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The aim of the study was to assess the relationship between
beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiveness, motivation to
forgive and well-being. Motivation to forgive was measured by
TRIM Inventory consisting of three scales — avoidance, revenge
and benevolence motivation. Well-being was measured by Life
satisfaction scale and PANAS. The scales for measuring beliefs
about costs and benefits of forgiveness (CBFS) were specially
developed for this study. Two factors of beliefs about benefits of
forgiveness (benefits for oneself and benefits for the
other/relationship) and two factors of beliefs about costs of
forgiveness (failure to protect oneself and failure to educate the
offender) were revealed. Results of multiple regression revealed
two significant predictors of life satisfaction, belief in benefits of
the forgiveness for the other/relationship as positive predictor
and failure to protect oneself as cost of forgiveness as negative
predictor. Failure to protect oneself and revenge motivation
were positive predictors, and belief in benefits of the
forgiveness for the other/relationship was negative predictor of
negative affect. There were no significant predictors of positive
affect. Results suggest that believing in benefits of forgiveness
rather than in costs can improve our well-being by increasing
life satisfaction and lowering negative affect.
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Over the last two decades, a large body of research has explored
the concept of forgiveness (for reviews, see Enright & Fitzgib-
bons, 2000; McCullough, Pargament, & Thoresen, 2000; Stre-
lan & Covic, 2006; Worthington, 2005). In literature forgive-
ness is usually defined and measured in terms of increased
positive and decreased negative affect, cognition, and beha-
viour in response to personal injury and injustice (Enright, 2001;
Rye & Pargament, 2002). Definitions have included behaviou-
ral (Pingleton, 1997), affective (Ferch, 1998), cognitive (Al-Ma-
buk, Dedrick, & Vanderah, 1998), and motivational (McCul-
lough et al., 2000) components.

A significant distinction has been drawn between forgive-
ness as an intra-personal and interpersonal process. Forgive-
ness as an intra-personal process involves changes within in-
dividual cognitions about the offense and forgiveness, while
forgiveness as an interpersonal process includes the on-going
relationships between the people involved.

Within the interpersonal perspective, there is growing
consensus that forgiveness may be defined by prosocial moti-
vational changes towards a transgressor. McCullough (Mc-
Cullough et al., 1998) defines interpersonal forgiving as the
set of motivational changes whereby one becomes (a) decrea-
singly motivated to retaliate against an offending relationship
partner, (b) decreasingly motivated to maintain estrangement
from the offender, and (c) increasingly motivated by concilia-
tion and goodwill for the offender, despite the offender's hurt-
ful actions. When an offended person is unable to forgive his/
her perception of the offense produces two motivational states;
that is, (a) high motivation to avoid contact with the offend-
ing partner (avoidance motivation) and (b) high motivation
to seek revenge or see harm come to the offending partner (re-
venge motivation). The process of forgiving is triggered prima-
rily by increased empathy toward the offender. Similarly, some
authors (e.g. Al-Mabuk, Enright, & Cardis, 1995) see forgive-
ness as a 'gift' altruistically given to an offender.

In contrast to these other-oriented definitions, some con-
ceptions of forgiveness stress the self-preservation nature of
forgiveness. Within these conceptions forgiveness is seen as a
means of maintaining important relationships (Ashton, Pauno-
nen, Helmes, & Jackson, 1998) or a strategy of coping psycho-
logically with the offense (Canale, 1990). Grudge theory (Bau-
meister, Exline, & Sommer, 1999) integrates these approaches
defining forgiveness as both intrapsychic, taking place in the
mind of the forgiver, and interpersonal, or as a social action
that happens between people.

Forgiveness can benefit both the relationship and the for-
giver. It benefits the relationship as it enables it to survive af-
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ter a serious conflict or wrongdoing. It can also benefit the
forgiver, both in terms of mental and physical health. Over
the past decade, a number of reviews have examined the rela-
tionship between forgiveness and well-being (McCullough, 2000;
McCullough & Witvliet, 2002; Thoresen, Luskin, & Harris, 1998;
Witvliet, 2001). These papers suggested that forgiveness, mea-
sured in different ways, is positively associated with health.
Forgiveness can help us recognize a deeper meaning in the
transgression, develop compassion for others, appreciate so-
cial support systems, and discover a renewed sense of life
purpose (Enright, Freedman, & Rique, 1998). Empirical stud-
ies suggest that forgiveness has potential benefits for physical
health (for review see Worthington, Witvliet, Pietrini, & Mil-
ler, 2007), mental health (for a review see Toussaint & Webb, 2005),
and well-being (Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, & Klu-
wer, 2003; Brown, 2003; Krause & Ellison, 2003).

Despite the potential benefits of forgiving, scholars have
pointed out risks as well (Chagigiorgis & Paivio, 2007, Mal-
colm, 2007). For example, offended parties may put themselves
or others at risk if their attempts to forgive result in unasser-
tiveness, minimization of serious offenses, suppression of le-
gitimate anger, or misplaced trust in a dangerous person. In
addition to that, forgiving may be regarded morally inappro-
priate (see Lamb & Murphy, 2002) or costly because it involves
letting go of justifiable feelings of anger and resentment (e.g.,
Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, Campbell, & Finkel, 2004). The
study by Luchies (Luchies, Finkel, McNulty, & Kumashiro, 2010)
indicates that, for some outcomes in some contexts, forgive-
ness has disadvantages. Forgiving a perpetrator who has not
signalled that the victim will be safe and valued has serious
negative consequences on one's self-respect and self-concept
clarity. Since forgiving, obviously, has its advantages and dis-
advantages, offended parties often face competing pressures
when deciding whether to forgive. The wish to restore the re-
lationship and emotional relief press toward forgiveness, whe-
reas wish for payment encourages resentment.

Several authors have insisted on the fact that the views
held on forgiveness strongly impact not only the ability to for-
give personal offenses, but also the ability to seek forgiveness.
As stated by Casarjian (1992, p. 12), "The beliefs that you hold
about forgiveness open or close possibilities for you, deter-
mine your willingness to forgive, and, as a result, profoundly
influence the emotional tone of your life". With psychological
and physical correlates not fully understood, exploring the
beliefs about reasons for forgiveness provides an alternative
approach to the problem. Cognitions about forgiveness may
yield important clues about the nature and consequences of
forgiveness (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002).
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Since forgiving can have both advantages and disadvan-
tages, it is possible that motivation to forgive can be related to
personal beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiving. This dis-
tinction can be related to two social motives which have been
found to influence the relationship processes: motives for ad-
vancement (i.e., nourishment, growth, and development), and
motives for security (i.e., shelter, safety, and protection; see
Bowlby, 1969; Maslow, 1955; Rogers, 1961). These two motives
include concerns with advancement (i.e., promotion) and con-
cerns with security (i.e., prevention), which in turn foster dif-
ferent modes of self-regulation (Higgins, 1997; Molden, Lee,
& Higgins, 2008). Self-regulation focused on advancement (or
promotion) could motivate forgiveness through the perceived
benefits to be attained, while self-regulation focused on secu-
rity (or prevention) could motivate forgiveness through the per-
ceived costs of further relationship deterioration.

Following this line of thought the first aim of the study
was the construction of the scales related to beliefs about ben-
efits and costs of forgiveness. We expected that these beliefs
could fall into two categories: those related to costs and ben-
efits for oneself and those related to costs and benefits for the
other person/relationship. This is in line with conceptualiza-
tions of forgiveness as an intrapsychic process, taking place in
the mind of the forgiver, and interpersonal, or a social action
that happens between people (Baumeister et al., 1999).

The second aim was to explore the relationship between
these beliefs and motivation to forgive. It can be expected that
individuals who believe in benefits of forgiveness would be
more prone to benevolence motivation toward the transgres-
sor, and less to avoidance and revenge motivation. On the o-
ther hand, those who believe more in costs of forgiveness would
tend towards avoidance and revenge motivation. There are
no clear expectations about whether beliefs in benefits to one-
self or the beliefs in benefits for the other/relationship would
be more important for motivation to forgive.

The final aim was to assess the relationship between be-
liefs in costs and benefits of forgiveness, motivation to forgive
on one side and well-being on the other. We expected beliefs
in benefits of forgiveness and benevolence motivation to be
positive predictors of well-being.

149 adults (87 females and 62 males) aged from 20 to 62 years
participated in this study. All of them were professionals at-
tending additional education for becoming teachers.
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The study was conducted in two phases. In the first phase,
items related to beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiveness
were collected from participants in order to construct the scales.
In the second phase, all instruments were administered to
another group of participants. They all voluntarily participat-
ed during their regular psychology lectures. For both phases,
questionnaires were distributed at the start of a lecture.

Beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiveness — These scales were
created by the authors especially for this study. The first stage
in developing the scales was to create a list of items that re-
presented a wide range of possible beliefs about costs and be-
nefits of forgiveness. College students and adults, aged from
20 to 60 years (N=60) were asked to write down their an-
swers to the following questions: "Why is it beneficial to for-
give? Why is it costly to forgive?" In the initial stage, over 100
items were collected covering a variety of beliefs about costs
and benefits of forgiveness.

Some of these items were identical or had very similar
meaning and could be replaced by a single item. The research
team shortened the list to 38 items, 21 dealing with benefits
and 17 dealing with costs of forgiveness.

The 38 items were presented to participants, using five-
-point Likert scales, ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5
(completely agree).

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM
Inventory) — TRIM Inventory was used to assess self-reports of
forgiveness (TRIM, McCullough et al., 1998). The scale is com-
prised of 18 items and three subscales: Avoidance, Revenge,
and Benevolence. The seven-item TRIM Avoidance subscale
measures the degree to which the offended party intends to
reduce contact with the transgressor (e.g., "I live as if he/she
doesn't exist, isn't around"). The five-item TRIM-Revenge sub-
scale measures the degree to which the offended party in-
tends to seek revenge on the transgressor (e.g. "I wish that
something bad would happen to him/her"). The six-item Be-
nevolence subscale measures the extent to which an individ-
ual is motivated to have goodwill or warmth toward another
(e.g. "Even though his/her actions hurt me, I have goodwill
for him/her"). Response options range from 1 ("Strongly dis-
agree") to 5 ("Strongly agree").

The TRIM is a frequently used self-report measure for
the assessment of forgiveness, and evidence of its reliability
and validity has been reported (McCullough et al., 1998). In
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the present study, the internal reliability estimates were 0.68,
0.82 and 0.81 for the Revenge, Avoidance and Benevolence
subscales respectively.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, &
Griffin, 1985) — The scale measures global life satisfaction as a
cognitive-judgemental process. It consists of five statements
with a seven-point rating scale ranging from "strongly dis-
agree" to "strongly agree". This scale is a widely used measure
of life satisfaction with favourable reliability (alpha=0.93) and
validity data (Pavot & Diener, 1993). In this study, a five-point
rating scale was used. Cronbach's alpha was 0.83.

Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (Wat-
son, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) — The PANAS-instrument provides
a self-assessment of both positive (PA) and negative (PN) ge-
neral activated affective states. There are 10 adjectives for the
NA dimension (such as afraid, ashamed, and nervous) and 10
adjectives for the PA dimension (such as strong, proud, and
interested). Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which
they have experienced each particular emotion within the
past week on a five-grade scale ('1' = "not at all" to '5' = "very
much"). For each participant the responses to the 10 negative-
ly-charged adjectives were summated to provide a total NA-
-result for NA affect, and similarly, the responses to the posi-
tively charged adjectives were summated to provide a total
PA-result for PA affect. Reliability and Validity reported by
Watson (Watson et al., 1988) were moderately good. For the
Positive Affect Scale, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 0.86 to
0.90; for the Negative Affect Scale, 0.84 to 0.87. The PANAS
has a strong reported validity with measures such as general
distress and dysfunction, depression, and state anxiety. Cron-
bach's alpha in this study was 0.87 and 0.90 for the Positive
Affect Scale and for the Negative Affect Scale respectively.

Principal-components analyses with varimax rotation were used
to analyse the scales Beliefs about benefits of forgiveness and Be-
liefs about costs of forgiveness. In order to assess the relationship
between beliefs in costs and benefits of forgiveness and moti-
vation to forgive, three linear regression analyses were per-
formed with costs and benefits of forgiveness as predictor
variables and avoidance, revenge and benevolence motiva-
tion as dependent variables. Three linear regression analyses
were performed, with costs and benefits of forgiveness and
avoidance, revenge and benevolence motivation as predictor
variables and life satisfaction, positive and negative affect as
dependent variables.



RESULTS

Structure of the scales Beliefs about benefits
of forgiveness and Beliefs about costs of forgiveness

O TABLE 1

ltems, factor loadings
and Cronbach's
alphas for the Beliefs
about benefits of
forgiveness scale

Beliefs about benefits of forgiveness — 21 items were factor ana-
lyzed, using principal-components analysis with varimax ro-
tation. The analysis yielded 5 factors with eigenvalues ex-
ceeding 1, accounting for 60.65% of the total variance. Ac-
cording to scree test, a two-factor solution was forced. Eight
items with loadings lower than 0.30 on these factors, or with
loading on several factors, were discarded. The final solution
included two factors accounting for 54.13% of the variance.
According to the contents of the items, the first factor was
labelled Benefits for oneself and the second factor Benefits for
the other/relationship. Items, factor loadings and Cronbach's
alphas for these two factors are presented in Table 1.

Factor % of total Cronbach's

Factors and Items loadings  variance alpha
Factor 1. Benefits for oneself 27.24 0.87
When we forgive, we can focus energy on positive things
in our life and not on the person who harmed us. 0.78
If we manage to forgive, we become a better person. 0.77
It is better to forgive than to waste our time and energy
on negative thoughts. 0.76
Forgiveness is good for our health. 0.75
When we forgive, we feel good. 0.69
Forgiveness produces positive emotions. 0.69
Factor 2. Benefits for the other/relationship 26.89 0.80
It is good to forgive because it can encourage the other
person to improve. 0.68
Forgiveness can turn our enemy into our friend. 0.68
Forgiveness makes our friendships stronger. 0.68
Forgiveness can make the other person realize
the mistake he/she made. 0.65
If the other person is sorry, forgiveness can
restore the relationship. 0.61
Forgiveness decreases tension in the relationship. 0.60
When we forgive, we show the other person that
we trust them although he/she hurt us. 0.51
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Benefits for the forgiver include consequences such as
focusing energy on positive things in our life and not on the
person who harmed us, becoming a better person, not wast-
ing our time and energy on negative thoughts, better health,
feeling good and having positive emotions. Benefits for the
other/relationship include encouraging the other person to
improve, turning our enemy into our friend, making our friend-
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O TABLE 2

ltems, factor loadings
and Cronbach's
alphas for the Beliefs
about costs of
forgiveness scale

ships stronger, making the other person realize the mistake,
restoring the relationship, decreasing tension and showing
the other person our trust. Scale means (Table 3) suggest that
participants believe in benefits for oneself to a greater extent
than in benefits for the other/relationship (t=6.821, p=0.001).
Beliefs about costs of forgiveness — Seventeen items were fac-
tor analyzed, using principal-components analysis with va-
rimax rotation. The analysis yielded 5 factors with eigenva-
lues exceeding 1, accounting for 57.08% of the total variance.
According to scree test, a two-factor solution was forced. Se-
ven items with loadings lower than 0.30 on these factors, or
with loading on several factors, were discarded. The final so-
lution included two factors accounting for 44.21% of the va-
riance. According to the contents of the items, the first factor
was labelled Failure to protect oneself and the second factor
Failure to educate the offender. Items, factor loadings and Cron-
bach's alphas for these two factors are presented in Table 2.

Factor % of total Cronbach's

Factors and Items loadings  variance alpha
Factor 1. Failure to educate the offender 23.16 0.69
The offender can do the same thing again. 0.68
The offender will not learn. 0.61
We should not forgive if there are no positive
consequences either for us or the other person. 0.59
Forgiving easily can make the other person
do the same thing again. 0.57
We should not forgive if the other person
harmed us intentionally. 041
Factor 2. Failure to protect oneself 21.05 0.60
By forgiving we lose our pride. 0.78
By forgiving we lose the satisfaction of revenge. 0.69
If I forgive, other people can think I am weak and powerless. 0.53
If we forgive something important, we go against our beliefs. 048
We send the other person the message that he/she
can do the same thing to us again. 0.61
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Failure to educate the offender included the possibility
that the offender could do the same thing again or that forgi-
ving easily could make him/her do it again, that he/she will not
learn from the experience, that there would be no positive con-
sequences either for the forgiver or the other person and that
we should not forgive if the other person harmed us inten-
tionally. Failure to protect oneself was related to the idea that
by forgiving, we lose our pride and satisfaction of revenge,
other people can think we are weak and powerless, we go a-
gainst our beliefs and we send the other person the message
that he/she can do the same thing to us again. Scale means (Table



O TABLE 3

Mean Scores and
Standard Deviations of
Beliefs about benefits
of forgiveness scale,
Beliefs about costs of
forgiveness scale, Life
satisfaction scale and

OO TABLE 4
Intercorrelations
among the variables

3) indicate that participants believe that failure to educate the
offender is a bigger cost of forgiveness than failure to protect
oneself (t=10.395, p=0.001). Generally, it can be concluded from
the scale means that participants believe more in benefits than

in costs of forgiveness (t= 2.793, p<0.006).

Descriptive statistics for Beliefs about benefits of forgiveness
scale, Beliefs about costs of forgiveness scale, Life satisfaction scale
and PANAS (positive/negative affect) are presented in Table 3.
Intercorrelations between the variables studied are shown in

studied Table 4.
Subscale N Min Max M SD
Benefits of forgiveness
Benefits for oneself 149 167 500 415 070
Benefits for the relationship 149 214 500 383 059
Costs of forgiveness
Failure to protect oneself 148 1.00 400 227 072
Failure to educate the offender 147 100 460 283 0.67
Forgiveness
Avoidance motivation 147 100 4.86 2.82 0.86
Revenge motivation 147 100 3.80 1.88 0.68
Benevolence motivation 148 117 500 349 0.80
Well-being
Life satisfaction 149 140 5.00 3.71 0.74
Positive affect 149 190 490 377 059
Negative affect 149 100 410 199 0.8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Benefits for oneself -
2 Benefits for the relationship 0.62%* -
3 Failure to protect oneself -0.43** -0.40%* -
4 Failure to educate the offender -0.32** -0.39** 0.56** -
5 Avoidance motivation -0.18%  -0.37%* 0.26%* 0.34** -
6 Revenge motivation -0.23%* -0.24**  0.42** 040** 0.32%* -
7 Benevolence motivation 0.36** 0.56%* -0.28%* -041** -0.64** -043** -
8 Life satisfaction 0.26** 0.33** -0.34**-0.23** -0.07 -0.24** 0.14 -
9 Positive affect 0.15 0.18** -0.17* -0.10 -0.09 -0.16 0.13 0.44** -
10 Negative affect -0.11  -0.26* 0.33** 017 009 -028%* -0.16 -041 -043** -

*p<0.05; **p<0.001

Beliefs in costs and benefits of forgiveness
and motivation to forgive
Three linear regression analyses were performed with costs
and benefits of forgiveness as predictor variables and avoidance,
revenge and benevolence motivation as dependent variables.
The results are presented in Table 5.
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Avoidance Revenge Benevolence

B t B t B t
Benefits for oneself 0.139 1.384 -0031  -0.314 -0.038  -0.427
Benefits for the relationship -0.317 -3.131%  -0.036  -0.362 0.496 5.506**
Failure to protect oneself 0.037 0.387 0.258 2.722%* 0.045 0.525
Failure to educate the offender ~ 0.296 3.074% 0.220 2263* 0259  -3.001*

R= 0.459 R= 0457 R= 0.59%

R2= 021 R2= 021 R2= 035
*p<0.05; **p<0.001
g ITA{BLEbS Beliefs in costs of forgiveness (both failure to educate the
an éebsegeﬁg v sts offender and failure to protect oneself) are significant positive
forgiveness as predic-  predictors of revenge motivation. Those participants who be-
:2522;:‘;‘?:3“;&&_ lieve that it is costly to forgive are more prone to seek revenge
volence motivation towards the offender.

Beliefs that forgiving is beneficial for the other/relation-
ship are a significant negative predictor of avoidance motiva-
tion. On the other hand, beliefs that forgiving is costly be-
cause it prevents educating the offender are a significant posi-
tive predictor of avoidance motivation. Those participants who
believe that forgiving can improve the relationship are less prone
to avoid the offender, while those who believe that forgiving
will result in failure to educate the offender are more prone to
avoid him/her.

The opposite relationship was found for the benevolence
motivation. Beliefs that forgiving is beneficial for the other/re-
lationship are a significant positive predictor of benevolence
motivation. On the other hand, beliefs that forgiving is costly
because it prevents educating the offender are a significant
negative predictor of benevolence motivation. Those partici-
pants who believe that forgiving can improve the relationship
are more motivated by conciliation and goodwill for the of-
fender, while those who believe that forgiving will result in
failure to educate the offender are less prone to such benevo-
lence motivation.

Beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiveness

and motives to forgive as predictors of well-being
Three linear regression analyses were performed with costs
and benefits of forgiveness and avoidance, revenge and be-
nevolence motivation as predictor variables and life satisfac-
tion, positive and negative affect as dependent variables. The
results are presented in Table 6.

Linear regression analysis revealed two significant pre-

dictors of life satisfaction, belief in benefits of the forgiveness

32 for the other/relationship as a positive predictor and failure to



O TABLE 6

Beliefs about costs and
benefits of forgiveness
and motives to forgive
as predictors of life
satisfaction, positive
and negative affects

protect oneself as cost of forgiveness as a negative predictor.
There were no significant predictors of positive affect. Belief
in benefits of the forgiveness for the other/relationship was a
negative predictor, while failure to protect oneself as cost of
forgiveness and revenge motivation were positive predictors
of negative affect.

Life satisfaction Positive affect Negative affect

B t B t B t

Benefits for oneself

0.049 0.461 0.078 0.700 0.107 1.037

Benefits for the relationship 0.262 2.291% 0.084 0.672 -0.259  -2.239%

Failure to protect oneself

-0.238 -2.359*  -0.141  -1.280 0.252 2.479%

Failure to educate the offender 0.014 0.136 0.104 0.915 -0.084 -0.798

Revenge
Avoidance
Benevolence

-0.172 -1.835 -0.099  -0.974 0.268 2.844%
0.075 0.701 -0.010  -0.089 -0.077  -0.713
-0.126 -1.027 0.021 0.158 0.063 0.510

R2= 0.20** R2=0.06 R2=0.20**

*p<0.05; **p<0.001

DISCUSSION

Believing in benefits of forgiveness (especially in benefits
for the other/relationship) is related to more forgiving and grea-
ter well-being (more life satisfaction and less negative affect).
On the other hand, believing in costs of forgiveness is related
to less forgiving and lower well-being (less life satisfaction and
more negative affect).

Beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiveness

33

This study was based on the idea that cognitions about for-
giveness may yield important clues about its nature and con-
sequences (Finkel et al., 2002). The beliefs that one holds a-
bout forgiveness can determine his or her willingness to for-
give and, as a result, influence the well-being of the individual.
Since forgiveness has both costs and benefits, participants'
beliefs about those costs and benefits were investigated as were
their relationship to motivation for forgiveness and to well-be-
ing.

The beliefs of our participants on the costs and benefits
of forgiveness can be divided into two categories. Namely, those
related to the costs and benefits for one-self and those related
to costs and benefits for the other person or for the relationship.
The ideas of our participants corresponded to research data
which suggests that forgiveness can benefit both the relation-
ship and the forgiver (Enright et al., 1998; McCullough, 2000).
The results suggest that the same may be true for the costs of
forgiveness.



Beliefs about costs and benefits
of forgiveness and the motivation to forgive

These beliefs were relevant for participants' motivation to for-
give. Generally, believing in the benefits of forgiveness moti-
vated benevolence rather than avoidance. On the other hand,
believing more in the costs of forgiveness predicted more
revenge and avoidance, and less benevolence.

It may not be surprising that people act according to their
beliefs. However, in this study, beliefs in the benefits or costs
of forgiveness were not equally important to predicting moti-
vation for forgiveness. Only those beliefs related to benefits
and costs for the other person or the relationship were signi-
ficant predictors, while those related to benefits and costs for
oneself were not predictive.

It can be noted that believing that forgiveness would fail
to educate the offender was more important in predicting non-
-forgiving behaviour than the failure to protect oneself. Evi-
dently, the participants' beliefs about others or the relation-
ship were more important for their motivation to forgive than
beliefs related to themselves. Many studies have revealed cor-
relations between empathy and forgiveness (e.g. Exline & Zell,
2009). Therefore, it is possible that this effect is mediated by
empathy or perspective taking.

Beliefs about costs and benefits of forgiveness,
motivation to forgive and well-being

34

Beliefs about the costs and benefits of forgiveness and the mo-
tivation to forgive were related to the well-being of participants
but not uniformly across various measures of well-being. Par-
ticipants with higher life satisfaction were more apt to believe
in the benefits of forgiveness to the other person or the rela-
tionship, while those with a lower life satisfaction were more
concerned by the costs of forgiveness as in failing to protect
themselves.

There were no significant predictors of positive affects,
while participants with higher negative affects were more prone
to revenge motivation, more concerned with the costs of for-
giveness in the form of failure to protect themselves and ten-
ded less to believe in the benefits of forgiveness for the other
person or the relationship. These results can partially be ex-
plained by the characteristics of the measure of affective com-
ponent of well-being used in this study. As was already sta-
ted, PANAS (as a measure of affective component of well-be-
ing) provides an assessment of only general activated positive
and negative affective states. Although researchers have of-
ten studied positive and negative affects as unitary states, they
can be characterized on a continuous dimension of activation.
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Feldman Barrett and Russell's (1998) conceptualization of af-
fect includes activated and deactivated forms of affects. At the
high end of the continuum, positive affects correspond to
feeling alert, excited, or elated, while negative affects include
feeling nervous, stressed or tense. At the low end of the con-
tinuum, positive affects include feeling content, serene or calm,
while negative affects include feelings such as sadness, depres-
sion or boredom.

This can be offered as an explanation as to why activated
positive affects were not predicted by either beliefs of costs or
benefits or the motivation to forgive. Unforgiving might be re-
lated to negative activated forms of affects, while forgiving might
be situated in a more positive and calmer part (Witvliet, 2005).
The belief that forgiveness is costly to one-self and revenge mo-
tivations are related to feelings such as fear, anger or resent-
ment. It is therefore not surprising that they constitute signi-
ficant predictors of the negative affects. Whereas, believing that
forgiveness is beneficial may be more related to feeling calm,
content, or relaxed, which are positive deactivated states not
measured by PANAS.

As was already mentioned, it is possible that beliefs in the
benefits of forgiveness may be related to the distinction between
two social motives: concerns about advancement (i.e., promo-
tion) and concerns about security (i.e., prevention), which in turn
foster different modes of self-regulation (Higgins, 1997; Mol-
den et al., 2008). Self-regulation focused on advancement could
motivate forgiveness through the perceived benefits to be at-
tained, while self-regulation focused on security could moti-
vate forgiveness through the perceived costs of further rela-
tionship deterioration.

Individuals who are promotion-focused (who believe in
the benefits of forgiveness) may find opportunities for con-
tinued advancement and for attaining further gains in the
relationship more relevant than prevention-focused indivi-
duals (who believe in the costs of forgiveness). The particular
strategies promotion-focused individuals use to pursue their
goal primarily involve eagerly seeking gains and advancement,
even at the risk of committing errors and accepting losses (Hig-
gins & Molden, 2003; Molden & Higgins, 2005; Molden et al.,
2008). However, prevention-focused individuals may find grea-
ter relevance in their feelings concerning the protection from
loss that forgiveness would bring. Their strategies involve vi-
gilantly ensuring security and the absence of losses, even at the
risk of forgoing alternative courses of action that could lead to
gains (Higgins & Molden, 2003; Molden & Higgins, 2005;
Molden et al., 2008). This study further develops these ideas by
measuring beliefs and costs of forgiveness and relating them
to forgiveness motivation and well-being.
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The results of our study suggest that believing in the be-
nefits of forgiveness (especially the benefits to the other/re-
lationship) can be related to more forgiving and greater well-
-being. It poses the question as to how such beliefs may be
increased by means of an intervention. There is evidence that
writing about the benefits of an interpersonal transgression
facilitates forgiveness (McCullough et al., 2006). In a similar
way, writing about the benefits of forgiveness as a therapeu-
tic intervention may be a potentially useful method for help-
ing one to focus more on the benefits than the costs of forgive-
ness, which in turn may have positive effects on their well-be-

ing.

Limitations of the study and future directions
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The nature of our study was correlational and cross-sectional,
which prevents conclusions being drawn regarding causality
between variables. It is likely that beliefs in the benefits of for-
giveness will lead to more motivation to forgive and greater
well-being for the reasons discussed in the introduction. On
the other hand, it is possible that satisfaction and happiness
encourages one to forgive and reinforce their beliefs in the be-
nefits of forgiveness. A longitudinal study would permit clo-
ser examination of factors involved in forgiveness and their
relations to well-being.

Another liability is related to measurement of positive and
negative affect. As was already mentioned, PANAS measures
only activated affective states and beliefs about benefits of
forgiveness could be more related to inactive positive affects.
Future research should include different measures of affec-
tive components of well-being.

Moreover, in the process of constructing the scales, par-
ticipants were asked to state their beliefs about why it is good
to forgive and why it is not good to forgive. The context or the
relationship with the offender were not stated. It is possible
that participants, while stating their beliefs, evoked more situ-
ations that included close relationships. Close relationships
might arouse beliefs in the benefits of forgiveness because the
offended person can leave the relationship only through sig-
nificant personal sacrifice (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski,
& Erez, 2001). Some studies (e.g. Karremans et al., 2003) sug-
gest that forgiveness and psychological adjustment are relat-
ed much more strongly in relationships in which the individ-
ual is strongly committed. Future research should include these
variables in the study of the relationship between beliefs a-
bout costs and benefits of forgiveness, motivation to forgive
and well-being.
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i $teti od opradtanja, motivacija za
oprastanje i dobrobit
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Cilj istraZivanja bio je ispitati odnos izmedu vijerovanja o
koristi i $teti od oprastanja, motivacije za oprastanje i
dobrobiti. Motivacija za oprastanje mjerena je TRIM
inventarom, koji se sastoji od tri skale — izbjegavanije, osveta
i dobronamjernost. Dobrobit je mjerena Skalom Zivotnoga
zadovoljstva i PANAS upitnikom pozitivnih i negativnih
afekata. Skale za mjerenje vierovanja o 3teti i koristi od
oprastanja konstruirane su za potrebe ovog istrazivanja.
Faktorska analiza rezultirala je dvama faktorima vierovanja
o koristi od oprastanja (korist za sebe i korist za drugu
osobu/odnos) i dvama faktorima vierovanja o $teti od
oprastanja (neuspjeh da se zastitimo i neuspjeh da
educiramo osobu koja nas je povrijedila). Provedene su
videstruke regresijske analize sa Zivotnim zadovoljstvom,
pozitivnim i negativnim afektima kao kriterijskim varijablama
te vierovanjima o §teti i koristi od oprastanja i motivacijom
za oprastanje kao prediktorskim varijablama. Znaéajnim
prediktorima Zivotnoga zadovoljstva pokazali su se
vierovanije u korist za drugu osobu/odnos kao pozitivan
prediktor i neuspjeh da se zastitimo kao negativan prediktor.
Neuspjeh da se zastitimo i motivacija za osvetom bili su
pozitivni prediktori, dok je korist za odnos bila negativan
prediktor negativnih afekata. Nije bilo zna&ajnih prediktora
pozitivnih afekata. Rezultati pokazuju da vierovanija u koristi
oprastanja vise nego u $tetu mogu unaprijediti nasu
dobrobit poveéavajuéi Zivotno zadovoljstvo i smanjujuéi
negativne afekte.

Kljuéne rijeti: opradtanje, motivacija za opradtanje, koristi i
$tete od oprastanja, dobrobit
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