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Abstract

This research studied the impacts of post-apology behavior consistency on forgiveness

as well as trust in workplace. It was expected offender’s consistent post-apology behavior

following a workplace offense would elicit higher level of forgiveness and trust from

victim while inconsistent post-apology behavior would lead to lower level of forgiveness

and trust from victim towards offenders. Besides, this research further investigated whether

workers from profit-making sectors and nonprofit sectors possessed higher or lower level

of forgiveness and trust in response to post-apology behavior consistency. 96 participants

were recruited. They were assigned into two experimental groups randomly. One

experimental group was given consistent post-apology behavior while the other group was

given inconsistent post-apology behavior. Pre-test and post-test were used to compare the

differences in organizational forgiveness and trust levels before and after manipulation.

Results supported the first hypothesis that the effect of post-apology behavior consistency

on organizational forgiveness and trust was confirmed. The second hypothesis, however,

was not supported. Neither organizational forgiveness nor trust showed significant

difference between profit-making settings and nonprofit organizations in two experimental

groups, which implied that the effectiveness of post-apology behavior consistency were

widely spread across different business natures and settings.
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Introduction

Forgiveness is a fairly new construct in psychology yet has become an important topic

in the past 25 years (Farabaugh, 2006). It can be studied in many interpersonal

relationships such as marriage and abusive family (Fincham, Hall, & Beach, 2006; Enright,

Freedman, & Rique, 1998; Hargrave, 1994). Relationships are not limited to social life.

What are the factors affecting the level of forgiveness after offenses? The relationship

between apologies and forgiveness has been studied by many researchers. Ohbuchi,

Kameda & Agarie (1989) suggested that apologies of wrong-doers could help relieve the

offense feeling of harm to the victims. In Takaku’s (2001) study, it was found that apologies

could lead to victims’ forgiveness of transgressor. Also, apologies were discovered that it

might accelerate the cardiovascular recovery from anger among those who were tested

having hostile personality predispositions (Anderson, Linden & Habra, 2006). However,

there are times that the presence of apology after an offense cannot yield forgiveness from

the victim in a relationship.

In those cases, does victim’s disposition play a role? According to some research,

forgivingness, one’s tendency to forgive offenders which is stable over time and across

situations, had an effect. It could potentially reduce one’s emotional distress (Berry,

Worthington Jr., Parrott 111, O’Connor, & Wade, 2001). A highly agreeable extrovert will

tend to be more likely to forgive after an offense (Berry, Worthington Jr., O’Connor, Parrott
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111, & Wade, 2005). However, dispositional aspect is not the main interest in this research.

Contextual or situational aspects of forgiveness were also studied which this research

will focused on. For example, the quality of relationship before an offense may be one of

the determinants of forgiveness of victim’s towards offender. Victims are more likely to

forgive offenders when their relationships are highly satisfied, close to each other and

highly committed (Fincham, Paleari, & Regalia, 2002; Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, &

Hannon, 2002; McCullough et al., 1998; Roloff & Janiszewski, 1989). Moreover, the

perceived severity of the offense by victims may also have effects on victims’ forgiveness.

When there is more serious harm or damage perceived by victim, it is more difficult for

victim to forgive offender, while it is easier for him to forgive if harm is less severe (Girard

& Mullet, 1997; Ohbuchi, Kameda, & Agarie, 1989; McCullough et al, 1998).

Forgiveness in organizational settings has been an even newer hot topic being

discussed in recent applied psychology and management research (Kelley & Waldron,

2006). It indicates an increase in forgiveness’ importance in organizational level. 1t was

suggested that forgiveness could be a facilitator of healthy relationships at times of offenses

in organization (Aquino, Grover, Goldman, & Folger, 2003). Struthers, Dupuis and Eaton

(2005) also proposed that forgiveness acts as promise to health and relationship promoter

within workplace. Cameron, Bright and Caza (2004) proposed that forgiveness contributes

to improve organizational harmony, increase productivity, save unnecessary expenses and
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foster cooperation as well as collaboration among workers. In addition, some researchers

suggested that organizational forgiveness can improve organization function and team

relationships (Bolino, Turnley, & Booldgood, 2002).

Conflict in workplace, in most cases, is detrimental. However, conflict can be useful

in stimulating creative ideas when forgiveness is being used as a problem-solving strategy.

Forgiveness, in that case, can decrease victim’s feeling of anger, resentment and negative

judgment towards offender (Butler & Mullis, 2001; McCullough & Worthington, 1994).

Butler and Mullis (2001) conducted a research to examine the relationship between social

interest and forgiveness in workplace. 153 master’s-level business students participated in

the study. Critical incident technique was used that participants were asked to visualize

their most recent experience of an unfair hurt in workplace. Results showed that there was

a strong relationship between social interest and forgiveness. Butler and Mullis thus

proposed that organization development interventions focusing on social interest may

promote forgiveness as a problem-solving strategy for workplace. Therefore, organizational

forgiveness and its factors are worth studying. Besides social interest, other factors such as

blame attributions, offender likableness, power and procedural justice climate relating to

forgiveness in workplace have been studied (Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Aquino, Bies &

Tripp, 2006). In the present research, special attention has been drawn to one factor that is

post-apology behavior consistency, which was studied by Felicia Lau (2004). Results
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showed that an offender’s post-apology behavior consistency would influence victim’s

decision to forgive, as well as victim’s level of trust towards the offender. Thus, according

to her study, post-apology behavior consistency could have effects on both the level of trust,

in which trust was defined as “the willingness to accept vulnerability based upon positive

expectations about another’s behavior” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998), and

level of forgiveness.

Studies on consistent behavior and inconsistent behavior suggested that direct

observations of consistent behavior were informative to impression judgments (Locksley,

Hepburn, & Ortiz, 1982; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). Garlick (1993) conducted a research on

prior descriptions and behavior consistency. Positive, negative or neutral information was

presented to participants prior to viewing videos of either consistent or inconsistent

behavior. He found that impressions would be significantly influenced by those prior

descriptions when behavior was inconsistent but had only little impact when behavior was

consistent. Consistent or inconsistent behaviors seem to have influence on people’s

perception towards that observed party. This behavior consistency effect can be extended to

the present study. Would it be likely that post-apology behavior consistency influences

victim’s forgiveness and trust towards the offender in workplace? It may contribute to

organizational settings if such impact can be proved. Therefore, this research will aim to

replicate the same result as Lau found. In the current study, post-apology behavior
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consistency will be examined through experiment. After apology from the offending

coworker, the offender’s consistent or inconsistent behavior may impose influence on

victim’s levels of forgiveness and trust towards the offender. Lau’s experiment had two

experimental groups in which one group was given consistent post-apology behavior and

the other group was given inconsistent post-apology behavior. Same experiment will be

used and same set of materials will be borrowed from Lau’s research. Details will be

discussed in later part of the study.

In addition to doing the same experiment, one additional variable is added in the study

and that is the business nature of participants’ workplace, whether it is profit or nonprofit

sector. Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson Jr. carried out two studies to examine the differences

between managers entering or reentering the profit and nonprofit sectors (1975). Results

showed significant differences in a number of personality traits and value system

dimensions between two groups of subjects. Rawls and his associates found that people

choosing to work in nonprofit sector regard it as a vehicle for the implementation of social

change. Participants rated themselves higher in warmth and closeness and they ranked

forgiving as being more important than those in profit sector. Thus, they proposed that

individuals choosing a nonprofit sector possess more positive attitudes. Therefore, it may

be possible that people choosing to enter profit or nonprofit sector have different

personality types, which may lead to a different result between profit and nonprofit
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organizations.

In Lau’s study, no attention was paid to different work settings which means there was

no investigation was on specific organizational context. Aquino, Grover, Goldman and

Folger (2003), nonetheless, criticized that the occurrence of forgiveness should be

examined within a specific organizational or cultural context due to the reason that

organizational norms and cultural expectations can act influences upon worker’s decision

to forgive. Workers in nonprofit organizations may have to confront with the norms and

cultures when there is an offense. If organizational cultures and norms are varied in profit

and nonprofit sectors, different results may be expected because of higher or lower of

forgiveness level in either sector.

Studies also suggested that trust was associated with numerous positive organizational

outcomes including long-term competitive advantage and tackling of poor economic

advantage (MacMillan, Money, Money, & Downing, 2005; Silinpaa & Wheeler, 1998;

Taylor, 1996) within non-profit organizations. Thereby, this research tries to further

investigate if there is a significant difference on the effects of post-apology behavior

consistency in profit-making business settings and non-profit making organizations on

level of forgiveness and trust.

Construct definition

1.1 Post-apology behavior consistency
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Post-apology behavior consistency refers to offender’s either consistent or inconsistent

behavior after his apology. Consistent post-apology behavior refers to the actions of

offender attempting to restore the broken relationship with the victim after his apology.

Inconsistent post-apology behavior refers to the failed actions of offender attempting to

restore the broken relationship with the victim after his apology (Lau, 2004). The present

study aims at examining the effect of post-apology behavior consistency in organizational

setting. Garlick (1993) studied about the relationship between behavior consistency and

impression formation. Results proposed that inconsistent behavior did influence

impressions. Thus, it is expected that post-apology behavior consistency may also have the

same impact on victim’s likelihood to forgive offender.

Trust

Trust has been studied conceptually and empirically in wide range for three decays,

ranging from interpersonal to organizational (Bradach & Wrightsman, 1989; Helgeson.

1994; Hosmer, 1995; Zand, 1972). For example, Golemiewski and McConkie (1975)

argued that trust is strongly linked to confidence in desirable events which are taking place

with overall optimism. Moreover, Zand (1972) emphasized that trust is the willingness of a

person to increase his vulnerability to the actions of another in which his behavior is not

under trusting person’s control. Trust in organizations or even in the development of a

management career is essential (Butler, 1991). Thus, organizational trust is worth studying.
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Organizational trust in this study was operationalized as trustor’s (i.e., victim’s) belief

among a group of coworkers that another coworker 1) makes good-faith efforts to behave

in accordance with any explicit or implicit commitments; 2) is honest in any negotiations

preceded such commitments; and 3) does not take excessive advantage of another even

with the presence of opportunity availability. (Cummings & Bromiley, 1996). Cummings

and Bromiley asserted that these three characteristics of trust are socially embedded and

optimistic nature of most interactions within as well as between organizations. Thus, these

three characteristics of trust are crucial in organizational trust. When trust is serving in

organizations, transactions costs are reduced. In that case, both individuals and

organizations are benefited from organizational trust. Cummings and Bromiley’s

Organizational Trust Inventory — Short Form (OTI-SF) was used in order to assess victim’s

organizational trust level.

Forgiveness

The definitions of forgiveness are under debate among researches. Enright and Coyle

(1998) defined forgiveness as the willingness to abandon victim’s right to resentment,

condemnation and revenge towards offender who acts unjustly. Moreover, Aquino,

Bies and Tripp (2006) referred forgiveness as the internal act of relinquishing anfer,

resentment and the desire to seek revenge against the offender. McCullough, Pargamant

and Thoresen (2000) concluded a core feature of definitions of forgiveness from various
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researchers: when victims forgive an offender, the responses toward him/her would become

more positive and less negative. It means that victims show less desire to take revenge and

less desire to avoid personal contact with offenders when forgiving takes place.

McCullough et al. proposed that forgiveness is an intraindividual and prosocial change,

which is situated within a specific interpersonal context, toward an offender. Such

definition is being adopted in the present study.

McCullough et al. (1998) suggested that forgiveness can help restore cooperation

between relationship coworkers after an offense. This function is corresponding to one of

the functions of trust construct as discussed above. Hargrave & Sells (1997) defined

forgiveness as allowing victims to rebuild trust in the relationship through acting in a

trustworthy fashion. Furthermore, Rusbult, Kumashiro, Finkel and Wildschut (2002)

proposed that there is a positive association between trust and forgiveness. Thus, trust is

closely related to forgiveness. In order to explore organizational forgiveness, it is also

beneficial to study organizational trust.

Transgression-related interpersonal motivations (TRIM) inventory invented by

McCullough et al. (1998) is used to measure organizational forgiveness level.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1

Research investigating behavior consistency suggest that there are linkages between
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behavior consistency and forgiveness as well as trust. Rusbult et al. (2002) suggested that

the aftermath behavior of offender after transgression increases or decreases victim’s

probability of forgiveness according to offender’s consistency. When there is consistent

behavior, the chance that victim’s forgiving offender will be higher. In addition, some

researchers proposed that a continual, predictable and consistent behavior encourages trust

development between two parties (Holmes & Rempel, 1989). Moreover, other researchers

suggested that behavior consistency is one of the factors to promote trust among working

team members (Larson and LaFasto, 1989). Therefore, it is reasonable to predict that there

will be similar influences of post-apology behavior consistency on victim’s trust and

forgiveness towards offenders in organizational level.

The first hypothesis is that after offender has apologized, his post-apology behavior

consistency may influence victim’s level of trust and forgiveness towards the offending

coworker in the workplace. It is expected that a consistent post-apology behavior leads to

higher trust and forgiveness levels while an inconsistent post-apology behavior leads to

lower trust and forgiveness levels.

Hypothesis 2

As discussed above, one’s personality traits, organizational norms and cultures may

influence his choice to work in profit-making business settings or in nonprofit sector

(Aquino, Grover, Goldman, & Folger, 2003; MacMillan, Money, Money, & Downing, 2005;
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Rawls, Ullrich, & Nelson Jr., 1975; Silinpaa & Wheeler, 1998; Taylor, 1996). The second

hypothesis is that it is expected that workers of nonprofit sectors have higher level of

organizational trust and forgiveness than those of profit-making business settings in

response to both post-apology consistent and inconsistent behavior after offense.

People choosing to work in nonprofit sector possess higher warmth and closeness and

they regard forgiveness as more important than those who work in profit-making settings.

With higher predisposition to impose social change, it is predicted that victims, who

chooses to enter nonprofit sector, is more likely to forgive and trust offenders than those

victims who choose to enter profit-making sector.

Besides, victim may be imposed pressure to forgive offenders in order to follow the

organizational norms and cultures, which can be explained by the concept of cognitive

dissonance (Festinger, 1957). After the offense, victim in nonprofit sector may not forgive

offender at first. However, due to the discrepancy between the two thoughts that he should

forgive the offender imposed by the nonprofit organizational norm and his own thought

about avoidance of the offender, the victim may alter his cognitive thoughts so as to reduce

the tension caused by the two contradicting cognitions. With the same rationale, after a

consistent post-apology behavior following the offense, higher levels of trust and

forgiveness of victims who work in nonprofit sector toward offender than those victims

who work in profit-making organizations are expected. Furthermore, higher levels of trust
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and forgiveness of victims who work in nonprofit sector toward offender are expected,

even if there is an inconsistent post-apology behavior following the offense.

Method

Participants

Participation in the study was voluntary. Participants (N= 96) were recruited

through friends or relatives and through their personal network in the study. Participants

were all full-time employees, with 50 and 46 of them working in profit-making business

settings and nonprofit organizations such as public schools, charitable organizations,

Christian organizations (excluding government sectors) respectively. It was a convenient

sample that 30 participants were personally known to me and the remaining were

personally known to friends and relatives. Nonetheless, biased results were minimized

since random assignment was used during the distribution of questionnaires, which will be

discussed below.

According to self-reported demographics, the age of respondents ranged from 20

to 40 or above years and the mean age of respondents was 30.3 years (SD = 7.7). Among all

participants, 35.5 percent were male and 62.5 percent were female. Of all respondents, 66.7

percent had no religion, 15.6 percent were Christians, 9.4 percent were Catholics, 6.3

percent were Buddhists and 2.1 percent had another religion besides the above mentioned

religions.
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Materials

In order to enhance the understanding of reading for participants, only Chinese version

of questionnaires was prepared. Materials used in the research included a consent form,

either questionnaire 1 or questionnaire 2 and a debriefing form. Respondents first

acknowledged their right as research participants from consent forms, and then they started

doing the questionnaire. Finally a debriefing form was given in the end.

There were two sets of questionnaires. Questionnaire Set 1 contained a control

scenario and experimental scenario 1. It was prepared for experimental group 1.

Questionnaire Set 2 also contained a control scenario, which was exactly identical to that of

Questionnaire Set 1, and experimental scenario 2. Questionnaire Set 2 was prepared for

experimental group 2. Besides the difference in experimental scenarios, the other parts

comprised of trust measurement (OTI-SF), forgiveness measurement (TRIM) and personal

demographical data which were the same in both sets of questionnaires.

(See Appendix A for details)

Manipulations

In each set of questionnaire, there were two main parts comprised of a control scenario

and an experimental scenario. All the scenarios were borrowed from Lau (2004). The

scenarios were real life examples in workplace. The control scenario consisted of an

offending scenario as well as an apology scenario, so as to hold offence severity, offender
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responsibilities and apology constant. Participant was asked to imagine that he was

Coworker A. In the control scenario, two coworkers were preparing a presentation for an

important project. On the day of presentation, however, Coworker B arrived late at the

meeting and he had not well-prepared the presentation. Finally, he even raised the bidding

price on his own will without the knowing and consensus of Coworker A. Coworker B,

nevertheless, apologized to participants and promised that he would do no more mistakes,

raise bidding price with Coworker A’s notice and be responsible for writing up the bidding

failure report. After reading the control scenario, participants filled out the two

measurements of trust and forgiveness. This was regarded as the pre-test before

manipulation.

Post-apology behavior consistency was used as independent variable in the present

study. The independent variable was manipulated by presentation of one of two

experimental scenarios. In experimental scenario 1, a consistent post-apology behavior was

described while an inconsistent post-apology behavior was described in experimental

scenario 2. The experimental scenario represented either a consistent or an inconsistent

post-apology behavior after the offense in control scenario. Again, participant was asked to

imagine himself as Coworker A. In experimental scenario 1, Coworker A read the bidding

failure report prepared by Coworker B while he was still in meeting. Coworker B actually

admitted his own fault. Other than that, he fully prepared for the presentation when there



Forgiveness in Workplace 18

was another proposal presentation cooperated with participant later on. In experimental

scenario 2, Coworker A read about the bidding failure report as well. Yet, Coworker B

wrote that it was the participant who insisted to raise the bidding price. Moreover,

Coworker B arrived late on the presentation day again; he changed the design of promotion

venue and raised the total cost by 25 percent all without participant’s notice. His

explanation on that was time limitation. After reading the experimental scenario,

participants filled out the two measurements of trust and forgiveness again. This is regarded

as the post-test after manipulation.

The control scenario was able to serve its purpose according to Lau (2004). A

two-tailed independent group t-test showed that there was no significant differences

between the average score of level of trust in experimental group 1 and experimental group

2 (t(221)= -.43, p>.05). In addition, no significant differences were found between the

average score of level of forgiveness in two experimental groups (t(221)= -.09, p>.05). Due

to the control of possible confounding variables, any difference in trust and forgiveness

levels between two experimental groups could be explained by the manipulation.

According to Lau’s study (2004), the two experimental scenarios, consistent and

inconsistent post-apology behaviors, were successful to elicit differences in average score

between control scenario and experimental scenarios. Several statistical tests were run in

Lau’s research and results showed succeed of the scenarios in performing their purposes. In
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experimental group 1, the average score of trust level (t(51)=-17.37, p<.05) as well as

forgiveness level (t(50)=-12.96, p<.05) showed significant differences between the pre-test

(control scenario) and post-test (experimental scenario 1). It indicated that respondents

highly regarded offender’s behavior as consistent in experimental scenario 1. Likewise, in

experimental group 2, the average score of trust level (t(51)= 18.58, p<.05) as well as

forgiveness level (t(50)= 19.59, p<.05) showed significant differences between the pre-test

(control scenario) and post-test (experimental scenario 2). It indicated that respondents

highly regarded offender’s behavior as inconsistent in experimental scenario 2.

Furthermore, significant differences were found between the average scores of trust

(t(100)= 22.30, p<.05) and forgiveness (t(100)= 22.63, p<.05) in two experimental groups

(Lau, 2004),

As a result, all scenarios were able to serve their purposes. Thus, the control and two

experimental scenarios were borrowed to the present study.

Procedure

30 sets of questionnaires were distributed by me in person. They were friends,

relatives and ex-coworkers. On the other hand, 10 voluntary administrators, who were

personal friends, were recruited. Each administrator was given a briefing on the purpose

and logistics of the study as well as two packages of questionnaires. They solicited

responses through their personal network including friends and coworkers. In all case,
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participants were asked to read and sign a consent agreement explaining the study and

assuring anonymity. Administrators assigned Questionnaire Set 1 and Questionnaire Set 2

to participants at random. For those participants who were assigned Questionnaire Set 1

were in experimental group 1 while those who were assigned Questionnaire Set 2 were in

experimental group 2. Participants then read the control scenario in either questionnaire set

and were asked to complete the questionnaire assessing trust and forgiveness level. Upon

the completion of control scenario part, they moved on to read the experimental scenario

part, which was placed in the turnover page to prevent respondents reading it before

reading the control scenario. Then, they filled out the second assessments of their trust and

forgiveness level in response to post-apology behavior consistency after the offense.

Consent forms and questionnaires were returned to administrators once participants

finished, and then were returned for data analysis. Debriefing forms regarding the purpose

of the research were distributed and kept by respondents.

Measures

Organizational Forgiveness. The Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations

Scales- 12 Items Form (TRIM-12) was used to measure the level of organizational

forgiveness at pre-test and post-test of manipulation (McCullough et al., 1998).

McCullough et al. reported that the TRIM-12 had high internal consistency reliability (

= .86). Respondents rated 12 items on a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1= strongly
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disagree to 6= strongly agree. The original scale was a 5-point Likert-type scale but was

revised to 6-point rating scale due to minimize the central tendency of responses. Also, the

12 items were originally negatively framed so as to indicate victim’s motivation to take

revenge as well as to avoid the offender. In present study, 2 items were positively framed so

as to indicate the absence of avoidance and revenge motivations. The reason was to

minimize a response set from participants (Lau, 2004).

High score in TRIM-12 scale indicated the presence of avoiding offender and seeking

revenge motives towards offender, while low score in TRIM-12 indicated the absence of

avoidance and revenge motivations towards offender. In other words, the lower the score,

the higher the organizational forgiveness level of victim towards offender.

(See Appendix B for original TRIM- 12)

Organizational Trust. The Organizational Trust Inventory — Short Form (OTI- SF)

was used to measure the organizational trust level in the present study. OTI- SF is

measuring three dimensions as discussed above: one’s belief on coworker’s 1) ability to

keep commitments; 2) honesty in negotiations; and 3) avoidance to take excessive

advantage. Bentler’s comparative reliability fit index was .98 and these three dimensions

were highly correlated. Moreover, the composite reliability of dimensions was reported

high (Cummings & Bromiley, 1996). Thus, OTI- SF was chosen to measure

organizational trust by Lau (2004). Respondents rated 15 items on a 6-point Likert-type
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scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree. The original scale was a

7-point Likert-type scale but was revised to 6-point rating scale due to minimize the central

tendency of responses (Lau, 2004).

(See Appendix C for original OTI- SF)

Both TRIM- 12 and OTI- SF were translated to Chinese version in Lau’s study (2004)

for better understanding of item descriptions and consistency with scenarios. Internal

consistency of the Chinese versions of TRIM- 12 (12 items, « =.86) and OTI- SF (15

items, « =.84) was high.

(See Appendix D & E for the translated Chinese version of TRIM-12 and OTI- SF)

Results

This study of trust and forgiveness were both a 2 (experimental group) x2

(pre-/post-test) factorial design. To test the major hypotheses, two separate two-way mixed

repeated measure ANOVA were performed. The mean scores of pre-test and post-test of

two experimental groups are given in Table 1. In experimental group 1, the mean scores of

level of trust in pre-test and post-test were M = 3.43 (SD = .54) and M = 4.41 (SD = .59)

respectively; while the means scores of level of forgiveness in pre-test and post-test were M

=3.13 (SD =.64) and M = 2.49 (SD = .73) respectively. It is important to notice that lower

level of score indicated lower level of avoidance and revenge motives. In experimental

group 2, the mean scores of level of trust in pre-test and post-test were M = 3.19 (SD = .54)
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and M = 2.00 (SD = .61) respectively; while the means scores of level of forgiveness in

pre-test and post-test were M = 3.16 (SD =.73) and M = 4.13 (SD = .79) respectively.

For the construct of trust, analysis established a significant main effect of two

experimental groups [F (1, 94) = 202.49, p< .05]. The two experimental groups (consistent

and inconsistent post-apology behaviors) were significantly different from each other in

terms of average score in the measurement of trust. On the other hand, the main effect of

time measurement (i.e. pre-test and post-test) was not significant [Wilk’s Lambda = .17, F

(1, 94) =1.92, p> .05], which meant that the mean score of level of trust in control scenario

was not significantly different from that of in experimental scenarios. However, an

interaction was found between experimental groups and time measurement in trust level

[Wilk’s Lambda = .00, F (1, 94) = 238.18, p< .05]. Effects of experimental groups were

unequally distributed in two tests at different time. An independent t-test was run. The

results of t-test were that: experimental groups and mean score of trust level in pre-test was

t(94)= 2.25, p<.05 with .03 significance level; experimental groups and mean score of trust

level in post-test was t(94)= 19.71, p<.05 with .00 significance level. Thus, experimental

groups had more impacts on the post-test than on the pre-test.

For the construct of forgiveness, analysis established a significant main effect of two

experimental groups [F (1, 91) = 40.40, p< .05]. The two experimental groups (consistent

and inconsistent post-apology behaviors) were significantly different from each other in
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terms of average score in the measurement of forgiveness. Furthermore, the main effect of

time measurement (i.e. pre-test and post-test) was also significant [Wilk’s Lambda = .02, F

(1, 91) = 91.00, p< .05], which meant that the mean score of level of trust in control

scenario was significantly different from that of in experimental scenarios. In addition,

there was an interaction found between experimental groups and time measurement in

forgiveness level [Wilk’s Lambda = .00, F (1, 91) = 144.59, p< .05]. Effects of

experimental groups were unequally distributed in pre-test and post-test of forgiveness

levels. An independent t-test was run. The results of t-test were that: experimental groups

and mean score of forgiveness level in pre-test was t(91)= -.24, p= .82 (i.e. p>.05);

experimental groups and mean score of forgiveness level in post-test was t(94)=-10.53,

p=.00 (i.e. p<.05). Thus, experimental groups had different impacts on two tests.

Results of the nature of company (i.e. profit-making and nonprofit making) and

experimental groups in level of trust as well as in level of forgiveness were [Wilk’s Lambda

= .70, F (1, 92) = .15, p> .05] and [Wilk’s Lambda = .34, F (1, 89) = .93, p> .05]

respectively. Thus, no significance results of the main effect, in which the nature of

company would influence the level of trust and forgiveness level in response to

post-apology behavior consistency, were found.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impacts of offender’s post-apology
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behavior consistency on victim’s level of trust and forgiveness towards the offender in

organizational level. Findings were consistent with hypothesis 1. Results revealed that

offender’s post-apology behavior consistency can influence both victim’s level of trust and

forgiveness towards him. The relationship, again, between post-apology behavior

consistency and forgiveness has not been fully explored by many researchers. However,

according to the present study as well as Lau’s study (2004), results perhaps can give an

insight that post-apology behavior consistency may be one new domain in organizational

forgiveness.

The significant differences of average scores in level of trust and forgiveness in two

experimental groups indicated an importance of offender’s post-apology behavior

consistency. An offense followed by apology alone is not enough to restore the broken

relationship, yet offender’s consistent post-apology behavior closely followed the offense is

crucial. The reason may be that the continual putting effort in offender’s consistent

behavior strengthens victim’s trust on him and that he feels more positive rather than

negative after the consistent post-apology behavior, therefore, forgiveness level is raised.

On the other hand, offender’s inconsistent post-apology behavior fails to pay effort to

reconcile so the broken relationship cannot be restored. Results were consistent with Lau’s

study (2004).

Interaction effects in both trust and forgiveness levels were found. Results indicated
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that inconsistency in offender’s post-apology behavior following offense produces larger

effects on both trust and forgiveness level. Findings showed a significant difference in

organizational trust between two experimental groups (one reading consistent post-apology

behavior; one reading inconsistent post-apology behavior) even in the pretest before

manipulation. Thus, it indicates that trust level between these two groups were already

great before the presentation of inconsistent post-apology behavior. After manipulation, the

difference in their organizational trust level towards offender was even significantly larger.

This result suggests that post-apology behavior consistency has a great impact on

organizational trust among employees. Such finding was consistent with Schweitzer,

Hershey and Bradlow’s research (2006). They suggested that trust harmed by deception

never fully recovers. Inconsistent post-apology behavior may be regarded as deception by

victim due to offender’s failed actions to compensate and make up for the broken

relationship with victims. Meanwhile, results revealed a significant difference in

organizational forgiveness level in two experimental groups after the manipulation of

inconsistent post-apology behavior, it, again, suggests the importance of post-apology

behavior consistency in organizational forgiveness.

Findings in this study failed to support hypothesis 2. Results indicated that business

nature (profit-making or nonprofit sectors) does not impose influence on the effects of

post-apology behavior consistency on organizational trust and organizational forgiveness.
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Neither trust nor forgiveness level showed significant difference between profit-making

settings and nonprofit sectors in two experimental groups. In other words, victim’s who

work in nonprofit sector does not show higher level of trust and forgiveness towards

offender than those who work in profit-making business settings in response to

post-apology behavior consistency following the offense. It is proposed that the

effectiveness of post-apology behavior consistency are widely spread across different

business natures and settings. Even though people who choose to work in nonprofit sector

are more positive and have different needs (i.e. to impose social change), and may be under

the influence, or pressure of organizational norms, victims do not show higher trust or

forgiveness level towards offender. On the other hand, people who work in profit-making

business settings do not show lower level of trust and forgiveness towards offender. Results

indicated that post-apology behavior consistency is equally important when considered by

people working in different business settings with different personality and organizational

cultures.

Implications

Results from this study have several implications for managerial levels in

organizations. Organizational forgiveness may be one of the new and possible strategies to

resolve a broken relationship between workers after an offense. Experiences of workplace

offense, in which either we inflict or those inflicted on us, are common and always happen
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to individuals since most people spend about one-third of waking hours in a working

environment (Worthington, Berry, Shivy, & Browstein, 2005). Tepper (2000) argued that

voluntary turnover of workers is better predicted by violations of interactional justice than

by distributive or procedural justice and it implies that interpersonal relationship is of vital

importance. Interpersonal conflicts in workplace threaten the quality of workplace

relationships, yet organizational forgiveness can facilitate the repair of relationships

between offenders and victims (Metts, Cupach, & Lippert, 2006). According to them, Mett

and his associates argued that forgiveness is uniquely situated between offenses and

restoration of working relationships, so forgiveness is the central key. Besides, forgiveness

brings along other benefits: It helps the working teams and organization be more

affectively positive in higher frequency and such environment can foster more productivity

when employees are more forgiving. In addition, turnover may also be lessened

(Worthington, Berry, Shivy, & Browstein, 2005). Thus, promoting forgiveness in

organization settings will benefit the whole working world. Bradfield and Aquino (1999)

suggested that one way to encourage forgiveness is to raise employee’s awareness of the

potential benefits of forgiveness through training and development interventions.

Further implication is that researcher and training parties in organizations can develop

effective training and intervention programs for employees in both a theoretical and

practical way. Struthers, Dupuis and Eaton (2005) suggested that social motivation training,
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which aims to restructure one’s attributions, is effective to promote forgiveness among

coworkers. In addition, the current study revealed that apology alone was not sufficient to

elicit forgiveness from victim toward offender. Therefore, organizations can raise

employees’ awareness of one’s behavior consistency when dealing with workplace conflicts

(Lau, 2004),

Furthermore, organizational trust is undoubtedly important among different levels or

within same levels of coworkers because working together requires some degree of trust in

day-to-day contact (McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998). Post-apology behavior

consistency influences the trust restoration, which is closely linked to forgiveness (Rusbult,

Kumashiro, Finkel, & Wildschut, 2002). Thus, intervention programs addressing

organizational forgiveness together with organizational trust are worth studying. Future

research should be focus on such relationship between these two constructs.

Limitations

Several limitations in the study deserve comments. The first limitation is that it is a

cross-sectional nature of design. Data collections of pre-test and post-test were collected at

one point in time, the lasting effect cannot be studied. Longitudinal research or testing at

different times will help investigate this problem.

Another limitation is that some important mediating variables may not have been

identified such as anger. Bies, Tripp and Kramer (1997) argued that anger mediates the
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process leading from personal offense to forgiveness. Thus, anger may mediate the

relationship between post-apology behavior consistency and trust or forgiveness.

An additional limitation of the present study is lacking of actual involvement in the

situation. This may lessen the effects that may be found in real witnessed or real

experienced situation (Stone & Kotch, 1989). More realism can be added by possibly using

video tapes or virtual-reality technology, so that a more accurate causal relationship can be

observed (Pierce & Aguinis, 1997).

The fourth limitation is that dispositional aspect of trust and forgiveness in

participants was not controlled in present study. As previous research showed that

personality trait of forgivingness predisposes people to have a tendency to forgive

offenders and is stable over time and across situations (Roberts, 2005). Significant

difference between two experimental groups in the control scenario (pre-test before

intervention) about organizational trust level was found, which was the problem of not

controlling dispositional aspect. Larger participant pool is suggested for future research.

Division of participants according to different predisposition of trust and forgiveness levels

such as possessing of high/ low forgivingness and so forth can eliminate such problem (Lau,

2004).

One final suggestion for future research is that researchers can particularly focus on

between managerial and subordinates level or inter-organizational level by grouping
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participants into managerial and non-managerial groups, so that comparisons between

different levels may be possible. Would post-apology behavior consistency be less effective

between manager-subordinates level when compared to within subordinate level? Would it

be more effective between inter-organizations? These comparisons are worth investigating.

Conclusion

Forgiveness has been studied more widely as a strategy for coping with conflicts in

organizations. Substantial evidence in literature and research suggested that forgiveness not

only heal people, relationships but also workplace conflicts (Aquino, Grover, Goldman, &

Folger, 2003; Butler & Mullis, 2001; Cameron, Bright & Caza, 2004; Dupuis & Eaton,

2005;; McCullough & Worthington, 1994; Metts, Cupach, & Lippert, 2006; Worthington,

Berry, Shivy, & Browstein, 2005). Results from the present study suggested that

post-apology consistent behavior after offense can facilitate organizational forgiveness and

organizational trust level from victim towards offender. As a result, other than apology,

post-apology behavior consistency is crucial in restoration of relationship. Management

and training teams should develop intervention and training programs for employees in

order to minimize the shortcomings of offenses but manifest the benefits of forgiveness.

Finally, it should be reminded that forgiveness can be applied in all relationships across

parent-child, friends, coworkers, inter-organizations and societal levels.
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Questionnaire Set 1
Control Scenario (Pre-test)
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Experimental Scenario 1 - Post-apology Consistent Behavior (Post-test)
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Questionnaire Set 2
Control Scenario (Pre-test)
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Experimental Scenario 2 - Post-apology Inconsistent Behavior (Post-test)
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Debriefing Form
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Appendix B

The original Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scales- 12 Items Form
(TRIM-12)

From the following questions, please indicate your current thoughts and feeling about the
person who hurt you. 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.

2. I’ll keep as much distance between us as possible.
3. I wish that something bad would happen to him/ her.
4. 1 live as if he/ she doesn’t exist, isnt” around.

5. I don’t trust him/ her.

6. 1 want him/ her to get what he/ she deserves.

7. 1 find it difficult to act warmly toward him/ her.
8. I avoid him/ her.

9. I’m going to get even.

10. I cut off the relationship with him/ her.

11. | want to see him/ her hurt and miserable.

12. | withdraw from him/ her.

Source: McCullough, et al. (1998)
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Appendix C

The Organizational Trust Inventory — Short Form (OTI- SF)

Please choose the unit of department about which you can most knowledgeable report the
opinions of members of your department or unit.

1. Your department or unit is: (enter name of department/ unit)
2. The other department or unit about which you are responding is: (enter name of
department/ unit)

Please circle the number to the right of each statement that most clearly describes the
opinion of members of your department toward the other department. Interpret the blank
spaces as referring to the other department about which you are commenting.

Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Agree Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Agree Agree
Disgree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. We think the peoplein ___tell the truth. 1 2 3 45 6 7
2. Wethinkthat _ meets its negotiated obligations to our department. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Inouropinion, __ isreliable. 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. We think that the peoplein ___ succeed by stepping on otherpeople. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Wefeelthat __ tries to get the upper hand. 1 2 3 45 6 7
6. Wethinkthat _ takes advantage of our problems. 1 2 3 456 7
7. Wefeelthat _ negotiates with us honestly. 1 2 3 45 6 7
8. Wefeelthat _ will keep its words. 1 2 3 4567
9. Wethink __ does not mislead us. 1 2 3 45 6 7
10. We feelthat __ tries to get out of its commitments. 1 2 3 456 7
11. We feelthat __ negotiates join expectations fairly. 1 2 3 45 6 7
12. We feelthat _ takes advantage of people who are vulnerable. 1 2 3 456 7

Source: Cummings and Bromiley (1996)
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Appendix D
Translated and Modified TRIM-12 in Chinese
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Appendix E

Translated and Modified OTI- SF in Chinese
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Table 1
Average score of level of trust and forgiveness
Trust Forgiveness
Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Experimental ~ 3.43 54 441 .59 3.13 .64 2.49 73
Group 1
(Consistent)
Experimental  3.18 54 2.00 .61 3.16 73 4.13 .79
Group 2

(Inconsistent)
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