 1.3% (n = 4) as Hindu, 1% (n = 3) as Muslim, 0.7% (n = 2) as Buddhist, 1% (n =
3) as Jewish and 0.3% (n = 1) as Mormon. Lastly, 15.7% (n = 47) of respondents indicated

that they did not have a religious affiliation and 8.7% (n = 26) of respondents indicated that
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their religious affiliation fit into the “other” category. No responseswiven for 3% (n = 9)
of participants.
Group Facilitators

Facilitators for all groups were trained specifically in leading amdlgcting
forgiveness intervention groups as well as alternate treatment groajisatéas were
supervised closely throughout the research process by licensed psychologistseagiien
regular supervision. Facilitators were graduate students who were enrolieARAa
approved doctoral program in counseling psychology and had completed at least two
semesters of individual therapy practicum and a course in group psychotherapy. One
additional facilitator was a pre-licensure faculty member in an APAesapgrcounseling
psychology program at a medium sized university. In addition, each facilikd a
forgiveness condition and an alternate condition to reduce potential facilitacisesh the
study outcome.
Procedure

Before participant recruitment began, each study was approved by the Internal
Review Board (IRB) at the university where the study was complegticipants in two of
the three samples (Sample 1 and 3) were recruited through undergraduate ggydheses
and bulletin boards that advertised psychology research participation opportutiutientsS
were eligible to participate in the study if they could recall a timenithey had been hurt or
offended in a significant way, they believed that they had not moved beyond the offehse, a
they wanted to work to forgive their offender. Participants were then randosigyned to
either a forgiveness intervention condition, an alternate treatment condition, iiatwa

control condition. The forgiveness condition in all three studies was based dmnjfom’s
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Pyramid Model to REACH forgiveness (1998) and followed a manual designed thxpdici
encourage forgiveness (for an example of the manuals see Appendix B). Tiredealte
treatment conditions varied across the studies (see alternativeeinéatution below).

In Sample 2, participants were community members recruited to partidipabegh
advertisements in local newspapers and fliers placed throughout communityAdreas.
advertisements invited persons who had a desire to overcome a specific offepgdiires
to participate in a study on the effectiveness of counseling interventioh®$er seeking to
overcome a prior hurt. No specific mention of forgiveness was offered at thisTim
announcements, bulletin boards, and advertisements included contact information such as
phone numbers and e-mail addresses of the researchers, allowing interesgigwkilsdio
gain information about participating. As in the other two studies, persons wgbéedio
participate if they could think of a time when they had been hurt or offended and felt that
they had not been able to forgive the offender, but desired to do so. Those who were not
eligible for the study were given information about local mental healtihcaggewhere they
might address their concerns.

After the initial phone or e-mail correspondence with researchers, parntisiwere
randomly assigned to participate in the forgiveness intervention condition, timate
treatment condition, or the wait-list control condition. Before the start of gtarftervention
session, participants in all three studies completed pre-test measures.

In all three studies, participants received some type of compensation for their
participation. In Sample 1, students received a small amount of coursercedihange for
their participation. In Sample 2 on the last day of the intervention, after panisihad

completed post-treatment measures, they received a small monetary ctiope5).
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Lastly, participants in Sample 3 received both a small amount of course creldirfor t
participation and were compensated monetarily with $15 each time they ceanplet
guestionnaires. After the study concluded, participants in all three studieshaeked for
their participation and debriefed regarding the study purpose.

Forgiveness Intervention Conditiofihe primary goal of all three studies was to
compare the efficacy of a treatment to promote forgiveness with aitertrgatments.
Therefore, all three samples included a forgiveness intervention desipletlg to
promote forgiveness. The forgiveness treatment tested in each study aGasimas
Worthington’s Pyramid Model to REACH Forgiveness (1998). This treatment ryolkda$
been utilized in a variety of prior research (for a review see Wade et@8), dbis
intervention includes techniques that are categorized into five components reutdsethie
acronym “REACH?”. The first step, recalling (R) the hurt encouragescpaatits to
remember the hurt they have experienced in a safe, nonjudgmental environmentoitde sec
step encourages individuals to develop empathy (E) for their offender. The nerbstegst
participants the concept of giving “the gift” of forgiveness as anislic (A) response to the
offender’s actions. Fourth, individuals are encouraged to commit (C) to forgivimg thei
offender. Lastly, participants learn how to hold (H) onto the forgiveness they tlaeged
and the skills they have learned during the intervention. Furthermore, in additiorbto the
intervention steps detailed above, the intervention discusses definitions of fosgiagie
helps participants to understand differences between forgiveness and relatestirtmit di
concepts, such as reconciliation and condoning or pardoning an offense. (For more detail

about the REACH model see Chapter 1).
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The duration of the forgiveness intervention condition varied across the three studies.
The duration of the forgiveness intervention group was 6 hours in Sample 1 (twodhree-h
sessions), 6 hours in Sample 2 (four 90-minute sessions), and 9 hours in Sample 3 (six 90-
minute sessions). All forgiveness intervention conditions followed a specifisahéor an
example, see Appendix B).

Alternative Treatment Condition&ll three studies included some form of an
alternative treatment. In contrast to the forgiveness condition, the dltertratitment
conditions did not include any interventions that specifically addressed foegaie®ample 1
used a stress-reduction condition as the alternative treatment. This condgidasigned to
help participants reduce stress in their lives through techniques such as pregnessle
relaxation, deep breathing, and visualization. The stress reduction altemnditeoa also
included information about stress, the negative accumulative effect &, stneshow to
reduce stress. The alternative treatment condition matched the forgitreagsent group in
duration, 6 hours total (two, three-hour sessions).

Study 2 also included an alternative treatment condition, which was designed to
mimic group psychotherapy. Specifically, this general counseling intervendéism \short-
term adaptation of the Yalom and Leszcz (2005) group psychotherapy model outlined in the
bookTheory and Practice of Group Psychotherajpythis condition, participants were
encouraged to share content from their own lives and their reactions to one another within the
group. Group facilitators provided enough structure to create an emotionalgnsiafe
accepting environment and helped participants to discuss their concerns with one anothe
Facilitators also helped participants to understand group processes and theshare

thoughts, reactions, and feelings in the “here-and-now” and understand how those patterns
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might be similar to interactions they have with people in their lives. Thetdéais

attempted to promote the curative factors outlined by Yalom as being the mostieeufi
group therapy success. This condition was 6 hours in length (comprised of four 90-minute
sessions).

Lastly, Sample 3 included an alternate treatment condition aimed at reducing ange
Interventions in this condition included relaxation strategies, discussing aggerg, and
allowing participants a chance to share their past experiences with othberearthe
group. Information and personal sharing about the different ways that people assexpr
anger was also provided. Explicit efforts were made during the creation, pi@paaad
implementation of this treatment to avoid any interventions that would overlap with the
forgiveness treatment, with the exception of setting the ground rules foothe (g:.g.,
confidentiality) and allowing participants time and space to talk about tspectve hurts.
Treatment sessions were 90 minutes in length and met twice a week over thettuese
weeks, for a total of 9 hours of intervention time.

Wait-list control conditionParticipants in this condition received no treatment while
the treatment conditions were conducted. They completed pretest and positesesien
the same schedule as participants in the treatment groups. After the stuayertheyfered
the opportunity to participate in the forgiveness treatment group. Sample 2 and 3dnclude
waitlist conditions, Sample 1 did not.

Measures
Religious CommitmenReligious commitment was measured in all studies using the

Religious Commitment Inventory (RCI-10; Worthington et al., 2003). The RCI-1(is a t
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item scale used to assess an individual’s current level of religious commhénce
religiosity. The RCI-10 was described in detail in Chapter 3.
Trait forgivingnessTrait forgivingness has been referred to as one’s ability to forgive
consistently across time and various situations (Berry et al. 2005). The (stesynitilized
the Trait Forgivingness Scale (TFS, Berry et al., 2005), a 10-itemepelft scale, to gauge
trait forgivingness. Sample items include, “I am a forgiving person” andrflusually forget
an insult”. Prior research has used this measure and reported that the TlEEesasith
other measures of forgiveness and trait forgivingness, specificallydnsgression
Narrative Test of Forgiveness (TNTF; Berry et al., 2001). In addition, the T$-Belea
shown to have adequate internal reliability (Cronkelphaof .74 - .80; Berry et al., 2005).
Revenge and Avoidance Motivatiombe Transgression-Related Interpersonal
Motivations inventory (TRIM; McCullough et al., 1998) is a 12-item questionmigseggned
to assess motivations to seek revenge against and to avoid an offendepaPéstreited
their responses from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) on a Likexddsgle. The
TRIM contains two subscales, the revenge and avoidance subscales, consistingnaf five
seven questions, respectively. Sample questions on the revenge subscale inalnamitig
to get even” and “l wish that something bad would happen to him/her”. Sample items on the
avoidance subscale include, “I cut off the relationship with him/her” and “I dontt trus
him/her”. Past research has shown estimates of internal reliabilifyceogs to be .90 on
the revenge subscale and .86-.94 on the avoidance subscale (McCullough et al., 1998). The
eight-week test-retest reliability correlations are .53 (Revemny)44 (Avoidance). The
TRIM has been shown to correlate with a number of other forgiveness measuuesgnc

single item measures of forgiveness (McCullough et al., 1998).
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EmpathyBatson’s Empathy Adjectives were used in all three samples to measure
participants’ empathy toward their offenders (Batson, Bolen, Cross &mdeurBenfiel,
1986). This scale consists of eight words (such as sympathetic, compassiuh&tadar)
that each describe a particular affect. Participants rated, on arscalé {not at all) to 6
(extremely), the degree to which they believe the word given describedettiaigs for their
offender. Batson’s Empathy Adjectives have also been shown to correlate with other
instruments measuring empathy. Internal reliability estimategerrom .79 to .95 (Batson
et. al., 1986).

Psychological Symptomshe Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI) (Derogatis, 1993) was
used to assess psychological symptoms. The BSI contains 53 items which comprise ni
primary symptom dimensions scales and three global indices. Particigadtthewdegree to
which they had experienced each symptom within the last week from 0 (not atall) t
(extremely). Subscale scores were calculated by summing the iteachisubscale and
dividing the composite score by the number of items in the respective subscakaufipies
the total hostility score divided by 5). One specific index of the BSI, the Glohati§e
Index (GSI), was utilized to assess overall psychological distress. Tiharptise of the GSI
is to gauge distress when “a single summary measure is requiredgéei® Melisaratos,
1983). Cronbach’alphason the BSI subscales range from .71 to .85. Research has
demonstrated good test-retest reliability on the GSI (Cronbatitisof .90) (Derogatis,
1993).In addition, the BSI has been shown to highly correlate with certain scales of the

MMPI-2, indicating good convergent validity (Derogatis, 1993).
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Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1Regardless of treatment type (forgiveness or alternative condition),
highly religious individuals will forgive more over time. In the present stuatgiveness is
defined as increasing empathy, decreasing revenge, and decreasingcvtmdeards an
offender. Essentially, religious commitment will be related to forgivefutiesving
treatment after controlling for pre-treatment forgiveness.

Hypothesis 2A relationship will exist between religious commitment and
psychological distress. Specifically, persons with high religious commigweall report
greater reductions in psychological distress over time (from pre to postéréagas
measured by the Global Severity Index (GSI) on the Brief Symptom Invei@Ssty.

Hypothesis 3Trait forgivingness, a dispositional variable that may predict one’s
ability to extend forgiveness, will be explored as a potential link betweerotelig
commitment and forgiveness. Specifically, it is hypothesized that traivifoggess will
mediate the relationship between forgiveness and religious commitmeihieaeibie, will
be a predictor of forgiveness-related outcomes. Trait forgivingness vékdrmained as a
potential mediator of religious commitment and forgiveness at time 1 (pteaerat) and

time 2 (post-treatment).
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CHAPTER 6
RESULTS: STUDY 1
Main Analysis
Interview AnalysisA common qualitative analysis method, Grounded Theory
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990), was used to analyze the qualitative element of the prebent st
After interviews were completed and transcribed, interviews were reagwaesd/ed with the
goal of identifying main themes within each interview and common themes acros
interviews. Themes of interest included participants’ discussion of facairsttivated
them to forgive their offender and strategies they utilized to forgive. Themres
subsequently coded into brief phrases used to describe each theme and the frequency of
themes (first within each individual interview, and second, across all inteweas
calculated. After an initial review of the participant data, 96 prelirgittegmes were
identified (refer to Table 7 in Appendix B for a comprehensive listing of theiiseassed by
participants). In addition, interviews were examined to determine the typten$ef
participants had forgiven (see Table 2). The majority of participants (8% shat the
offense they endured involved verbal, emotional, physical or sexual abuse from one or both
of their parents.
Next, after preliminary themes were identified, they were revievestsed, or
excluded from analysis as appropriate. A total of 5 preliminary themes xaueled from
the analysis. A few themes were excluded because a participant discussedigioris

beliefs, but not in direct reference to why or how they forgave their offender.
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Table 2

Types of Offenses Reported by Participants.

Offense Category Example n %

Interpersonal hurt (non- Betrayal by friend 2 20
sexual relationship)

Interpersonal hurt (sexual Infidelity 2 20
or intimate relationship)

Parental abuse or neglect Sexual abuse by father, severe neglect 6 60
by mother

Total 10 100

Other themes were excluded due to lack of clarity on the part of the panticipa
transcriptionist. After irrelevant and unclear themes were excluded, 9himaaty themes
remained. Subsequently, the 91 remaining preliminary themes were grouped into major
themes (such as “I forgave because | wanted to reduce anger in my lifé'tameéd to my
religious community for support throughout the forgiveness process”). All nagores

were chosen based on two requirements. First, to be classified as major, a édedeonde
mentioned by at least 3 separate participants. (However, one exceptionhertiesias
made in order to include data obtained from Jewish, Muslim, and Buddhist participants.
Because the present study did not include 3 individual participants from each of these
religious traditions, interview data from Jewish, Muslim, or Buddhist participeads
frequently classified as a major theme even if only mentioned once. Themes ntehyione

one participant from a minority religious group were classified as majoeyfreferred
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explicitly to an important tenant of faith unique to that particular religious graup. F
example, although only one Buddhist participant mentioned “Striving to reach
Enlightenment” as a motivation to offer forgiveness, this was class#iad@ajor theme.
Second, to be classified as major, each theme needed to represent a unique concept not
referenced in another major theme. In essence, every major themernspaasexclusive
idea not found in other themes. Following this classification, 32 major themes wHich ha
been endorsed by at least three separate participants (with the exceptibaboye) and
represented a concept unique to each theme were identified.

In accordance with the third and final step of Grounded Theory, after themes had
been developed and finalized, relationships between themes were explored &traus
Corbin, 1990). At this particular step in Grounded Theory, a classification sy&iem
developed with the goal of explaining how religious beliefs may influence orsie éad
ability to forgive. To better understand and conceptualize the 32 major thenmess there
organized and divided into the following distinct categories: 1) factors that neotivat
individuals to forgive Whythey forgave) and 2) methods or strategies they implemented to
reach forgivenes$ipwthey forgave; See Table 3).

After each theme was organized as representing the “why” or “how” av/éorgss,
themes were further divided into the subcategories of “religious” and “seelganents of
forgiveness. The distinction between religious and secular elementsagdadomnclosely
examining phrasing used by each participant when describing what motivatetbthe
forgive and strategies they used to forgive. When participants directlysdest religious

elements (God, prayer, karma, etc.), a theme was categorized asiseligicontrast,
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Religious and Secular Motivations to Forgive and Strategies Used to Forgive.

Motivation to Forgive
(why participants forgave)

Strategies Used to Forgive
(how participants forgave)

Religious Elements

Secular Elements

To draw closer to God (4)
Be like Christ/God (4)
Forgive others because God
forgives us (4)

Karma (1)

Move towards
Enlightenment (1)

Prophets model forgiveness
(1)

Jewish tradition emphasizes
present and not living in past

(1)

Forgive to be forgiven by
others (8)
Achieve peace (6)
Decrease bitterness (6)
For community and society
as a whole (5)
Decrease anger (4)
As a “gift” to myself (4)
To be myself/“free to be who
lam” (3)

Energy would be better spent

elsewhere (3)

Looked to my relationship
with God for strength (6)
Prayer (for self, offender, or
forgiveness) (6)
Good/Growth (religious in
nature) arising from offense
(5)

Reading religious texts (4)
Consulting a religious
leader (3)

Support of religious
community (3)

Lord’s Prayer (3)

Days of Atonement (2)
Religious study (1)
Tashlich (Jewish ritual) (1)

Developing empathy
towards offender (8)
Focusing on positive
gualities of offender (8)
Good/Growth (personal in
nature) arising from offense
(7)

Spent time alone (5)
Humanity (belief that we all
make mistakes) (4)

Attend therapy (4)
Acceptance that offender
will not change (3)

Note.Parentheses denote number of participants endaismge.
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elements not directly referring to faith, religious commitment, and/onoabgeliefs were
classified as secular. In addition, a distinction was made with regard tentnality of a
religious element to each theme. When a theme was expressly dependent uipsityelig
a religious element, it was classified as religious. When it was not skpdependent on a
religious element, it was classified as secular. For example, itsgf@ empathize with
an offender without utilizing religious beliefs to do so. However, it is not possilsieparate
religion and religious beliefs from a behavior such as prayer or consultiigiau®leader.

In summary, methods used to achieve forgiveness without the application of any
religious theme or belief were classified as secular, whereasshemering the application
of a faith-based belief or method were considered religious. Thereforépfalicategories
(religious motivations to forgive, secular motivations to forgive, religioadesjies used to
forgive, and secular strategies used to forgive) were identified. For exdahghaajor theme
“To draw closer to God” was classified as a religious motivation toverdm contrast,
“Developing empathy towards my offender” was classified as a sesttdéegy used to
forgive.

Once coding was completed, reliability checks were implemented. Two
undergraduate research assistants were assigned to read three rahdsamyparticipant
interviews and identify motivations to forgive offenders and/or stratpgieipants utilized
to reach forgiveness. Once coding was completed, themes were reviewedsistency (see
Table 8 in Appendix A). The major themes identified in participant interviewswiill
discussed in the following sections.

Experiences of Forgiveness
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The process of forgiveness and the motivation to forgive is unique for each
individual. Persons are motivated to forgive by a variety of factors and oftee atitange
of strategies to obtain forgiveness. However, despite differences in offerexgty in the
present study (offenses ranged from experiencing the betrayal of a friend to@iséxual
and physical abuse by a parent), participants expressed a number of shaiedage
regarding how and why they forgave.

First, participants uniformly stated that they invested a great deal ofdffod, and
thought into their forgiveness journey. Participants did not take forgiveness (eéher t
meaning of forgiveness or the forgiveness process itself) lightlgadsthey deliberately
and thoughtfully pursued forgiveness for the sake of their offender and for thesnselve
Although participants found forgiveness important for various religious and sesatans,
it was clear that across interviews every participant viewed fargsgeas important and
beneficial. Second, the process of forgiveness was a long and intentional journeytfor mos
participants. With the exception of two individuals (one of whom described forgiveness as
occurring over the course of a few weeks and another who stated she worked towards
forgiveness over the course of years, but forgave in a brief moment), paridpgaive
over the course of months, years, or even decades. Many participants ddscgiveness
as a “journey” and a “process”, which they achieved only when they wey/*reeaforgive.
Individuals were active participants in their forgiveness journeys andadtamibed seeking
out reading materials, consulting with religious leaders, spending time, allod engaging in
prayer or meditation as pathways to reach forgiveness.

Third, participants described forgiveness as multi-faceted and, therefore, al

participants utilized both religious and secular elements while forgivingciPants did not
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approach forgiveness as something that was only religious in nature, but icsteslg a
utilized religious and secular elements they believed would help them to foFgive. none
of the participants approached forgiveness as a solely religious or scldlgrsgocess,
instead they merged their religious faith with secular strategiesexXample, one participant
described engaging in a range of activities in an effort to forgive. She stated addition
to attending church services and praying, she also participated in a numlistiof ar
activities, such as painting, as a way to help her express emotionga&sbagth the offense.
In short, she did not turn exclusively to religious or secular pursuits in order toefolgit
merged elements of her religious faith (such as prayer) with seter@ers (such as artistic
pursuits).

Fourth, participants expressed a variety of emotions accompanying folggvene
Every participant expressed some type of gratitude or appreciation foalthigy to forgive
and move forward from an offense. Participants universally viewed forgivensssathing
positive and beneficial in their lives. At the time of the interviews, a fevicpants were in
ongoing relationships with their offender (either through marriage or fihgdsnd
therefore, stated they have been able to continue with the relationship becheseadility
to forgive. Participants also expressed that, as they forgave, they wete ébbteease anger
and bitterness towards their offender and were able to gain an increased sease.dhpe
addition, participants viewed forgiveness as a means through which they could obtain
contentment, joy, and, as one participant stated, the ability to be “free to beamtioA
common reaction among participants was a sense of relief, peace, cabndes® absence
of a burden after forgiving an offender. Many individuals described coming to & ‘plac

forgiveness” and experiencing a strong sense of peace, understanding, anthranit One
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individual stated that forgiveness allowed her to feel “centered” in her tifgiveness was
seen not only as a way to renew one’s sense of self, but also a powerful opportunity to
decrease negative emotions and release the pain of unforgiveness.

Religious Elements of Forgiveness

An individual’s choice to extend forgiveness can be motivated by a number of
factors. Likewise, people can offer forgiveness to offenders by using &y\@frstrategies.
Participants in the present study cited multiple reasons why they valueckfags and
therefore wished to forgive. Likewise, they reported a wide range ofoedigtrategies they
implemented in an effort to forgive.

Religious Motivations to Forgiv@articipants endorsed a number of religious
motivations to forgive; however, of the four categories identified in the preselyt st
(religious motivations, secular motivations, religious strategies, andasstiategies),
religious motivations to forgive were cited the least (mentioned by peits a mere 16
times, whereas secular motivations to forgive were mentioned 39 times). Theomasbic
motivations to forgive were “To draw closer to God”, “To be like Christ/To be like God” a
the belief that persons should “Forgive others because God forgives us”, each of areich w
discussed by 4 participants.

The major theme “To draw closer to God” encompasses a number of forgiveness
motivations expressed by participants. Participants endorsing this thenmecdization to
forgive directly stated that they sought forgiveness as a way to drawalasé to improve
their relationship with the Divine. Participants viewed forgiveness as a @athvwough
which closeness with God was possible. In addition, participants describing thisstiaéeae

that not forgiving was placing a wall or some type of barrier between éhgssand God.
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Forgiving an offender was seen as a way to break down this barrier and remeloHesiess
with God. One patrticipant described not forgiving as a decision to “wall my$é&tbof
God’s love” and that eventually forgiving the offense was a choice to grow tboSed’s
love. Yet another participant stated that she forgave because “when we airgotwith
others, we’re out of joint with God”. Forgiveness was frequently seen as afylomezy to
become, as a patrticipant stated, “spiritually fit” in the eyes of God.

Second, “To be like God/Christ” was cited by 4 participants (3 Christian partisipa
and one Muslim participant) as a religious motivation to forgive. Participatésidhat they
felt called to model God’s/Christ’s behaviors of offering love, care and forgisemekin
this way they became more God-like or Christ-like. A third and related thenmeh whs
also discussed by 4 participants is the religious motivation that we “Fathiees because
God forgives us”. Christian participants emphasized that in Christ’'s death ontke@od
forgave humanity for sinfulness and, as one participant stated, “We forgive bdeause
died for our sins.” Therefore, participants stated that they believed they sb@ne: fwhen
others offended or hurt them.

Religious Strategies Used to Forgifarticipants reported using a variety of
religious strategies, such as prayer, asking for God’s help, and reddjrapsetexts, to
forgive their offender. A number of participants explicitly stated that th#ir was
instrumental in allowing them to forgive. One participant described hbrdaia “medium”
through which she was able to extend forgiveness to her offender. Another patrstaped
that her religious beliefs “plowed the ground so that the Sprit could somehow workused ca
this (forgiveness) to happen” and that without a foundation of faith, she may not have been

able to forgive.
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Two significant patterns emerged from the analysis of strategiieedito forgive.
First, regardless of the precise strategies implemented, all partggiated that they used
multiple strategies to help them forgive. Participants mentioned actisttesas turning to
their religious community for support, praying for their offender, consulghgious leaders,
and reading religious texts, all in an effort to achieve forgiveness. Hovwmarécipants
utilized these strategies with varying frequency and for differingtidmsa For example,
some participants reported that prayer was a fundamental part of forgiveheseas other
participants reported only praying periodically. Therefore, although m@mynonalities
existed among participants, there was not a fixed pattern of stratégiedialpants utilized
to forgive; instead, individuals seemed to pick and choose a specific combinatiogiotiseli
strategies that appealed to them.

Second, there were significant commonalities in strategies utilizedsaligious
traditions. For example, Jewish participants, as well as Christian and Buyghitisipants,
mentioned turning to their religious communities for strength and support. Muslim and
Christian participants mentioned reading and referencing the Quran andr8siplectively,
for assistance, guidance, and inspiration. Furthermore, participantsafratraditions
mentioned the importance of prayer or meditation in their forgiveness journey.né&ith t
exception of discussions regarding Yom Kippur and Tashlich, which were mentioned/only b
Jewish participants, and reaching Enlightenment, which was only describecudglai$®
participant, the remaining religious themes were discussed by Buddhistj&hrdewish,
and Muslim participants alike. This seems to indicate that certain migwiforgiveness are
common across religions and may be such essential elements of forgiventssythee

frequently utilized by persons of various faith traditions.
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Overall, participants discussed implementing religious strategies 3¢ (@inglarly,
secular strategies were mentioned 39 times) in an effort to forgive. Theonosion themes
were “Looking to my relationship with God for strength” (mentioned by 6 partitspa
“Prayer” (6), and lastly “Reading religious texts” (4).

Although the above themes were the most commonly mentioned religious strategies
utilized to forgive, one type of strategy (finding good/growth as a result ofamse) was
mentioned by nearly all (9 out of 10) participants as a significant themé ehabled them
to forgive. Specifically, 5 participants mentioned this theme from a refigiontext (labeled
as “Spiritual good/growth arising from the offense”) and 7 participants desttisis theme
within a secular context (labeled as “Personal good/growth arisingtfr@wffense”). In
addition, 3 participants referred to this theme in both a religious and secular manner.

Despite the severity of hurts described during the interviews (see Tahkafy all
participants were adamant that a key aspect of their forgiveness jourai&givg able to
reframe the hurt committed against them in a way that focused on some typéioé posi
outcome that developed as a result of their experience. The positive elemicifmpés
experienced due to their hurts varied widely. Participants who discussed pgsittuals
outgrowth of their offense stated that because of the offense committed agamahththe
process of forgiveness, they were able to strongly increase theimf&ibdi and their
religious commitment overall. These participants reported that without #mesefthey
experienced, their faith would not be what it is today. One participant statedeha
experience of forgiving made her faith “more grown-up” whereas anp#mcipant stated
that the offense she endured led her to “depend more on my relationship with God”. Another

participant who endured severe abuse as a child stated that she would not choose to “go bac
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and change things” because the offense “got me here spiritually”. In addites, thr
participants stated that they were able to identify areas of spintdgdexsonal good that
occurred in their lives as a result of their offense. For example, one partsigta that the
offense, “helped my faith grow”, but also described feeling as if the offefysedheer
develop into a better person. In this way, participants were able to identify bitiaspind
personal positive outcomes of the offenses they experienced.

In addition to the above theme, a number of other religious strategies wereg/used b
participants to help them forgive. “Looking to my relationship with God for strengals”
cited by 6 participants as a vital component of forgiveness. This theme encasrgasse
number of thoughts and ideas expressed by participants. Participants ofiénhstathey
looked to their relationship with God and God’s love for them as the means through which
forgiveness was possible. In addition, participants stated that theiomslap with God gave
them the strength, determination, and mindset necessary to forgive. Othetseddbeir
relationship with God as giving them a sense of “openness” to the possibilitgivefuess.
Some participants stated that by feeling God’s presence with them, tregble to offer
forgiveness to their offender. In general, participants described a seswafoft and
strength as an outgrowth of their relationship with God, which in turn empoweredahem t
forgive.

Second, 6 participants cited “Prayer” as a fundamental part of forgivemesas (
related note, one participant mentioned, in addition to prayer, that she meditated about her
offense and the individual who hurt her). Prayer took many forms for participahts in t
present study, including praying for their offender, for themselves, andrfpvéness in

general. One participant stated she often prayed to God to help her “carryt’tlod bes
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offense (specifically the pain and difficulty of the hurt). Another partridigéated she prayed
that God would forgive her offender, thereby enabling her to also extend foiggvéme
addition, she reported praying that God would allow her to learn and grow from theeoffens
One participant stated she frequently prayed for her offender that God waulgiibn to
the right path”. Still others described asking God to support their journey of forgs/ehe
Buddhist participant stated that she prayed to a “Higher power” for courageetthéapain
of her offense and, in addition, to give her the ability to examine the pain she may have
caused others throughout her life. Many individuals stated that prayer gave réregihsto
move forward with their forgiveness journey. Regardless of the exact focusrqirtheer,
participants stated that prayer was an important means through which theableetie
forgive.

Third and finally, 4 participants stated that reading religious texts (gjadigithe
Bible and the Quran) helped them to forgive their offender. Participants mentpecaics
verses and parables of forgiveness in the Bible. Two participants discussed the
commandment “Love your neighbor as yourself” (Mark 12:31) as instrumentabwiradi
them to forgive. A few participants also mentioned the story of Jesus encoysagjig to
forgive “70 times 7 times” (Matthew 18:22) and lastly, one participant discuSsed 1
Corinthians Chapter 13 (written about the virtues of love) as important to her faggven
journey. Yet another participant discussed stories of the prophet Muhammad indhe Qur
and stated that reading these stories allowed her to understand the impafrfargigeness
and therefore “inspired” her to continue working towards forgiveness.

The above themes, coupled with the theme of “Spiritual good/growth arising from an

offense” were the most commonly referenced religious strategizedtib forgive. It is
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important to emphasize that themes not based in Christianity were also distsisse
instrumental in the forgiveness process. Namely, two Jewish participantsditos

importance of the Day of Atonement (or Yom Kippur) in their forgiveness journeyD@jie

of Atonement emphasizes forgiving others for transgressions they have texdramid

seeking forgiveness for your own sins. One Jewish participant stated thabtigeeshphasis

on forgiveness during Yom Kippur helped her reflect on her own offenses and, in turn, those
she may need to forgive.

Secular Elements of Forgiveness

In addition to explicitly religious motivations to forgive and strategiegatllto
reach forgiveness, participants also discussed a number of factors imftutrasr ability to
forgive that were not religious in nature. As stated, all participants destiisghreligious
and secular factors that motivated them to forgive or enabled them to forgive.

Secular Motivations to Forgivélthough religious motivations to forgive were
endorsed and discussed, secular motivations were described with more than double the
frequency (religious motivations were endorsed 16 times, whereas seotilations were
endorsed 39 times). The most commonly discussed secular motivations to forgivedinclude
the following: “Forgive to be forgiven by others” (endorsed by 8 participantghitke
peace” (6), “Decrease bitterness” (6), and lastly, “Forgive for my contyramd society as a
whole” (5). These elements were each considered secular motivations, angjiooisre
motivations, for a few key reasons. First, participants described the abavations in
secular, not religious, terms. While participants directly described tlibir faligious
commitment, and/or religious affiliation when discussing religious themes, the thigones

were described by participants without the use of religious terms ormed#steSecond, in
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contrast to religious themes (which must include religious elements to be cedside
religious), the secular themes listed above were applied and implementeddygrast
without the necessity of a religious foundation. For example, participantstekestite
importance of forgiving for the betterment of society without discussingjoa elements.

“Forgive to be forgiven by others” was discussed by the majority of jpamis as a
factor that motivated them to forgive their offender. Participants endorsgthéme
believed that in order to receive forgiveness themselves (either in thar hatstre) it is
necessary to extend forgiveness to others. One participant described thigybstizging that
it is important to “forgive others faults, (so) your faults will be forgiven 1@ a related
note, some participants described their own need for forgiveness from otherpastthad
stated that because they have required forgiveness from others, they aged tasfargive as
well. One participant simply stated, “Others have forgiven me” when desgher
motivation to forgive her offender. In addition, for some participants this theme ensseapa
not only the hope that if you grant others forgiveness, they will forgive yaelgsut also
deep gratitude for forgiveness received in the past.

Participants also described additional factors and beliefs that motivatedathe
forgive. Six participants stated that they were motivated to forgive tHemdsr to “achieve
peace” in their own lives. Participants described a number of emotions, thoughts, and
behaviors they experienced in reaction to an endured offense. One participant diéisatibe
the “room was spinning” when his offender hurt him. Another participant stated baseff
was “devastating” and led her to feel angry and betrayed. Likewise ijpant& described
guestioning why their offender hurt them and wondering how such pain could have been

inflicted on them. After experiencing such difficult emotions and spending months and oft
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years questioning why a hurt transpired, many participants stated thatefeeynotivated to
forgive to obtain peace in their lives. The notion of peace included a few diffezargrek
for participants. For example, one participant stated that she forgave to not anpeaece,
but to “reduce grudges”. Other participants described their desire for aea@nting to be
“happy” and “content” in their lives. Participants strongly endorsed the bletieby
forgiving, they would be able to move forward from an offense and feel a sense of
peacefulness (which one participant described as “inner peace”) when thinkinghebowstt
they experienced. When questioned if they were able to find peace by forgiving, a nimber
participants confirmed feeling a stronger sense of peace by choosing to.fGngeve
participant described peace as an “outgrowth” and “effect” of forgiveness

In addition, 6 participants cited the motivation to “decrease bitternessasanr
they forgave their offender. A number of participants stated they fely dnger, and upset
towards their offender and were, quite simply, tired of having such negative $egtirmgpart
of their lives. A desire to decrease bitterness towards not only their offendethérs as
well, was frequently described as a motivation to forgive. One participagd $tatt she
sought forgiveness because she feared her feelings of bitterness tosvartisrtder would
continue to grow and would eventually control her. Forgiveness, she stated, was @aot only
opportunity to regain control, but also an important chance to minimize bitterness. Another
participant described a similar reaction, stating that she was motivatedite fso the
offense would not “consume me with bitterness and anger”. In addition, participamtg cle
viewed bitterness as something that was detrimental to not only their relgiBongth
others, but also to their psychological health. One participant discussed the iconnect

between his emotional health and bitter feelings by stating he believes hotgundge is
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not healthy and in turn leads to bitterness. He reported that when one is bitteartiso‘be
connected” with others. Another participant stated she believed her strongdesli
bitterness were actually “limiting me” and ultimately, hurting hiér&articipants
consistently described bitterness as a negative outgrowth of their offense, velyietetre
highly motivated to reduce and eliminate.

Finally, participants also described motivations to forgive for the bettarof their
community and society as a whole. This theme emerged across participantweemd
was consistently described as a strong motivation to offer forgivenessipRats did not
see an offense as transpiring between only themselves and their offender, adt inste
believed the ramifications of an offense had the potential to harm one’s comamiaity
whole. Participants viewed forgiveness as a path through which they could halp foste
goodwill, care, and love in society. Although participants stated they were tedtiza
forgive to better their communities, participants differed in exactly hew fist forgiveness
would improve society. For example, one participant stated that we should forgi\e other
because the act of forgiveness can “repair the world”. Likewise, oheijpant stated she
feels that part of living in a “good community” is the willingness to “overloaft$afrom
time to time”. Other participants shared this belief, stating, for exaiialeforgiveness
should be offered to others because it promotes “friendly relationships” and has thialpote
to lead to a “more close and happy society”. Overall, participants commanissed the
belief that the act of forgiving can help better communities, and perhaps, sscatyhole.

Secular Strategies Used to Forgite.addition to factors motivating forgiveness,
participants also discussed a number of strategies and methods they utilizeth to re

forgiveness. As stated, all participants mentioned implementing religiduseaalar
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elements to help them forgive; however, secular strategies used to forgevmeargioned
with more frequency than religious strategies (religious strategies discussed 34 times, as
opposed to secular strategies which were discussed 39 times).

One important pattern that was evident across participant interviews wastite s
presence of cognitive reframing and restructuring involved in overcomioffense
(cognitive reframing occurs when people replace irrational or faulty theagid beliefs with
more healthy, rational, and realistic thought patterns). The most frequeatl\stiategies
(“Good/growth arising from an offense” and “Developing empathy towards repadéf”)
both involve a significant amount of cognitive reframing. Individuals discussed thesproc
of actively changing their thoughts and beliefs about the offense theyesnqeet. For
example, instead of viewing an offense as a horrific event, an offense waseckta
become a difficult experience that led to tremendous growth as a person. eikewis
participants reframed their beliefs about the offender. Participantsssear initial anger,
confusion, and great sadness towards their offender after a hurt transpirederow
individuals commonly developed empathy towards their offender. For example, mseoffe
that was initially viewed as the result of a cruel person was reframeddmbean offense
resulting from untreated alcoholism. Thus, forgiveness was not something obéestum
across, but was a process involving a great deal of deliberate perspéatigeatal cognitive
effort.

As stated previously (sd®eligious Strategies Used to Forgiyene of the most
common strategies participants used to forgive was identifying some typedifgowth
arising from the offense. This theme was discussed by nearly all partsc{fasf 10) and

was expressed as both a religious and secular theme. Participants (bedgsersonal
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growth and development as a positive effect of their offense. Many particgtarad that
the offense they experienced shaped who they are today and made thementdifidr
better” person. One participant stated that the hurt she endured (involving hes)parent
allowed her to think critically about parenting and therefore potentially beadrater
parent to her own children. Another participant stated, “there is nothing of thisesxqaer
(the hurt) wasted because | learned so much”. An additional participant statine tinart
allowed her to “learn to express how | feel”. Although the type of positive experithat
arose from offenses varied, almost every participant demonstrated adcersafility to
seek good and growth out of what were often horrific offenses. Besides the theme of
“Personal good/growth arising from the offense”, the most common secularstdesoessed
by participants include: “Developing empathy towards my offender” (cseclisy 8
participants), “Focusing on positive qualities of my offender” (8), and |&§8pending time
alone” (5).

The forgiveness strategy of “Developing empathy towards my afémehs a
significant theme mentioned by nearly all participants as a key etarhthe forgiveness
process. Interestingly, empathy was frequently one of the first theamésgants mentioned
during the interviews and seemed to be an absolutely essential element, witichut w
forgiveness may prove to be much more difficult to obtain. Participants descripathgrm
various ways. Some individuals merely stated that they understood why their offartder
them whereas other participants discussed in-depth reasons, rationale, andom®tivat
behind their offender’s behavior. Many participants described the processtifieg
empathy as occurring over a long period of time during which they reflected upoffetinse

and were able to gain “understanding” about their offender. One participant, who
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experienced severe abuse as a child, stated that she gained an awarenaskEfeimay

have been like for her offender. She stated that “life was really hard for hdrthat she

was able to eventually understand the offender as an alcoholic with a “disease”
Understanding an offender’s potential thoughts and feelings proved to be arakpaenbf
developing empathy. For example, one participant stated that she thoughtdegrediout

her offender and could “understand why they did what they did” and could “understand now
what made him (the offender) the way he was”. Similarly, another particijpaad shat she

began to “understand what he was thinking” and was able to “decide what was going on from
his point of view”. Yet another individual discussed characteristics of her offdratestie

believed may have caused him to hurt her; specifically, that “he had...a very goor sel

image” and his behavior may have been “part of his generation”. One partstigi@a that

once she was able to understand her offender and the potential reasons behind his behavior,
she began to “feel sorry for him”.

Second, eight participants discussed seeing “Positive qualities” of thexideffas an
important element which enabled them to forgive. It is important to cliwatyalthough
developing empathy and identifying positive qualities of the offender arlasitoncepts, a
distinction was made between them. Whereas empathy referred to a parscipant’
understanding of why their offender may have hurt them, identifying positive gaalftthe
offender referred to a participant’s overall view of their offender asarglly good and
positive person. For example, participants describing empathy as a part\oériess
worked to discover potential reasons why their offender hurt them and individual
circumstances surrounding the hurt (e.g. the offender was an “alcoholic” whychawve led

him to commit the offense). In contrast, participants who were able to see gooiésoéli
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their offender described positive characteristics not relating direecthe hurt (e.g. the
offender was a good father motivating the victim to offer forgiveness). Dthenopterviews,
many participants discussed positive characteristics of their offenukes/an expressed
love and affection towards them. The ability to see an offender as not merely theaparpe
of the offense, but as a complex person with positive qualities, appears to be an important
step in promoting forgiveness. One participant, who had experienced marital htets, sta
that although her husband had offended her greatly, she recognized that heodthgr
(“he...gave my children a father’s love”) and was “friendly with people”. Altiosige
experienced a significant offense, she was able to also recognize thes@aspects of her
offender. Likewise, another participant stated that she found “terrificit@gsah the person
that offended her and reported that forgiveness was important to her becausg she wa
motivated to continue her relationship with the offender in order to “benefit fronobdr g
gualities”. An additional participant expressed similar feelings, stétiat they considered
the offender a “brilliant man” who “loves us (his family)”. Examining the {posiqualities

of one’s offender seemed to be an important step towards forgiveness. This typeitdfeco
reframing allowed participants to view their offender as not just the person witbdmr

but as a person with both negative and positive characteristics. As one particilyant apt
stated, “the abuse was just one small part of our relationship”.

Third and finally, a number of participants discussed the importance of “Spending
time alone” as a strategy they used to forgive their offender. Participagtently stated
that by spending time alone they were able to think about and reflect on the offgnse the
endured. For some participants, time alone seemed to put the offense into perspeetive

participant described time alone as the opportunity for her to “separatd (frgselthe
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situation) to sort things out”. However, not just “time alone”, but time in generaksketem
be an important theme in the forgiveness process. Although only half of participants
explicitly mentioned “time alone” as an element of extending forgivenas®eir offender,
other participants discussed the passage of time itself as critical iogffengiveness. One
participant expressed that “time heals all wounds”, and likewise, anotherpaantistated
that as time passed she gained “emotional maturity” and was eventually &igive. In
addition, a few participants stated that time away from the offender lyavethe space
necessary to address their negative feelings associated with the offémssyen to forgive.

Religious and Secular Unique or Uncommon Strategies Used to Folrgistty,
although the present study focuses most heavily on forgiveness themes mentianed by
number of participants, it is interesting to note that a few participantsanedtutilizing
forgiveness strategies they developed and implemented themselves. Folegaam
imaginative participant stated that she engaged in “artistic expnéssithe form of artwork
and yoga to help her forgive. Another participant stated she had a small memwical teer
solidify her commitment to forgive. She invited a few close friends, read aloalimgéul
passages, and released balloons to symbolize forgiveness towards herseliofied dher.
Still another participant stated that she attended a religious retreatimtiieded
participating in a simple, monastic routine. She stated that prayer and the opptotunit
reflect on the offense were instrumental in promoting forgiveness for hedefte
Furthermore, she reported that during the retreat the experience of bemgdmoih oil by
a religious leader was the moment in which she embraced forgiveness. Inrgumma

participants did not describe a finite way to forgive. Although individuals repor@g m



75

common motivations and strategies, all participants reached forgivenesstarpath that

was uniquely their own.
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CHAPTER 7
RESULTS: STUDY 2

Preliminary Analyses

Missing dataBefore statistical analyses began, data was analyzed to ensure any
missing data was purely due to random factam®tal of 298 individuals (who participated
in three separate studies) were included in the data set (Study 1, n = 149; Study 2, n = 35;
Study 3, n = 114). Of the 298 participants who completed pre-test measures, datags miss
from three participants on the TRIM Revenge subscale (completed by 295 of 298
participants; 99% completion rate) and from 5 participants on the TRIM Avoidancelsubsca
(293 of 298; 98% completion rate). Furthermore, three participants (295 of 298; 99%
completion rate) have missing data on Batson’s Empathy Adjectives. Iroadeight
participants (290 of 298; 97% completion rate) have missing data on the Religious
Commitment Inventory (RCI). While all three studies in the data set used ththRCRIM,
and Batson’s Empathy Adjectives, only Study 2 and Study 3 used the Global Symptom
Inventory (GSI). Of the studies that did include the GSI, data is missing from R3paantis
(126 of 149; 85% completion rate) at time 1. Likewise, only Study 1 and Study 3 included
the Trait Forgivingness Scale, which is missing data from 26 participd@mo{263; 90%
completion rate). Furthermore, missing data was also analyzed at time Ztri&on aates
prior to starting the intervention, see the original studies: Wade, 2002; Wade &, [2@98;
Wade, Meyer, Goldman, & Post 2008). Data for missing values in participant respegre
imputed only if less than 10% of data was missing from a particular scale.dfitargon
was met, data was imputed based on participants’ responses on the other items of that

particular scaleData is missing from 50 participants on the TRIM Revenge subscale, the
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TRIM Avoidance subscale, and Batson’s Empathy Adjectives at time 2 (248 of 298; 83%
completion rate). However, on the GSI, which was utilized in Study 1 and Studyeywher
more missing data (60 participants) than other measures in the present stddi4@%50%
completion rate). Some of the missing data on the GSI is due to client atydtidhe
remainder of it can likely be attributed to clients who did not complete post-tastiras
even though they finished the study. For additional information on the data imputation
processes, please refer to the original studies (Wade, 2002; Wade & Meyer, 2009; Wade,
Meyer, Goldman, & Post 2008).

Pre-treatment group comparisoria.order to ensure that participant data was
equivalent in the outcome variables of interest at time 1 (pre-treatmemtprfe-way
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted. Each ANOVA contained one depende
variable of interest (revenge, avoidance, empathy, or psychological sys)pteasured
prior to treatment. The independent variable was treatment condition. The firstndeepe
variable, treatment condition, was developed to effectively compare any mitésreéhat may
exist between participants who had experienced some type of treatmene(fess or
alternate treatment conditions) and participants who were in the waittidition and
received no treatment. Therefore, participants in the forgiveness oatdteonditions were
classified as receiving a treatment, whereas persons on the wagsksthassified as
receiving no treatment. All four ANOVAs demonstrated that there was noeffact for
treatment, indicating that at time 1 participants were equivalent on meastoagiveness
and psychological symptoms. Also prior to the main analyses, descriptivecstatiste
computed for the outcome variables across religious commitment, treatmeibog aaid

time (see Table 4). Lastly, all data sets independently explored poteatiightor



Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for Outcome Variables by Religious Commitment,
Treatment Condition, and Time

Outcome Condition Religious Commitment
Low/Moderate High
Pre Post Pre Post
Revenge Treatment 10.91 8.87 9.60 7.49
(5.16) (4.19) (5.26) (3.54)
No Treatment 11.74 10.04 7.60 8.67
(4.78) (4.16) (4.60) (5.57)
Avoidance Treatment 24.87 22.18 21.49 18.65
(8.25) (8.13) (8.19) (8.28)
No Treatment 24.98 24.11 22.10 23.83
(7.08) (7.54) (8.76) (7.94)
Empathy Treatment 16.57 17.81 22.06 23.28
(8.48) (8.82) (9.80) (10.54)
No Treatment 18.42 15.33 19.70 19.83
(9.38) (8.41) (10.51) (11.58)
Psychological Treatment .80 57 71 40
Symptoms (.63) (.53) (.49) (.27)
No Treatment .88 g7 .81 57
(.67) (.47) (.62) (.32)

Note.Standard deviations shown in parentheses.
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effects and did not find any significant differences in the relevant outcomeare®asong
the facilitators (for additional information see the original studies: W2@#2; Wade &
Meyer, 2009; Wade, Meyer, Goldman, & Post 2008).

Main Analyses

The primary aim of the present study was to test the hypothesis proposed by
Worthington (1988) stating that persons of high religious commitment (one standard
deviation above the mean on measures of religious commitment) will forgive more tha
those of low to moderate religious commitment. Dependent variables for the nigseana
were the forgiveness-related variables of revenge, avoidance, andhgmhoperds an
offender, as well as psychological symptoms. Independent variables wereetreabndition
and religious commitment.

Religious commitment and forgivendssorder to determine if differences in
forgiveness outcomes existed between participants of moderate/low higisusligious
commitment and between treatment and no treatment conditions, a 2 (religious centjnitm
X 2 (treatment condition) x 2 (time) mixed multivariate analyses of varihadlOVvA)
was conducted. The dependent variables of interest were forgiveness-relevadesut.e.,
desires for revenge and avoidance, and empathy for the offender at pre arehposit).
The independent variables were treatment and religious commitment. The 0é st
MANOVA indicated that there was not a significant multivariate intevaceffect of
religious commitment and tim&Vilks’'s/1 = .98,F (3, 229)= 1.34,p = .26, of treatment
condition and timeWilks'sA = .97,F (3, 229)= 2.20,p = .09, or the three-way interaction
between religious commitment, treatment condition, and Whkks’'sA = .98,F (3, 229)=

1.60,p = .19 (see Table 5). This indicates that there was no difference in the amange i
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Table 5

Multivariate Analysis of Variance, F Values, and Significance LewaisFbrgiveness-
Related Outcomes and Psychological Symptoms

Dependent Variables Effect Wilks’s F p df
A

Forgiveness
RCI x Time .98 1.34 26 (3, 229)
Treatment x Time 97 2.20 .09 (3, 229)

RCI x Treatment .98 1.60 19 (8, 229)
x Time

Psychological

Symptoms
RCI x Time .98 1.80 .19 (1, 69)
Treatment x Time .99 .54 46 (1, 69)

RCI x Treatment 1.0 A7 .68 (1, 69)
x Time

Note.Religious Commitment was measured using the RelgyfCommitment Inventory (RCI). Psychological

Symptoms were measured using the Global Symptoenbovy (GSI) subscale of the Brief Symptom Inventor
(BSI).
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forgiveness-related outcomes for people of high versus moderate to low religious
commitment, for people receiving treatment or not, or the interaction betwegaugli
commitment and treatment.

Religious commitment and psychological distréssrder to determine if a
relationship exists between religious commitment and psychological distrestime (from
pre to post treatment) based on treatment, a 2 (religious commitment) Xr2d€trea
condition) x 2 (time) mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted with
psychological distress as the dependent variable. The results of the ANOI¢AtLed that
there was not a significant interaction effect of religious commmtrard timeWilks'si =
98,F (1, 69)=1.79,p = .19, of treatment condition and tinwjlks’'sA = .99,F (1, 69)=
.54,p = .46, or the three-way interaction between religious commitment, treatonehtian,
and time Wilks’'s4 = 1.00,F (1, 69)=.17,p = .68. This indicates that there was no
difference in the change in psychological symptoms for people of high vecslgsate to
low religious commitment, for people receiving treatment or not, or the intamdmtiween
religious commitment and treatment.

Trait forgivingness as a mediatorhe final aim of the present study was to explore
the role of trait forgivingness as a possible mediator of religious commitment a
forgiveness-related outcomes (revenge, avoidance, and empathy). In ordentoectxait
forgivingness as a mediator, mediation tests as outlined by Baron and Kennyw#886
utilized. First, Baron and Kenny suggest that researchers should estahlible tha
independent variable (religious commitment) is related to the outcome var@igdhess).
In order to ascertain that this condition was met, multiple regression analyeegiveness-

related variables at both pre and post treatment were conducted. Analysestiddeatbtiat
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religious commitment significantly predicted revenge at time2E(.01,F = 4.94,p = .02),
empathy at time 1 (pre treatmeRg= .01,F = 6.20,p = .01) and empathy at time 2 (post
treatmentR?2= .03,F = 9.33,p < .000). Second, Baron and Kenny recommend conducting
analyses to determine that the predictor variable (religious commitraeataied to the
possible mediating variable (trait forgivingness). Therefore, theaeship between

religious commitment and trait forgivingness was tested using mulégtession. Results
demonstrated that religious commitment significantly predicted trgiviogness R2=

0.09,F = 25.14 p < .000).

Third and finally, Baron and Kenny recommend analyzing the relationship between
the potential mediating variable (trait forgivingness) and the dependertilgaria
(forgiveness-related outcomes) when controlling for the initial predictorblarieeligious
commitment). This was done using path analyses in order to determine if trinfgpmgss
mediates forgiveness-related variables (specifically, revarigael, empathy at time 1,
and empathy at time 2). Furthermore, a bootstrap procedure was utilized tiebiin
direct and indirect effects. Because the traditionally used Sobel testemasritigued for
being overly conservative (MacKinnon, Warsi, & Dwyer, 1995), the bootstrap procedsire
implemented instead. Results indicated that trait forgivingness fully teedree relationship
between religious commitment and revenge at time=1-(11,B = -.05SE=.01,p <.001).

In contrast, results indicated that trait forgivingness did not mediatelétiemship between
religious commitment and empathy at time 1 or time 2 (see Table 6yl wait
forgivingness fully mediated the relationship between religious cormenitand revenge, but

not the relationship between religious commitment and empathy.



Table 6
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Bootstrap Analyses of the Indirect Effects of Religious Commitment on ForgiRreiatsd
Outcome Variables

Predictor Mediator Outcome | (B) (B) SEof 95%
Variable Variable Variable Standardized Mean Mean Confidence
Indirect Effect | Indirect Indirect Interval Mean
Effect Effect Indirect
Effect
(Lower,
Upper)
RC~> Trait Revenge  -.11% -.05 .01 -.08, -.03
Forgivingness» Time 1
RC~> Trait Empathy .01 .01 .02 -.02, .06
Forgivingness» Time 1
RC> Trait Empathy .02 .02 .02 -.02, .07
Forgivingness>  Time 2

Note. RC = Religious Commitment

*p <.001
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CHAPTER 8
DISCUSSION
The purpose of the present study was to explore the relationship between religious

commitment and forgiveness by examining the forgiveness-related eariaflilevenge,
avoidance, empathy, and trait forgivingness. Study 1, which was qualitativeira,nat
examined the process of forgiveness for highly religious persons, and slgcifictors
that motivate one to forgive and strategies utilized to achieve forgivenesstsRieom Study
1 indicated that although participants often forgive in a way that is uniquely {hgirs
picking and choosing methods they feel will enable them to reach forgiveness)paats
implemented many similar strategies to reach forgiveness. Study 2 quaetyitaxamined
the relationship between religious commitment and forgiveness aftaripants completed a
forgiveness intervention or alternative treatment condition. Although some pearchshas
found that religious commitment appears to be related to forgiveness (Edwdrd20£i23
Exline et al., 2004), results of the present study did not find that religious commigment i
associated with forgiveness. In addition, the present results suggesligiaise
commitment may not be related to improvement in psychological distress frampost
treatment. Lastly, the current study explored trait forgivingnesspagential mediator of the
relationship between religious commitment and the forgiveness-relatatllearof revenge,
avoidance, and empathy. Results supported the hypothesis that trait forgivingokekss
fully mediate the relationship between religious commitment and revéipge @eatment
(time 1). However, results indicate that trait forgivingness does not raedetelationship

between religious commitment and avoidance or empathy.
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Study 1: Synthesis of Findings

Study 1 explored the process of forgiveness for religious persons by examining
factors that motivate forgiveness and strategies utilized to obtain forgsvérespite
different religious backgrounds and great variations in offense severiigjgearts in the
current study used many similar strategies in an effort to forgive offesemitted against
them. Although participants were highly religious, they reported using bagiorediand
secular elements throughout the forgiveness process. To the author’'s knowledgéh¢his
first study to qualitatively examine motivations and strategies oefsgpersons utilize to
forgive an offender. However, many themes and patterns discovered in the prebeatest
in accordance with prior quantitative forgiveness research.

Results of Study 1 suggest that there is a great deal of similaritygineoess
strategies utilized by participants in the present study and forgivetnatsgies promoted in
commonly used group forgiveness interventions. Worthington’s (1998) Model to REACH
Forgiveness is a well-researched and frequently used group forgivereessntibn model
designed to help participants obtain forgiveness after an offense (Wade, Worthéag
Meyer, 2005). Prior research has confirmed that Worthington’s Model effgctik@hotes
forgiveness (Wade, Worthington, & Meyer, 2005; Worthington, 1998). After reviewing
participant data from Study 1, it is clear that there are significantsitieis between
forgiveness motivations and strategies utilized by participants in thenpetsdy and
corresponding elements of Worthington’s well-established REACH model.

First, Worthington’s REACH model proposes that the development of empathy
towards an offender is a vital part of the forgiveness process (Worthington, 1%@8yidg,

additional researchers have suggested that empathy is an important finsttseeprocess of
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forgiveness, and specifically that in order to forgive an offense, persons often geedadao
understanding of why their offender may have hurt them (McCullough, Worthington, &
Rachal, 1997). Likewise, the majority of participants in the present study st
developing empathy towards their offender was an important strategy thesdutid obtain
forgiveness. Participants were consistently adamant that understandidepessons why
their offender committed an offense against them was an important wanlitata
forgiveness and allow them to move beyond the hurt. Ultimately, the process of empgathi
helped participants to view their offender in a more positive and realistic tidtiharefore,
enabled participants to begin to forgive. Also of note is that participants in teasasdy
often discussed the development of empathy as one of the first elements ibey utitheir
forgiveness journey.

In addition to the importance of empathy in the forgiveness process, a secoedtele
from Worthington’s (1998) REACH model was frequently discussed by participantsdp S
1. Worthington proposes that developing a sense of altruism towards an offender paet key
of forgiveness and that in order to forgive an offender, persons often must understand that
nearly everyone will commit an offense against another person which requgiesness.
Since everyone is likely to need forgiveness, Worthington suggests persons darpene
giving the “gift” of forgiveness to one another. Many participants discussexvesunilar to
Worthington’s view of altruism, stating that they were motivated to forgive affender
because they have committed offenses themselves which have warranteshésgiaad
specifically, they wanted to forgive their offender to be forgiven by othersumrdn
addition, some participants professed a religious motivation to forgive, staditiipey were

motivated to forgive because they believe God forgives each person foirtheiress.
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Participants routinely described the importance of offering forgivenesthers in order to

be forgiven themselves. Ultimately, the belief that everyone will be in ndledgpfeness at
some point and therefore persons should forgive one another was a commonly described
theme.

A third and especially important theme discussed in both prior research and found in
the current study is the emphasis on time as a central element of forgiviemessepresents
different things to each participant and can be vital for a number of reasons. lesiet p
study, half of the participants stated that spending time alone, reflectthg offense,
thinking about their offender, and/or simply giving themselves time away freroftender,
was a crucial step in the forgiveness process. A few participants alsotlyxgiated that
they viewed the simple passage of time itself as imperative to thety abiforgive. Perhaps
most importantly, participants in the present study used time after theetieourred to
come to terms with what happened to them and to process painful emotions assothiated wi
the offense. Likewise, many researchers have emphasized the trememgmisnce of
reflecting upon and recalling painful emotions associated with a hurt aftereas®ff
transpires. Wade and Worthington (2005) suggest that participants often requireeadequat
time to recall a hurt and process emotions resulting from an offense befpreress can
truly occur. In related research, McCullough, Bono, and Root (2007) explored the
relationship between rumination and forgiveness. They suggest that ruminati@nafte
offense has transpired (that is, mentally re-experiencing the negatoteons associated
with an offense) can hinder one’s ability to forgive. Instead, they found that indivishals
focused on decreasing ruminative thoughts, instead of entertaining them, showed

significantly more forgiveness. This research suggests that althougaftenan offense is
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often necessary, the way in which persons use time to move towards forgiveness (f
example, by cognitively reframing their offense), instead of simplynatimg on negative
emotions, may be more important. Therefore, research indicates that often parswis
hastily forgive, but must take time to reflect on the offense and process negattiens
associated with the offense. Overall, research seems to support the ageyelthattme
heals wounds.

Lastly, the present study also identified one especially unique theme which, in
contrast with the themes of empathy, altruism, and the passage of time, hannot be
consistently researched in the forgiveness literature. All but one particip@tudy 1
discussed positive aspects or outgrowths of the hurt they endured (five patsicisaussed
spiritual good/growth as a result of the hurt, seven participants discussed secul
good/growth, and three participants described both spiritual and secular goda/gftewt
the offense). Participants did not view their hurt as merely a terrible éngnémdured, but
instead, believed that good and/or personal growth developed as a direct resulthofrthei
Participants were adamant that they would not be who they are today, anddjkeousd
not be in their present life circumstances if the offense had not transpired pifdicipants
cited the offense as an event that led them to develop and grow as a person, bothyspirituall
and psychologically. Although there is little to no research examining good othgiteatt
individuals report specifically related to forgiveness, there is a wealtiesfant research on
the related field of posttraumatic growth. Posttraumatic growth has b#eedlas the
multitude of positive outcomes (such as a deeper appreciation for life, the develghme
personal strength, finding new possibilities in life, or spiritual developmaht)iduals often

report after a traumatic event (Peterson et al., 2008; Taku, Cann, Calhoun, & Tedeschi,
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2008). Research on posttraumatic growth supports the present finding that manypeople
able to identify positive elements of their life or experience personal gasndidirect result
of a negative experience. For example, Peterson et al. (2008) researchedvpeosoad
experienced a variety of traumas (such as accidents and sexual assdalipdridat
persons frequently report an increase in character strengths (for exgraptade for what
they have or improved interpersonal relationships) after a trauma. kedred¢siearch, Cobb,
Tedeschi, Calhoun, and Cann (2006) examined the relationship between intimate partner
violence and posttraumatic growth. Cobb and colleagues reported that despienexperi
often severe physical and non-physical abuse, women frequently reportealupostic
growth, and specifically an increased appreciation for life, due to the hurrtidelyed.
Although research on posttraumatic growth does not directly explore the process of
identifying good and growth after forgiving an offender, it strongly suggleatgrowth is
possible after a trauma. While enduring an interpersonal hurt is painful and thespbce
forgiving is often difficult, many people are able to experience significqantth after an
offense. In accordance with the above findings, nearly all participants in Serdphasized
that they were able to identify good/growth that developed as a result of thlegyurt
experienced. Because this theme was so consistently and enthusiastadaibed by
participants in the present study, it is a potentially important elementgdid¢aess that
forgiveness researchers should seek to explore in greater depth in the future.
Study 1: Limitations and Future Research Questions

While Study 1 sheds light on important factors that motivate religious pewsons t
forgive and strategies utilized to forgive, there are limitations toélsesarch. One potential

limitation in the current study is the small sample size. While quaktagpproaches seek to
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obtain an in-depth view of an individual’s experience, a larger sample size in ¢batpre
study would have potentially strengthened the current results. When posséadechess
exploring forgiveness in the future, in both qualitative and quantitative researghgjesi
should attempt to examine patterns of forgiveness using large samplesaybguatgi

A second and related drawback to the present findings is the lack of partiéipants
a wide variety of religions. Although the present study included particiframtsBuddhist,
Christian, Islam, and Jewish backgrounds, the majority of participants \wasti&h. While
efforts were made to recruit a diverse sample, it was difficult to gathesipant data from
various religious backgrounds. Because the majority of participants westi&hrihe
results of this study tend to focus most heavily on traditionally Judeo-@hnstlues and
beliefs. Most research to date has examined the relationship between tyiatie
forgiveness, and therefore has not adequately explored the influence of Esgjemsron
the forgiveness process. To truly understand the relationship between religiousnsentm
and forgiveness, researchers should make every effort to examine tlomseiatbetween a
wide variety of religious traditions and forgiveness. In addition, researsheuld strive to
make distinctions between affiliations within a religious tradition when stgdyie
relationship between religious commitment and forgiveness. Many redigifiliations
(particularly within Christianity) profess varied beliefs and teachamg®rgiveness, and
therefore, religious affiliation is likely to be an influential factor in srability and desire to
forgive (Tsang et al., 2006).

A third limitation of Study 1 is the potential ambiguity of the categoomatystem
utilized. Throughout this study, consistent efforts were made to thoroughly ramgew

identify themes from participant data as either “secular” or “iligji. Careful consideration
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was given to how participant data would be described and categorized, and s|yeoifinzl
distinguishes religious themes from secular themes. In addition, r&jigbiécks were
implemented to help ensure accuracy. Although efforts were made to approutadsify
each theme, it is possible that the themes presented in Study 1 may uninterdigarédly
and that religious influences may be present in secular themes. In pgrimusame highly
religious individuals, elements of their faith and belief system may be prasghareas of
their life, making it difficult for them to truly separate “religious” ars@€ular” components
of forgiveness. Although participants may describe an element in strictiias¢éerms, it is
difficult to ascertain that religious influences were not present in sezdelaents of
forgiveness. Prior research has suggested that even when presented with aga@aah
to forgiveness, persons may independently draw on their religious beliefs to melp the
forgive (Rye and Paragament, 2002). Therefore, although elements of forgivemessta
be secular in nature, participants might, whether deliberately or not, erdenutar
forgiveness strategies with religious themes, values, and ideas. The ptedgmaises many
guestions about what factors religious persons use to forgive and if it is esibleféa
definitively sort, classify, and categorize secular and religious thenesent within the
forgiveness process. Future research should explore the precise mechalgsoas r
individuals utilize to forgive, and specifically, the possible intersect betvedigious and
secular elements of forgiveness.

A fourth and final limitation of Study 1 is the potential role of social desitglaifid
self-selection. Study 1 recruited persons from a rather large potentieigaantt pool
(approximately 5 religious organizations and congregations); however, only Xipaats

completed the study, including the interview and pre and poshesstures. The relatively
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low response rate of potential participants may indicate that perhaps fpheydy
religious participant who contacted the researcher and was able to uselitieus faith to
forgive, other religious participants did not utilize their faith to forgive erensimply not
able to reach a place of forgiveneBkerefore, the experience of using one’s religious beliefs
to forgive may be a challenging process that not all religious personsiarte affectively
complete. It is possible that participants in the present study, who were aldetheiu$aith
to aid in the forgiveness process, represented the minority of religious petsonsash
forgiveness by utilizing their faith, rather than the majority of persdrsmay not forgive.
Study 2: Religious Commitment and Forgiveness Discrepancy

The primary purpose of Study 2 was to test Worthington’s (1988) theory proposing
that persons at or above one standard deviation above the mean on religious commitment
measures will exhibit significantly more forgiveness than non-religionsoaerately
religious persons. To examine this theory, Study 2 explored the relationship between
religious commitment and forgiveness after individuals participated in éoEss
intervention condition or alternative treatment condition. Results from Study 2 faaind th
religious commitment was not significantly related to forgiveness. VEbipgort for
Worthington’s hypothesis was not found in the present study, there are a few possible
explanations for the discrepancy between previous research concludirgueeligi
commitment and forgiveness are related and the results of Study 2.

A first potential explanation for the current findings concerns the methodologgbf p
research exploring the relationship between religious commitment and foegs/éAs stated,
research conducted by Edwards et al. (2002) and Exline et al. (2004) has indicated that

highly religious participants report being highly forgiving. However, thseaech was
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correlational in nature, and therefore, did not allowed researchers to examirnyif hig
religious individuals are actually more forgiving than non-religious persbes wesponding
to real-life experienced offenses or if highly religious persons snagreicate they are
forgiving on self-report measures. Because the present study exammjiedrfess after a
real-life offense and did not find a significant relationship between reigiommitment and
forgiveness, it is possible that whereas religious persons report being higinynfmprthey
are not necessarily more forgiving than non-religious persons when faced watinan a
offense.

In similar research, McCullough and Worthington (1999) have suggested that perhaps
religious individuals report that they are highly forgiving, but in actuaditynk between
situation-specific forgiveness and religious commitment may not exi€uMuagh and
Worthington explain this discrepancy by stating, “religious people appear cotvirate
they should be forgiving people; however, at the level of individual offenses, religious
involvement seems to play at best a small role” (pg. 1151). Furthermore, egiubnd
Worthington state that although religious people feel they should be forgiving aadd,in f
may wish to be forgiving, they appear to be no better equipped to offer forgiveness than non-
religious individuals. In addition, they suggest that while religious commitmentsst®
influence forgiveness at a “general, abstract level”, it may nattadfee’s ability to forgive
an actual offense (pg. 1146). Ultimately, while a person may view themseaiVaghly
forgiving and state that they value forgiveness; self-report findings deawt ® directly
translate to increased forgiveness after a real life offense. Stkésref the current study

appear to demonstrate, consistent with McCullough and Worthington’s findings, that
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although religious persons report forgiveness in correlational studies,atm®y decessarily
forgive real life offenses with greater propensity than non-religious indigidua

A second possible explanation for the present findings may be that spirituality,
instead of religiosity, is more directly involved in the forgiveness protélsse results from
the present study did not find a connection between religious commitment and forgiiteness
may be that forgiveness is more directly influenced by spiritualityit&glity has been
described as a “personal expression of ultimate concern” and an individugperise to the
deepest truths of the universe” (Emmons, 2000; pg. 4; Bregman & Thierman, 1995; pg. 149).
Likewise, spirituality has been defined as “concern that shapes and givéisnitea
person’s ultimate concerns in life” and “personal goals focused on the saanadd(is,
2000; pg. 4). Researchers have suggested that spirituality is, in actualitin@ descept
from religious commitment, yet may influence forgiveness. A number of sthdiee
suggested that a significant relationship exists between spirituaditioegiveness. Koutsos
et al. (2008) explored the relationship between personality, spirituality, andeioegs.
Interestingly, Koutsos et al. did not report finding a relationship betweeios#ygand
forgiveness; however, they did find that religiosity is related to spitigugvhich in turn is
correlated with personality dispositions believed to lead persons to forgieereaatily.
Additional research has supported Koutsos et al.’s findings. Leach and Lark (2004), in a
study of undergraduate students from a variety of religious traditions, explodatkthe
between spirituality, personality, and forgiveness. Similar to Koutsos eeath and Lark
suggest that a relationship appears to exist between spirituality affickrgeléness, such that
individuals who are highly spiritual are more likely to forgive themselviesréfore, it is

possible that while a relationship between religious commitment and forgsweasanot
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evident in the present findings, spirituality, instead of religious commitmegtbama
influential in the forgiveness process. Future research should explore disratitween
religious commitment and spirituality and the patterns of forgivenesgsgrored and
spiritual persons.

Lastly, there is a final potential explanation for the present finding thgiored
commitment does not appear to influence one’s ability and desire to forgive. Althoug
research has found that religious commitment appears to be related to fagi{ietheards
et al., 2002; Exline et al., 2004), some researchers have proposed that high religious
commitment may actually inhibit the offering of forgiveness. Cohen et al. (26@#)ined
beliefs about forgiveness across religious traditions and suggested that goiyedtigious
individuals may use their religious beliefs as a rationale for why they shotilorgive an
offender. Cohen et al. conducted three studies examining unforgivable offenses and found
that Jewish participants were more likely to endorse the beliefs thatodfanses are too
severe to forgive, only the victim of an offense can offer forgiveness, and an offenste
express repentance before forgiveness is granted. Therefore, althondlvidual may be
highly religious, they may not necessarily be more able or willing to fuffgiveness than a
non-religious individual. Instead, Cohen et al. propose that one’s religious belietmima
support offering forgiveness under specific circumstances.

Similar to the findings of Cohen et al. (2006), researchers have found that individuals
may utilize their religious beliefs as a means through which they ratiersaid accept
unforgiveness. While the majority of world religions have doctrines that strpngfigss the
value of forgiveness, these same religions also have examples of retijbstiive (the belief

that certain actions are so terrible that it is one’s moral duty to respond wigihmemt or
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retribution) in their teachings. Many religious writings can be intergrete variety of
contradictory ways, and therefore, some religious individuals may use thefs lzsli
justification for unforgiveness rather than a motivation to forgive. Tsan@uilfmugh and
Hoyt (2005) propose that while persons may report being highly religious, they may not
report forgiveness towards an offender. Tsang et al. suggest that thisstesaysmay be
due to a process called “moral justification” whereby persons “depictuhethical behavior
as serving a valued social or moral purpose” (pg. 798). Therefore, individuals mhagiuse t
religious beliefs as justification for the appropriateness of vengefulrdoutdte actions. For
example, one may express unforgiveness because they believe the offericempenisnce
retaliation as a punishment for their actions. As Tsang, McCullough and Hoytexplai
“vengeful individuals can characterize their revenge as serving ‘GodisgUstherefore,
persons can cite their religious beliefs as a motivation for either fokggeor unforgiveness
(pg. 798). Likewise, some highly religious participants in the present studyaweyahtually
used their religious belief as a rationale for why they should not forgive tifemdef (for
example, the offender committed an extremely severe offense or did notnoéfigolagy).
Therefore, while participants report being highly religious; the higbioels commitment
they profess may lead them to embrace retributive justice as opposed to fagivene
appears that high religious commitment in and of itself is not enough to lead t@fagsv
Instead, it may be that in order for persons to show an increased desire ancbdbiigive,
they must be committed to a religion that advocates forgiveness insteadboftinetrjustice.
Study 2: Religious Commitment and Psychological Distress

The current study also explored the relationship between religious commanakent

psychological distress, hypothesizing that persons of high religious commiumelalt
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report greater reductions in psychological distress from pre to pashér@ahan persons of
low to moderate religious commitment. Results of Study 2, however, did not support this
hypothesis and instead found that regardless of reported religious commpgarénipants
were able to significantly decrease psychological distress.

The finding that psychological health improves after participation in a forgisemes
alternative treatment condition is well researched and thoroughly docadr(®viorthington,
Sandage, & Berry, 2000; Wade, Worthington, & Meyer, 2005). Researchers have
consistently demonstrated that forgiveness interventions lead to reductionsety,anxi
depression, and hostility, as well as increases in hope and self-esteein¥(Habght,

1993; Rye & Pargament, 2002; Coyle & Enright, 1997; Freedman & Knupp, 2003).
Likewise, Lawler et al. (2005) demonstrated that forgiveness promotes positive
psychological health by decreasing the anger associated with unfoggv@herefore,
forgiveness interventions not only promote forgiveness, but enable participacitsetcea
better psychological health. The results of the present study certainly tspagtaresearch
indicating that persons benefit psychologically when they are able to forgive.

In addition to suggesting that forgiveness promotes positive psychologidl, heal
researchers have proposed that persons who are highly religious not only forgvsumor
may also have decreased psychological distress than non-religious indivigeaifc&lly,
McCullough and Worthington (1999) suggest that religious beliefs may give persons a
worldview which emphasizes not only forgiveness of others, but being forgiven by God. In
this way, religion can lead to increased forgiveness, which in turn promoteseositi
psychological health through the reduction of depression, anxiety, and other negative

psychological symptoms (McCullough & Worthington). Therefore, researchugggested
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that because religiosity may influence forgiveness, religious indigdnal potentially
express increased abilities to forgive as well as the positive psyatadlbgalth benefits that
accompany forgiveness (Lawler-Row & Piferi, 2006). This reasoning aedroks however,
does not necessarily apply to the present study in which both religious andigousel
persons were uniformly able to forgive offenders, and therefore, experiencedepositi
psychological health as a result. If Study 2 had concluded that religious peosexygress
significantly more forgiveness than non-religious persons, it would liketyfallow that
they would report the greatest reductions in psychological distress due ia¢reased
propensity to forgive. However, because both religious and non-religious individuals
reported forgiveness towards offenders in the present study, participanepalded equal
decreases in psychological distress.

Additional research may help further explain the reductions in psychologitralsdis
reported by participants in the present study regardless of their religiousittoent.
Research has proposed that religious commitment in general does notmigdeisance
psychological distress, but that persons who ascribe to a certain type ofusebgientation
seem to gain psychological benefits. Specifically, Worthington et al. (1996) stiygfes
religion may promote psychological health in a variety of ways, such as gersgns hope,
providing a social support system, and allowing individuals to obtain a strong sense of
meaning in life. However, most importantly, Worthington and colleagues have wdjties
persons with high intrinsic religiosity (that is, viewing religion as an “entself’, pg. 451)
tend to experience better psychological health than extrinsicaljyoesi individuals (those
who approach religion as a way to achieve specific ends). Therefore, the typgiofiseli

orientation individuals profess, either intrinsic or extrinsic, might sigmtiy influence
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psychological health. The present study did not measure different typegiofisel
commitment or religiosity, but instead, utilized one instrument (the Religionsmitment
Inventory) to capture religious commitment. Worthington et al.’s findings sutgest
certain types of religiosity (specifically, intrinsic versusrgsic) may influence
psychological health differently. It is possible; therefore, that had thergresidy measured
extrinsic or intrinsic religiosity instead of religious commitment, déferes in psychological
distress based on intrinsic versus extrinsic religiosity may have emérged be beneficial
for future research to explore potential differences in psychologicatsidtased on specific
types of religious commitment or religious orientations.

Study 2: Religious Commitment and Trait forgivingness

The final aim of study 2 was to explore trait forgivingness as a poterddiator
between religious commitment and forgiveness. Results of the present stumhstiate that
the relationship between religious commitment and specific forgiverkged variables
(specifically, revenge at time 1) is fully mediated by trait fomggwiess. In contrast, findings
also indicated that trait forgivingness does not mediate the relationshvwpdeteligious
commitment and avoidance or empathy.

In accordance with these findings, prior research has suggestadithat t
forgivingness appears to predict certain forgiveness-related var(8eey et al., 2001;
Berry et al., 2005). Specifically, Berry et al. (2005) found that trait forgness predicts
revenge, such that persons with high trait forgivingness exhibit lessgyeettean persons
with low trait forgivingness. In related findings, the present study contliinde trait
forgivingness mediates the relationship between religious commitmenteamnd)ee Also

similar to the present study (which found that trait forgivingness does not entdiat
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relationship between religious commitment and avoidance), Berry et aludedc¢hat while
trait forgivingness is related to revenge, it does not seem to influeoitkaace.

In related research, Berry et al. (2001) also examined trait forgi\sagrel
concluded that trait forgivingness predicts situation specific forgiveaadsurthermore,
that trait forgivingness is correlated with the forgiveness-relaiadtucts of anger and
hostility. The research conducted by Berry et al. also indicates thay hedjlgious
individuals report significantly more trait forgivingness than non-religmarsicipants. This
research is congruent with the findings of Study 2, indicating that religtonsiément does
not seem to be directly related to forgiveness, but instead, religious commiteent m
influence trait forgivingness, which is therefore related to situationfepfrgiveness. Prior
research coupled with the present findings demonstrates that traitrigroges appears to
mediate the relationship between religious commitment and certain foegs«eelated
variables.

Study 2: Limitations and Future Research Questions

There are few limitations to the methodology and findings of the current $tusty
participants in the present study reported affiliation with a wide rangdigbnes.
Researchers have suggested, however, that although many religious traditiens va
forgiveness, the precise beliefs regarding when, how, and by whom forgivenessishoul
granted may vary widely across religions (Tsang, McCullough & Hoyt, 20@8le et al.,
2008). While forgiveness is the cornerstone of many religious faiths, not gibusli
traditions emphasize forgiveness to the same extent (McCullough & Worthington, 1999).
The present study examined the influence of religious commitment on forgiveness, but did

not account for the fact that forgiveness may be valued, encouraged, and supported in
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different ways by each religion. Therefore, discrepancies in the extentdb wehgions
emphasize forgiveness may have made it difficult to identify the precigenoé of
religious commitment on forgiveness. The present study might have been reotieeff
all participants were from the same religious tradition (for exampleindi only Jewish
participants), which would have allowed for a deeper exploration of how commitment to a
specific religion influences forgiveness. Future researchers shouldeotigat every
religion advocates forgiveness to varying degrees, and furthermore, dgoasgropose
that individuals offer forgiveness only under specific circumstances. Tilésresthe
present study clearly suggest that high religious commitment does not seeectty dquate
to an increased tendency to forgive. Whereas a few researchers have gainbat
significantly different beliefs about forgiveness exist betweeniogisy Tsang, McCullough
& Hoyt, 2005), very little research has examined how different views of fargsgebetween
religious affiliations may influence forgiveness in response to an ackpalienced offense.
Future research should further explore the precise relationships betwgeunsedffiliation,
situation-specific forgiveness, and trait forgivingness.

A second potential drawback of the present study concerns the number of participants
reporting high religious commitment. The primary aim of the current stadytov
empirically test Worthington’s 1988 hypothesis that individuals scoring at or albeve
standard deviation above the mean on religious commitment inventories will refort hig
religious commitment to the extent that they will be more likely to forgivah©236
participants in the present study who fully completed the RCI, 52 of them repoigealisel
commitment at or above one standard deviation above the mean (that is, an RCI score at or

above 35). It is possible that religious commitment does in fact influence oneis s
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desire to forgive, but that the current study did not include enough highly religious
individuals to yield these results. Had Study 2 included more highly religiovgdudis, the
present findings may be somewhat different. Future research seeking te ¢wplofluence
of religious commitment on forgiveness should strive to recruit individuals thatgiig hi
religiously committed in order to best contrast differences in forgivenessdethighly
religious and non-religious individuals. In addition, the present study examinae wcités
between persons that scored at or above one standard deviation above the mean on the
Religious Commitment Inventory (RCI) and persons scoring below one standaribdevia
above the mean. Future researchers might consider examining more substagrealagiff in
religious commitment between participants; for example, differencesgivéoiess based on
high religious commitment (at or above one standard deviation above the mean) or low
religious commitment (at or below one standard deviation below the mean). A csonpari
such as this might better enable researchers to study significangmitierin forgiveness

based on religious commitment.
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1

Initials: Date:

Religious Affiliation:
How long have you practiced this religion?:
Sex: Age:

Thank you for being willing to participate in the study and coming in to talk to us.today
Please answer the following questions to determine if you are eligibletimygzde in the
study.

1. Can you think of a time when someone hurt or offended you in a significant way?

YES NO (please circle one)

If FORGIVENESSIs defined as replacing bitter, angry feelings of vengefulness withgse
of good will toward the person who hurt you, then using the following scale...

1=NOT AT ALL 2=ALITTLE 3=MODERATELY 4=VERY MUCH 5=COMPLETELY
2. To what degree have you forgiven the person who hurt or offended you?

Directions: Read each of the following statements. Using the scale to the right, CIRCLE the
response that best describes how true each statement is for you.

Not at all Somewhat Moderately  Mostly Totally
true of me true of me true of me true of me  true of me
1 2 3 4 5

| often read books and magazines about my faith.

I make financial contributions to my religious organization.

| spend time trying to grow in understanding of my faith.

Religion is especially important to me because it answers many
guestions about the meaning of life.

My religious beliefs lie behind my whole approach to life.

| enjoy spending time with others of my religious affiliation.

Religious beliefs influence all my dealings in life.

It is important to me to spend periods of time in private religious
thought and reflection.

9. I enjoy working in the activities of my religious affiliation.

10. | keep well informed about my local religious group and have some

influence in its decisions.

PwpnpPE

© NGO
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Interview Questions
Introduction: The primary purpose of this study is to understand what role you perceive
religion to play (if any) in helping you to overcome a specific hurtful evenbim yfe. We
want to hear in your own words your experiences of dealing with and overcomieg som

offense, difficulty, or trauma and how your religious commitments, beliefs, andirgas
helped or hindered you.

Briefly describe the role that your religious beliefs or commitmeaytspin your life, past and
current.

Interviewer: We want you to think of a specific time that you were hurt or offended by
someone and you forgave them.

Briefly describe the offense that you experienced. How long ago did it occur?

What motivated you to forgive your offender?

What role do you think that religion played (if any) in helping you to overcome thdispec
hurtful event in your life?

What aspect(s) most helped you to forgive the person who hurt you?
Are there any specific aspects of your faith commitment that helped yorgtoef?

Are you able to identify any non-religious aspects in your life that espelbelped you to
forgive?

Is forgiveness a value that is typically emphasized in your religiodsiors? How so?
What do you believe your religious tradition says about forgiveness?

What basis does your religion give for why forgiveness is important?

How vital were your religious beliefs in motivating you to forgive?

How was the experience of the hurt and the process of forgiving influencedaitbuiffat
all?
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Comprehensive List of Themes from Participant Interviews.

Motivation to forgive (why they
forgave):

Strategies used to forgive
(how they forgave):

Religious Elements

To draw closer to God (4)
Be like Christ/God (4)
Forgive others because Go¢
forgives us (4)

God wants us to be
nonjudgmental (2)

Desire openness to God (2)
Karma (1)

Move towards enlightenmer
(1)

Prophets model forgiveness

(1)

Jewish tradition emphasizes

present and not living in pag
(1)

God calls us to love others
(1)

Accountability is God’s role,
not mine (1)

Parables from Bible (1)

—+

D

—

Looked to my relationship
with God for strength (6)
Prayer (for self, offender,
forgiveness) (6)

Spiritual Good/Growth
arising from offense (5)
Asking for God'’s help (4)
Reading religious texts (4)
Consulting a religious
leader (3)

Support of religious
community (3)

Lord’s Prayer (3)

Days of Atonement (2)
Attended worship/religious
services (2)

“God worked in me” (2)
Eucharist/Communion (2)
10 Commandments (2)
God’s love (2)

Turned my forgiveness
journey over to God (1)
Spirituality (1)

Religious study (1)
Tashlich (Jewish ritual) (1)

God’s Presence with me (1

Spiritual retreat (1)
Religious anointment (1)
Monastic routine (1)
Read Quran (1)

p—
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Secular Elements

Forgive to be forgiven by
others (8)

Achieve peace (6)
Decrease bitterness (6)

For community and society
as a whole (5)

Decrease anger (4)

As a “gift” to myself (4)

To be myself/“free to be wh
lam” (3)

Energy would be better spe
elsewhere (3)

Connect with others (2)
Family (2)

Reduce burden of
unforgiveness (2)

“Natural” to forgive (2)
Relationships are more
important than things (2)
Forgiveness was emphasizé
as a child (2)
Universality (1)

Better the world (1)
Anger is “Not me” (1)
Want to feel goodwill
towards offender (1)
Balance in life (1)
Hurt “isn’t worth it” (1)
Desire to “let go” (1)
Regain control (1)

Efforts needed elsewhere (1

Tired of feeling powerless
1)

Health reasons (1)

Reach self-actualization (1)
Offender apologized (1)
Reconciliation (1)

Forgive others to forgive
myself (1)

Self- love (1)

Offender aging (1)

t

-

N—r

Decrease revenge (1)

Developing empathy
towards offender (8)
Focusing on positive
gualities of offender (8)
Personal Good/Growth
arising from offense (7)
Spent time alone (5)
Humanity (belief that we al
make mistakes) (4)
Attend therapy (4)
Acceptance that offender
will not change (3)
Supportive relationship (2)
Addressing emotions (2)
Meditation (2)

Time without offender (2)
Expressed forgiveness to
offender (2)

Educated self about
forgiveness (2)

Passage of time (2)
Artistic Expression (1)
Yoga (1)

Enjoyable activities (1)
Examining my role in the
offense (1)

Honesty with my feelings
(1)

Lecture on Forgiveness (1
Offering apology to person
| hurt in the past (1)
Examining situation
objectively (1)
Mindfulness (1)

12 Step Program (1)
Forgiveness role model (1
Time off work (1)

Remind myself forgiveness

is a choice (1)
Offense could have been
worse (1)

[72)

D

Wrote letter to offender (1)

Note.Parentheses denote number of participants endorsing theme.
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Rater 1

Rater 2

Interview 2

Motivations to
Forgive

Strategies to

Decrease anger

12 step program

Decrease anger
Move towards enlightenment

12 step program

Forgive Attend therapy Attend therapy
Meditation Meditation
Supportive relationships Supportive relationships
Interview 4

Motivations to
Forgive

Strategies to

Decrease anger
To be myself

Read religious texts

Decrease anger
To be myself

Read religious texts

Forgive Prayer Prayer
Interview 6
Motivations to Be like God Be like God

Forgive

Strategies to
Forgive

Forgive others because God
forgives us

Reduce burden of unforgiveness
Relationships are more important
than things

Focusing on positive qualities of
offender

Reading religious texts
Forgiveness role model
Consulted with a religious leader
Prayer

Looking to relationship with God
for strength

Forgive others because God
forgives us
Reduce burden of unforgiveness

Focusing on positive qualities of
offender

Reading religious texts
Forgiveness role model
Consulted with a religious leader
Prayer

Looking to relationship with God
for strength
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 2

Overcoming the Hurt

Learning to Forgive Past Offenses

Facilitator M anual

This workshop on forgiveness has been generousigieith in part by the Center for the Study of Viokntowa State
University, and the Department of Psychology, Idtate University, and sanctioned by the InstituidldReview Board of
lowa State University [Office of Research Compliené138 Pearson Hall, Ames, IA 50011-2207] in coamge with

federal regulations, and conducted under the sigienvof Nathaniel Wade, PhD [Department of Psyoby] W112
Lagomarcino Hall, lowa State University, Ames, 69011].
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Session 1: Getting Started

|. INTRODUCTION (45 MINUTES)

N
N

B B

Materials — Participant manuals, pencils/pens, confidentiality contracts

Overview

o Overall Workshop
=  What it will include: 2x/wk for 3 wks, discussion and info
» Goals: understanding and moving toward forgiveness

0 Today's session
* Introductions b/c we want to get to know each other
= Your goals for the workshop
= Start discussing forgiveness

Ground Rules (to protect group trust and safety)
o Beontime
0 Actively participate (of course, one can do this in ways other thamgalki
o If you have to be absent, please tell the leader (provide contact info)
o0 And most importantly, keep all material confidential (see below)

Confidentiality
o Explain policy & rationale (to make participants more comfortablarsipar
0 Sign and collect confidentiality contracts

Questions?
Introductions

o0 Introduce yourself to the groumake it informally professional. You will start the
tone, so if you are relaxed and share about yourself (including some personal info)
this will encourage them to do the same.

0 Ask group members to introduce themselves, one at a time, by sharing thejr na
class standing, major, and future plans/career.

o Now, have them say their names again and share why they chose to partidipiate i
workshop.

Group Icebreaker
0 Introduce the icebreaker and then start by sharing your expectétopes and
uncertaintiesabout the workshop. Try to share at least one uncertainty, this will
encourage them to do the same.
0 Have them share and discuss their expectatlansesand uncertaintiesbout the
workshop.

Making it Worthwhile
o Finally, encourage them to complete the question in their workbooks on page 2,
“What would make this experience worthwhile to you?”
0 Have those who are willing share with the group (try to get as many peoplheesigvol
as possible).



121

|1. DISCUSSION OF FORGIVENESS (35 MINUTES)

i Defining Forgiveness- Ask participants to offer definitions of what forgiveness is. Engaura
a variety of definitions.

B Ask them to provide specific examples of forgiving (real or imaginary)

&

Images of Forgiveness From the list below, ask each person to select 3 images that have
significance for them personally, and then rank those selections irdreobtheir meaning.

# Toforgiveis to clean & straighten a room that has been neglected too long.

# Toforgiveis to write in large letters across a debt, “Nothing owed.”

# Toforgiveis to bundle all the garbage & dispose of it, leaving the house clean.
# Toforgiveis to untie the moorings of a ship & release it into the open sea.

¢ Toforgiveis to relax a stranglehold on a wrestling opponent.

# Toforgiveis to sandblast a wall of graffiti, leaving it looking like new.

If you're comfortable doing so, please take this opportunity to share witirdbe the image that
is mostmeaningful to you. What about it makes it so meaningful?

Thank you all for sharing — (others in the group seemed very interested igoutzad to say).
Before we move on to the next activity, | want you all to have the opportunity to makeoudgiaal,
personally meaningful image that you would like to add to the list. Have themthleae with the
group.

Ask for a volunteer to read the description of forgiveness aloud. Talkttivengh the following
elements of the definition.

# process

@ suffer an unjust injury

¥ positive change in feeling

# choose mercy over retribution
% voluntary

% unconditional

% no apology required

Encourage discussion on what doesauotstitute forgiveness. The discussion should include —
but not be limited to:

reconciling
forgetting
pardoning
excusing
denying

Discuss the following quote with the group. Encourage participants to look for dersmarang in it.
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Quote: Forgiveness is freeing up and putting to better use the energy once consumed by
holding grudges, harboring resentments, and nursing unhealed wounds. It is
rediscovering the strengths we always had and relocating our limideasity to

understand and accept other people and ourselves. ~ Sidney and Suzanne Simon

Encourage the group to process these aspect of forgiveness. As an exadplesrh in a
discussion on the differences between forgiveness and reconcilindidisible and chart provided
below to guide them through the discussion.

Forgiving an offender Reconciling w/ offender

§ Intrapersonal (internal) 8 Interpersonal (between 2 or more people)
8 Need not entail restoration of relationship 8 Results in restoration comslap
8§ Gift given to one by one person to another § Earned through trustworthy behavior

RECONCILING WITH OFFENDER

YES NO
Relationship is restored Offender is forgiven, but
FORGIVING YES relationship is not restored
OFFENDER Relationship is restored, but Offender is still unforgiven &
NO | offender is still unforgiven relationship is not restored

Continue the conversation using the following questions as a guide:

# Can you come up with examples for each of the 4 categories above?

# When would someone forgive but not reconcile?... reconcile but not forgive... bdtrefarngl
reconcile... neither forgive nor reconcile?

# See if they can apply this in their own lives. Have they experienced angsef situations? Can
they share them with the group?

# Discuss: Given this definition of forgiveness that we have been dengltgmay, how difficult
do you think it will be for you to forgive the person who hurt you?

[11. WRAP UP (10 MINUTES)

To conclude the first session, ask participants to reflect on todagisrseSover the following
topics in a wrap-up discussion:

1. What are your thoughts and ideas about the content of today’s session?
a. Forgiving
b. Distinction between forgiving and reconciliation
2. How do you feel about the group now that you've completed the first session?
a. Are your thoughts about the group the same or different from when you firgtdarriv
today?
b. How comfortable do you feel with the group? How can that be improved?
3. Remind them about the next session, date and time.
4. Have them complete the post session feedback forms.
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Session 2: Recalling the Event

|. INTRODUCTION (10 MINUTES)

1. Begin the session by welcoming the members back.
2. Then, recap the last session.
a. Introductions
b. What is forgiveness?
c. How is forgiving different than reconciling?
3. Ask them for feedback/comments about the first group.
4. Finally, provide an overview of today’s session.
5. Boundary breaking — Sharing personal events with the group.

What is something significant that occurred for you in the last weekahbataven't
told anyone about yet?

Give everyone an opportunity to answ&mlestion before moving on to th¥.2
What is the most significant thing that has happened to you in the past year?

||. REMEMBERING THE HURTFUL EVENT (10 MINUTES)

Everyone undergoes negative life events at some time or other. Hotheyetlope depends a great
deal on how they manage what they're feeling at the time. Failure tostarttand digest upsetting
experiences is linked with the development of lasting psychological asfigical hurt.
Fortunately, according to one psychologist, 95% of personal emotional expeaenstsred the
same day they occur (Rime, 1995). The irony, of course, is that the most papétiences are the
ones we most need to disclose and seek support for, yet they also often happkethéirfivay into
that 5% we don't disclose. Recalling and talking about these events can géptpagain new
perspectives that make hurtful experiences easier to live with.

1 Recollection exerciseGuided Recollection Exercise-Ask them to follow your cues as
you read the follow:

| would like for us to take some time to rememiter vffense, what happened, how you reacted, and
what the result was. To do this, | invite you tabime a scene with me. First, | would like for yadu

to take a few deep breaths, and if you are coniftat@lose your eyes. (PAUSE) Allow the sights and
sounds of the room, your thoughts, and any othsratitions to leave your mind. Take another deep
breath. (PAUSE) Imagine now that you are leavirig thom from the door you entered. You get up,
walk to the door and leave. (PAUSE) Follow the Wwal} to the exit and leave the building. As you
step outside, you notice that the sun is shinimghtlly and a cool, clear sky greets you. The
temperature is comfortable and a quiet breezeoisibh. Now imagine that you look down and the
familiar sidewalk outside this building is actuadysmooth dirt path bordered by lush green grdss. T
path stretches off out of sight into a forest difttees. Follow the path toward the trees. (PAUSE)
you do, the path begins weaving among the largstréou feel light and relaxed, your steps are
effortless. The path leads you deep into the woaday from town, away from the distractions of
schoolwork, and away from your current respongibgi (PAUSE)

Up ahead, you notice a clearing. In the centehefdearing is a large television screen, withdawtyl
fashioned knobs for the power and the volume. Wialko the screen and imagine turning the power




124

on. When you do, you can see two people interactiog realize that it is you and the person who
hurt you. It appears that you are having a contiersavith the offender just after the offense ocedr
You can now listen in on this conversation. To dptarn up the volume on the television. If youl fee
uncomfortable at any point you can always turn délvenvolume or turn off the television. (PAUSE)
Listen now to the conversation. What are you sataniipe offender? What are you experiencing?
(PAUSE) How are you experiencing your emotions?/bw feel tense? Is there anything that you
haven't said that you would now like to? Go ahead say that to the person. (PAUSE) What is the
individual saying back to you? As you watch thesparwho hurt you from this new vantage point,
what do you think he or she is experiencing? (PAUSHEer a few minutes of discussion, the
conversation ends. How does it end? Do you feesdmee hurt, or have you been able to resolve the
conflict? As you continue watching, you see youdrseentually leave the person who hurt you. You
see on the screen that the offender is now aloaekhbwing that you are listening, she or he begins
thinking aloud. What is the offender thinking? WHags she or he express now that you are not there?
(PAUSE)

It is now time to return. First, turn the televisioff. Now, slowly turn and find the path that togdu
into the clearing. (PAUSE) Follow the path back ofuthe woods until you are standing before this
building. Enter the building and walk to the dooithis room. Now enter the room and find the seat
you are now sitting in. (PAUSE) When you are reslbyly open your eyes.

[11. SHARING THE HURTFUL EVENT (45 MINUTES)

B Sharing & Understanding the Hurt

Discuss the guided imagery experiendelp the group to explore how they handled the
situation and how they wish they would have handled it. Try to solicit perggeetnd support of
other group members. Try to also acknowledge that painful egiehtscur that are
understandably hard to forgiEmpathize, empathize, empathize

# Let's discuss this exercise. I'd like to hear from as many of you as possibketdb
uncomfortable, you may certainly pass, but | encourage you all to share atpeaisof your
story with the group if you are comfortable doing so. What happened? How did you @et hurt
What was your experience of this exercise? (As follow-up if they don’'t uadersTo what
degree were you really able to imagine this scenario? Could you follow arsatnve
between yourself and the person who hurt you,” etc?)

# Summarize common themes and close discussion. Interpersonal hurts canlotezte a
different emotions and reactions. It seems many of these hurts have leasigoificant
impact in your lives.

i+ Ask participants to use the 10-point scale provided to denote how theynégittiney thought
aboutthe incident. Discuss.

Ask participants to use the 10-point scale provided to denote how theftdetiaving
shared their storwith others. Discuss. Encourage individuals who experienced a change in
their rating during the previous exercise to put forward what they think lén tchange.
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V. “OWNING” YOUR EXPERIENCE (20 MINUTES)

This exercise is intended to help participants recognize, allow and #teemxperiences, and
thereby take control of them. Explain each of the steps below and provitleepeand/or discussion
as you go through them.

¢ Recognizeyour experience, your thoughts & bodily sensations

Often we experience things that we are not even aware of. It might be an emotion,
sensation in the body, or thoughts that happen so automatically we arentvaven a
of them. (Ask for some examples, or provide them if they can’t think of ahg.) T
first part of understanding your experience is to take time to be awapersklf and
recognize your own experience. Let’s practice that now. (Walk them through a
mindfulness exercise, focusing on the sensations they are currentig.Haigcuss

their experience of this.)

@ Allow yourself to experience them

The second part of owning your experience is to allow yourself to reallyienper
whatever is going on for you. Sometimes we learn to avoid our experienceyi® ign
the sensations we have, or to suppress our awareness of ourselves. (Provide
examples.) One way of thinking about this is with the analogy of a house that
contains all of our experiences. Imagine a house right now that can contain your
memories, experiences, and reactions from throughout your life. If you disailow
experience (disregard, ignore, or suppress it), it is like stuffing éubaxf garbage
and tossing it behind a closed door. Now, any house can withstand a little hidden
garbage, but not much before it starts to rot and stink up the whole house. To avoid
storing away trash, you need to allow yourself to experience your reactions.
DiscussionWhen is it easiest for you to fully experience your reactions\éhie
hardest?

# Acceptyour experience (“they are what they are”)

Finally, after recognizing and allowing your experiences, you can accept them.
Understanding that experiences are what they are, and that they do nsarmilgces

have to control you, you can accept them as a part of you without being ruled by
them._DiscussianWhat of this makes sense to you? Does anyone have an example of
this from their own life? What is one part of the specific events wedalbout

earlier that you have not recognized, allowed, or accepted?

V. WRAP-UP (5 MINUTES)

M|

¥

Wrap up — The main goal in the wrap-up will be to give them some decompression time. To do
this, facilitate a process-oriented discussion of what it wasdikéh&ém to come back today, and
share their hurts with others.

Remind them about the next session: date and time.

Ask them to complete the post-session feedback form.
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Session 3: Returning to the Event

|. INTRODUCTION (10 MINUTES)

1. Begin the session by welcoming the members back.
2. Recap the last session.
a. Remembering the hurtful event
b. Sharing the hurtful event difference in how they felt (measured by 10-pt
continuum) after they thought about the event vs. after they shared the gkent w
others.
c. Owning your experience recognizeyour experiencesllow yourself to experience
them,acceptthem for what they are.
3. Ask them for feedback/comments about the last group.
4. Finally, provide an overview of today’s session.
a. Discuss more about anger, its expression, and how to use it for your benefit.
5. Boundary breaking One at a time, ask group members:

What is something important about you that few people know?

|1. OPENING DISCUSSION (10 MINUTES)

B Summary and Check upiscuss with the group the progress they feel they have made so far. Use
the following questions to stimulate conversation about what they hanededlf they have
trouble responding, have them write the answers to the questions in @neialsfirst and then
discuss what they wrote.)

What have you learned so far in this group that might be helpful for you?
Compared with when you first started this group, how are you doing now?
What has been the most helpful thing about this workshop for you so far?

|11. RETURNING TO THE HURTFUL EVENT (35 MINUTES)

4 Begin this exercise by creating a list of the pros and cons of rechllirtful events. As the group
offers suggestions, create a list. Once the list has been compldiedytoup’s satisfaction,
discuss.

B Ask everyone to choose the one pro and the one con that are most significamh fas thenique
individual. Once they have done so, ask them to share these with the grogtoStriemn how
valuable this will be to the group, since there may be both others who feelyato and/or
others who once felt that way and now have a new perspective that theyrean sha

i1 Ask and discuss: What would make it easier for you to share the hurtfuiesxqsvith this
groupg? Really challenge everyone to come up with something. Even if they sttodagid an
answer, encourage them to share something with the group that might nasteriter them to
share.
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B Now, encourage participants — to the extent that they are comfortabtee again share their
recollection of the hurtful event with those in the group.
0 This exercise will serve to remind their fellow group members ofilewde, allow
others to share who have not had a chance to, and help members to share mpore deepl
about the episode. As they tell their stories again, ask them to highiig that
they did not share before or things that they have learned/realized siriastth
session.

|V. THE ACT OF SHARING ONE’S STORY (25 MINUTES)

& Group discussion

i Ask participants to use the 10-point scale provided to denote how theftéedlaaving
shared their story with others? Encourage individuals who experiencedge ¢chaheir
rating during the previous exercise to put forward what they think led to dimgeh

# Ask participants to indicate on the continuum provided in their manuals how cabiéort
they are sharing with the group.

Who would you share the hurtful experience with (friend, family member, clemyg you
to do so? What would make it easier for you to shattethat persofi Help them explore
this question and share their insights with the group.

What would make it easier for you to share the hurtful experweitbehe offendet Take
lots of time on any discussion that ensues. Again, really challenge them to explore
possibilities — it may never be easy, but surely something would makéli adisier.

Reinforce any empathy, encouragement, or validation that other group meniders of

V. WRAP-UP (10 MINUTES)

M Wrap up — The main goal in the wrap-up will be to give them some decompression time. To do
this, facilitate a process-oriented discussion of what it wasdikéhém to come back today, and
share their hurts with others.

B To conclude on a positive note, ask everyone in the group to share one thing thikedheypst
about this group today.

M Remind them about the next session: date and time.

41 Ask them to complete the post-session feedback form.
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Session 4. Building Empathy

|. INTRODUCTION (10 MINUTES)

=

Begin the session by welcoming the members back.
2. Recap the last session.
a. How it feels to share
b. Dynamics of sharing
3. Ask them for feedback/comments about the last group.
4. Provide an overview of today’s session.
a. lIdentifying with and understanding of the unique situations, feelings, and motives
others.
5. Boundary breaking — One at a time, ask group members:

If you could magically have one talent, what would it be?

|1. DEALING WITH PERSONAL OFFENSES (15 MINUTES)

& Defining empathy— Before proceeding to the following discussions and activities, it is
important that everyone gain an understanding of what empathy is. Empathgaaulifferent
things to different people, and that doesn’t make one person right and one persgpriMinat
we are concerned with is how participants in the gpmrgonally experiencempathy.

The group’s first task is to define empathy. Ask them to take a moment tadewitein the
space provided in their manuals what empathy means to them.

Once they have done this, ask them to share their definitions with the group.nm@&oibers
should be encouraged to write down the key words from definitions given by othexgnotip
in the next space provided.

EMPATHY IS...
== ...an emotional phenomenon
sF ...a cognitive phenomenon
== ... avicarious emotion, or experiencing what another person is feeling
s ... seeing things from another person’s point of view
s ... understanding the offender and the possible motives the offender had for
committing the offense

EMPATHY ISNOT ...
s ... sympathy
sF ... justifying hurtful acts
=t ... freeing others from responsibility
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l11. WHY DO PEOPLE COMMIT OFFENSES? (15 MINUTES)

B Show clip fromShawshank Redempti¢f min.). In the clip, Brooks, the elderly librarian who
has spent 50 years in prison, learns that he has been paroled. In an act of despersgizes a
fellow inmate and threatens to slit his throat. While the other inma¢edually convince Brooks
to let the man go, this man expresses no empathy for Brooks. Morgan Freematsechar
explains why it's understandable that Brooks did this. After the clipas, @gk for a volunteer to
explain how the clip is related to empathy. Try to get multiple perspsctMso, ask the group:

» Was there a cost associated with being empathic toward Brooks?

» What are some possible benefits (either to others or to oneself) of leavwpaghy in
situations like this?

|V. DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES (20 MINUTES)

B The purpose of the following exercise is to understand that regaafléght or wrong, different
people can and often do experience/remember the same event quite diffeaenitjoing to read
a brief story. | want some of you to put yourself in Harold’'s shoes and some of you to put
yourself in Arthur’'s shoes. (Split the group in half.) Listen cargtiglithe details of the following
story.

STORY:

Harold and Arthur were suitemates here at ISU. They knew each aitthemfell but did not
consider themselves to be "best friends."” One fall semester, Arteensalled in an upper-level
engineering class that Harold had completed the previous spring.

Harold had prepared very thoroughly for this class and, as a result, had dowelVéA+,
guite an accomplishment). One day, he made a vague sort of offer to assisbArémy course
work in that particular class. As it turned out, there were to be no exahes, adtnal paper that
counted as 75% of the grade. This paper was due the Wednesday of finals week.

The semester passed without incident, as both suite mates attendes| plesgsared
assignments, and tried to squeeze in some fun as well. One week befaeetheas due,
Arthur reminded Harold of his earlier offer, stating, "l need you to help/mte this paper.”
Harold responded, "No, | said that | would help you with exams in the class." AntiedréBut
there are no exams this semester, just this big paper!" Harold sigiedVell, | guess | can
help you." (Harold didn't mind helping Arthur with an exam, just not a papes.jJWid suite
mates decided to get together to work on the paper the Tuesday afternaeritheds due.

On the designated day, 1 week later, Harold did not show up for his appointment. He
stumbled in 2 hours later, drunk and a bit surly. It seems that he forgot abag pomised to
assist Arthur with the paper and made plans to go out drinking with his budidiess ($2
pitcher night" for margaritas.) As you might expect, Harold was of little teeArthur. To add to
the pressure, Arthur's computer was on the blink, making it difficult tongetvark done. While
in his inebriated state, Harold again promised to help Arthur with the,@eugh not until
Thursday. Arthur was forced to ask his professor for an extension (due suppogesl|
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computer problems). The professor was not happy with the request, but ltbtadhee
extension.

On Thursday afternoon, Arthur went looking for Harold and found him in his suite.dHarol
now refused to help Arthur, as he had too much to do and time was running out. He dizapologi
for the situation but was firm in his refusal to help. Later on that nigthipAhit a snag in his
paper and stopped by Harold's room to ask a quick question. Harold was on the phone and
motioned for Arthur to come back later. Arthur stopped back at 11:45 pm and agaitbaah?
but Harold was still on the phone. (Arthur found out later that he was talkinglistagice to his
girlfriend. It seems that they were discussing a change in their Chsistmation plans because
their relationship had not been going well.) After a time, Arthur gave upetunghed to his room
to complete the paper on his own.

This particular class was central to Arthur's major. Before therpae had a B in the class.
After turning in the paper, his grade dropped to a C, as he received only &&€papéer. The TA
who graded the paper made comments that included "Good ideas, but where is tRh8 dmebry
"Your reasoning is faulty. What are you trying to say?" As a result ®ettperience, Arthur
ended up majoring in English at another university.

EXPERIMENT:

What went wrong? Who was to blame for this? Allow discussion and try todhghli
differences among the group members with different perspectives.

This story was used in an experiment to explore the effects of pergp@&tillwell &
Baumeister, 1997). Participants in this study were asked to take dreetafa perspectives you
all took, or to be “observers.”

1. “Which group do you think remembered the facts of the narrative_mostaccurately?”
[Discuss]

2. “Which group do you think remembered the facts of the narrative_lealsaccurately?”
[Discuss]

RESULTS

Victims made an average of 25 distortions per story, perpetratonhatan average of 25
distortions per story, whereas control participants made an average ofotffodist Thus,
perpetrators and victims made nearly the identical number of nsstdkevever, both
perpetrators and victims made significamtigreerrors than did the control participants.

3. “Why did perpetrators and victims make an equal number of misakes, but
significantly more mistakes than controls?”

Perpetrators were the most accurate in their inclusion of itigating and positive details,
while victims were the least accurate in their inclusion ofaliegails. Similarly, victims were
the most accurate in their inclusion of details that exacerbated émsefbr described the
severity of the offense, while perpetrators were the leastaeauartheir inclusion of these
details. Victim stories tended to highlight details that reftbtbe negative outcome and the
perpetrators' role in that outcome, while ignoring details that mightjbatiéed or mitigated the
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perpetrators' actions. On the other hand, perpetrators prominentheéettisrinformation and
were also less likely to discuss the negative outcome that the vestpasienced.

These results suggest that taking a singular perspective causesltpdugth include and
exclude pertinent details. Thus, it is apparent that people in differmgmwstances may
remember the same event in very different ways.

V. DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE ON YOUR OFFENSE (20 MINUTES)

Discuss: How does this information relate to your situation?

Exercise: Let’'s apply this information to the situations where peopkenat us. Would you
be willing to take your offenders’ perspectives for a few minutes?

Discuss. Encourage the group to think about how their offenders might have recgxbtiee
hurt or offense. Have them complete the exercise on pg. 10. They are tolettiée faom the
offender to themselves. But this is not just an apology letter wher@fflender grovels. Instead, the
letter should express the experience of the events from the offendepsgese. Why did they do
what they did? What were they trying to accomplish, even if very hurtfully ofyfoldow did they
feel it was unavoidable to hurt the group member? Participants sholbdeeap much of this as
possible in the letters.

Discuss the letters.

V1. WRAP-UP (10 MINUTES)

B Wrap up — The main goal in the wrap-up will be to give them some decompression time. To do
this, facilitate a process-oriented discussion of what it wasdikdhém to come back today and
share with the group.

4 To conclude on a positive note, ask everyone in the group to share one thing thikétheyst
about this group today.

¥l Remind them about the next session: date and time.

B Ask them to complete the post-session feedback form.
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Session 5: Empathy for the Person Who
Hurt You

|. INTRODUCTION (10 MINUTES)

1. Begin the session by welcoming the members back.
2. Recap the last session.
a. Understanding empathy
b. Understanding different perspectives: Harold and Arthur
c. Gaining a different perspective on your offense
3. Ask them for feedback/comments about the last group.
4. Provide an overview of today’s session.
a. Understanding the person who hurt you
b. The altruistic gift of forgiveness
5. Boundary breaking One at a time, ask group members:

What is the greatest value that guides your life?

|1. RETURNING TO THE OFFENSE (15 MINUTES)

This exercise will gauge where members of the group are in their wilgsgto forgive.
Regardless of where they stand, stress that the most important tiiagtieey be honest about how
they really feel.

Think back to last week’s exercise in which you practiced building empattiogiers.
“Your task is to try to imagine in the same way you did last session:

(a) What circumstances or perspectives might have motiyatagerpetrator to
inadvertently/deliberately hurt or offend you?

(b) How might your perpetrator remember the event that was hurtful tonysuch a way
that the hurt is not apparent to him/her?

Discuss the group member’s reactions.

|11. FORGIVENESS AS AN ALTRUISTIC GIFT (40 MINUTES)

i Recalling our own transgressions exercise [Part 1]

Facilitate a silent recollection exercise in which they are @llradime when they did something
that hurt somebody, and were ultimately forgiven by that person. Have the gnmlgeragecall the
event with as much detail as they can. Once they bring back the memory ofrits; lexee them
ponder the following questions.

o0 What did you feel when you knew you had hurt someone else? Try to think of all your
reactions.
o Did you ever want the person you hurt to forgive you? What did that feel like?
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o How did you feel when the person forgave you? [e.g., relief, release, freedom
redemption]?

This activity serves to:

o0 Remind them that they too have hurt others and felt guilt that goes wiith tha

o Allow them to feel positive emotions, particularly gratitude, that accagnpaing
forgiven.

0 Hopefully associate the positive emotions they are presently feelingheir offender,
who they will soon be thinking of.

M Recalling our own transgressions exercise [Part |1]

Now, the group members will be asked to share with each other what theysteegnembering.
While one group member is sharing the other members should try to empathize lvitiebgroup
member and the person they hurt.

I'd like for you all now to share with each other those times that you hurt someené®
you tell your story, try to be aware of the natural human tendency to rexall¢nt in a way that
makes you seem less guilty (like the experiment from last week), asidthestemptation to do
so — the group will be appreciative of your willingness to be honest and vulnerable.

When someone else is retelling their personal story, your job is to ¢istsely. Try to
imagine what both parties were experiencing. Try to imagine whaffdreded person might
have believed about the group member’s motives. When the speaker is dotie wécollection,
share with the group possibilities of what the victim of the transgmresnight have assumed and
felt.

Once each listener has empathized with the person the group member hushdslmuld
then try to empathize with the offending person (i.e., the group member). Ifglowote
understand what the speaker was going through, try to voice your understanding ...

For instance;

o What might the speaker have been feeling at the time he or she cahihette
offense?
What might his or her intentions or motivations have been at the time?

e Are there any vicarious emotions that you as listeners might havedmieg for the
speaker while the story was being told?

Discussion: Have the group members now share what it felt like to bedordilow did they know
the person they hurt forgave them? What was their reaction to being fitgieze you are trying to
facilitate their awareness of being grateful and relieved tbgttiad been forgiven. This may help
them to transfer their feelings to the person who hurt them, maybe thedefiealso want to be
forgiven and would be grateful for it.

V. GIFT GIVING (15 MINUTES)
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Return the group’s attention to the previous discussion and of what was lemlanedAsk the
group:

Having been in the shoes of someone who needed to be forgiven, you can now see how
much power you have to help someone else experience that same need. Forgiveness is not
mandatory — forgiveness is a gift.

Discuss with the group what it means to give a gift of forgiveness.

Would you like to give your offender a gift of forgiveness?

Urge them to be honestthey are not being judged or rated. Some group members may still need
more time. Explain to those who are ready to forgive that the fear of hureaththiem to question
giving this gift, and they should try to be mindful of this.

It may be helpful to ask them to do a cost-benefit analgsis them first to list the costs of
forgiving the person who hurt them. Then, ask them to list the benefits ofifigrthis person.

Discuss:
What does it feel like to have the opportunity to give a gift to the offendirsgper

V. WRAP-UP (10 MINUTES)

B Wrap up — The main goal in the wrap-up will be to give them some decompression time. To do
this, facilitate a process-oriented discussion of what it wasdikéh&ém to come back today, and
share their hurts with others.

1 To conclude on a positive note, ask everyone in the group to share one thing thikedhepst
about this group today.

i Remind them about the next session, date and time.

o Remind them that they will only have one more session together.

B Ask them to complete the post-session feedback form.



135

Session 6: Committing to Forgiveness
|. INTRODUCTION (10 MINUTES)

1. Begin the session by welcoming the members back.
2. Lead a brief discussion:
a. How are you responding to this being the last session?
b. What do you each hope to get out of this last session?
c. Share how you (the facilitator) are feeling about it ending. Give your happsiisal
(within limits ©), including good and bad if appropriate.
3. Recap the last session
a. Understanding the person who hurt you
b. The altruistic gift of forgiveness
4. Provide an overview of today’s session
a. Making a commitment to yourself
b. Forgiveness is possible
5. Boundary breaking — Begin today’s session with a brief icebreaker tohieefarticipants
return to being a group. In a large group setting, ask group members to answéohegol
guestions one at a time:

What is something that you have done that you are the most proud of?

6. Follow-up - Ask the group if they have anything they would like to discuss fretnséasion.
This gives them an opportunity to discuss any thinking they did about foggiveir
offenders, or perhaps even contact with the offenders.

|l. MAKING A COMMITMENT TO FORGIVE (35 MINUTES)

One way of getting past hesitancy to forgive an offense you are readyit@ fisrgy telling
others that you have committed to do $byou were to do this, whom could you tell? Write the
names of 3 people you would tell with the intention of following through with your commiitme
to forgive.

Discuss other strategies for committing to forgiveness. Samppbdegled in their workbooks include:

F Write out a list of all the hurts and then burn, bury, or shred the paper.

i# Complete a certificate of forgiveness, complete w/ names, dateseffetails, etc.

Next, challenge the group members to think about and write down a differemefags strategy
that would work well fohim or her Make sure each takes into account his or her own personality
quirks and ways of doing things. Be sure that they understand what you mean mdtHiscass if
necessary.

i1 Letter of Forgiveness- Another way of committing to forgive an offense is by writing a letter
to the person who hurt you and telling this person that you have forgiven him or lctraBthat
theydo NOT need tosend the letter — it is only a means for them éxpresgheir forgiveness. If
at a later time they wish to send their offender this letter, they cao then.
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|11. EVALUATING THE LETTER OF FORGIVENESS (25 MINUTES)

& Group Discussion— Ask the group how it felt to write a forgiveness letter to thegoengo
hurt them. Encourage each person to share his or her feelings.

Another question to spark discussion and personal insight is what the mosttgiirt for
them to write was. Again, encourage each person to share his or hereespengor
especially) if they were not able to complete the letter. Agk thibat insight they have as to
what this says about their individual needs and what thoughts and emotions aegdlgspec
powerful for them.

Finally, ask what the easiest part for them to write was. This cpustas telling as the
former question. Ask them what insight they have as to what this saysladioiridividual
strengths.

V. FORGIVE FOR NOW, FORGIVE FOREVER [WRAPUP—-20

MIN]

B Closing Discussion- To complete today’s session, facilitate a discussion using the iiagjow
“take-home points” as a foundation. Push the group to really take thissexeveir, so that you
have to do as little moderating as possible. Really encourage each pdrticigguress
everything they have inside them, as this is the final group discussjowithkave; let them
know that this is their final chance to really share their support and tenti#irsy with the group.
Try to get them to reallgwntheir responses to these topics:

1. What it really means to forgive

Definition of forgiveness

Recalling the hurtful experience and sharing it with others
Building empathy for others, even one’s offender

How it feels to be forgiven

Giving an altruistic gift to your offender

N o g bk~ Db

Making a commitment to forgiveness

M Saying farewell

¢ Debriefing

¥ Thank participants for their contributions to the group.
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MEASURES UTILIZED

Batson’'s Empathy Adjectives

As you think about the offense, please answer the following questions_about your attitude
toward the person who hurt yoWe do notvant your ratings of past attitudes, but your
rating of attitudes right nowas you think about this event. After each item, please CIRCLE
the word that best describes your current feeling. Please do not skip any item.

Not = Not at all Lit =Little Som= Somewhat Mod = Moderately Qui = Quite a
lot Ext = Extremely

For example, if you were rating the word “proud,” and you felt somewhat proud of the
robber, you would circle the word “Som” following the word “proud.” Complete the next
items in the same way.

Current Degree of Feeling

1. sympathetic: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
2. empathic: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
3. concerned: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
4. moved: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
5. compassionate: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
6. softhearted: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
7. warm; Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext

8. tender: Not  Lit Som Mod Qui Ext
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Trait Forgivingness Inventory

Directions Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with eactestat
below by using the following scale.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Mildly Disagree

3 = Agree and Disagree Equally

4 = Mildly Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

1 23 45 People close to me probably think | hold a grudge too long.

12345 |canforgive a friend for almost anything.

1 2 3 45 If someone treats me badly, | treat him or her the same.

12345 |ltryto forgive others even when they don’t feel guilty for what they did.

1 2 3 45 |canusuallyforgive and forget an insult.

123 45 |feelbitter about many of my relationships.

1 2 345 Evenafter | forgive someone, things often come back to me that | resent.
1 23 45 Thereare some things for which I could never forgive even a loved one.
1 2 345 |have always forgiven those who have hurt me.

12345 |ama forgiving person
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TRIM Forgiveness Inventory

For these questions, please indicate your cuthentghts and feelings about the person who
hurt you. Use the following scale to indicate your agreement or disagreeitteetieh of the
statements.

a = Strongly Disagree ¢ = Neutral d = Agree
b = Disagree e = Strongly Agree

I'll make him/her pay.

| wish that something bad would happen to him/her.
| want him/her to get what he/she deserves.

I’'m going to get even.

| want to see him/her hurt and miserable.

| keep as much distance between us as possible.
I live as if he/she doesn't exist, isn’t around.

| don’t trust him/her.

| find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her.

| avoid him/her.

| cut off the relationship with him/her.

| withdrew from him/her
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Religious Commitment Inventory-10 (RCI-10)

Directions: Read each of the following statements. Using the scale to the right, CIRCLE the
response that best describes how true each statement is for you.

Not at all Somewhat Moderately  Mostly Totally
true of me true of me true of me true of me  true of me
1 2 3 4 5
1. | often read books and magazines about my faith. 1 2 3 4 5
2. I make financial contributions to my religious organization. 1 2 3 4 5
3. I spend time trying to grow in understanding of my faith. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Religion is especially important to me because it answers mar
guestions about the meaning of life. 1 2 3 4 5
5. My religious beliefs lie behind my whole approach to life. 1 2 3 4 5
6. | enjoy spending time with others of my religious affiliation. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Religious beliefs influence all my dealings in life. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Itis important to me to spend periods of time in private religiot
thought and reflection. 1 2 3 4 5
9. | enjoy working in the activities of my religious affiliation. 1 2 3 4 5
10. | keep well informed about my local religious group and have 1 ne2 3 4 5

influence in its decisions.
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