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Abstract. Research on resentment (unforgiveness) and forgiveness is presented in the scientific literature
in a clear disparity with its real-life implications. While forgiveness has been studied for more than 40 years,
the study of resentment is only at an initial stage. Therefore, our task was both a phenomenological study of
these psychological phenomena and a test of the new PPS scale for diagnosing resentment and forgiveness and
its connections with subjective (psychological) well-being. The results of the phenomenological study indicate
that the key point in the transition from resentment to forgiveness is the motivation to maintain a relationship
with the offender, the belief in the unintentional nature of the offense, as well as the presence of good intentions
and repentance of the offender. The results of the correlation study showed the expected negative relationship
between resentment and its components with subjective well-being and a positive relationship with ill-being.
However, there was the absence of such a connection between resentment and physical health or depression,
while forgiveness had no significant connection with subjective well-being. The latter finding differs from
numerous studies and requires additional research using a more diverse methodology.

Key words: resentment (unforgiveness), forgiveness, dispositional forgiveness, emotional forgiveness,
subjective well-being.

Introduction. According to the Christian tradition in the European culture, forgiveness is con-
sidered to be a definite positive way of coping with a moral transgression. Many studies show pos-
itive links between a disposition toward forgiveness and subjective well-being. In a semi-structured
interview, non-believers and especially believers connected forgiveness of particular transgressions
with feelings of improvement of their own opportunities and relationships, spiritual growth and the
increased sense of meaning (Akhtar et al., 2017). Potentially, forgiveness can decrease hostility,
anger, and desire for revenge, and increase compassion, sympathy, or pity for an offender (Enright
and Fitzgibbons 2000; Wade and Worthington 2005).

These effects are quite understandable, considering that forgiveness therapy reduces depression,
anxiety and stress and increases subjective well-being (Baskin and Enright 2004; Wade et al. 2013).
A large survey conducted in the United States has shown the link between forgiveness of others, one-
self, and by God and decreased odds of depression for women (Toussaint et al., 2008). For men such
a link was significant only for forgiveness of oneself. However, this type of forgiveness cannot be
considered prosocial or similar to the forgiveness of others.

The concept of forgiveness is differentiated based on the different targets (i.e., oneself, others,
God) and the type of process of forgiveness (i.e., offering, feeling, or seeking; Toussaint & Webb,
2005). Of course, the differentiation of two dimensions of forgiveness — internal or external is very
important (Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer, 1998). The latter presupposes the possibility of excusing
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somebody as a conventional act, without the actual feeling of forgiveness and possibility of feeling
forgiveness without the appropriate communication with the offender.

Some researchers have differentiated emotional forgiveness from decisional forgiveness. Emotional
forgiveness presupposes “a decision to try to act differently toward the offender and, not seeking pay-
back, treating the person as a valuable and valued person” (Worthington, 2020, p.4). Emotional for-
giveness has the most significant health effect because it reduces stress-related problems (see Griffin
et al., 2016). That is probably because emotional forgiveness takes away much of the power behind
angry, anxious and sad rumination. Decisions to forgive most likely have the largest effect on rela-
tional wellbeing (Riek & Mania, 2012). That is probably because intentions to behave more posi-
tively can result in changed relational behaviors. Emotional changes due to emotional forgiveness
tend to be more internal. Decisional forgiveness is likely to be more related to spiritual health than is
emotional forgiveness (Davis et al., 2013; Worthington & Sandage, 2016).

However, even making a sincere decision to forgive, one may still feel emotionally unforgiving
(e.g., angry, resentful, and hurt) toward the offender” (Lichtenfeld, Maier, Buechner, Capo, 2019, p. 3).
According to Enright and the Human Development Study Group (1991), forgiveness is a multidi-
mensional construct that contains dimensions of affect, behavior, and cognition (Toussaint & Webb,
2005). However, this differentiation does not seem productive in the study of forgiveness because it
does not lend itself to isolating and measuring the behavioral component of forgiveness. This seems
strange, because isn’t possible identify a behavioral component of internal forgiveness, if we accept
the previous differentiation.

Forgiveness removes or minimizes the need for retribution, restitution, reconciliation, or a return
to vulnerability by the victim (Rosenak & Harnden, 1992). Some studies show positive associations
between dispositional forgiveness and life satisfaction (Allemand et al. 2012; Chan, 2013; Krause &
Ellison 2003), but all these studies were focused on very specific target groups and areas of satisfac-
tion, especially, participants of psychotherapeutic or consultation process.

Consequences of forgiveness may not only lead to minimization of tendency for retribution
(Braithwaite, Selby, Fincham, 2011; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight,
1998), but also to repairing positive attitudes towards the transgressor (Fincham, 2009). Moreover,
Hall and Fincham (2006) show that in a person who had experienced jealousy, negative attributions
of partner’s transgressions (its attributions as internal, global, and repeated) may inhibit the forgive-
ness processes.

Data on forgiveness in marital relationships appear more conclusive. Partner-specific forgiveness
was positively associated with life satisfaction, and this association was stronger than the associa-
tion between general forgiveness and life satisfaction. Partner-specific and general forgiveness were
positively related, as were spouses’ reports of partner-specific forgiveness (Karremans, Van Lange,
Ouwerkerk, & Kluwer, 2003). Forgiveness was positively associated with marital satisfaction and
communication in both the training and control groups. Couples in the forgiveness-based group
showed a greater improvement in communication at follow-up than couples in the control group but
did not differ from couples in the hope-focused group (Ripley & Worthington, 2002).

Also, it is possible to differentiate dispositional forgiveness and state forgiveness (e.g. Thompson
et al., 2005; Eaton et al., 2006). Dispositional forgiveness refers to the general tendency to forgive
independently of particular relationships and situations, while state (episodic) forgiveness is related
to specific episodes when the target of the offense forgives the offender for a particular transgres-
sion (Berry et al., 2001; Brown, 2003; Paleari et al., 2009). Low dispositional forgiveness does not
exclude state forgiveness but decreases its probability and requires more justification for the offender.
For example, we feel a jolt on the bus that arouses our indignation, but upon looking back we see the
man with a big backpack who accidentally bumped into us. The fact that our indignation has disap-
peared can be interpreted as emotional state forgiveness.
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Dispositional forgiveness is more interesting and more attractive for researchers as the target of
study. In particular, the study on gender and age differences in dispositional forgiveness in Poland
and Italy show higher levels of forgiveness among male participants and older participants (Cabras,
Kaleta, Mroz, Loi, Sechi, 2022). Some scholars believe that the disposition to forgive is more
strongly associated with a quality of life than a single act of forgiveness (Munoz Sastre et al., 2003,
Thompson et al., 2005).

In the metaanalysis we should take into account the very positive connotation of forgiveness
in Christian culture. The majority of forgiveness studies were conducted at Catholic universities and
were largely focused on argumentation of this positive significance. This does not mean that all pre-
vious data on forgiveness were falsified, but some of studies used very specific samples, measures
that were not valid or reliable, and did not take into account the internal dimension and diversity of
forgiveness. The concept of “good Samaritan” forgiveness appears very attractive, but its alignment
with reality remains unclear.

Some data show important gender differences on forgiveness. Fincham and colleagues’ (Fincham
et al., 2002) research with 92 married Italian couples showed that responsibility attributions were the
best predictor of forgiveness for women; however, empathy was a stronger predictor on forgiveness
for men. In addition, Fincham et al.’s (2004) two-site study of forgiveness and conflict resolution
behaviors suggested that three identified components of forgiveness played different roles for wives
and husbands in predicting future conflict resolution. Specifically, wives’ positive forgiveness beha-
viors (e.g., benevolence) were most important in predicting the couple’s conflict resolution, whereas
husbands’ negative forgiveness behaviors (i.e., retaliation, avoidance) mattered most.

Enright and Coyle (1998) proposed to divide the process of forgiveness into four broad phases:
uncovering, decision, work, and deepening. Uncovering refers to the awareness of the problem
and emotional pain following an offense, including anger and insight. Decision includes realizing the
need for an alternate resolution. Work includes processes such as reframing, empathy, and accept-
ance of moral pain. Deepening includes finding meaning and universality. It is carefully pointed out
that the overall process of forgiveness is not likely to be linear. In the earliest stages of the process
(i.e., uncovering and decision), forgiveness may actually be related to poorer mental health. As one
works through the later phases (i.e., work and deepening), the effects of forgiveness should become
more beneficial. This representation appears more hypothetical because there is no empirical verifica-
tion and, for example, it is not easy to assess the decision stage before the need is met.

Furthermore, scholars (Fincham et al., 2004; Rye et al., 2001, Worthington and Wade, 1999) have
pointed out that forgiveness consists of two distinct domains — negative and positive. The negative
aspect entails overcoming unforgiveness, namely, reducing the resentment and retaliatory or avoi-
dant impulses (Wade & Worthington, 2003). Maintaining a considerable physical and psychological
distance from the transgressor might, in fact, be an attempt to avoid an unacceptable self-image.
Thus, overcoming unforgiveness can be seen as the successful abandonment of the negative self-view
resulting in decreased avoidance motivation, which in turn removes an internal barrier to connecting
with the perpetrator (Fincham et al., 2004).

Data show the mediating role of relationship features and transgressors’s apologies in
the link between forgiveness and life satisfaction (Bono, McCullough, & Root, 2008). This
means that we prefer to forgive our close friends and relatives more often than less close per-
sons, especially if they ask us to excuse them for a transgression. Offenders who apologize, take
responsibility for the harm they caused, express remorse, and engage in amends-making are
more likely to be forgiven than those who do not (Fehr et al., 2010; Merolla & Zhang, 2011).
However, even forgiveness of close partners can lead to negative consequences (McNulty, 2011).

Meanwhile, even superficial phenomenological analysis persuades us that resentment toward
other's transgressions is experienced more often than forgiveness of these transgressions.. Every act
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of forgiveness can become an unique event in our mental life, but resentment is an everyday phe-
nomenon that may transform into a latent condition or could become a subject-matter of life-long
rumination. Some of these rumination topics later may lead to forgiveness. Such transformations do
not occur frequently, but each case is reflected in our consciousness quite clearly. One of the factors
influencing forgiveness is the victim's ability to differentiate between the the offender’s personality
and their wrongful actions (Fincham, 2000).

According to some data, forgiveness without deservingness (did not apologize/make amends)
does not ensure a high level of well-being. If a victim forgives when it is not deserved, the victim’s
well-being is equivalent to not forgiving at all (Strelan, McKee & Feather, 2016). In turn, unfor-
giveness or resentment may be connected with many negative processes, including the decrease of
well-being. Stackhouse and colleagues view unforgiveness not as the polar opposite of forgiveness
but as a distinct—though overlapping—construct (Jones Ross et al., 2018; Stackhouse et al., 2016,
2018). In part, this view rests on the assumption that unforgiveness can be reduced through means
other than forgiving (e.g., cognitive reframing, exacting revenge; Worthington, 2001).

At the same time, the small proportions of forgiveness acts in the number of moral transgressions
show the existence of some serious barriers to forgiveness. It isn’t only emotional-ruminative ele-
ments with hard and long-term feelings, but also cognitive-evaluative elements that reasonably reject
the value of forgiving in the particular situation and offenders’ reconstrual that change own view of
offenderin amore negative fashion as amorally wrong person (Boon, Hojjat, Paulin, Stackhouse, 2022).

This doesn’t reject recently proposed interpretation of resentment (unforgiveness) as the tertiary
emotion including primary and secondary emotions (TenHouten, 2018). However, it is challenging
to combine such a complicated phenomenon with the concept of emotion; especially, given the lack
of data on the link between resentment and disgust, anger or contempt that author has considered as
the basis of resentment. According to Worthington (2001) unforgiveness looks as a cold emotional
complex that can result when people ruminate about experiences in which they have been wronged.

If the offender denies responsibility, refuses to show contrition, or declines to apologize, what
is referred to as the ‘injustice gap’ widens (Davis et al., 2015). Eventually, this leads to cognitive
reframing of the transgression as reasonable and essential for the offender. “Victims” may expe-
rience residual resentment (unforgiveness) despite having forgiven when they cannot forgive fully
or have ambivalence in their attitudes toward the subject-matter of forgiveness (Boon et al., 2022)
or fluctuations in their desires to forgive (McCullough et al., 2003). Perhaps, this ambivalence is
more often revealed when forgiveness has communicative character only; external, but not internal.
It could signify traces of previous resentment maintenance that can stay for a long time in the latent
condition till the next open conflict with the offender.

Offenders who express excuses or remorse and make some amends are more likely to be forgiven
than those who do not (Eaton, Struthers, 2006; Fehr et al., 2010; Merolla & Zhang, 2011). This sug-
gest that the lack of remorse, excuse or amends can diminish victims willingness to forgive (e.g.,
Rapske et al., 2010; Younger et al., 2004). Additionally, the offender’s actions (or the lack of these
actions) can create some barriers to forgiveness, described as fear of one’s dignity and trust in the
offender loyalty, decreased self-esteem, the loss of control in communicative situation, denial of jus-
tice requirements, concerns that forgiving might fail to prevent further wrongdoing, moral outrage,
and desires for vengeance (Pearce et al., 2018; Strelan et al., 2017). According to some studies, only
apology-based-forgiveness leads to the victim’s subjective well-being improvement, while forgive-
ness without an apology and remorse leads to the same low level of well-being as unforgiveness
(Strelan et al., 2016).

Taking into account that resentment can be considered as a primary reaction on moral transgres-
sion, while forgiveness is the result of reappraising the transgression, that is a secondary phenom-
enon based on the same event — we can presuppose a definite but small overlap in the mental con-
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tent of these phenomena. The first aim of our study was to specificy the similarities and differences
between forgiveness and resentment using phenomenology of these feelings. The second aim was to
study links between forgiveness, resentment and subjective well-being. This variable is very impor-
tant and generally accepted as an indicator of life quality and is useful for more effective strategies
of psychological help and support elaboration.

Study 1. On the first stage of our phenomenological study 57 participants — second and third grade
undergraduates (42 women and 15 men 20-52 years old; Av. Age — M= 33.5, SD = 8.26) wrote two
autobiographical narratives on forgiveness and resentment (unforgiveness). Later qualitative analysis
of these narratives was applied. All phrases were separated into content units that represent individu-
alized specific information, simply sorting one unit out from another unit.

These units were successively enumerated and appropriate part of them was distributed into
14 categories ( 1) feeling of cheating (fraud), 2) blight on offender, 3) indignation, 4) desire to end
the relationship, 5) desire to inflict vengeance for transgression, 6) astonishment, 7) understanding
of the transgression’s accidentality, 8) decreased self-esteem, 9) reduced contact with the offender,
10) belief in the offender’s good intentions, 11) belief in offender’s remorse, 12) feeling that the
transgression was undeserved, 13) ruminations on the reasons for the transgression, 14) desire to
maintain the relationships). All these categories were developed based on previous studies of forgive-
ness and resentment (Boon, Hojjat, Paulin, Stackhouse, 2022; Jones Ross, Boon, Stackhouse, 2017;
McCullough et al., 2003; Pearce et al., 2018; Stackhouse, 2016; Stackhouse, et al., 2018; Strelan et
al., 2016; Wade & Worthington, 2005).

Results. The results of the content units’ distribution in two narratives on resentment (unforgive-
ness) and forgiveness are presented in the figure Ne 1.
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Fig. 1. Distribution of content units on forgiveness and resentment stories

In accordance with these data only the sixth category ‘astonishment’ shows similarity in both
stories, while all other categories show significant differences for resentment and forgiveness.
The chi-squared test of association > = 904.01 (p <.001) shows general difference between resent-
ment and forgiveness on the basis of the link between resentment/forgiveness and selected catego-
ries. Four categories were significantly higher (according to the number of content units) in forgive-
ness: 1) faith in transgression’s accidentality, 2) belief in the offender’s good intentions, 3) belief in
the offender’s remorse, 4) desire to maintain the relationship. This indicates that we have four main
specific elements of forgiveness — relationships-preservation-motivation and three types of cognitive
attributions directed on the decrease of offender’s responsibility and guilt. If these elements predom-
inate over other feelings and attributions we can expect forgiveness with higher probability. When
other elements, excluding astonishment, predominate resentment is more likely to occur.
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Study 2. Based on previous measures and studies of forgiveness and unforgiveness we elaborated
new 65 items two-factor scale Pardzivojumu pédas skala (PPS — Traces of our experiences scale)
which includes a unitary scale of dispositional forgiveness and a multifaceted scale of dispositional
resentment (unforgiveness), including such three subscales as emotional-ruminative unforgiveness,
cognitive-evaluative unforgiveness, and offender reconstrual (Stackhouse, Jones Ross, & Boon,
2018). The subscale of forgiveness includes 16 items, such as — ‘If a person confesses to being guilty,
we should forgive’, ‘Being late to an informal meeting is a venial sin’). Emotional-ruminative unfor-
giveness on resentment subscale includes 23 items, such as ‘My soul wounds of past offenses remain
bleeding’, ‘I am obsessed with idea that my boss isn’t fair to me’), cognitive-evaluative unforgiveness
includes 8 items (such as ‘It is impossible to forgive a person who intentionally discloses in Internet
information on intimate life of me or my close persons’, ‘I cannot leave behind piggishness perpe-
trated by guests in my house’), offender reconstrual includes 6 items (as ‘I remember all persons who
put me in the line of fire’, ‘it is highly unlikely that I will continue friendly relationships with person
who have expressed xenophobic ideas’).

All subscales of the PPS questionnaire have sufficiently strong indices of reliability by internal
consistency. Cronbach's Alpha is 0.88 for the general scale PPS, including 0.70 for the Inclination to
forgiveness (13 items) and 0.91 for the Inclination to resentment (52 items) (see table. 1).

The aim of the study was to specify the links between resentment/forgiveness and subjective
well-being. Based on previous studies, different connections with well-being can be expected not
only for resentment and forgiveness but for three elements of resentment (Stackhouse, Ross, & Boon,
2016; 2018). At the same time, resentment as the subject-matter of psychological study is quite new
(Breslav, 2020) and first measures of resentment (offense, unforgiveness) are unfledged. This means
that the research aim will be inevitably supplemented by methodological aim — verification of the new
measure of resentment.

The main hypothesis states that resentment and forgiveness have different links with well-being;
resentment more negative, but forgiveness — positive link (Chan 2013; Krause & Ellison 2003). For
more advanced measurement of well-being the multidimensional 39-item measure — BSW (Berne
Questionnaire of Subjective Well-Being) was used, which includes different positive and negative
aspects of well-being (Grob, 1991; Grob, Liithi, Kaiser, Flammer, Mackinnon, & Wearing, 1991).
This measure, initially developed for adolescents and later adapted for adults, demonstrates strong
psychometric properties: — Cronbach’s a for internal consistency ranges from 0.69 till 0.87 and
results of confirmatory factor analysis align with expectations (Grob, 1995).

The 39-item measure of well-being with a 5-point scale includes two high order variables —
Satisfaction and Ill-being and six specific variables: Positive Attitude toward Life (such as ‘I enjoy
life more than most people do’); Problems (as ‘How often in the past few weeks did you worry
because... you had problems with other people?’), Somatic Complaints (as ‘In the past few weeks
have you .... ... had stomach ache? ... suffered from heart beating or heart pains?’); Self-Esteem (as
‘I am capable of doing things just as well as most other people’; Depressive Mood (as ‘I have lost
interest in other people and do not concern myself with them’); and Joy in Life ( as ‘In the past few
weeks have you ... been pleased because you had achieved something? ©).

35 women and 15 male Latvian residents aged 30 to 37 years participated in the study (M female =
33.1; M male = 34.1). All participants were surveyed online via email and social networks using
Microsoft Word to presentation the two inventories. The time allocated for completing the inventories
was controlled and all responses were collected on the same day they were sent out.

Results. The main data are represented in Figure 2. The tendency to forgive shows no significant
correlations with well-being or ill-being. The tendency toward offense (resentment) shows a positive
correlation with ill-being (.80) and with problems (.37) and a negative correlation with joy in life
(- .45). Accordingly, all resentment components have similar significant negative correlations with
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well-being and its components, as well as positive correlations with ill-being and with problems
(mainly with other people), but not with depressive mood and somatic complaints.

Fig. 2. Correlation table of the main variables in the PPS and BSW scales

Table 1
Data on the resentment and forgiveness scale (PPS) and subscales’ reliability
Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items

General scale .88 65
Inclination to forgiveness .70 13
Inclination to resentment 91 52
Emotional subscale of resentment .87 23
Cognitive subscale of resentment 18 8
Reappraisal of wrongdoer .70 6

The internal consistency data (Cronbach's Alpha) indicate that our scale and subscales of resent-
ment and forgiveness demonstrate sufficient reliability, with values ranging from 0.7 to 0.91.

Discussion. The results of the phenomenological study show a partial intercrossing of resentment
and forgiveness features which appears to be an expected outcome. As mentioned previously, resent-
ment is a primary reaction to a moral transgression, but forgiveness is a secondary reaction to a sim-
ilar offense. The similarity in astonishment is easily understandable as obviously people unwittingly
share a presumption of innocence. Namely, they expect more or less appropriate conduct in commu-
nicative situations from significant others. As a consequence, the moral transgression or something
perceived as such by the offender creates the cognitive dissonance and surprise in both cases.

In the same way we can explain the high level of indignation in the forgiveness narrative as a
natural reaction to moral transgression. It is understandable that the level of indignation is higher in
cases of resentment, but in the forgiveness story it is higher than beliefs on good intentions but not on
remorse of the offender. The key factor of the difference appears to be the motive to retain the rela-
tionship with the offender that links with a higher level of the faith in the randomness of misconduct,
beliefs in the good intentions and in the remorse of the offender. This link is understandable taking
into account that the remorse facilitates forgiveness (Eaton, & Struthers, 2006; Exline, & Baumeister,
2000). These beliefs can be considered part of emotion-focused coping with transgression, which is
associated with forgiving (Konstam, Holmes, & Levine, 2003).

The results of the correlational study align with expectations in some aspects — the negative link
between resentment and subjective well-being and the positive link with ill-being. However, they
deviate from expectations in the lack of the associations between resentment and some subscales
of ill-being (somatic complaints and depression), as well as the lack of the link between forgiveness
and well-being.
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The latter is understandable given that forgiveness is more strongly linked to well-being for people
who reported being closer and more committed to their partners before the transgression, as well as
among those whose partners apologized and made amends for the transgression (Bono, McCullough,
& Root, 2008). At the same time, changes in attitude toward the partner appear to explain the link
between forgiveness and well-being. This suggests that the negative changes in the attitude to the
offender may weaken the link between forgiveness and well-being. In addition, if the victim perceives
the offense as intentional such behaviors as apologies and restorative actions are experienced as less
useful for forgiveness (Martinez-Diaz, et al., 2021).

We can see that the positive link of resentment with ill-being based mainly on ‘the increase of
problems’ subscale, which reflects tensions in personal communications. This is understandable,
given that the offender is typically part of one’s closest social circle. But it is not the same on the link
between resentment and somatic complaints or depression.

Conclusions. It is difficult to overstate the importance of studying the phenomena of resentment
and forgiveness, as they can have significant and long-lasting effects on an individual’s life. The phe-
nomenological and correlational study conducted revealed new characteristics of these phenomena
and shows the complexity of their role in an individual’s life. While a significant number of previous
studies have indicated a direct and indirect link between forgiveness and subjective or psychological
well-being, our study did not confirm this.

At the same time, given the multidimensional nature of forgiveness, future studies should utilize
multidimensional methodologies, unlike a single-measure methodology used in this study. Such stud-
1es would allow researches to control for the characteristics of the situation related to the offense,
and provide an opportunity to analyze forgiveness as a multi-stage process. This study confirms the
negative correlation between resentment and subjective well-being (in the area of communication
problems), but did not confirm a positive link between forgiveness and well-being.

References:

1. Akhtar, S., Dolan, A., Barlow, J. (2017). Understanding the Relationship Between State Forgiveness
and Psychological Wellbeing: A Qualitative Study. Journal of Religion & Health. Vol. 56 Issue 2,
450-463. DOI: 10.1007/s10943-016-0188-9.

2. Allemand, M., Hill, L. P., Ghaemmaghami, P., & Martin, M. (2012). Forgivingness and subjec-
tive wellbeing in adulthood: The moderating role of future time perspective. Journal of Research in
Personality, 46, 32-39.

3. Baskin, T. W., & Enright, R. D. (2004). Intervention Studies on Forgiveness: A Meta-Analysis. Journal
of Counseling & Development, 8§2(1), 79-90. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2004.tb00288.x

4. Baumeister, R. F., Exline, J. J., & Sommer, K. L. (1998). The victim role, grudge theory, and two
dimensions of forgiveness. In E. L. Worthington (Ed.), Dimensions of forgiveness: Psychological
research and theological perspective (pp. 79-106). Philadelphia: Templeton Foundation Press.

5. Berry, J.W., Worthington Jr., E.L., Parrott III, L., O’Connor, L.E., Wade, N.G., (2001). Dispositional
forgivingness: development and construct validity of the transgression narrative test of forgivingness
(TNTF). Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1277-1290.

6. Bono, G., McCullough, M. E., & Root, L. M. (2008). Forgiveness, feeling connected to others, and
well-being: Two longitudinal studies. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34, 182-195.

7. Boon, S. D.; Hojjat, M., Paulin, M., Stackhouse, M. R. D. (2022). Between friends: Forgiveness,
unforgiveness, and wrongdoing in same-sex friendships. Journal of Social & Personal Relationships.,
Vol. 39 (6), 1693-1716. DOI: 10.1177/02654075211062272.

8. Braithwaite, S. R., Selby, E. A., & Fincham, F. D. (2011). Forgiveness and Relationship Satisfaction:
Mediating Mechanisms. Journal of Family Psychology, 25, 551-559. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
20024526

9. Breslav, G. (2020). Obida kak predmet psihologicheskogo izuchenija: Ot proschenija k ego otsut-
stviju. (Resentment as the Subject-Matter of Psychological Study: From Forgiveness to the Lack of

113


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2004.tb00288.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024526

Baltic Journal of Legal and Social Sciences, 2024, 2 (2)

Forgiveness). Psychology. Journal of Higher School of Economics, Ilcuxonocus. Kypuan Beicuietl
wixonwvl dxonomuxu, T. 17. Nel. C. 27-42. DOI: 10.17323/1813-8918-2020-1-27-42.

10. Brown, R. P. (2003). Measuring individual differences in the tendency to forgive: Construct validity
and links with depression. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 759—771. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167203029006008

11. Cabras, C., Kaleta, K., Mroz, J., Loi, G., Sechi, C. (2022). Gender and age differences in forgiving-
ness in Italian and Polish samples. Heliyon, v. 8(6). doi: 10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e09771.

12. Chan, W. D. (2013). Subjective well-being of Hong Kong Chinese teachers: The contribution of
gratitude, forgiveness, and the orientations to happiness. Teaching and Teacher Education, 32, 22-30.

13. Davis, D. E., Hook, J. N., Van Tongeren, D. R., DeBlaere, C., Rice, K. G., & Worthington, Jr, E. L.
(2015). Making a decision to forgive. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 62, 280-288. https:// doi.
org/10.1037/cou0000054

14. Davis, D. E.; Worthington, E.; Hook, J.N.; Emmons, R. A.; Hill, P. C.; Bollinger, R. A.; Van Tongeren,
D. R. (2013). Humility and the Development and Repair of Social Bonds: Two Longitudinal Studies.
Self & Identity. Vol. 12 Issue 1, 58-77. DOI: 10.1080/15298868.2011.636509.

15. Eaton, J., Struthers, C. W. (2006). The reduction of psychological aggression across varied interper-
sonal contexts through repentance and forgiveness. Aggressive Behavior. Vol. 32 (3), 195-206.

16. Eaton, J., Struthers, C. W., & Santelli, A. G. (2006). Dispositional and state forgiveness: The role
of self-esteem, need for structure, and narcissism. Personality and Individual Differences, v. 41 (2),
371-80. https://doi.org/10.1016/.paid.2006.02.005

17. Enright, R. D., & Coyle, T. (1998). Researching the process model of forgiveness within psychologi-
cal interventions. In E. L. Worthington (Ed.), Dimensions of forgiveness: Psychological research and
theological perspectives (pp. 139-161). Radnor: Templeton Foundation Press.

18. Enright, R. D., & Fitzgibbons, R. P. (2000). Helping clients forgive: An empirical guide for resolving
anger and restoring hope. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

19. Enright, R. D., & the Human Development Study Group (1991). The moral development of forgive-
ness. In W. Kurtines & J. Gewirtz (Eds.), Handbook of Moral Behavior and Development ,Vol. 1,
(pp. 123-152). Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

20. Exline, J. J., & Baumeister, R. F. (2000). Expressing forgiveness and repentance: Benefits and barri-
ers. In M. E. McCullough, K. I. Pargament, & C. E. Thoresen (Eds.), The psychology of forgiveness
(pp. 133-155). New York: Guilford.

21. Fehr, R., Gelfand, M. J., & Nag, M. (2010). The road to forgiveness: A meta-analytic syn-
thesis of its situational and dispositional correlates. Psychological Bulletin, 136, 894-914.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023012

22. Fincham, F. D. (2000). The kiss of the porcupines: From attributing responsibility to forgiving.
Personal Relationships, 7, 1-23.

23. Fincham, F. D. (2009). “Forgiveness: Integral to a Science of Close Relationships?” in (ed. by
Mikulincer and Shaver) Prosocial Motives, Emotions, and Behavior: The Better Angels of Our
Nature,. Washington, (Pp. 347-365). DC: APA Books.

24. Fincham, F. D., Beach, S. R. H., & Davila, J. (2004). Forgiveness and conflict resolution in marriage.
Journal of Family Psychology, 18, 72—-81.

25. Fincham, F. D., Paleari, G., & Regalia, C. (2002). Forgiveness in marriage: The role of relationship
quality, attributions, and empathy. Personal Relationships, 9, 27-37.

26. Griffin, B. J.; Moloney, J. M.; Green, J. D.; Worthington, Jr., E.L.; Cork, B.; Tangney, J. P.; Van
Tongeren, D. R.; Davis, D. E.; Hook, J. N. (2016). Perpetrators’ reactions to perceived interpersonal
wrongdoing: The associations of guilt and shame with forgiving, punishing, and excusing oneself.
Self & Identity. Nov, Vol. 15 (6), 650-661. DOI: 10.1080/15298868.2016.1187669.

27. Grob, A. (1993). BFW: Berner Fragebogen zum Wohlbefinden Jugendlicher. In G. Westhoff (Hrsg.).
Handbuch psychosozialer Messinstrumente (pp. 132-134). Gottingen: Hogrefe.

28. Grob, A. (1995). Subjective well-being and significant life events across the life span. Swiss Journal
of Psychology, 54, 3-18.

114


https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203029006008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203029006008
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/personality-and-individual-differences
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023012

Baltic Journal of Legal and Social Sciences, 2024, 2 (2)

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Grob, A., Lithi, R., Kaiser, F. G., Flammer, A., Mackinnon, A., & Wearing, A.J. (1991). Berner
Fragebogen zum Wohlbefinden Jugendlicher (BFW). Diagnostica, 37, 66-75.

Hall, J.H., & Fincham, F.D. (2006). Relationship dissolution following infidelity: The roles of attri-
butions and forgiveness. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 25, 508-522.

Jones Ross, R. W., Boon, S. D., & Stackhouse, M. R. D. (2018). Redefining unforgiveness: Exploring
victims’ experiences in the wake of unforgiven interpersonal transgressions. Deviant Behavior, 39(8),
1069—1081. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2017.1399747

Karremans, J. C., Van Lange, P. A. M., Ouwerkerk, J. W., & Kluwer,E. S. (2003). When forgiving
enhances psychological well-being: The role of interpersonal commitment. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 84, 1011-1026.

Konstam, V., Holmes, W., Levine, B. (2003). Empathy, Selfism, and Coping as Elements of the
Psychology of Forgiveness: A Preliminary Study. Counseling & Values. Vol. 47 Issue 3, p172. 12p.
DOI: 10.1002/1.2161-007X.2003.tb00264.x.

Krause, N., & Ellison, G. C. (2003). Forgiveness by God, forgiveness of others, and psychological
wellbeing in late life. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 42(1), 77-93.

Martinez-Diaz, P., Caperos, J. M., Prieto-Ursua, M., Gismero-Gonzalez, E., Cagigal V., José Carrasco
M. (2021). Frontiers in Psychology, V. 12 |https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.656689

McCullough, M. E., Fincham, F. D., & Tsang, J. (2003). Forgiveness, forbearance, and time:
The temporal unfolding of transgression-related interpersonal motivations. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 84, 540-557.

McCullough, M. E., Rachal, K. C., Sandage, S. J., Worthington, E. L., Brown, S. W., & Hight, T. L.
(1998). Interpersonal forgiving in close relationships: II. Theoretical elaboration and measurement.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 1586—1603.

McNulty, J. K. (2011). The dark side of forgiveness: The tendency to forgive predicts continued
psychological and physical aggression in marriage. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37,
770-783. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211407077

Merolla, A. J., & Zhang, S. (2011). In the wake of transgressions: Examining forgiveness com-
munication in personal relationships. Personal Relationships, 18(1), 79-95. https://doi.
org/10.1111/5.1475-6811.2010.01323.x

Paleari, G., Regalia, C., Fincham F. D. (2009). Measuring Offence-Specific Forgiveness in Marriage:
The Marital Offence-Specific Forgiveness Scale (MOFS) Psychological Assessment 21(2):194-209.
DOI: 10.1037/a0016068

Pearce H., Strelan, P., Burns. N. R (2018) The barriers to forgiveness scale: A measure of active and
reactive reasons for withholding forgiveness. Personality and Individual Differences 134, 337-347.
Rapske, D. L., Boon, S. D., Alibhai, A. M., & Kheong, M. J. (2010). Not forgiven, not forgotten:
An investigation of unforgiven interpersonal offenses. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology,
29(10), 1100-1130.http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2010.29.10.1100

Riek, B. M., & Mania, E. W. (2012). The antecedents and consequences of interper-
sonal forgiveness: A meta-analytic review. Personal Relationships, 19(2), 304-325.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1475-6811.2011.01363.x

Ripley, J. S., & Worthington, E. L., Jr. (2002). Hope-focused and forgiveness-based group inter-
ventions to promote marital enrichment. Journal of Counseling & Development, 80(4), 452—-463.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2002.tb00212.x

Rosenak, C. M. & Harnden, G. M. (1992). Forgiveness in the psychotherapeutic process: Clinical
applications. Journal of Psychology and Christianity, 11(2), 188-197.

Rye, M. S. ; Loiacono, D. M.; Folck, C. D.; Olszewski, B. T. ; Heim T. A. and Madia B. P. (2001).
Evaluation Of The Psychometric Properties Of Two Forgiveness Scales. Current Psychology:
Developmental * Learning * Personality * Social Spring 2001, Vol. 20, No. 3, 260-277.

Stackhouse, M.R.D.; Jones Ross, R. ; Boon, S. D. (2016). The devil in the details: Individual dif-
ferences in unforgiveness and health correlates. Personality & Individual Differences. Vol. 94,
p. 337-341. 5 p. DOI: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.02.005.

115


https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2017.1399747
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.656689
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211407077
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2010.01323.x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2010.01323.x
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Giorgia-Paleari?_sg%5B0%5D=aXGMpBBwlYuXxXGluosT3EeomjcFhr4BHXdOZOjRJcT_9PWlpsxCf39YXSz3lWZToifAIWk.Q_CGK4SHhE6LZDuYg6KNMX3OtqEZTiGbCWqjh0_xd0TI6qAFQ89FK_wtK1Etbh6Z6bvIo8pkOygM2I9BnIE67Q&_sg%5B1%5D=z3IFFzl7FtJ_v8xrPLVinsMoHEaiEv2HOXDhtGhImQEvPWg84awGnQbgQJBnr0MInhzpiiM.mtcLkinkM5xkun96Un5J-ct3MvMCggd_gbDRePsT0AMHJcySS6x4b7ax6hMjJIH9_66kqb1GOi2nGJA7cNL4CQ&_tp=eyJjb250ZXh0Ijp7ImZpcnN0UGFnZSI6Il9kaXJlY3QiLCJwYWdlIjoiX2RpcmVjdCIsInBvc2l0aW9uIjoicGFnZUhlYWRlciJ9fQ
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Camillo-Regalia?_sg%5B0%5D=aXGMpBBwlYuXxXGluosT3EeomjcFhr4BHXdOZOjRJcT_9PWlpsxCf39YXSz3lWZToifAIWk.Q_CGK4SHhE6LZDuYg6KNMX3OtqEZTiGbCWqjh0_xd0TI6qAFQ89FK_wtK1Etbh6Z6bvIo8pkOygM2I9BnIE67Q&_sg%5B1%5D=z3IFFzl7FtJ_v8xrPLVinsMoHEaiEv2HOXDhtGhImQEvPWg84awGnQbgQJBnr0MInhzpiiM.mtcLkinkM5xkun96Un5J-ct3MvMCggd_gbDRePsT0AMHJcySS6x4b7ax6hMjJIH9_66kqb1GOi2nGJA7cNL4CQ&_tp=eyJjb250ZXh0Ijp7ImZpcnN0UGFnZSI6Il9kaXJlY3QiLCJwYWdlIjoiX2RpcmVjdCIsInBvc2l0aW9uIjoicGFnZUhlYWRlciJ9fQ
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Frank-Fincham?_sg%5B0%5D=aXGMpBBwlYuXxXGluosT3EeomjcFhr4BHXdOZOjRJcT_9PWlpsxCf39YXSz3lWZToifAIWk.Q_CGK4SHhE6LZDuYg6KNMX3OtqEZTiGbCWqjh0_xd0TI6qAFQ89FK_wtK1Etbh6Z6bvIo8pkOygM2I9BnIE67Q&_sg%5B1%5D=z3IFFzl7FtJ_v8xrPLVinsMoHEaiEv2HOXDhtGhImQEvPWg84awGnQbgQJBnr0MInhzpiiM.mtcLkinkM5xkun96Un5J-ct3MvMCggd_gbDRePsT0AMHJcySS6x4b7ax6hMjJIH9_66kqb1GOi2nGJA7cNL4CQ&_tp=eyJjb250ZXh0Ijp7ImZpcnN0UGFnZSI6Il9kaXJlY3QiLCJwYWdlIjoiX2RpcmVjdCIsInBvc2l0aW9uIjoicGFnZUhlYWRlciJ9fQ
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Psychological-Assessment-1939-134X?_sg=DzqPgxLF118xt1I-IVN9o10apw1h5jnUepIQO3xYpKjxUIq4IuzUIFYODk9aDvI2EMbD8p9cEpSDMK-6EWeUBAF3vUKiuQ.NKRs4vp8W2Hkzbxb_yaIlgbF3RcmUkFtFH7Ledf0ULK-4L5nedw0gWEe70swJD2dBd00CEDhUoKsW5saFXgnpA&_tp=eyJjb250ZXh0Ijp7ImZpcnN0UGFnZSI6Il9kaXJlY3QiLCJwYWdlIjoiX2RpcmVjdCIsInBvc2l0aW9uIjoicGFnZUhlYWRlciJ9fQ
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016068
https://guilfordjournals.com/author/Pearce%2C+Heather
https://guilfordjournals.com/author/Burns%2C+Nicholas+R
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1521/jscp.2010.29.10.1100
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01363.x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2002.tb00212.x

Baltic Journal of Legal and Social Sciences, 2024, 2 (2)

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.
59.

60.

61.

62.

Stackhouse, M.R. D., Jones Ross, R. W., Boon, S. D., (2018). Unforgiveness: Refining theory and
measurement of an understudied construct. British Journal of Social Psychology 57:1, 130-153.
Strelan, P., Crabb, S., Chan, D., Jones, L. (2017). Lay perspectives on the costs and risks of forgiv-
ing. Personal Relationships. Vol. 24 (2), 392-407. DOI: 10.1111/pere.12189.

Strelan, P., McKee, 1., Feather, N. T. (2016). When and how forgiving benefits victims: Post-
transgression offender effort and the mediating role of deservingness judgements. European Journal
of Social Psychology. Vol. 46 (3), 308-322. DOI: 10.1002/ejsp.2167.

Tenhouten, W.D (2018). From Ressentiment to Resentment as a Tertiary Emotion. Review
of European Studies; (10) No. 4; Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education.
Thompson, L. Y., Snyder, C. R., Hoffman, L., Michael,S. T. Rasmussen, H. N., Billings, L. S.
and Roberts. D. E. (2005). “Dispositional Forgiveness of Self, Others, and Situations.” Journal of
Personality 73, (2):313-60.

Toussaint L.L., Williams D.R. , Musick M.A. , & Everson-Rose S.A. (2008). The association of for-
giveness and 12-month prevalence of major depressive episode: Gender differences in a probability
sample of U.S. adults. Mental Health, Religion & Culture; 11(5): 485-500.

Toussaint, L., & Webb, J. (2005). Theoretical and empirical connections between forgiveness, mental
health, and well-being. In E. Worthington (Ed.), Handbook of forgiveness (pp. 349—362). New York,
NY: Routledge.

Wade, N. G., Hoyt, W. T., Kidwell, J. E. M., & Worthington, E. L. (2013). Efficacy of psychother-
apeutic interventions to promote forgiveness: A meta-analysis. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 82, 154—170. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035268

Wade, N. G.; Worthington Jr., E. L. (2003). Overcoming Interpersonal Offenses: Is Forgiveness the
Only Way to Deal With Unforgiveness? Journal of Counseling & Development. Vol. 81 Issue 3, p3.
43. 11p. DOI: 10.1002/5.1556-6678.2003.tb00261.x.

Worthington, E. L. Jr (2001). Unforgiveness, forgiveness, and reconciliation and their implications
for societal interventions. In R. G. Helmick & R. L. Petersen (Eds.), Forgiveness and reconcilia-
tion: Religion, public policy, and conflict transformation (pp. 161-182). Philadelphia, PA: Templeton
Foundation Press.

Worthington, E. L. Jr (2020). The science of forgiveness. John Templeton foundation.

Worthington, E. L., Jr., & Sandage, S. J. (2016). Forgiveness and spirituality in psychotherapy:
A relational approach. American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/14712-000
Worthington, E. L., Jr., & Wade, N. G. (1999). The psychology of unforgiveness and forgiveness
and implications for clinical practice. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 18(4), 385—418.
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.1999.18.4.385

Worthington, E. L., Jr., & Wade, N. G. (Eds.). (2020). Handbook of forgiveness (2nd ed.). Routledge/
Taylor & Francis Group.

Younger, J. W., Piferi, R. L., Jobe, R. L., & Lawler, K. A. (2004). Dimensions of forgiveness:
The views of laypersons. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 21, 837-855. https://doi.org/
10. 1177/0265407504047843

116


https://guilfordjournals.com/author/Stackhouse%2C+Madelynn+R+D
https://guilfordjournals.com/author/Jones+Ross%2C+Rachel+W
https://guilfordjournals.com/author/Boon%2C+Susan+D
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035268
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/14712-000
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1521/jscp.1999.18.4.385

