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Abstract 

When faced with a conflict or transgression, an offended person may be motivated to 

connect and be in communion with the offender instead of wanting to dominate the 

interaction. These motives may predict whether or not the offended person chooses to 

forgive. Additionally, communal and agentic motives may reflect cultural contexts that 

foster embeddedness and harmony (e.g., Filipino) over those that do not (e.g., 

American). We compared Filipino (n = 184) and American (n = 132) responses to a 

hurtful transgression from someone they knew. High levels of communal motives and 

concern for another’s face, along with low levels of endorsement of hierarchy values 

and concern for one’s own face predicted forgiveness. Other cultural values and 

religiosity did not play a significant role. In addition, high levels of forgiveness led to 

increases in positive emotions, decreases in negative emotions, and improved 

relationship satisfaction. Avoidance also led to positive emotional outcomes but resulted 

in a less satisfactory relationship. This process generally operated in the same way 

across both cultural contexts, with the exception of the motive to seek vengeance. 

Although communal motives fostered forgiveness in both American and Filipino 

contexts, only Filipinos attended to their desire to be close to the offender when 

deciding whether or not to seek vengeance. This study has implications for interventions 

in the Philippines and other similar cultural contexts that value communion with others. 

In these cultural contexts, additional emphasis on communal motives and reconciliation 

may be key to preventing revenge motives. (245 words) 

Keywords: forgiveness, cultural values, interpersonal motives, Filipino culture 
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Interpersonal Motives and Cultural Values Behind Forgiveness:  

A Study in the Philippines and in the United States 

“… I was so hurt… My own best friend lying in front of me… But I already 

forgave her though there's still pain. All I want is her success and I really 

want to help her but she would not open things to me…” (Filipino 

participant, describing a transgression) 

“…He admitted that he had cheated on me… Instead of exploding at him 

we talked it out… It still stung that he had done it but I understood that… 

he was not perfect and made mistakes…” (American participant, 

describing a transgression) 

Over the past three decades, the psychological study of forgiveness has grown in 

an effort to understand how to restore relationships and peacefully resolve conflicts (see 

Sells & Hargrave, 1998; McCullough & Witvliet, 2002; Worthington, 2005; American 

Psychological Association, 2006). But what moves a person forgive? Philosophers and 

psychologists alike have raised the importance of motives (e.g., avoiding a fight or 

fighting for justice) in the discussion of forgiveness (Exline, Worthington, Hill, & 

McCullough, 2003). But researchers have not yet examined the motives felt by the 

offended person as he or she faces the offender. In any interpersonal interaction, 

people may seek communion (to connect and be in unity) with the other person or try to 

control the situation (Horowitz, 2003). While recent studies have emphasized the 

importance of communion and relationships in forgiveness (e.g., Fincham, Beach, & 

Davila, 2005, McCullough et al., 1998), the dynamics of power and control have been 

largely ignored (Sandage & Williamson, 2005). Motives may play a role in this 
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discussion.  As forgiveness leads to a renegotiation of norms and social positions 

(Rusbult, Stocker, & Finkel, 2005), it is important to understand how different parties in 

a conflict seek dominance. At its worst, power struggles in a relationship may lead to 

violence and abuse. But even in less serious situations, dominance may play a role in 

whether forgiveness is given or withheld. 

These motives towards communion or dominance also reflect overarching 

cultural values that serve as “guiding principles in people’s lives (Schwartz, 2006, p. 1). 

And since forgiveness is a concept that is deeply moral and spiritual (McCullough & 

Worthington, 1999), a person’s religiosity may also influence the decision to forgive 

someone for a specific offense. Thus, we want to find out how motives and values affect 

forgiveness, and whether or not this differs across cultural contexts. 

This study compares Filipino and American cultural contexts. The Filipino cultural 

context is highly Catholic (83%; Country Watch, 2011) and emphasizes community and 

relationships (Church, 1987; Worthington et al., 2010). In contrast, Western cultural 

contexts (e.g., American) are more likely to seek individual action, power, and control 

(Horowitz, 2003; Schwartz, 2004). These two different cultural contexts allow us to 

examine cultural differences in interpersonal motives, religiosity, and cultural values, 

along with their effects on forgiveness. 

Finally, forgiveness has been shown to improve relationships and wellbeing (see 

McCullough and Witvliet, 2002). Since members of different cultural contexts do not 

emphasize the same motives or values, we want to examine whether these cultural 

differences also affect the relational and emotional outcomes of forgiveness. 
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 Before we continue to the present study, let us summarize recent research on 

forgiveness and its relation to culture and motives. 

Conceptualization of Forgiveness 

Although researchers have proposed different conceptualizations for the 

forgiveness, they generally agreed that “when people forgive, their responses (i.e., what 

they feel and think about, what they want to do, or how they actually behave) toward 

people who have offended or injured them become less negative and more positive–or 

prosocial–over time” (McCullough & Witvliet, 2002, p. 447).  

Worthington (Worthington & Scherer, 2004) defined forgiveness by making a 

distinction between its decisional and emotional aspects. Emotional forgiveness is 

“replacing negative, unforgiving emotions with positive, other-oriented emotions” 

(Worthington, 2005, p. 4); while decisional forgiveness is a benevolent change in the 

way a person acts towards their offender (i.e. a change in motivations). In addition, 

McCullough and colleagues (1998) identified two motivational elements underlying the 

decision to forgive: avoidance and revenge. In response to emotional hurt, one might try 

to distance one’s self physically or psychologically from the offender (avoidance) or 

seek retribution, wishing that harm befell the offender (revenge). In forgiving an 

offender, one no longer perceives the need to avoid or seek vengeance in response to 

the hurt or injury. However, McCullough, Fincham, and Tsang (2003) note that the 

forgiveness is gradual and can change at different stages. There can be initial 

forgiveness that happens after the conflict or transgression, but forgiveness also has to 

be tracked over time. 
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But does it only take one person to forgive? At first glance, forgiveness is solely 

an intrapersonal process as it results in a beneficial change of the offended person’s 

emotions over time. Eventually, one feels less badly about the event and its negative 

consequences. In addition, one can also experience an increase in positive emotions 

(i.e. being thankful for what transpired or laughing off the event). But forgiveness can 

also be interpersonal, since it can lead to reconciliation – a restoration of the 

relationship to a pre-transgression state (Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer, 1999). Not 

every forgiving response is both interpersonal and intrapersonal. For instance, the 

offended person can let go of an offense and say that an offender is forgiven without 

trusting him or her again. While reconciliation is not synonymous with forgiveness 

(McCullough & Witvliet, 2002), some researchers argue that studying the interpersonal 

dimension of forgiveness is important, especially for transgressions that arise in 

relationships (Fincham et al., 2005; Rusbult et al, 2005). Furthermore, the distinction 

between reconciliation and forgiveness might only exist in a Western context. In non-

Western contexts, such as Greek Orthodox communities, mutual forgiveness and a 

restored relationship are part of the same forgiving process (Sandage & Wiens, 2005). 

Thus, researchers also need to examine how forgiveness unfolds in different cultures. 

Research Across Cultures and Religions 

As the psychological understanding of forgiveness contributes to intervention 

programs (e.g., Worthington et al., 2010; Fincham et al., 2005) and reconciliatory efforts 

in cases of war or abuse (e.g., Azar, Mullet, and Vinsonneau, 1999), researchers need 

to conduct investigations in other cultural settings to see if western-developed models of 

forgiveness and intervention work in the same way. The few forgiveness studies 
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conducted in other countries have revealed few cultural differences in the willingness to 

forgive (Scobie, Scobie, & Kakavoulis, 2002; Azar & Mullet, 2001).  

Although members of one cultural context may not be more forgiving than 

members of another, they might be more likely to forgive in different situations. For 

instance, Japanese participants were more likely to look at their relationship with the 

offender when deciding to forgive. American participants on the other hand considered 

whether or not the offender had a choice in his actions (Takaku, Weiner, & Ohbuchi, 

2001). Similarly, Congolese participants were found to be less likely to seek vengeance 

than French participants, probably because forgiveness was a fundamental part of 

Central African justice systems (Kadiangandu, Mullet, & Vinsonneau, 2001). Thus, 

different notions of justice could explain whether or not one forgives in a given situation. 

Religion can also be seen as a cultural community (Cohen & Hill, 2007), and 

some research has examined the differences in forgiveness across religious groups. 

Although the three major monotheistic religions – Christianity (Catholics and 

Protestants), Judaism, and Islam – promote forgiveness, they have different conditions 

for when one can forgive another (McCullough & Worthington, 1999; Cohen, Malka, 

Rozin, & Cherfas, 2006). For example, Catholics believe that forgiveness should be 

unconditional, while Muslims do not, making apologies necessary (Mullet & Azar, 2009). 

Despite these ideological differences, most religious communities still seem to follow a 

general “forgiveness schema,” that is, the same factors predict forgiveness across 

religions (Sandage & Williamson, 2005, p.48). In a series of studies among different 

Christian and Muslim communities, social factors like educational level, cancellation of 

consequences, perceived intent to harm, and apologies – but not religious affiliation – 
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determined the likelihood for one to forgive (Azar et al., 1999; Azar & Mullet, 2001). 

Thus, circumstantial factors more than religious beliefs predict forgiveness. 

But can mere participation in a religious group provide anything that secular 

beliefs and motivations do not? Not surprisingly, people who reported themselves as 

religious (e.g. regularly attended religious services) were more likely than non-religious 

people to give a high value to religion (McCullough and Worthington, 1999; Worthington 

et al., 2010). But self-reported religiosity did not seem to play a role in forgiving a 

specific offender (Subkoviak et al., 1995). Brown (2003) stresses that although beliefs 

about forgiveness and the act of forgiveness are related, they are not synonymous. 

Social psychology research has shown that general attitudes do not immediately lead to 

specific action (see Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). While religious beliefs may promote 

forgiveness as a moral value, other circumstantial factors (such as causal attributions 

and apology) seem to be more involved in the decision to forgive (Worthington & 

McCullough, 1999). 

Interpersonal Motives 

 While culture and religion can endorse values and beliefs that guide a person’s 

perceptions, thoughts, and actions (Schwartz, 2006; Park, 2005), motives indicate how 

a person chooses to live these values in a given situation. While a religion may promote 

forgiveness, motives are what ultimately drive the person to forgive, avoid, or seek 

revenge. Even if the values match the motives, it is important to examine social 

processes on both levels. Since transgressions and forgiveness unfold in interactions 

with at least two parties, interpersonal motives are another set of motives that should be 

examined with regards to forgiveness. 
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When being wronged by an offender, one’s reaction can be driven by various 

motives, classified into two categories: communal and agentive (Horowitz, 2003). 

Communal motives include desires to connect or understand the offender or to be a 

good family member, friend, or romantic partner. Agentic motives include the desire to 

pursue one’s own needs, to be dominant and to influence the other person successfully.  

Western countries tend to emphasize agency, while other cultural contexts that 

value relationships and society tend to emphasize communion. But a cultural emphasis 

on one value does not necessarily mean that the other motive is not felt. Horowitz 

(2003) points out that even in a Western marriage, the partners give up some autonomy 

in order to be together. Nevertheless, they still are moved by agentic motives in being 

competent partners and successful in their careers outside the home.  

In all interpersonal communication, people try to protect their face, that is, their 

reputation or the impression they make on others (Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003; Wong, 

2007). Different cultural contexts have different ways of dealing with face preservation 

or face loss – when their public image suffers. While these differences can predict 

conflict styles, such as avoidance (Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003), they may also 

determine whether forgiveness is granted after the conflict is over. 

In consideration of Chinese and American samples, Hui and Bond (2009) found 

that the loss of face after a transgression lowers the likelihood of forgiveness. Although 

these reactions were found in both cultural settings, the detrimental effects of face loss 

might have happened for different reasons. Chinese participants were more likely to 

attribute face loss to personal failings. Thus, they would want to avoid the offender to 
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save their face from additional harm. American participants were more likely to attribute 

face loss to external causes, blaming the offender as a result. 

While this study has looked at how face loss can hinder forgiveness, Sandage 

and Wiens (2001) suggest that having concern for the offender’s face may lead to 

seeking for forgiveness. This pattern can apply to the offended person as well, as both 

parties may have a stake in the threatened relationship. In addition, being concerned for 

the face of others could also be a form of perspective taking. Thinking about how the 

offender felt during the interaction predicts forgiveness, higher levels of positive 

emotion, and lower levels of negative emotions (Takaku, 2001). In summary, the desire 

to be in communion with the offender, along with a concern for the offender’s face, may 

lead to forgiveness. 

Cultural Values 

While the motives felt during the interaction with an offender may predict 

forgiveness, we must also consider if overarching values can explain any cultural 

differences. Cross-cultural studies of forgiveness have compared individualistic and 

collectivistic cultural contexts (e.g., Takaku et al., 2001; Fu, Watkins, & Hui, 2004), but 

no other study to our knowledge has examined a wider range of cultural values.  

Schwartz (2003) identified seven core values recognized in cultures all over the world. 

Three values are of particular interest to our investigation of forgiveness as they map 

onto communal and agentic dimensions: embeddedness, harmony, and hierarchy.  

 On one hand, cultural contexts that prioritize embeddedness emphasize that the 

person is part of society. Since they place a premium on social order and in-group 

solidarity, they foster good relationships with ingroup members. Similarly, cultural 
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contexts that value harmony prioritize unity and peace in the world. Members of these 

cultural contexts tend to restrain themselves as not to hurt others or upset norms. These 

two values are other-oriented, and could manifest themselves in communal motives, 

suggesting that they may predict forgiveness and relationship repair. 

On the other hand, cultural contexts that value hierarchy place a premium on 

social status (i.e., authority, social power, public image) and on controlling other people 

and circumstances; Schwartz, 1992). This emphasis on control is similar to agentic 

motives, and members of cultural contexts endorsing hierarchy may be more likely to 

seek revenge after a conflict. 

The Present Investigation and Hypotheses 

 The present study compared Filipino and American participants’ reported 

forgiveness (along with underlying motives avoidance and revenge) of a recalled 

offense. While some cross-cultural research on forgiveness has been conducted, a 

majority of studies only look at a western context of forgiveness (Sandage & Williamson, 

2005). The cultural context of the Philippines is important to study as a majority of its 

population is Catholic (Country Watch, 2011), and it highly values community and 

relationships (Church, 1987; Worthington et al., 2010). In addition, models of Filipino 

social psychology highlight the importance of social interactions and shared identity 

(Enriquez, 1978). Consistent with these findings, the Filipino cultural context 

emphasizes harmony and embeddedness (Schwartz, 2004). In contrast, the United 

States is a cultural context that emphasizes agency (Horowitz, 2003), autonomy, and 

mastery (the polar opposite of harmony; Schwartz, 2004). These contexts provide a 
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good cultural comparison since they were dissimilar across key dimensions. These 

contrasts allowed us to examine differences in cultural values and religiosity.  

Recent research in the Philippines has tried to conceptualize forgiveness and its 

processes (Valbuena & Decenteceo, n.d., Rungduin & Rungduin, 2011;), while 

validating western models of psychological intervention (Worthington et al., 2010). The 

present investigation has added to this line of work by examining the motives and 

values that underlie forgiveness in this cultural context. This study also looked at the 

forgiveness of a specific offence, not just forgiveness as a general behavioral script. 

 This study assessed the interpersonal motives (communal and agentic) and 

cultural values (embeddedness, hierarchy, and harmony) of people who were recently 

hurt emotionally by someone they knew. It then measured to what degree they forgave, 

avoided or sought revenge against the offender, examining whether their relationship 

satisfaction and emotions improved over time. Previous research has not yet examined 

forgiveness in terms of communal and agentive motives, as well as Schwartz’s (2003) 

dimensions of cultural values. While one cross-cultural study has looked at the effects of 

face loss (Hui & Bond, 2009), the present investigation also examined the effect of face 

concern for the offender on forgiveness. 

 We hypothesized that cultural differences in cultural values and interpersonal 

motives will affect the likelihood of a forgiving response. The Filipino cultural context will 

be more likely than the American cultural context to emphasize the other person and the 

community in an emotionally hurtful interaction. That is, Filipinos will be more likely than 

Americans to seek to connect with the offender during a conflict or hurtful interaction. In 

addition, Filipinos will be concerned about the dignity of the offender. Regardless of 
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these paths towards forgiveness, a forgiving response will ultimately improve the 

relationship and emotions felt over the incident over time. The following hypotheses 

were tested: 

1. Based on existent research, religiosity is not highly predictive of forgiveness 

(McCullough & Worthington, 1999). In addition, empathy and closeness of 

relationships are related to forgiveness (Berry, Worthington, Parrott, O’Connor, & 

Wade, 2001; Brown 2003; McCullough et al., 1998). Thus, high levels of 

embeddedness, harmony, communal motives, and concern for the other face 

and low levels of hierarchy, agentic motives, and concern for own face will 

predict forgiveness, along with the reduction of avoidance and revenge. 

2. The Philippines and the United States hold different cultural values, and thus 

differ with regards to embeddedness, harmony, hierarchy, and face concern 

(Schwartz, 2004; Fu et al., 2004; Sandage & Wiens, 2001). The Filipino cultural 

context is more likely than the American cultural context to endorse communal 

values such as embeddedness, harmony, and concern for the other face. On the 

other hand, the American cultural context endorses individualistic and 

dominance-oriented values such as hierarchy and concern for one’s own face. 

Thus Filipino participants will be more likely than American participants to forgive 

(and report low revenge and avoidance motives). 

3. Across both cultural contexts, forgiveness, avoidance and revenge will predict an 

improvement in relationship satisfaction over time, a reduction in negative 

emotions over time, and an increase in positive emotions over time. 
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Method 

Participants 

The total sample included 197 Filipino and 133 American participants. 13 Filipino 

participants and one American participant were excluded from the study for not 

following instructions. Our final sample included 184 Filipino and 132 American young 

adults. Filipino participants were recruited from Psychology classes in the University of 

the Philippines, Diliman, a state university in Metro Manila. They received course credit 

for their participation. American participants were recruited from psychology classes and 

a psychology subject pool at Georgetown University, a Catholic university on the East 

Coast of the United States. All participants from psychology classes received extra 

credit or a small monetary payment for their participation. 

This study used screening criteria by Park and Enright (1997). Before arranging a 

meeting, all participants were asked if they have experienced a personal, unfair, and 

deep injury (such a conflict or transgression) from someone they knew (like a friend or 

family member) during the past six months. These selection criteria ensured that a 

person (not an organization or natural cause) hurt them (and not someone else), that 

the injury was wrong and undeserved, and that it was serious enough to cause 

emotional pain or disrupt a relationship. Participants who did not follow these 

instructions or did not write about a specific conflict were excluded. 

Americans participants were older than Filipino participants, Filipinos: M = 18.97, 

SD = 1.04; Americans: M = 19.69, SD = 1.62, t(310) = .000, p < .01. Americans also 

reported a higher socioeconomic status, Filipinos: M = 3.25, SD = .72; US = 3.55, SD = 

.94, t(313) = .00, p < .01. Controlling for these differences with covariate analysis did not 
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affect our results. In addition, there was no significant difference in the percentage of 

women participants between Filipinos (67.6%) and Americans (74.8%), χ2 (1, N = 307) 

= 1.88, ns.  

 Among Filipino participants, 73.9% reported being Catholic, 2.2% reported being 

Christian (without indicating whether they were Catholic or not), 20.1% reported being 

non-Catholic Christians (e.g. Methodist, Baptist, Born Again, Iglesia ni Cristo, 

nondenominational), 2.7% reported being agnostic or atheist, and 1.1% reported being 

part of another religion (e.g. Hinduism, Islam). Among American participants, 33.3% 

reported being Catholic, 6.8% reported being Christian, 16.7% reported being non-

Catholic Christians, 6.8% reported being Jewish, 28% reported being agnostic or 

atheist, and 8.3% reported being part of another religion. 

Measures 

Participants filled out paper-and-pencil questionnaires (see Appendix B), which 

were administered in English in both countries, since the primary medium of instruction 

in the University of the Philippines is English (e.g., the entrance exam is conducted in 

English with the exception of the Filipino language section). The questionnaire 

contained demographic questions and participants were asked to remember a time 

when someone hurt them emotionally. They were asked to write one or two paragraphs 

describing this incident, and were allowed to write in either English or Filipino (Tagalog). 

This paper reports part of a larger study of forgiveness in the US and the 

Philippines. Scales of dispositional forgiveness, attributions, closeness of relationship, 

emotion regulation, and apology are included in the questionnaire, but they are not 

discussed in this paper. 
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Cultural values. The Schwartz Value Scale (2003) assessed which cultural 

values participants consider as their guiding principles in life. Participants responded to 

30-item scale, rating cultural values (e.g., “equality: equal opportunity for all”) from -1 

(against my beliefs) to 7 (of supreme importance). These values were grouped into 

seven dimensions and were ipsatized to create a participant’s hierarchy of values as 

recommended by Schwartz (1992). Only embeddedness, hierarchy, and harmony were 

reported in this paper, since these values were related to forgiveness; embeddedness: 

α = .70 for Filipinos, α = .70 for Americans; hierarchy α = .70 for Filipinos, α = .74 for 

Americans; harmony: α = .71 for Filipinos, α = .57 for Americans. 

Religiosity. Different aspects of participants’ religiosity were measured with 

Cohen and Rankin’s (2004) religiosity scale. Four items were rated across 6-point 

Likert-type scales, ranging from “Not at all” to “Extremely,” measuring “religious practice 

(“How much do you practice the requirements of your religion?”), religious belief (“How 

much do you believe in the teachings of your religion?”), religiosity (“How religious are 

you?”), and spirituality (“How spiritual are you?”)” (p.50); α = .88 for Filipinos, α = .92 for 

Americans. 

Transgression narrative. Participants were asked to remember a time within 

the past 6 months when someone they knew hurt them emotionally. They were then 

asked to write one or two paragraphs on what transpired and how they felt during the 

hurtful incident. This exercise was to ensure that the participants were thinking of one 

particular incident and not a hypothetical conflict. This also allowed them to bring back 

to mind the particulars of the conflict, along with their emotions at the time. They were 
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also asked what month the incident occurred, and when compared to the date of test-

taking the amount of time passed was computed. 

Relationship satisfaction. The change in relationship satisfaction was 

measured with a relationship satisfaction scale (Chentsova-Dutton, in press). The 

participants were asked about different aspects of the relationship (e.g. “How well did 

this individual meet your needs?” and “How much better is this relationship compared to 

most?”). They rated their responses on a 6-point Likert-type scale, ranging from “Not at 

all” to “Extremely.” The participants answered this scale twice: after the transgression 

narrative (post-conflict) and at the end of the questionnaire (current). The first time, 

participants were asked to rate retrospectively their relationship with the offender at the 

time they were hurt. The second time, they were asked to rate their relationship at the 

time of test taking. The post-conflict mean was subtracted from the current mean to 

produce the change in relationship satisfaction over time; post-conflict: α = .68 for 

Filipinos, α = .70 for Americans; current: α = .75 for Filipinos, α = .76 for Americans. 

Positive and negative emotions.  An emotion self-report scale was constructed 

to measure the change in positive and negative emotions. The participants were asked 

to rate how strongly they felt 20 emotions. They rated their emotions on an 8-point 

Likert-type scale, ranging from “Not at all” to “The most in my life.” Positive emotion 

aggregate was computed from 9 items (proud, calm, content, excited, happy, interested, 

pleasant, satisfied, sympathetic). Negative emotion aggregate was computed from 9 

items (shaky, anxious, ashamed, fatigued, afraid, offended, upset, tense, nervous). The 

other two items (bored and confused) were left out. The participants answered this 

scale twice: after the transgression narrative (post-conflict) and at the end of the 
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questionnaire (current). The first time, participants were asked to rate retrospectively 

their emotions at the time they were hurt. The second time, they were asked to rate their 

emotions at the time of test taking. The post-conflict means was subtracted from the 

current means to produce the changes in positive and negative emotion over time; post-

conflict positive: α = .87 for Filipinos, α = .76 for Americans; post-conflict negative: α = 

.83 for Filipinos, α = .79 for Americans; current positive: α = .83 for Filipinos, α = .89 for 

Americans; current negative α = .89 for Filipinos, α = .87 for Americans. 

Interpersonal motives. The Circumplex Scale of Interpersonal Values (CSIV; 

Locke, 2000) consists of 64 items, which assesses interpersonal values by locating 

them on a space defined by two dimensions: communal (e.g., “It was important for me 

to feel that this person understood me.”) and agentic motives (e.g., “It was important for 

me to feel that this person acknowledged when I was right.”). A modified version of 

CSIV scale with 30 items was used for this study (Chentsova-Dutton, in press). This 

modified test also included measures for face concern: how important it was for the 

participant to save one’s own face (e.g., “It was important for me to maintain my pride.”) 

and how important it was for the participant to save the face of the offender (e.g., “It was 

important for me to maintain this person’s credibility.”).  These items were not included 

in the CSIV and were taken from Oetzel and Tin-Toomey (2003). For each item, 

participants respond to the question: When you were hurt, how important was it for you 

to act or appear to be treated this way? They rated their answers on a 5-point Likert-

type scale ranging from “Not at all” to “Extremely.” The internal consistencies of the 

scales measuring high and low communal and agentic motives were low and ranged 

from .38 to .75 with a median of .60 for Filipinos and .40 to .75 with a median of .64 for 
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Americans; own face concern: α = .61 for Filipinos, α = .70 for Americans; other face 

concern: α = .83 for Filipinos, α = .86 for Americans. 

Forgiveness. The Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations (TRIM; 

McCullough et al., 1998) Inventory examines two motivations underlying forgiving 

behavior: avoidance and revenge. Participants were asked to think about how they felt 

after the hurtful incident, rating to what degree they agreed to avoidance (e.g., “I live as 

he/she did not exist) and revenge (e.g., “I want to see him/her hurt and miserable”) 

statements on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly 

agree”; avoidance: α = .89 for Filipinos, α = .87 for Americans; revenge: α = .90 for 

Filipinos, α = .89 for Americans. In addition, a one item measure of forgiveness asked 

participants to rate to what degree they forgave the offender on a 6-point Likert-type 

scale, ranging from “Not at all” to “Extremely.” 

Results 

Preliminary analyses included the amount of time passed between the injury and 

the time of test taking, but this variable was not significantly different between the two 

samples and was not included in this paper, Filipino: M = 3.07, SD = 2.17; American: M 

= 3.19, SD = 2.05, t(313) = .12, ns. Please see Table 1 for correlations between the 

study variables. 

Differences Across Cultural Groups 

First we examined cultural group differences among the variables (see Table 2). 

Due to the large number of analyses, a Bonferroni correction was applied (p = .05 / 20 = 

.003).  
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Cultural values and religiosity. Filipinos were significantly more religious than 

Americans, F(1,314) = 36.43, p < 0.003. There were no cultural group differences for 

embeddedness, F(1,314) = 6.72, p = .01, hierarchy, F(1,314) = 1.10, ns, or harmony, 

F(1,314) = .59, ns. The pattern was not consistent with hypothesis 2 and prior work 

(Schwartz, 2003) since there were no differences in cultural values. 

Interpersonal motives. As expected, Americans were more likely than Filipinos 

to report agentic motives, F(1,314) = 11.51, p < 0.003. Filipinos were more likely than 

Americans to feel concern for the offenders face during the incident, F(1,314) = 29.67, p 

< 0.003. There were no cultural group differences for communal values, F(1,314) = 

6.78, p = .010, or the concern for one’s own face, F(1,314) = 1.43, ns. This pattern 

partially supported hypothesis 2 with regards to cultural differences in face concern and 

agentic motives. 

Forgiveness. Americans were more likely than Filipinos to avoid the offender 

after the hurtful incident, F(1,314) = 14.62, p < 0.003. Filipinos were more likely than 

Americans to forgive, although this result did not withstand the Bonferroni correction, 

F(1,314) = 5.61, p = .02. There were no cultural differences for revenge, F(1,314) = 

3.50, ns. This pattern partially supported hypothesis 2 with regards to avoidance but not 

revenge. The pattern for forgiveness was in the predicted direction, although it no longer 

reached significance with the correction.  

 Outcomes of forgiveness. There were no cultural group differences for the 

change of relationship satisfaction over time, F(1,314) = .94, ns, the change in positive 

emotions over time, F(1,314) = 2.78, ns, or the change in negative emotions over time, 

F(1,314) = .68, ns. 
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Effect of Predictors on Forgiving Responses 

Next we used hierarchical linear regressions to examine whether forgiveness, 

avoidance, or revenge were influenced by religiosity, cultural values, interpersonal 

motives, or by their interaction with the cultural group. Forgiveness, avoidance, and 

revenge were correlated, but levels of correlations suggest that they should not be 

aggregated (see Table 1). For each analysis, the cultural group was entered as a 

dummy variable in Step 1 (with Filipinos as the reference group). Religiosity was 

entered in Step 2. Cultural values (embeddedness, hierarchy, and harmony) were 

entered in Step 3. Interpersonal motives (communal motives, agentic motives, concern 

for own face, and concern for other face) were entered in Step 4. Finally, interactions 

between the cultural group and religiosity, cultural values, and interpersonal motives 

were entered in Step 5. Since three groups of analysis were conducted, a Bonferroni 

correction was applied (p = .05 / 3 = .017).  

 Forgiveness. Step 1 resulted in a marginal increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .018, F = .018). 

Steps 2 to 4 resulted in significant increases in R2 (ΔR2 = .019, F = .013; ΔR2 = .044, F 

= .00; ΔR2 = .16, F = .00). Step 5 did not result in a significant increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .01, 

F = .90, ns), indicating that the observed effects did not differ by cultural context. 

At Step 1 Filipinos were more likely than Americans to forgive (see Table 3). This 

effect was no longer significant with the addition of religiosity in Step 2, suggesting that 

religiosity accounted for cultural differences in forgiveness. Participants who reported 

being religious were more likely to forgive.  The effect of religiosity was no longer 

significant with the addition of cultural values in Step 3. Participants who valued 

hierarchy were less likely to forgive. At Step 4, concern for the face of the offender 



MOTIVES AND VALUES BEHIND FORGIVENESS 

 

22 

(though marginal) and communal motives predicted forgiveness. In summary, these 

results indicated that forgiveness was predicted by low levels of hierarchy values, as 

well as high levels of concern for the other face and communal motives. This pattern did 

not support hypothesis 2, but partially supported hypothesis 1, although not all cultural 

values and motives reached significance. 

 Avoidance. Step 1 resulted in a significant increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .04, F = .00). 

Steps 2 and 3 did not result in any significant increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .01, F = .14, ns; ΔR2 

= .01, F = .41, ns). Step 4 resulted in a significant increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .31, F = .00). 

Step 5 did not result in a significant increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .01, F = .66, ns), indicating 

that the observed effects did not differ by cultural context. 

At Step 1 Americans were more likely than Filipinos to report avoidance 

motivations (see Table 4). At Step 4, being concerned for one’s own face and reporting 

agentic motives, predicted avoidance motives. In addition, low communal motives 

predicted avoidance motives. In summary, these results indicated avoidance was 

predicted by the cultural group (favoring Americans), high levels of concern for one’s 

own face and agentic motives, as well as low communal motives. This pattern did not 

support hypothesis 2, but partially supported hypothesized 1, although not all cultural 

values and motives reached significance. 

 Revenge. Steps 1 and 2 did not result in any significant increase in R2 (ΔR2 = 

.01, F = .062, ns; ΔR2 = .01, F = .05, ns). Steps 3 and 4 resulted in significant increases 

in R2 (ΔR2 = .08, F = .00; ΔR2 = .15, F = .00). Step 5 resulted in a marginal significant 

increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .03, F = .08)1. 
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There was a significant main effect of the cultural group in Step 1 (see Table 5). 

Americans were more likely than Filipinos to report revenge motivations. There was no 

significant increase in R2 at Step 2. At Step 3, participants who valued hierarchy were 

more likely to seek revenge. At Step 4, concern for the face of the other person and 

communal motives were negatively correlated to revenge motives. Concern for one’s 

own face was positively correlated to revenge motives. At Step 5, the interaction 

between communal motives and the cultural group was significant. Low levels of 

communal motives predicted the motive to seek revenge for participants in the 

Philippines, B = -.28, SE B = .07, β = -.31, t = -4.13, p < .001, but not in the United 

States B = -.08, SE B = .07, β = -.11, t = -1.19, ns. This pattern partially supported 

hypotheses 1 and 2, although not all cultural values and motives reached significance. 

Effects of Forgiving Responses on Outcomes 

Finally, we used hierarchical linear regressions to examine whether the 

outcomes of forgiveness (change in relationship satisfaction and change in positive and 

negative emotions) were influenced by forgiveness, avoidance, revenge, or by their 

interaction with the cultural group. For each analysis, the cultural group was entered as 

a dummy variable in Step 1 (with Filipinos as the reference group). Forgiving responses 

(forgiveness, avoidance, and revenge) were entered in Step 2. Interactions between the 

cultural group and outcomes of forgiveness were entered in Step 3. Since three groups 

of analysis were conducted, a Bonferroni correction was applied (p = .05 / 3 = .017). 

 Change in relationship satisfaction. Step 1 did not result in a significant 

increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .00, F = .33, ns) (see table 6). Step 2 resulted in a significant 

increase in R2 (ΔR2 = .15, F = .00). An improvement in relationship satisfaction was 
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predicted by the extent to which the participant forgave the offender. This pattern 

partially supported hypothesis 3 with regards to forgiveness but not avoidance or 

revenge. There was no significant increase in R2 at Step 3 (ΔR2 = .00, F = .82, ns), 

indicating that the observed effects did not differ by cultural context. 

 Change in positive emotions. Step 1 did not result in a significant increase in 

R2 (ΔR2 = .01, F = .10, ns) (see table 7). Step 2 resulted in a significant increase in R2 

(ΔR2 = .04, F = .01, ns). An increase in positive emotions over time was more likely 

when the participant forgave the offender and when the participant reported avoidance 

motivations. This pattern supported hypothesis 3 with regards to forgiveness but not 

revenge and avoidance. Moreover, avoidance predicted the change in positive emotions 

but in the opposite direction than what was hypothesized. There was no significant 

increase in R2 at Step 3 (ΔR2 = .01, F = .26, ns), indicating that the observed effects did 

not differ by cultural context. 

 Change in negative emotions. Step 1 did not result in a significant increase in 

R2 (ΔR2 = .00, F = .41, ns) (see table 8). Step 2 resulted in a significant increase in R2 

(ΔR2 = .07, F = .00). A decrease in negative emotions over time was more likely when 

the participant forgave the offender and when the participant reported avoidance 

motivations. This pattern supported hypothesis 3 with regards to forgiveness but not 

revenge and avoidance. Moreover, avoidance predicted the change in negative 

emotions but in the opposite direction than what was hypothesized. There was no 

significant increase in R2 at Step 3 (ΔR2 = .01, F = .49, ns), indicating that the observed 

effects did not differ by cultural context. 
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Discussion 

What factors predicted forgiving responses? 

McCullough and colleagues (1998) looked at pre-existing relational 

characteristics, finding that a closer and more committed relationship contributed to the 

likelihood of forgiveness after a transgression. In agreement with those findings, the 

present study examined interpersonal motives during the hurtful interaction and found 

that the desire to connect and be in union with others predicted forgiveness (and 

reduced the tendencies to avoid or seek revenge).  

 In addition, face concern mattered for forgiveness, avoidance, and revenge. Hui 

and Bond (2009) found that face loss lowered the likelihood of forgiveness although this 

may happen for different reasons across cultural settings. This study extended their 

research by showing how concern for one’s own face (whether or not face loss actually 

occurred) was detrimental for forgiveness. Being more concerned about one’s face 

makes one more sensitive to any face loss. In addition, this finding may be explained by 

the correlation between agentic motives and avoidance and revenge. If one is 

concerned about his personal standing, he or she is less likely to think about being 

close to the other person.  

Hierarchy values had a significant effect on the responses, predicting less 

forgiveness and greater revenge motives. As hierarchy involves both the desire for 

dominance and the maintenance of a good public image (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz, 

1999), hierarchy values can also lead to agentic motives and concern for one’s own 

face. Surprisingly embeddedness and harmony did not reach significance. This was 

inconsistent with the hypothesis and the positive effects of communal motives on 
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forgiveness, which suggested that participants who valued community and relationships 

would be more likely to forgive. The small effect of cultural values on forgiveness could 

be explained by the fact that cultural values are universal and applied to all situations 

(Schwartz, 2006). When faced with a specific conflict or transgression, the person could 

act differently. The same discrepancy was found with religiosity – Christians endorsed 

forgiveness as an important value but were no more likely to forgive than someone who 

was not religious (Worthington & McCullough, 1999). Consistent with these findings, 

religiosity did not predict forgiveness. Interpersonal motives might be stronger predictors 

of forgiveness than values or religiosity because communal and agentic motives were 

situation-specific: although values governed general beliefs and principles, interpersonal 

motives determine what should be done at a given time.  

Who was more likely to forgive? 

There was partial support for cultural group differences in religiosity, cultural 

values, and motives. Coming from an individualistic cultural context that valued personal 

goals, Americans were more likely than Filipinos to report agentic motives. Being in a 

mostly Catholic country that ranks highly in respecting traditional values (Schwartz, 

2003; Inglehart & Baker, 2000), Filipinos reported being more religious than Americans. 

Filipinos were more also likely than Americans to report concern for the other face.  

Consistent with the cultural differences in values and motives, Filipinos were 

more likely than Americans to forgive, though this result was marginal. Despite the low 

significance, this finding suggests that Filipinos may be more likely than Americans to 

forgive. There were no cultural differences in the change of relationship satisfaction, 

positive emotions, or negative emotions over time, indicating that members of both 
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cultural groups generally had the same outcomes after the conflict, although the way 

they reached these outcomes might differ. 

Americans were more likely than Filipinos to avoid. But it is important to note that 

the cultural group still predicted avoidance even when taking into account cultural 

values and interpersonal motives. These findings indicated that other unexamined 

factors still account for the cultural difference in what led participants to avoid. Future 

research could unpack these factors. 

Although there were cultural differences in values, motives, and forgiving 

responses, only one of the observed effects had a significant interaction with the cultural 

group: the effect of interpersonal motives on revenge. On one hand, both Filipinos and 

Americans tended to seek vengeance when agentic motives were high, that is, when 

they wanted more control over the situation. On the other hand, communal values 

predicted revenge motives for Filipinos but not Americans. This finding suggests that 

Filipinos and Americans have different conditions for their revenge motives. Americans 

do not take their desired closeness with the offender into account when deciding 

whether or not to seek vengeance. The findings of Takaku and colleagues (2001) 

support this explanation. In their study, Japanese participants thought about the 

closeness of their relationship with the offender when deciding to forgive. American 

participants thought about whether or not the offender had a choice, thus looking for 

justification. Thus for Americans, other factors such as causal attribution or intentionality 

might determine their willingness to let go of revenge tendencies. In addition, this finding 

suggests that reconciliation may be more important for Filipinos than it is for Americans. 

Americans can let go or give in to their revenge motivations regardless of how close 
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they want to be to the offender. Filipinos may need to feel the need to repair their 

relationship in order for them to let go of vengeful intentions. 

Did forgiving responses lead to positive outcomes? 

Finally, we examined whether or not forgiveness, avoidance, and revenge had 

any effects on relationships and emotions. Consistent with the current understanding of 

forgiveness (McCullough & Witvliet, 2002), a forgiving response predicted an increase 

in relationship satisfaction and positive emotion over time and a decrease in negative 

emotions over time. As predicted, avoidance accounted for a decrease in relationship 

satisfaction over time, as the offended person was distancing from the offender. But at 

the same time, avoidance predicted an increase in positive emotions and a decrease in 

negative emotions. In summary, avoidance was bad for relationships and good for 

personal emotions. As avoidance involves keeping physical and psychological distance 

from the offender, the offended is perhaps able, over time, to shed one’s negative 

emotions about the event without necessarily resolving the conflict. Scholars are still 

divided over the centrality of reconciliation to forgiveness. In the case of avoidance, one 

is thus able to experience intrapersonal forgiveness of forgiveness (by attending to 

one’s own feelings) without addressing the interpersonal dimension of forgiveness 

(Baumeister et al., 1999). Future research needs to examine the emotional benefits and 

relational problems brought about by avoidance. 

Strengths of the Study 

 This study added to literature in a number of ways. It examined an understudied 

cultural context, the Philippines. It is difficult to generalize the relationship of forgiveness 

and culture as few studies have been done in non-western countries (Sandage & 
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Williamson, 2005) and the study of religious communities has also been ignored with a 

few exceptions (e.g., Mullet & Azar, 2009; Cohen et al., 2006). In this respect, the 

Philippines is an interesting cultural context, being both a Catholic country that values 

community and relationships. The present study hoped to provide more empirical data 

on the predictors and outcomes of forgiveness in the Philippines as a springboard for 

future local and cross-cultural investigations of forgiveness. 

 This study tried to capture range of cultural differences by examining forgiveness 

on two levels: values and motives. Previous studies have not explored Schwartz’s 

(2003) values or communal and agentic motives as contributors to forgiveness. In 

addition, this study expands the understanding of face concern as a motivation that 

could prevent or promote forgiveness. This study also examined both the relational and 

emotional outcomes of forgiveness, and showed that different processes contribute to 

each (particularly in the case of avoidance). 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although participants were asked to remember a conflict or transgression, this 

study was not able to control for the type of conflict or the intensity of emotional and 

relational harm done. Various circumstantial factors such as attribution and the kind of 

relationship with the transgressor were measured, but the transgression narrative only 

gave the description of the hurtful event. A meaningful system of classifying these 

conflicts and transgressions needs to be developed, to examine whether any 

characteristics of the conflict affected forgiveness. This consideration is important, as 

forgiveness may operate differently depending on what aspect of the person is being 

threatened. For example, backstabbing can be hurtful for a variety of reasons: because 
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it destroys one’s reputation in front of others, lowers one’s self esteem, or ruins the 

friendship with the backstabber. Analysis of the conflict would allow researchers to 

understand the circumstances leading to forgiveness. An additional strategy would be to 

focus on a specific kind of relationship or conflict, such as those between married 

couples (Fincham et al., 2005). And although the participants were asked to report an 

event that was deep, personal, and unfair, they did not rate their transgression narrative 

against these criteria. This self-rating would allow the researchers to exclude any 

participants who reported a trivial transgression.  

Although the TRIM inventory measured forgiveness by assessing avoidance and 

revenge motives, the one item forgiveness measure may be vague since participants 

basically gave their own definition of forgiveness. The general term “forgive” is 

problematic as its definition differs based on culture and religion (e.g., Mullet & Azar, 

2009; McCullough & Worthington, 1999). In future studies, measures of forgiveness 

need to be more specific about what kind of thought, feeling, or behavior forgiveness 

implies. 

This study was also limited in its ability to capture change in emotions and 

motivations over time as the questionnaire was only taken at one time, relying on the 

participants to remember how they felt right immediately the conflict and at the time of 

the test taking. Although the participants answered 6 other tests between the post-

conflict and current scales, these retroactive measures may not be an accurate 

assessment of their emotions since the memory of the event has been already modified 

by whether or not they forgave the offender. In addition, participants were only asked to 

report avoidance and revenge motives that they felt immediately after the conflict. 
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These reported motives do not completely indicate forgiveness as they only represent 

initial motives and not their change over time (McCullough et al., 2003). Rusbult and 

colleagues (2005) suggest that forgiveness can unfold over three steps: restraint 

(initially holding back vengeful impulses), forbearance (thinking about the meaning of 

the event), and extended forgiveness (long term forgiveness). Perhaps forgiveness 

could be studied in these stages. Longitudinal studies would be more effective in 

understanding the process of forgiveness, avoidance, and revenge. 

Although the questionnaire assessed various dispositional and situational factors 

surrounding the transgression, this study did not examine what happened between the 

transgression and the forgiving response. Although we found that forgiveness led to a 

positive change in reconciliation and emotions, we still do not understand this healing 

process. The few studies that have examined forgiveness and reconciliation have only 

looked at the circumstances and characteristics of the relationship (e.g., closeness of 

the relationship pre-transgression), not the negotiation process done to repair the 

relationship after the transgression (Rusbult et al., 2005). Future research needs to 

focus on the confrontations and discussions after the transgression, including the 

interaction where the offended forgives the offender. 

Implications and Summary 

 This investigation was the first to study forgiveness by comparing the values and 

motives across cultural groups. In the Philippines and in the United States, forgiveness 

seems to unfold in the same way, with only a few differences. Our findings reveal the 

forgiving response can be thought of in terms of communion and dominance. 

Additionally, despite being a highly Catholic country, religiosity did not make a 
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difference in their forgiving response. This finding means that even secular studies and 

intervention programs can apply to a religious community. Instead of religious 

differences, future studies can focus on motives and values as predictors of 

forgiveness. Furthermore, since motives and values did not fully explain avoidance and 

revenge motives, cross-cultural research should explore other factors that would 

account for cultural differences. 

  Filipino participants differed from American participants when it came to 

revenge. These findings suggest that these cultural contexts have different conditions 

for seeking revenge. While members of both cultural contexts were more likely to seek 

revenge when endorsing hierarchy values, only Filipinos tapped into communal motives. 

These cultural differences have implications for interventions in the Philippines and 

other similar cultural settings that value communion with others. Interventions in these 

cultural settings may have to give additional emphasis to communal motives and 

reconciliation. For Americans, future research needs to examine other conditions that 

predict revenge. 

Another fruitful direction is looking at grave and widespread transgressions like 

massacres and wars. Although forgiveness-based interventions are popular (as in 

Ireland and Rwanda), we should learn more about the conceptions and processes of 

forgiveness in these cultural contexts. For protracted conflicts, a nuanced understanding 

about the motives that lead to revenge or forgiveness would also help develop effective 

conflict resolution programs. 

 In summary, one forgives by letting go of the desire for dominance and power in 

order to be connected to others. Forgiveness then leads to positive emotional and 
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relational outcomes, while revenge does little for these domains. And although 

avoidance may be an effective strategy to feel better about one’s self, it does not help 

the relationship. With regards to forgiveness, both Filipinos and Americans generally 

reach the same place emotionally and relationally, passing through slightly different 

paths when it comes to revenge. 
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Footnotes 
 
1Although the increase in R2 in Step 5 did not reach significance, the interaction 

between cultural group and communal motives was marginally significant (p = 0.031). 

This discrepancy may be accounted for by the 7 other interaction variables in Step 5 

that were not significant. 
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Appendix A: Tables 
 
Table 1. 

Table of Correlations 

 A B C D E F G H I J K L M N 

A 1 .12 -.03 -.12 .28** -.07 .10 -.07 .22** -.040 .14 -.04 .09 -.03 

B .13 1 -.41** -.43** .35** -.26** .43** -.27** .06 -.22** .02 .40** .16* -.20** 

C -.03 -.41** 1 .46** -.29** .30** -.51** .28** .00 .04 .03 -.16* .14 -.07 

D -.12 -.43** .46** 1 -.27** .32** -.41** .24** -.01 .35** .03 -.05 .08 .03 

E .28** .35** -.29** -.28** 1 -.12 .44** -.34** .16* -.08 .14 -.02 .14 -.06 

F -.07 -.26** .30** .32** -.12 1 -.37** .38** .04 .31** -.02 .03 .04 .03 

G .10 .43** -.51** -.41** .44** -.37** 1 -.16* .00 -.13 .09 .13 .10 -.09 

H -.07 -.27** .28** .24** -.34** .38** -.16* 1 .00 .17* -.00 .17* .04 -.02 

I .22** .06 .00 -.01 .16* .04 .00 .00 1 .25** .73** -.06 .04 -.03 

J -.04 -.22** .04 .35** -.08 .31** -.13 .17* .25** 1 .14 -.07 -.10 .04 

K .14 .02 .03 .03 .14 -.02 .09 -.00 .73** .14 1 -.03 .07 -.00 

L -.04 .40** -.16* -.05 -.02 .03 .13 .17* -.06 -.07 -.03 1 .09 -.10 

M .09 .16* .14 .08 .14 .04 .10 .04 .04 -.10 .07 .09 1 -.42** 

P
hi

lip
pi

ne
s 

N -.03 -.20** -.07 .03 -.06 .03 -.09 -.02 -.03 .04 -.00 -.10 -.42** 1 

A 1 .15 -.14 -.11 .27** .03 .06 -.08 .26** .04 -.04 -.18* .10 -.02 

B .15 1 -.49** -.37** .13 -.30** .34** -.11 .02 -.17 -.04 .35** .02 -.10 

C -.14 -.49** 1 .46** -.17 .45** -.52** .31** -.07 .06 .09 -.18* .05 -.20* 

D -.10 -.37** .46** 1 -.24** .35** -.26** .20* -.02 .15 -.11 -.07 .01 -.10 

E .27** .13 -.17 -.24** 1 .08 .11 -.20* .06 .22* .01 .02 .13 .04 

F .03 -.30** .45** .35** .08 1 -.42** .21** .07 .33** .03 -.17 .19* -.01 

G .06 .34** -.52** -.26** .11 -.42** 1 -.14 -.11 -.13 -.11 .14 .11 .04 

H -.08 -.11 .31** .20* -.20* .26** -.14 1 .08 .08 .10 .02 .08 -.10 

I .26** .02 -.07 -.02 .06 .07 -.11 .08 1 .30** .16 -.03 .09 -.00 

J .04 -.17 .06 .15 .22* .33** -.13 .08 .30** 1 -.19* -.06 .09 .18* 

K -.04 -.04 .09 -.11 .01 .03 -.11 .10 .16 -.19* 1 -.13 .09 .10 

L -.18* .35** -.18* -.07 .02 -.17 .14 .02 -.03 -.06 -.13 1 .02 -.01 

M .10 .02 .05 .01 .13 .19* .11 .08 .09 .09 .09 .02 1 -.22* 

U
ni

te
d 

S
ta

te
s 

N -.02 -.10 -.20* -.10 .04 -.01 .04 -.10 -.00 .18* .10 -.01 -.22* 1 
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Note. * p < .05, ** p < .001.  

Measures: A. Religiosity, B. Forgiveness, C. Avoidance Motive, D. Revenge Motive, E. 

Concern for Other Face, F. Concern for Own Face, G. Communal Motives, H. Agentive 

Motives, I. Embeddedness, J. Hierarchy, K. Harmony, L. Relationship Satisfaction 

Change, M. Positive Emotions Change, N. Negative Emotions Change 
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Table 2. 

Table of Means 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Sample Mean (SD) 
Religiosity Philippines 3.10 (1.05) 
 United States 2.25 (1.45) 
 Total 2.75 (1.30) 
Forgiveness Philippines 3.41 (1.26) 
 United States 3.05 (1.38) 
 Total 3.26 (1.32) 
Avoidance Philippines 3.19 (1.04) 
 United States 3.64 (1.02) 
 Total 3.38 (1.05) 
Revenge Philippines 2.37 (1.13) 
 United States 2.14 (1.05) 
 Total 2.27 (1.10) 
Concern for other face Philippines 1.55 (1.07) 
 United States .91 (.99) 
 Total 1.28 (1.08) 
Concern for own face Philippines 2.90 (.99) 
 United States 2.76 (1.12) 
 Total 2.83 (1.05) 
Communal motives Philippines .17 (1.28) 
 United States .58 (1.44) 
 Total .34 (1.37) 
Agentic motives Philippines .42 (.88) 
 United States .80 (1.10) 
 Total .58 (.99) 
Embeddedness Philippines -.14 (.95) 
 United States -.43 (1.01) 
 Total -.26 (.97) 
Hierarchy Philippines -1.36 (1.46) 
 United States -1.53 (1.48) 
 Total -1.43 (1.48) 
Harmony Philippines -.51 (1.38) 
 United States -.63 (1.33) 
 Total -.56 (1.36) 
Change in relationship satisfaction Philippines -.02 (.68) 
 United States .06 (.71) 
 Total .01 (.69) 
Change in positive emotions Philippines 1.81 (1.50) 
 United States 2.19 (1.48) 
 Total 1.70 (1.51) 
Change in negative emotions Philippines -2.56 (1.60) 
 United States -2.41 (1.48) 
 Total -2.50 (1.56) 



MOTIVES AND VALUES BEHIND FORGIVENESS 

 

45 

Table 3.  

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Forgiveness 

Predictor  R2 β  
Step 1  .018*  
 Cultural group  -.132* 
Step 2  .037**  
 Cultural group  -.085 
 Religiosity  .147** 
Step 3  .081**  
 Cultural group  -.093 
 Religiosity  .124* 
 Embeddedness  .105 
 Hierarchy  -.220** 
 Harmony  -.062 
Step 4  .24**  
 Cultural group  -.106 
 Religiosity  .055 
 Embeddedness  .114 
 Hierarchy  -.155** 
 Harmony  -.074 
 Concern for Other Face  .145** 
 Concern for Own Face  -.102 
 Communal Motives  .282** 
 Agentic Motives  -.054 
Step 5  .249  
 Cultural group  -.032 
 Religiosity  ,026 
 Embeddedness  .176 
 Hierarchy  -.150* 
 Harmony  -.131 
 Concern for other face  .122 
 Concern for own face  -.037 
 Communal motives  .337** 
 Agentic motives  -.138 
 Cultural group X Religiosity  .074 

 Cultural group X 
Embeddedness  -.070 

 Cultural group X Hierarchy  .003 
 Cultural group X Harmony  -.054 
 Cultural group X Other face  .012 
 Cultural group X Own face  -.193 
 Cultural group X Communal  -.075 
 Cultural group X Agentic  .119 

Note. * p < .050, ** p < .017. 
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Table 4. 

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Avoidance Motives 

Predictor  R2 β  
Step 1  .044**  
 Cultural group  .211** 
Step 2  .051  
 Cultural group  .183** 
 Religiosity  -.086 
Step 3  .060  
 Cultural group  .185** 
 Religiosity  -.073 
 Embeddedness  -.074 
 Hierarchy  .068 
 Harmony  .090 
Step 4  .373**  
 Cultural group  .218** 
 Religiosity  -.002 
 Embeddedness  -.089 
 Hierarchy  -.048 
 Harmony  .094 
 Concern for Other Face  -.066 
 Concern for Own Face  .159** 
 Communal Motives  -.410** 
 Agentic Motives  .169** 
Step 5  .385  
 Cultural group  .143 
 Religiosity  .048 
 Embeddedness  -.100 
 Hierarchy  -.073 
 Harmony  .151 
 Concern for other face  -.044 
 Concern for own face  .094 
 Communal motives  -.481** 
 Agentic motives  .199 
 Cultural group X Religiosity  -.105 

 Cultural group X 
Embeddedness  -.011 

 Cultural group X Hierarchy  .043 
 Cultural group X Harmony  -.078 
 Cultural group X Other face  -.034 
 Cultural group X Own face  .208 
 Cultural group X Communal  .093 
 Cultural group X Agentic  -.034 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .017. 
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Table 5. 

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Revenge Motives  

Predictor  R2 β  
Step 1  .011  
 Cultural group  -.105 
Step 2  .024*  
 Cultural group  -.143** 
 Religiosity  -.119* 
Step 3  .101**  
 Cultural group  -.131* 
 Religiosity  -.100 
 Embeddedness  -.079 
 Hierarchy  .291** 
 Harmony  .016 
Step 4  .252**  
 Cultural group  -.138** 
 Religiosity  -.027 
 Embeddedness  -.080 
 Hierarchy  .214** 
 Harmony  .027 
 Concern for Other Face  -.184** 
 Concern for Own Face  .170** 
 Communal Motives  -.192** 
 Agentic Motives  .060 
Step 5  .286  
 Cultural group  -.426 
 Religiosity  -.045 
 Embeddedness  -.200 
 Hierarchy  .299** 
 Harmony  .168 
 Concern for other face  -.060 
 Concern for own face  .098 
 Communal motives  -.344 
 Agentic motives  .094 
 Cultural group X Religiosity  .017 

 Cultural group X 
Embeddedness  .112 

 Cultural group X Hierarchy  -.183 
 Cultural group X Harmony  -.186* 
 Cultural group X Other face  -.142 
 Cultural group X Own face  .240 
 Cultural group X Communal  .179* 
 Cultural group X Agentic  -.030 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .017. 
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Table 6.  

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Change in Relationship Satisfaction 

Predictor  R2 β  
Step 1  .003  
 Cultural group  .055 
Step 2  .154**  
 Cultural group  .133** 
 Forgiveness  .406** 
 Avoidance motives  -.051 
 Revenge motives  .126* 
Step 3  .138  
 Cultural group  .321 
 Forgiveness  .456** 
 Avoidance motives  -.056 
 Revenge motives  .157* 
 Cultural group X Forgiveness  -.142 
 Cultural group X Avoidance  .011 
 Cultural group X Revenge  -.078 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .017. 
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Table 7. 

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Change in Positive Emotions 

Predictor  R2 β  
Step 1  .009  
 Cultural group  -.094 
Step 2  .046**  
 Cultural group  -.099 
 Forgiveness  .187** 
 Avoidance motives  .167** 
 Revenge motives  .050 
Step 3  .058  
 Cultural group  .510 
 Forgiveness  .297** 
 Avoidance motives  .210** 
 Revenge motives  .100 
 Cultural group X Forgiveness  -.328 
 Cultural group X Avoidance  -.255 
 Cultural group X Revenge  -.124 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .017. 
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Table 8. 

Hierarchical Linear Regression Analyses Predicting Change in Negative Emotions 

Predictor  R2 β  
Step 1  .002  
 Cultural group  .046 
Step 2  .070**  
 Cultural group  .057 
 Forgiveness  -.267** 
 Avoidance motives  -.228** 
 Revenge motives  -.026 
Step 3  .078  
 Cultural group  .211 
 Forgiveness  -.299** 
 Avoidance motives  -.187* 
 Revenge motives  -.006 
 Cultural group X Forgiveness  .076 
 Cultural group X Avoidance  -.182 
 Cultural group X Revenge  -.072 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .017. 
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Appendix B: Materials 

Questionnaire. 

Interpersonal Interactions Questionnaire 
 
Screening Question for Eligibility: This questionnaire will ask you to think about one time 
when someone you know (friend, family member, classmate, etc.) hurt you emotionally 
within the past 5 to 6 months. This is a personal, unfair, and deep injury, and could 
include conflicts or times when he or she wronged you. Can you think of an event like 
this that happened to you within the past 5 to 6 months? 
 
If this situation does not apply to you, please inform the researcher. Otherwise, please 
continue. Thank you. 
 
Demographics 
 
Today’s date ___________ 
Age_________   Sex (please circle): a. Female b. Male 
 
Year in school _____________   
 
Religion (if any) __________________________________ 
 
How would you identify yourself culturally? ___________________________ 
 
Where were you born? (Write the province/country or city/state) ___________________ 
 
Where did you spend the majority of your childhood? (Write the province/country or 
city/state))___________________________________________________ 
 
 If born outside of the United States, how old were you when you moved here? _______ 
 
 If born outside of the United States, how many years have you lived here? __________ 
 
 What is your MOTHER’s cultural background? _________________________ 
 
 What is your FATHER’s cultural background? __________________________ 
 
 What country was your MOTHER born in? ____________ Raised in? ________ 
 
 What country was your FATHER born in?  ____________ Raised in? _______ 
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Please circle the number that corresponds to the socioeconomic level of your household 
while you were growing up: 
 
       1        2            3    4    5 
   Lower   Lower       Middle         Upper          Upper 
 Income     Middle Income       Income      Middle Income     Income 
 
Value Survey 
 
In this questionnaire you are to ask yourself:  "What values are important to ME as 
guiding principles in MY life, and what values are less important to me?"  There are two 
lists of values on the following pages.  These values come from different cultures.  In 
the parentheses following each value is an explanation that may help you to understand 
its meaning. 
 
Your task is to rate how important each value is for you as a guiding principle in your 
life.  Use the rating scale below: 
 
0--means the value is not at all important, it is not relevant as a guiding principle for you. 
3--means the value is important. 
6--means the value is very important. 
 
The higher the number (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6), the more important the value is as a guiding 
principle in YOUR life. 
 
-1 is for rating any values opposed to the principles that guide you. 
 7 is for rating a value of supreme importance as a guiding principle in your life; 
ordinarily  there are NO MORE THAN TWO such values. 
 
In the space before each value, write the number (-1,0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7) that indicates the 
importance of that value for you, personally.  Try to distinguish as much as possible 
between the values by using ALL THE NUMBERS.  You will, of course, need to use 
numbers more than once. 
 
 AS A GUIDING PRINCIPLE IN MY LIFE, this value is: 
 
Opposed                                                                                                                Of 
     to my                Not                                                                       Very             supreme  
     values          important                      Important                         important     importance 
       -1                    0           1           2           3           4           5           6                    7   
 
1  ____EQUALITY (equal opportunity for all)                               
 
2  ____INNER HARMONY (at peace with myself)                               
                                                                             
3  ____SOCIAL POWER (control over others, dominance)                     
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4  ____PLEASURE (gratification of desires)                                      
  
5  ____FREEDOM (freedom of action and thought)                           
 
6  ____A SPIRITUAL LIFE (emphasis on spiritual not material matters)     
   
7  ____SENSE OF BELONGING (feeling that others care about me)        
 
8  ____SOCIAL ORDER (stability of society)                           
 
9  ____AN EXCITING LIFE (stimulating experiences)  
 
10____MEANING IN LIFE (a purpose in life)                           
 
11____POLITENESS (courtesy, good manners)                           
 
12____WEALTH (material possessions, money)                       
                                                                
13____NATIONAL SECURITY (protection of my nation from enemies)      
                                                                
14____SELF RESPECT (belief in one's own worth)                      
                                                                
15____RECIPROCATION OF FAVORS (avoidance of indebtedness)           
                                                                
16____CREATIVITY (uniqueness, imagination)                          
                                                                
17____A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)                   
                                                                
18____RESPECT FOR TRADITION (preservation of time-honored customs)  
                                                                
19____MATURE LOVE (deep emotional & spiritual intimacy)             
                                                                
20____SELF-DISCIPLINE (self-restraint, resistance to temptation)    
                                                                
21____PRIVACY (the right to have a private sphere) 
                                                                
22____FAMILY SECURITY (safety for loved ones)                       
                                                                
23____SOCIAL RECOGNITION (respect, approval by others)              
                                                                
24____UNITY WITH NATURE (fitting into nature)                       
                                                                
25____A VARIED LIFE (filled with challenge, novelty and change)     
                                                                
26____WISDOM (a mature understanding of life)                       
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27____AUTHORITY (the right to lead or command)                      
                                                                
28____TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close, supportive friends)                   
                                                                
29____A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)             
                                                                
30____SOCIAL JUSTICE (correcting injustice, care for the weak)      
 
First we need to find out how religious you consider yourself. Please indicate your 
answer to the following statements by encircling the number: 
 
0  1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all         Extremely 
 
1. How much do you practice the requirements of your religion? 0    1    2    3    4    5 
2. How much do you believe in the teachings of your religion? 0    1    2    3    4    5 
3. How religious are you? 0    1    2    3    4    5 
4. How spiritual are you? 0    1    2    3    4    5 
 
Now we need to learn about your beliefs about forgiveness. Please indicate the degree 
to which you agree with the following statements by encircling the number: 
 
0  1  2  3  4  5  6 
Strongly disagree    Moderately agree    Strongly agree 
 
1. I believe that forgiveness is a moral virtue. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
2. Justice is more important than mercy. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
3. It is admirable to be a forgiving person. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
4. I have no problem at all with people staying mad at those who 
hurt them. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

5. Forgiveness is a sign of weakness. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
  
6. People should work hard to let go of the wrongs they have 
suffered. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 

7. I tend to get over it quickly when someone hurts my feelings. 0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
8. If someone wrongs me, I often think about it a lot afterwards.  0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
9. I have a tendency to harbor grudges.  0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
10. When people wrong me, my approach is just to forgive and 
forget. 

0   1   2   3   4   5   6 
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This survey is looking at interpersonal interactions in hurtful situations. First, think about 
one time when someone you know (friend, family, classmate, etc.) hurt you emotionally 
within the past 5 to 6 months. This is a personal, unfair, and deep injury, and could 
include conflicts or times when he or she wronged you.  
Now write one or two paragraphs about what happened when he/she injured you and 
what you felt back then (this is short, and you do not need to mention any personal 
details). 
 
What month did this injury happen? _________ 
 

 
Now think about your relationship with this person at the time of the injury. How 
applicable are the following statements to describe your relationship with him or her? 
Use the rating scale below as a guide then write down your rating on the blanks 
provided before each statement. 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Not at all applicable        Very much applicable 
 
____ 1. We have a close relationship. 
____ 2. We enjoy each other’s company. 
____ 3. We have known each other for a long time now. 
____ 4. We hang out often. 
____ 5. We share many similarities. 
 
Now we want to learn about how satisfied you were with your relationship back when 
you were hurt. Please describe your relationship with this person right after you were 
hurt: 
 
1   2   3   4 
Not at all  Slightly  Somewhat  Extremely 
 
1. How well did this individual meet your needs? 1       2       3       4 
2. In general, how satisfied were you with your relationship? 1       2       3       4 
3. How much better was your relationship compared to most?  1       2       3       4 
4. To what extent had this relationship met your expectations? 1       2       3       4 
5. How much did you love this individual? 1       2       3       4 
6. How problematic was your relationship? 1       2       3       4 

How would you best describe your relationship with this person at the time of the 
injury? (Please circle one) 
 
Acquaintance Close Friend  Relative Romantic Partner  
 
Classmate Coworker Stranger Other 
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Now we want to look at the emotions you felt right after you were hurt. Please use the 
following scale to rate how strongly you felt each of the emotions listed below right after 
you were hurt (please circle your response). 
 
      Not at all                       Moderate              The most in my life 
 
 
1. PROUD   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
2. SHAKY   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
3. ANXIOUS   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
4. ASHAMED   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------
8 
5. BORED   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
6. CALM   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
7. CONTENT   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
8. CONFUSED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
9. EXCITED   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
10. FATIGUED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
11. AFRAID   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
12. HAPPY   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
13. INTERESTED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
14. OFFENDED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
15. PLEASANT    0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
16. UPSET   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
17. SATISFIED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
18. TENSE   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
19. SYMPATHETIC  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
20. NERVOUS  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
Part I 
 
Now we want to learn about your motivations during the hurtful situation you wrote 
about. Remember the interaction with the person who hurt you. In your opinion, when 
you were hurt, how important was it for you to act or appear or be treated this way?  
 
0   1   2   3   4 
Not at all  Mildly  Moderately  Somewhat  Extremely 
 
1. Appear confident.   0    1    2    3    4 
2.Do what he/she wanted you to do.   0    1    2    3    4 
3. Maintain your pride.   0    1    2    3    4 
4. Appear forceful.   0    1    2    3    4 
5. Feel that this person respected what you had to say.   0    1    2    3    4 
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6. Ensure that this person minded his/her own business.   0    1    2    3    4 
7. Avoid saying something stupid.  0    1    2    3    4 
8. Avoid appearing weak in front of this person.  0    1    2    3    4 
9. Get along with this person.  0    1    2    3    4 
10. Ensure that this person kept his/her distance from you.   0    1    2    3    4 
  
11. Feel connected to this person.  0    1    2    3    4 
12. Feel that this person acknowledged when you were right.   0    1    2    3    4 
13. Help this person save face.   0    1    2    3    4 
14. Feel that this person did not reject you.  0    1    2    3    4 
15. Keep your feelings to yourself.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
16. Not reveal what you are really like.   0    1    2    3    4 
17. Feel that this person listened to what you have to say.   0    1    2    3    4 
18. Be the one in charge.   0    1    2    3    4 
19. Feel that this person approved of you.  0    1    2    3    4 
20. Protect your personal pride.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
21. Have an impact on this person.  0    1    2    3    4 
22. Feel that this person understood you.   0    1    2    3    4 
23. Feel that this person avoided telling you what to do.   0    1    2    3    4 
24. Avoid exposing yourself to the possibility of rejection.   0    1    2    3    4 
25. Appear detached.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
26. Go along with what this person wanted to do.   0    1    2    3    4 
27. Feel that this person showed concern for how you were feeling.   0    1    2    3    4 
28. Live up to this person’s expectations.   0    1    2    3    4 
29. Maintain this person’s credibility.  0    1    2    3    4 
30. Maintain your own dignity in front of this person.  0    1    2    3    4 
 
Part II 
 
Now we are looking at what motivations you thought the other person had. Imagine 
what your friend was thinking during this interaction. In your opinion, when you were 
hurt, how important did you think it was for the other person to act or appear or be 
treated this way?  
 
0   1   2   3   4 
Not at all  Mildly  Moderately  Somewhat  Extremely 
 
1. Appear confident.   0    1    2    3    4 
2. Do what you wanted him/her to do.   0    1    2    3    4 
3. Maintain his/her pride.   0    1    2    3    4 
4. Appear forceful.   0    1    2    3    4 
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5. Feel that you respected what he/she has to say.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
6. Ensure that you minded your own business.   0    1    2    3    4 
7. Avoid saying something stupid.   0    1    2    3    4 
8. Avoid appearing weak in front of you.   0    1    2    3    4 
9. Get along with you.  0    1    2    3    4 
10. Ensure that you keep your distance from him/her.   0    1    2    3    4 
  
11. Feel connected to you.  0    1    2    3    4 
12. Feel that you acknowledged when he/she is right.   0    1    2    3    4 
13. Help you save face.   0    1    2    3    4 
14. Feel that you did not reject him/her.   0    1    2    3    4 
15. Keep his/her feelings to him or herself.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
16. Not reveal what he/she is really like.   0    1    2    3    4 
17. Feel that you listened to what he/she has to say.   0    1    2    3    4 
18. Be the one in charge.   0    1    2    3    4 
19. Feel that you approved of him/her.  0    1    2    3    4 
20. Protect his/her personal pride.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
21. Have an impact on you.  0    1    2    3    4 
22. Feel that you understood him/her.   0    1    2    3    4 
23. Feel that you avoided telling him/her what to do.   0    1    2    3    4 
24. Avoid exposing himself/herself to the possibility of rejection.   0    1    2    3    4 
25. Appear detached.   0    1    2    3    4 
   
26. Go along with what you wanted to do.   0    1    2    3    4 
27. Feel that you showed concern for how he/she is feeling.   0    1    2    3    4 
28. Live up to your expectations.   0    1    2    3    4 
29. Maintain your credibility.  0    1    2    3    4 
30. Maintain his/her own dignity in front of you.  0    1    2    3    4 
 
For the following questions, please indicate your thoughts and feelings about the person 
who hurt you, right after you were hurt. Use the following scale to indicate your 
agreement with each of the questions. 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree 
 
1. I’ll make him/her pay. 1     2     3     4     5 
2. I keep as much distance between us as possible. 1     2     3     4     5 
3. I wish that something bad would happen to him/her. 1     2     3     4     5 
4. I live as if he/she doesn’t exist, isn’t around. 1     2     3     4     5 
5. I don’t trust him/her. 1     2     3     4     5 
6. I want him/her to get what he/she deserves for hurting me. 1     2     3     4     5 
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7. I find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her. 1     2     3     4     5 
8. I avoid him/her. 1     2     3     4     5 
9. I’m going to get even. 1     2     3     4     5 
10. I cut off the relationship with him/her. 1     2     3     4     5 
11. I want to see him/her hurt and miserable. 1     2     3     4     5 
12. I withdraw from him/her. 1     2     3     4     5 
 
Now please describe how you dealt with the event when your friend hurt you. We are 
interested in what you tried to do as well as how successful you were in these attempts. 
It is possible that you might have tried hard to do something (“5”) but you might not have 
been successful at it (“1”).  
 
         1         2         3          4                 5 
Very slightly     A little Moderately   Quite a bit         Extremely 
or not at all (n/a) 
 
1a) ___ I tried to think about the event in a way that would make me feel better.  
1b) ___ I was successful in thinking about event in a way that made me feel better. 
 
2a) ___ I tried not to show on the outside how I felt. 
2b) ___ I was successful in not showing on the outside how I felt. 
 
3a) ___ I tried to distract myself from the event (by thinking or doing something else). 
3b) ___ I was successful in distracting myself from the event. 
 
4a) ___ I kept mulling over (going over the way I felt during the event in my head and 
focusing on those things that initially made me feel and respond the way I did). 
4b) ___ I was successful in mulling over the way I felt during the event. 
 
5a) ___ I tried to think about potential positive outcomes of the event. 
5b) ___ I was successful in thinking about potential positive outcomes of the event. 
 
 
6a) ___ I tried to change the cause of the event. 
6b) ___ I was successful in changing the cause of the event. 
 
7a) ___ I tried not to do anything and accepted the event instead. 
7b) ___ I was successful in accepting the event. 
 
8a) ___ I tried to find meaning in this event. 
8b) ___ I was successful in finding meaning in this event. 
 
9a) ___ I tried to express my feelings more intensely. 
9b) ___ I was successful at expressing my feelings more intensely. 
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10a) ___ I tried to make myself feel better by talking to someone close to me about the 
event. 
10b) ___ I was successful in making myself feel better by talking to someone close to 
me about the event. 
 
11a) ___ I tried to make myself feel better by thinking about the event at another time 
(giving myself time to recover). 
11b) ___ I was successful at making myself feel better by thinking about the event at 
another time. 
 
12a) ___ I tried to think that the event did not matter. 
12b) ___ I was successful at thinking that the event did not matter. 
 
We are now interested in finding out what you thought about the hurtful event and how it 
got resolved. Please think back to the situation or event that led to you being hurt. For 
the following questions, please encircle the most appropriate response like so: 
 
Not at all / A little / Very much / Not Applicable 
 
If none of the alternatives apply to the your situation, or the question is not appropriate, 
please encircle “Not applicable.” 
 
1. Did you expect this situation to occur? 
Not at all / A little / Very much / Not applicable 
 
2. Did you find the event itself pleasant or unpleasant? 
Pleasant / Neutral / Unpleasant / Not applicable 
 
3. How important was this event for your goals, needs, or desires at the time it 
happened? Did it help or hinder you to follow your plans or to achieve your aims? 
It helped / It didn’t matter / It made it difficult / Not applicable 
 
4. Would you say that the situation or event that caused your emotion was unfair? 
Not at all / A little / Very much / Not applicable 
 
5. Who do you think was responsible for this event in the first place? Check one, the 
most important, of the following: 
 
___ Not applicable 
___ Yourself 
___ The person who hurt you 
___ A close relative (other than the one 
who hurt you) 
___ A close friend (other than the one 
who hurt you) 

___ Colleagues/acquaintances (other 
than the one who hurt you) 
___ Strangers 
___ Authority figures 
___ Natural forces 
___ Supernatural forces or God 
___ Fate 
___ Chance
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6. How did you evaluate your ability to act or cope with the event and its 
consequences when you first confronted this situation? Check one, the most 
important of the following: 
 
___ I did not think that any action was necessary 
___ I believed that I could positively influence the event and change the 
consequences 
___ I believed that I could escape from the situation or avoid negative consequences 
___ I pretended that nothing important had happened and tried to think of something 
else 
___ I saw myself as powerless and dominated by the event and its consequences 
 
7. If the event was caused by your own or someone else’s behavior, would other 
people judge this behavior as improper or immoral? 
 Not at all / A little / Very much / not applicable 
 
8. How did this event affect your feelings about yourself, such as your self-esteem or 
your self-confidence? 
 Negatively / Not at all / Positively / Not applicable 
 
9. Since you got hurt, to what degree did you expect an apology? (Please circle) 
 
0  1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all    Somewhat    Extremely 
 
10. Did you confront the person who hurt you about this event? _____ 
 
11. Did you receive an apology? _____ 
 
12. Whether or not you confronted this person, to what degree have you forgiven 
him/her? (Please circle) 
 
0  1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all    Somewhat    Extremely 
 
We now are interested in learning how you feel about this person today. Please 
describe your relationship with this person right now (Please use the following scale): 
 
1   2   3   4 
Not at all  Slightly  Somewhat  Extremely 
 
1. How well does this individual meet your needs? 1       2       3       4 
2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 1       2       3       4 
3. How much better is your relationship compared to most?   1       2       3       4 
4. To what extent has this relationship met your expectations? 1       2       3       4 
5. How much do you love this individual? 1       2       3       4 
6. How problematic is your relationship? 1       2       3       4 
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Finally, we need to look at what you feel about the hurtful event today. You may 
have felt one thing back when it happened, but feel differently about it today. Think 
back to that event when you were hurt and use the following scale to rate how 
strongly you feel each of the emotions listed right now (please circle your response). 
    Not at all                       Moderate              The most in my life 
 
 
1. PROUD   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
2. SHAKY   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
3. ANXIOUS   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
4. ASHAMED   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7---
---8 
5. BORED   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
6. CALM   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
7. CONTENT   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
8. CONFUSED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
9. EXCITED   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
10. FATIGUED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
11. AFRAID   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
12. HAPPY   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
13. INTERESTED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
14. OFFENDED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
15. PLEASANT    0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
 
16. UPSET   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
17. SATISFIED  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
18. TENSE   0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
19. SYMPATHETIC  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
20. NERVOUS  0------- 1------- 2------- 3------- 4------- 5------- 6------- 7------8 
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Informed Consent Script for the University of the Philippines. 

Anonymous Survey 

You are invited to participate in a research study titled “Hurtful Interpersonal 
Interactions Across Cultural Groups”. This study is being conducted by Henri Carlo 
Santos for the completion of a Senior Honors Thesis at Georgetown University. This 
research study aims to examine how individuals from different cultures feel and 
regulate their emotions in hurtful situations. The researchers are interested in 
understanding whether these conflicts got resolved and how these affected an 
individual’s emotions and relationship satisfaction. The researchers are also trying to 
learn what emotional regulation strategies were useful for people in different 
cultures. 
Participation in this study is entirely voluntary at all times. You can choose not to 
participate at all or to leave the study at any time. Regardless of your decision, there 
will be no effect on your relationship with the researcher or any other consequences.  
You are being asked to take part in this study because you are a college student 
living in the Philippines. This study aims to compare college students from different 
cultural groups, including those in the Philippines. 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to fill out a survey questionnaire about a 
recent event when someone hurt you emotionally and how you felt and reacted to 
this event. This survey should take around 40 minutes to complete. The survey will 
be collected as soon as you complete at the Junior Psychology Lounge in Palma 
Hall Annex. 
All of your responses to this survey will remain anonymous and cannot be linked to 
you in any way. No identifying information about you will be collected at any point 
during the study, and your survey will be identified only with a random number. Once 
you submit your completed survey, there will be no way to withdraw your responses 
from the study because the survey contains no identifying information. 
Study data will be kept in digital format on the investigator’s laptop.  Access to digital 
data will be protected by computer passwords. Only the investigator and his faculty 
advisor, Dr. Yulia Chentsova-Dutton, will have access to the data. 
There are no risks associated with this study. While you will not experience any 
direct benefits from participation, information collected in this study may benefit 
others in the future by helping to better understand the emotional processes in 
hurtful interactions, especially if they differ across cultural groups. 
If you have any questions regarding the survey or this research project in general, 
please contact the principal investigator, Henri Carlo Santos, at 0927.6022557 or via 
email at hcs27@georgetown.edu, or his faculty advisor, Yulia Chentsova-Dutton at 
via email at yec2@georgetown.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
research participant, please contact the Georgetown University IRB at 
irboard@georgetown.edu. 
By completing and submitting this survey, you are indicating your consent to 
participate in this study. 
 

 

 



MOTIVES AND VALUES BEHIND FORGIVENESS 

 

64 

Informed Consent Script for Georgetown. 
 

Anonymous Survey 
You are invited to participate in a research study titled “Hurtful Interpersonal 
Interactions Across Cultural Groups”. This study is being conducted by Henri Carlo 
Santos for the completion of a Senior Honors Thesis at Georgetown University. This 
research study aims to examine how individuals from different cultures feel and 
regulate their emotions in hurtful situations. The researchers are interested in 
understanding whether these conflicts got resolved and how these affected an 
individual’s emotions and relationship satisfaction. The researchers are also trying to 
learn what emotional regulation strategies were useful for people in different 
cultures. 
Participation in this study is entirely voluntary at all times. You can choose not to 
participate at all or to leave the study at any time. Regardless of your decision, there 
will be no effect on your relationship with the researcher or any other consequences. 
If you have signed up for GRVP-SONA this semester in response to an 
announcement from one of your professors who is offering extra credit, then your 
professor will be notified of your participation so that you can obtain extra credit at 
the end of the semester.  You will also be offered pizza and soda during the session. 
If you have not signed up GRVP-SONA or if you have already completed the extra 
credit option, then you will be compensated $10/hr on your GO card and you will be 
offered pizza and soda during the session. 
You are being asked to take part in this study because you are a college student 
living in the United States. This study aims to compare college students from 
different cultural groups, including those in the United States. 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to fill out a survey questionnaire about a 
recent event when someone hurt you emotionally and how you felt and reacted to 
this event. This survey should take around 40 minutes to complete. The survey will 
be collected as soon as you complete at White Gravenor 301K. 
All of your responses to this survey will remain anonymous and cannot be linked to 
you in any way. No identifying information about you will be collected at any point 
during the study, and your survey will be identified only with a random number. Once 
you submit your completed survey, there will be no way to withdraw your responses 
from the study because the survey contains no identifying information. 
Study data will be kept in digital format on the investigator’s laptop.  Access to digital 
data will be protected by computer passwords. Only the investigator and his faculty 
advisor, Dr. Yulia Chentsova-Dutton, will have access to the data. 
There are no risks associated with this study. While you will not experience any 
direct benefits from participation, information collected in this study may benefit 
others in the future by helping to better understand the emotional processes in 
hurtful interactions, especially if they differ across cultural groups. 
If you have any questions regarding the survey or this research project in general, 
please contact the principal investigator, Henri Carlo Santos, at 202.957.4297 or via 
email at hcs27@georgetown.edu, or his faculty advisor, Yulia Chentsova-Dutton via 
email at yec2@georgetown.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
research participant, please contact the Georgetown University IRB at (202) 687-
6553 or irboard@georgetown.edu. 
By completing and submitting this survey, you are indicating your consent to 
participate in this study. 


