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Within the psychological and organizational sces)aesearch on forgiveness as
an offender-directed motivational response to mctation is flourishing. Scholars have
drawn from a wide range of theoretical perspectiodsetter understand the meaning of
forgiveness and the antecedents of victims’ forgguinotivations. Underlying this
research is a near-unanimous assumption that #wgas leads to beneficial outcomes,
which has paradoxically hampered scholars’ undedstg of the precise nature of those
benefits. The purpose of the current researchaésmsider a previously unforeseen yet
broadly significant potential consequence of foegiess — creativity. Drawing from
evolutionary process models of creative performgB8amonton, 1999; 2003),
forgiveness is theorized to impact creativity bgdatening the set of ideas, concepts, and
knowledge structures utilized during the creativecpss, referred to collectively as the
participant’s “domain set”. Specifically, forgivesgeand creativity are theoretically
linked via three distinct mechanisms: mood, moiorgtand cognitive resources.

Two pilot studies were conducted to ensure theatiy of a forgiveness priming
procedure and explore a theoretically consistenbfdab-based creative performance
measures. Three primary studies were subsequemttjucted to fully test the effect of
forgiveness on creative performance and the thedmzediating mechanisms. In Study

1, a brainstorming task was utilized to provideiahisupport for the forgiveness-



creativity link and the role of domain set over plentask persistence. Mood was
furthermore measured as a mediating mechanismy Qtveplicated and extended the
Study 1 findings via a different creativity taskgative drawing) and tests of both mood
and motivation as potential mediators. In StudfuBher evidence for a forgiveness-
creativity effect was sought via a creative probkatving exercise (the Duncker candle
task). Mood and motivation were again measuredediators. In addition, the cognitive
resource theory was explored via the addition adgnitive load manipulation. Results
cumulatively supported the cognitive resource pse8pe. In all three studies,
forgiveness predicted creative performance. Thgifeness-creativity link disappeared
under cognitive load (Study 3), but was unrelatedi¢tim mood (Studies 1-3) or
motivation (Studies 2 and 3). In the discussionisectheoretical and practical

implications are reviewed along with limitationsdgootential future directions.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH OVERVIEW

Within social and organizational contexts alikietimnization is commonplace.
From marital disputes and schoolyard bullying tousé harassment and abusive
supervision, suffering at the hands of others érsagly endemic to the human
experience. Aquino and Thau (2009) identify temrfsiof victimization in the workplace
alone; social psychologists likewise study a braady of situations in which individuals
aggress against each other and experience victionza turn (Zechmeister & Romero,
2002). Given the ubiquity of victimization acrossaage of social and organizational
contexts, one key question for scholars is howmgtespond to the transgressions they
experience. Of particular interest in the curre@search is the question of how
transgressions influence victims’ offender-direateativations as encompassed by the
construct oforgivenesgMcCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997; McCullgiu
Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight, 1998hen victims become motivated
to act prosocially toward their offenders they bandescribed as adopting a forgiving
mindset toward them. When victims maintain motiwas to act antisocially toward their
offenders (e.g. to avoid or take revenge agaireshjithey can be described as adopting
an unforgiving mindset toward them (McCullough t1897; 1998).

Testaments to the significance of forgiveness s$ipa@ and cultures. Greek and
Roman philosophers certainly possessed notionsrgiveness. Aristotle discussed
forgiveness ifNicomachean Ethicand other texts, as did Plato, Socrates, and Emcur
(Griswold, 2007). In the Middle Ages, religious apgaches to the topic prevailed (Owen,
1976). The Renaissance in turn witnessed an exgantiest in forgiveness, mirroring

the scholarly ethos of the time (Owen, 1976; Siiffl2003a). Themes of forgiveness can
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be found in Shakespeardse Merchant of Venig@McLean, 1996) and the works of
other great Renaissance thinkers including Eragimerstler, 1965) and John Milton
(Shifflett, 2003b). In the I8century, moral philosopher and theologian JosepteBis
often mentioned as an influential voice in reasgrabout forgiveness (Griswold, 2007,
Murphy, 2005; Newberry, 2001), although his wagaialy not the only perspective of
the time (Speight, 2005), and philosophical treattmef forgiveness continued into the
19" century and beyond (e.g. Downie, 1965; NietzstB87; North, 1987).

In the 2% century, the psychological sciences are expengnaiveritable
renaissance of forgiveness scholarship. Scholams t@me from social, personality,
organizational, clinical, counseling, and developtakperspectives to develop
influential theories of forgiveness explore the sioumct’'s nomological net.
Overwhelmingly, research has focused on the anésteaf forgiveness — individual
differences and situational contexts that fac#itaittims’ forgiveness of their offenders.
For instance, scholars have demonstrated that ésn@dcCullough et al, 1998),
apologies (Fehr & Gelfand, in press; Ohbuchi, Kam&dAgarie, 1989), perceptions of
intent (Struthers, Eaton, Santelli, Uchiyama, &r8ni, 2008), harm severity (Fincham,
Jackson, & Beach, 2005), mood (McCullough, Bondiéot, 2007), the Big Five
(McCullough & Hoyt, 2002), narcissism (Exline, Baeister, Bushman, Campbell, &
Finkel, 2004), and trait anger (Berry, Worthingt&ayrott, O’'Connor, & Wade, 2001) all
play important roles in determining the degree tocl victims forgive their offenders
(for a meta-analytic review see Fehr, Gelfand, &Na press).

Consistent across these and other studies is &agginfg belief in the power of

forgiveness for victims’ and society’s well-beingnfortunately, seemingly near-
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unanimous agreement among scholars on the impertsfrforgiveness’ effects has
hampered research on what, precisely, those efieetdndeed, research on the
consequences of forgiveness is surprisingly limifdde small compendium of
scholarship that is available has focused on ferg®gs’ role in enhancing victim well-
being, victim-offender cooperation, and victim proslity (Karremans & Van Lange,
2008). For example, studies have demonstrateddigveness facilitates life
satisfaction (Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, &wer, 2003), reduces blood
pressure (Witvliet, Ludwig, & Vander Laan, 2008cilitates interpersonal cooperation
(Fincham, 2000), and enhances victims’ generairfgelof relatedness toward other
people to pre-conflict levels (Karremans, Van Lar@élolland, 2005). Taken together,
these findings confirm that forgiveness enhanceast\wehcommonly perceived to be lost
during conflict — well-being, cooperation, and tetiness. Yet conflict can exhibit
deleterious effects that extend well beyond fealiofystress and relationship dissolution.
Thus, the positive effects of forgiveness may lilsanextend well beyond reductions in
stress and relationship restoration.

One finding within the applied literature is thandlict inhibits creativity, defined
as the production of novel and useful outputs (ldssay & Amabile, 2010). Multiple
studies have demonstrated that conflict compronusssivity in group brainstorming
exercises (e.g. Pearsall, Ellis, & Evans, 2008)iadtvidual creative problem solving
tasks (Carnevale & Probst, 1998). The purposeetthrent research is explore the
hypothesis that forgiveness counteracts the negaffects of conflict on creativity,
enhancing victims’ creative performance to pre-tohlevels. Drawing from the

stochastic model of creative achievement (describeetail in Chapter 3; Simonton,
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1999; 2003), creativity is traced to two key inputsmain set (the set of ideas, thoughts,
and knowledge structures utilized in the creatirnaecess) and persistence (the frequency
with which creative achievement is attempted). k@ngess is in turn linked to domain
set via three key mediating mechanisms: mood, ratitit, and resource availability.

The overarching implications of the hypothesizedjifieeness-creativity link are
broad and far-reaching. Given previous researcemgenerally detrimental effects of
conflict on team performance and creativity (De &Weingart, 2003), forgiveness
represents one means toward a post-conflict enh@edeof creative potential that is
entirely within the hands of the victim. Similarthe forgiveness-creativity link implies a
constructive means through which employees carncowse feelings of victimization
from customers, coworkers, and managers alikellBlaraplications can be drawn
outside the organizational context for individuségking to engage in artistic pursuits.
Interpersonal disputes, when resolved through Yergess, may allow artists to create
higher quality paintings, poems, and sculptdres.

The hypothesis that forgiveness enhances creatvitype tested across three
studies. Each study will utilize a priming methantpt (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000) to
enhance the internal validity of the presentedifigs, albeit at some expense to external
validity. Participants will specifically be primeudth forgiveness, unforgiveness, or a
control condition. It is expected that forgivenassl control participants will experience

parallel levels of creativity, but that unforgivesseparticipants will experience less

! As nearly every extant review of creativity haseah history is rife with examples of conflict- and
revenge-induced creative achievement (e.g. Simo2@03). Motivated processing theories of creativit
suggest that a conflict-oriented mindset may spediy facilitate creativity on violent or vengeftdsks

(De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008). The present researctsdut debate this point, but rather limits its foto the
arguably more common phenomenon wherein conflidtasativity are decoupled — e.g. a marital dispute
that occurs before a brainstorming session at wdekv hours later.
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creativity than forgiveness or control participartsStudy 1, the forgiveness-creativity
link will be tested via the alternative uses taskpopular lab-based brainstorming
exercise (Torrance, 1964). Creative performanckbeidelineated in terms of both
domain set and persistence to ensure that forgegeth@es not simply encourage task
persistence, but rather directly broadens victideshain sets (De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008).
The mediating role of mood will also be explored aimodified measure of the PANAS
scale (Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008).

In Study 2, convergent validity for the forgivenessativity relationship will be
sought via a creative drawing task (Ward, 1994)oMwill again be measured as a
potential mediating mechanism, along with measaféask efficacy, task interest, and
task choice to explore the mediating role of irgtiemotivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

In Study 3, further evidence for the validity oetforgiveness-creativity link will
be sought via the utilization of a creative problemlving task (Dunker, 1945). Mood and
motivation will again be measured as potential g0l mechanisms. In addition, the
role of cognitive resource availability will be ted via the addition of a cognitive load
manipulation. Specifically, half of participantsiMae randomly assigned to rehearse a
nine digit number while completing the creativelgeon solving task. In this design it is
theorized that cognitive load will override the iagp of forgiveness on creativity by
perpetually depleting participants’ cognitive resims.

Results across each of the three studies confitheedognitive resource
perspective. In Studies 1-3, forgiveness was shiovemhance creative performance to
levels that mirrored the performance of the corpanticipants. In Study 1, the effect was

specifically shown to be driven by domain set, antlitask persistence. In Studies 1-3,
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mood was ruled out as a mediating mechanismnbitritask motivation was likewise
ruled out in Studies 2 and 3. In Study 3, the a$fet forgiveness were shown to
disappear under conditions of cognitive load, sujpg the theory that cognitive
resource availability and the enhancement of degletsources drives the forgiveness-
creativity effect. The three primary studies aregeded by a description of two pilot
studies wherein the forgiveness priming procedackeaeativity tasks were selected, pre-
tested, and refined.

This paper proceeds as follows. First, the constliforgiveness is introduced.
Previous research on the antecedents of forgivesessiewed to provide a conceptual
foundation for the construct; the considerably oar compendium of research on the
consequences of forgiveness is then discussedail ttesituate the present research
within the available literature (Chapter 2). Follag the review of forgiveness, research
on creativity is explored. Drawing from the stodiamodel of creative achievement
(Simonton, 1999; 2003) creativity is linked to teigtinct inputs — domain set and
persistence (Chapter 3). Forgiveness is subsegquagtied to broaden participants’
domain sets to pre-conflict levels via distincteative, motivational, and cognitive
mechanisms (Chapter 4). Two pilot studies and thraeary studies are presented to
demonstrate the forgiveness-creativity link and tles competing meditational pathways
(Chapters 5-8). In the discussion section implaregifor research and practice are
reviewed (Chapter 9). Emphasis is placed upon ¢eel to develop a broader
understanding of the consequences of forgivenassh@need for conflict scholars to
emphasize forgiveness and related conflict managesteategies in studies of conflict

and creative performance. Future directions andditons are also discussed.
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CHAPTER 2. FORGIVENESS THEORY AND RESEARCH

In a Distinguished Scholar essay publisheBensonal Relationshipsenowned
forgiveness researcher Frank Fincham (2000) drem fhe lessons of the porcupine to
describe the ubiquity and necessity of forgivenes®ocial life. As the winter draws near
the porcupines, like many other animals, huddlettogy for warmth. Drawing closer to
each other they find themselves repelled by thekprof their neighbors’ quills and
quickly disperse. Nonetheless, they come togetbeagain and thus begin a cyclical
process of attraction and repulsion. To Fincham piticks experienced by the porcupine
parallel humanity’s own interpersonal quarrelsthia face of a transgression, it is human
nature to recoil and protect oneself from a subseoffense. Yet, as Michael
McCullough documents extensively in a recent batak,also human nature to forgive —
to move past the experienced harm and reinstatesa@al mindset toward the aggressor
(McCullough, 2008). This ability to forgive — to cmagain approach a transgressor and
reinstate interdependence — is inherent not onhumans but also in monkeys, dogs,
fish, mice, and countless other social creatures\zaal & Pokorny, 2005)

Psychological scientists have adopted a varietppateptualizations of
forgiveness, alternatively defining the constructa emotion (Worthington, 2006;
Worthington & Wade, 1999) a decision (DiBlasio, 89% behavior (e.g. Gahagan &
Tedeschi, 1968; Tedeschi, Hiester, & Gahagan, 1983 motivational change
(McCullough et al, 1997). In recent years schoharge coalesced around the
conceptualization of forgiveness as a primarily iredtonal phenomenon (McCullough
et al, 1997) with affective, cognitive, and behaal@ntecedents (Fehr et al, in press) and

consequences (Karremans et al, 2003). To quote NMu@h, Pargament, and Thoresen
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(2000) forgiveness can therefore be defined asraraindividual, prosocial change
toward a perceived transgressor that is situatédadma specific interpersonal context”
(p- 9). As victims of transgressions come to foegitheir prosocial motivations toward
their offenders increase; when victims’ motivatidoward their transgressors remain
antisocial, they can be described as unforgivingpdrtantly, forgiveness does not imply
condoning, pardoning, excusing, forgetting, or degyhe harmful actions of an offender
(Coyle & Enright, 1997; McCullough et al, 2000; Nar1987). Victims who forgive
their offenders remain committed to the idea thatdffense occurred and that it was
wrong. Forgiveness thus occurs despite these dactsi0t because of a disassociation
from them.
Predicting For giveness

Since Piaget’s (1932/196%he Moral Judgment of the Chjlfbrgiveness
research has grown to receive attention from @infEnright, 2001; Enright &
Fitzgibbons, 2000; Freedman, Enright, & KnutsorQ20Nade & Worthington, 2005;
Worthington, Kurusu, Collins, Berry, Ripley, & Baj&000), developmental (Allemand,
2008; Girard & Mullet, 1997; Hebl & Enright, 199Barby & Schlenker, 1982; Enright
et al, 1994), social (Struthers et al, 2008; Tak&01; Karremans & Van Lange, 2008;
Fincham et al, 2005), personality (McCullough & H®002; Berry et al, 2001; Exline et
al, 2004), and organizational (Aquino, Tripp, & Bi2001; Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2006)
perspectives. Across each of these psychologitatimciplines, research on the
antecedents of forgiveness has received the |grdse of attention. For example, among
the twenty-one papers in tdeurnal of Personality and Social Psycholdbgat examine

forgiveness from 1982 to early 2010, all but twous upon its predictors. Similarly, only

8



one of the nineteen articles on forgiveness pubtishPersonality and Social
Psychology Bulletimluring the same timeframe focuses on its consegsenc

Although the focus of the present research is erctimsequences of forgiveness,
it is prudent to begin with a discussion of itsean@dents for two reasons. First, given the
centrality of forgiveness’s predictors to the fialsla whole, an examination of this
compendium of work is vital if one hopes to undanst what psychologists currently
know about the construct and its conceptualizatiatond, given the cross-sectional
nature of most forgiveness research, it is readertalpresume a significant degree of bi-
directional causality with respect to many variabieodally framed as predictors of
forgiveness (e.g. empathy; depression). In a reoetd-analysis, these correlates of
forgiveness were delineated across three categeogaitions, affect, and constraints
(Fehr et al, in press). Each of these sets of naetstis reviewed below and summarized

in Table 1.

Cognitions

The cognitive antecedents of forgiveness can bigednria a sensemaking
perspective, wherein victims seek to interprettthasgression event with respect to both
the offense itself and the offender (Weick, 19@x)nstructs including intent,
responsibility, severity and apology can be categdras cognitive antecedents of
forgiveness. Through the sensemaking processmadaisk themselves the question,
“What has happened here?” and via this questicgriah@te whether or not to forgive.

Central to the sensemaking process are attributcmgmitions that determine how
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victims interpret offenders’ roles in the transgiess they experienced. Victims may
seek to understand how responsible an offendefavaghat happened (Aquino et al,
2006) by prescribing blame to either their offersdar external circumstances. Presuming
responsibility, victims may likewise seek to intexppan offender’s intentions — the
degree to which the transgression was goal-direantecdourposeful (e.g. Struthers et al,
2008). Apologies may mitigate victims’ negative geptions of their offenders (Fehr &
Gelfand, in press) as should victims’ understandiipeir offenders’ perspectives
(Exline, Baumeister, Zell, Kraft, & Witvliet, 200&nd perceptions of the severity of
harm incurred (Fincham et al, 2005). Several vidispositions shown to affect
forgiveness can likewise be traced to the cognpmespective. Agreeableness predicts
whether victims interpret conflict events as desgrof cooperative and integrative
tactics or assertive and disengaging tactics (@nagziJensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996).
Trait forgiveness more specifically predicts whetbenot victims view the offenses they
experience as deserving of a forgiving responseryBx al, 2001; Brown, 2003). Meta-
analytic evidence suggests that dispositional ¢agrs account for an average of 6% of
variance in victim forgiveness while situationabodions account for 14% of variance in
forgiveness. For instance, apologies are correlatddforgiveness r = .42 while
agreeableness is correlated with forgiveness22%Fehr et al, in press).
Affect

Affective antecedents of forgiveness describe taayremotions and moods that
victims experience in the wake of an offense (BlgCullough et al, 2007). Whereas the
cognitive correlates of forgiveness imply a sendenggprocess that is explicitly directed

toward the offender and offense, the affectivealates of forgiveness relate more
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directly to victims’ emotional experiences and meo#iffective theories of forgiveness
presume that emotions are closely associated watims’ motivations to forgive. When
victims experience negative offender-directed earstisuch as anger, a reduced
motivation to forgive can be expected. Conversdbigmvvictims experience positive
offender-directed emotions such empathy, an enldamegivation to forgive can be
expected (Worthington, 2006). Moods in turn carekgected to impact forgiveness in
accordance with mood-as-input theory, such thatdad@come attributed to salient
external sources (Clore, Schwarz, & Conway, 1994rti, Ward, Achee, & Wyer,
1993; Schwarz & Clore, 1988). Following an offengetims can be expected to attribute
negative mood states to their offenders and thudebwotivated to forgive. Positive
moods conversely imply a less severe impact obtfemse on the victim and thus a
greater motivation to forgive. As with victim cogions, victims’ affective states can be
traced to several dispositions. Within the Big Riaeonomy, research suggests that
neuroticism is predictive of the types of affectstates that inhibit forgiveness.
Neuroticism is defined as the tendency to reaessfully to life events (McCrae &
Costa, 1987). When faced with negative environmestitauli, neurotic individuals
experience higher levels of negative affect thairtdless neurotic peers (Larsen &
Ketelaar, 1991), leading to less forgiveness (Mtiligh & Hoyt, 2002). Research
similarly suggests that trait anger (Wilkowski & Iitieson, 2007), empathic concern
(McCullough et al, 1997), and depression (Orth,iR®pb& Roberts, 2008) impact
forgiveness via tendencies to experience particulaods and emotions. Meta-analytic

evidence suggests that dispositional inclinatiomsgatd specific affectivities account for
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an average of 3% of variance in forgiveness whileaional affect accounts for an
average of 12% of variance in forgiveness (Felat,eh press).
Constraints

Constraints represent the final class of forgiven@edictors. Within this
grouping are relational and socio-emotional comstisghat propel the forgiveness
motivation. At the relational level, victims mayrfive to persist in relationships that
they find enjoyable or useful. The importance ddtienship restoration to the victim is
best depicted via the concept of embeddednesshwhichell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski,
& Erez (2001) liken to “a net or a web in whichiadividual can become stuck”
(p-1104). A victim is embedded or “stuck” in thetwn-offender relationship to the
degree that a dissolution of the relationship warithil significant personal sacrifice. A
spouse, for example, might suffer financial losa oeduced sense of belonging by
dissolving the spousal relationship. As the le¥edaxrifice implied by unforgiveness
increases, victims should become increasingly matey to forgive. Embeddedness is
operationalized via measures of relationship clesgnsatisfaction, and commitment
(Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Peggy, 2002; McCulih et al, 1998). These variables
are described as situational because individugdergence offenses from partners to
whom they are variously committed (e.g. friendssusrstrangers) just as they experience
offenses with varying levels of severity. Thus, m#eough constructs such as
commitment are fairly stable within dyads, theywacross different dyads within which
a victim can experience conflict.

Within the victim socio-moral constraints may afday an important role. Such

internalized constraints could stem from victimaigious systems (measured via
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religiosity) or stable motivations to be vieweddihers in a positive light (measured via
social desirability). First, forgiveness can beeaptpd to relate to religiosity to the degree
that religion exerts a social pressure on victimpdrform in a socially desirable manner
(i.e. forgive) regardless of their offense-speatfognitions or affect (McCullough &
Worthington, 1999; Mullet, Barros, Frongia, Usagthl, & Shafighi, 2003; Tsang,
McCullough, & Hoyt, 2005). Social desirability carore generally be expected to relate
to forgiveness to the degree that victims wantewibwed favorably by those around
them (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). Situational constitaiaccount for 8% of variance in
forgiveness; dispositional constraints accounfar (Fehr et al, in press).
The Power of Forgiveness

Although the antecedents of forgiveness have redeive lion’s share of
attention among conflict scholars, a limited litera has likewise explored its
consequences (Karremans & Van Lange, 2008). Bragutigking, these data can be
delineated across three levels: intrapersonakpateonal, and generalized. The
intrapersonal consequences of forgiveness incluaigetcriteria that affect how victims
feel both emotionally and physiologically. The mersonal consequences of forgiveness
include those criteria that affect how victims acintend to act toward their offenders.
The generalized consequences of forgiveness inthade criteria that affect how
victims act beyond the conflict context — for inste, their feelings of relatedness to
people beyond the transgressor. At each leveliad/aet of consequences can be
expected, comprising a suite of emotions, cognsti@md behavioral inclinations. As the
review will document, research on the consequeot&sgiveness is closely tied to

definitions of the construct itself as a prosodm@nevolent act. Thus, the prevalent theme
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in the literature is that forgiveness enhancesmitwell-being and benevolent
tendencies.
The Intrapersonal Consequences of For giveness

Within individuals, forgiveness has been shownxiailgit both psychological and
physiological consequences. Karremans et al (280@)oyed correlational and
experimental designs to explore the impact of f@gess on victims’ psychological
well-being. For instance, in one study the authwitzed a modified implicit association
test to measure victims’ “true forgiveness.” Th& Ivas a cover story after which false
feedback was provided. Participants were told ey had either begun to forgive their
offenders or not yet begun to forgive their offersdécross three studies, the authors
found that forgiveness leads to greater life satisbn, greater self-esteem, higher levels
of positive affect and lower levels of negativeeatf The found effects were especially
strong among victims who were previously commiti@their offenders. In a
longitudinal field study, McCullough et al (2009und that forgiveness —
operationalized via victims’ avoidant motivationfikewise predicts rumination, such
that victims who experience unforgiving motivationsninate over transgressions more
than their peers. Sheffield (2002) showed thati@gpents who had forgiven displayed
fewer clinical symptoms (e.g. depression) thanrtpeers while Little, Simmons, and
Nelson (2007) demonstrated a negative link betwsdorgiveness and self-reported
health in a sample of religious clergy. Rhoaded €2007) found that forgiveness of the
9/11 attackers facilitated positive coping respsrisehe events, while Lawler-Row and
Piferi (2006) found that trait forgiveness is asatexl with greater subjective well-being,

spiritual well being, healthy behaviors, and redlidepression and stress. Kluwer and
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Karremans (in press) explored the effects of fagass following infidelity, and found
similar effects as those presented in Karremaas (@003).

Witvliet et al (2001) demonstrated intrapersonalgiblogical consequences of
forgiveness as well. Utilizing a within-subjectsagery technique, the authors asked
participants to recall a recent transgression iitlvthey were the victim and rehearse
either forgiving (developing feelings of empathyaigting forgiveness) or unforgiving
(rehearsing the hurt; harboring a grudge) respotastige event. Compared with
forgiving imagery, unforgiving imagery led to nelgaty valenced emotion, greater
arousal, greater anger, greater sadness, les®kdets empathy, above-baseline
corrugators electromyogram readings, above-basgkimeconductance, above-baseline
arterial pressure, and above-baseline heart rater8l additional studies show similar
physiological effects. Edmonson (2004) found thatipipants recalling betrayal events
displayed less arterial reactivity and less coktisactivity when recalling events they
had forgiven. Seybold, Hill, Neumann, and Chi (20@iked trait forgiveness to health
habits including alcohol and cigarette use. Sewwtalies by Lawler-Row and colleagues
(Lawler et al, 2003; Lawler-Row, Pifieri, Jobe, Eaimson, & Jones, 2005; Lawler-Row,
Karremans, Scott, Edlis-Matityahou, & Edwards, 20@8nd that forgiveness (both trait
and state) is associated with lower systolic blpagssure, slower heart rate, fewer
physical symptoms, and less alcohol and medicaisen Available data suggest that the
physiological consequences of forgiveness may bieapyg mediated by stress reductions
(Lawler et al, 2003) as well as social support psythological well-being (Lawler-Row

& Piferi, 2006).
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The Inter personal Consequences of Forgiveness

Within the victim-offender dyad, forgiveness hagmshown to facilitate
relationship restoration in terms of actual repaid motivation to repair. Fincham and
Beach (2002) found that forgiveness facilitatesstactive communication and mitigates
aggression among married couples. Fincham, BeadDavila (2007) found that
forgiveness also facilitates conflict resolutiommarriage. McCullough et al (1998)
demonstrated a link between forgiveness and vicsei§reported feelings of closeness
toward their offenders. Karremans and Van Lang@42@und that forgiveness
motivates accommodation (Rusbult Verette, Whitigdgyik, & Lipkus, 1991),
willingness to sacrifice, and cooperative intensigmeasured via a modified dictator
game; Van Lange & Kuhiman, 1994) among close m@hstiip partners. Fincham and
Beach (2007) found that forgiveness facilitatesitabguality among women (but not
men) over a twelve month interval. Taken as a whblese findings confirm a main
effect between victims’ prosocial motivations tod/iéineir offenders and subsequent
behavioral prosociality — a finding that is hardlyrprising given decades of research on
the motivation-behavior link, broadly construed #8t& Gardner, 2007). One fact these
studies do emphasize is that when victims are reefigror otherwise desire forgiveness,
power within the dyad shifts to the victim. It is,other words, “up to the victim” to
shape the future of the dyad, at least in term@adocial interaction frequency following
the transgression.
The Generalized Consequences of For giveness

The final set of findings on the consequences @fiteness comes from a study

by Karremans et al (2005). Drawing from researcimterpersonal relationships (e.g.
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Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000) and self-condtthaory (Markus & Kitayama, 1991),
the authors note that episodic relationship belavaan exert meaningful spillover
effects, shifting victims’ cognitive frameworks atitus their behavioral tendencies. Put
differently, events that make certain behavior&lescas temporarily accessible in
memory can, upon repetition, become chronicallessible schemas that influence
behavior across situations and time (Gelfand, Md&awer, Nishii, & O’Brien, 2006). In
Study 1 participants were asked to recall a recentlict event with a close other and
subsequently use their “intuition” to translate mtyepronouns in a paragraph of fictitious
foreign text. Forgiveness was shown to positivelgrelate with the number of first
person plural pronouns (e.g. we, us, ours) thatqgoaants produced, suggesting that
forgiveness leads to a general feeling of “we-nessStudy 2 participants were primed
with forgiveness by recalling either a forgivenumforgiven offense. They were then
asked to fill out a brief survey indicating theillagness to volunteer for a charity and
given the opportunity to donate some of their eagsito the charity. Forgiveness
predicted both willingness to volunteer and doregimade. In the final study by
Karremans et al (2005) participants were again @dimith forgiveness and asked to
indicate their general sense of relatedness ta piaple as measured via a modified
version of the Inclusion of Others in the Self 8c@dDS; Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992).
Results again demonstrated that forgiveness lesalgjteater sense of connectedness to
others. This is the only known study to date thgi@es the consequences of
forgiveness for behavior that extends beyond tlagitycontext. Yet it is an important
first step in understanding that forgiveness caft gictims’ behavioral patterns in

contexts that do not explicitly involve the victioffender conflict event.
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Conclusions on Forgiveness. State of the Science

Forgiveness research can be meaningfully delineatadcordance with its focus
on either the predictors or the consequences gieness. Although there is evidence to
suggest reciprocal relationships with respect w@s@ constructs (e.g. mood; relationship
closeness), the causal directions hypothesizedurce studies present important
distinctions for theory and method. To date, theradnelming majority of studies have
focused on forgiveness’s predictors. A recent nagiaysis delineates 22 of these factors
across three categories: cognitions, affect, andtcaints (Fehr et al, 2001; see Table 1).
Several constructs have been shown to exhibit seveaiusality. For instance, forgiveness
has been shown to predict victim affective stakegremans et al, 2003) and relationship
quality (Fincham et al, 2002). Additional studies/a established further consequences
of forgiveness including physiological well-being/ivliet et al, 2001) and generalized
prosocial behavior (Karremans et al, 2005). Yetnehs the predictors of forgiveness cut
across a wide range of cognitive, affective, andasmoral concepts, the consequences
of forgiveness focus exclusively on victim well-bgiand prosocial behaviors such as
cooperation, communication, and volunteerism.

What might a broader consideration of forgivenessissequences entail? To
adequately address this question scholars musidesnghat, aside from prosociality and
well-being, is compromised during conflict. As pi@ysly reviewed, past research has
implicated reduced creativity as an additionallyportant, negative consequence of
conflict. Thus, the restorative effects of forgiess might likewise extend to creativity,
with implications for individuals and organizations the next section (Chapter 3) the

history and meaning of creativity is reviewed wath emphasis on the stochastic
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perspective (Simonton, 1999; 2003) and the dualtinppdel (De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008;
Fehr, 2009). The role of forgiveness in broademisgms’ creative domain sets to pre-

conflict levels is subsequently discussed in Chrapte
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CHAPTER 3. CREATIVITY THEORY AND RESEARCH

Creativity is one of the most sought-after and adchhuman abilities. To create
— to develop new and exciting ideas, concepta)weritions — serves as a goal to
individuals, organizations, and cultures aroundvibbeld. Creativity defines our social
and physical environments. Everything from the cotaeps we use and the art we view to
the medicines we take and the articles we readsstemm the creative efforts of
individuals throughout history (Simonton, 2000)ckedies in turn exalt their most
creative members. From Picasso and Da Vinci tot&imsnd Newton, few individuals
enjoy as much posterity as history’s eminent astistriters, and scientists (Simonton,
2003). Nations are increasing the resources thegtdd¢o developing the next generation
of eminent thinkers (Hennessey & Amabile, 2010)e Blasiness community likewise
continues to emphasize and invest in the creativegss. As noted in a recent review
(George, 2007), “popular business magazines suBlusiaess Week, Fast Compaagd
Fortuneregularly have features highlighting creativityarganizations, and practitioner-
oriented publications such Bsrvard Business Reviefnequently publish articles on
how and why managers often inadvertently thwaratovéey and on ways they can and
should seek to promote it” (p. 439).

Creativity is most commonly defined as the producof outputs (e.g. ideas;
products) that are both novel and useful withipectic context (Amabile, 1985; Ford,
1996; Runco, 2004). A new computer application,rigtance, could be considered
creative if it is both (a) novel in relation to ethcomputer applications and (b) useful
from the perspective of consumers. Creativity ¢ars tbe measured by experts’

assessments of individuals’ overall creativity (ée@der ratings; Fleenor & Taylor,

20



2004) or by the quantification of actual creatiwgput such as performance on creativity
tasks within a lab context (e.g. creative drawinglaility to complete the Duncker candle
test; Duncker, 1945; Glucksberg & Weisberg, 196aglux & Galinsky, 2009; Ward,
1994) or patent disclosures written by an engi@tham & Cummings, 1996). Within
the broader context of innovation, creativity ipitally linked to ideation — the set of
processes whereby individuals and groups devepdhcepts, ideas, and products that
are later implemented by organizations. The prgiodf ideational process within
organizations is the brainstorming session, wherglividuals and groups develop as
many novel ideas as possible in an effort to pugiven project or company in a new
direction (Litchfield, 2008; Sutton & Hargadon, B9

Guilford’s (1950) presidential address to the Aroani Psychological Association
is often mentioned as a watershed moment in cigatasearch (Simonton, 2000). In
this address, Guilford emphasized the importanselblarly research on creativity and
served a call to arms to creativity scholars. Sthe¢ date creativity research has
flourished within psychology. It is the focus of antire division of APA (Division 10:
Society for the Study of Aesthetics, Creativityddhe Arts) and several journals
includingPsychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the ArtdCreativity Research
Journal among others. It is the topic of several handbdeky. Kaufman & Sternberg,
2006; Sternberg, 1999) and reviews (Hennessey &Mm&2010; Runco, 2004; Shalley,
Zhou, & Oldham, 2004; Simonton, 2003) as well. &wihg this widespread interest in
creativity, psychological research to date has dwned an impressive array of
predictors of creativity across levels of analysisthe individual level, scholars have

documented the impact of many individual differesoa creative achievement,
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including the Big Five (Feist, 1999; McCrae, 198€gulatory focus (Friedman &
Forster, 2001), need for closure (Chirumbolo, LiMannetti, Pierro, & Kruglanski,
2004), intelligence (Sternberg, 1981), cognitiwdes(Barron & Harrington, 1981,
Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993), and direct measwof creative ability (e.g. Gough,
1979). Social and organizational psychologists Hakbermore identified multiple
situational determinants of individual creative iaglement including reward
(Eisenberger & Rhoades, 2001), mood (Baas, De Brélijstad, 2005), and goals
(Shalley, 1991). Cross-level predictors of creatichievement include leadership style
(Shin & Zhou, 2003), leader supervision (Oldham &n@nings, 1996), and
organizational culture (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Laagn& Herron, 1996).

In recent years scholars have begun to devotedsitrg attention to the creative
process toward the goal of answering the questvbat is it that people and grougs
when being creative? The process perspective budda outcome-oriented definitions
of creativity to consider the precise processesptecede it. Among those theories that
have begun to document the creative process, thlatenary perspective pioneered by
Campbell (1960) and refined by Simonton (1999; 20G& garnered perhaps the most
attention. In a recemtnnual Revievarticle, Hennessey and Amabile (2010) refer to the
evolutionary perspective as “One of very few recdteémpts to construct a systems
theory of creativity” which, while not without itkeptics (Dasgupta, 2004; Sternberg,
1998), has proven deeply influential. In the needt®n, the nature and origins of the

evolutionary perspective on creative achievementacussed in detail.
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Evolution, Stochasticism, and the Cr eative Process

Few theories in the history of science are as lidvered, applied, and
discussed as the theory of evolution. It has beseribed as the grand unifying theory of
biology and one of science’s most powerful explanatrameworks (Dennett, 1995).
The central tenants of evolutionary theory areipasious. Organisms experience Cross-
generational genetic variation. Through naturadc@n and genetic drift these
variations, over time, are reflected in populatiddatural selection focuses upon
variations that directly aid in organisms’ survivgénetic drift focuses upon variations
that proliferate in local populations but do nohgeally enhance or inhibit survival. Since
evolutionary theory was first proposed by Charlesvidn and Alfred Wallace in 1858
and refined in Darwin’s (185%rigin of Speciesthe principles of evolution have found
their way into any and all fields that seek to ustind human behavior. The field of
psychology is no different. Evolutionary, sociodbigical explanatory frameworks for
psychological processes have flourished (Buss, R@deit not without controversy.

In modern parlance biological evolution has besdarred to as “primary
Darwinism” and is thus differentiated from “secongdBarwinism”, which utilizes
evolutionary metaphor to describe variation/setecprocesses that extend beyond the
trans-generational development of populations ganisms. Examples of secondary
Darwinism can be found in the biological and sos@énces alike. In the biological
sciences, secondary Darwinism has been used taiexgitibody formation (S6derqvist,
1994) and neuronal growth (e.g., Edelman, 198 Miwindividual organisms. In the
social sciences, secondary Darwinism has beenespiplisuch diverse realms as operant

conditioning (Skinner, 1938) and cultural evoluti@avalli-Sforza & Feldman, 1981).
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Particularly relevant to the current research ésthieory of evolutionary epistemology
(Campbell, 1974), a process whereby ideationahtiaris (also referred to as “memes”)
are viewed as subject to selection and retentieagures by socio-cultural knowledge
systems (Dawkins, 1986; Heath, Bell, & Sternbefif)13. Theories that predict natural
phenomena over time and situations survive andferale; theories that are falsified
face extinction (Popper, 1959).

Evolutionary epistemology applies secondary Datavirtheory to socio-cultural
populations and the survival of fully-formed angksated memes. A related question,
however, is how novel, potentially useful ideas aadcepts are initially developed and
selected by individuals, groups and organizatiegatems. In response to this question
Campbell (1960) again applied Darwinian metaphgrtapose a cognitive
variation/selection system within the mind. Sin@@bell’s (1960) seminal paper, the
evolutionary model of ideation has been signifigaakpanded and refined by Dean
Keith Simonton, a psychologist at the UniversityGafifornia, Davis. In several recent
papers, Simonton (2003) uses the tetathastic creativityo describe modern
instantiations of Campbell’'s (1960) ideas — thisi@ology is used in the present paper
as well?

The term “stochastic” itself means “random”, a mwdvariant of the Greek word
“otoY0¢”, meaning to aim or guess. The stochastic persfeah creativity argues that

the creative process necessitates “the intrusfarestricted amount of chance,

2 The terminological shift from “Darwinian” to “stbastic” is a recent one for Simonton, and one et
author explicitly discusses in his writings. AltlgguDarwinian terminology holds the advantage of
connecting theories across scientific disciplifielsas lead to continued confusion within the hteire on
what, precisely, secondary evolution entails. Rath&n confuse the matter, Simonton has chosen to
remove the Darwinian terminology from his writinisd thus associated moral, religious, and scientifi
controversies.
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randomness, or unpredictability” (Simonton, 20p3476). Yet it does not, as its
etymology would suggest, imply complete randomngsaonton (2003) draws from an
introspective report by French mathematician angsigist Henri Poincaré (1921) to
illustrate thesemirandom nature of stochastic ideation:

“In describing one discovery episode, he [Poincab&erved, ‘Ideas rose
in crowds; | felt them collide until pairs interloed, so to speak, making a
stable combination’ (p. 387). Poincaré (1921) coragahese colliding
images to ‘the hooked atoms of Epicurus’ that ggghd bump ‘like the
molecules of gas in the kinematic theory of gaseghat ‘their mutual
impacts may produce new combinations’ (p. 393)h@ligh this quote
suggests a fairly random combinatorial proceds,nbt completely so. In
particular, Poincaré (1921) claimed that the ideasicipating in the
chaotic collisions are provided during the preparaperiod of the
creative process: ‘The mobilized atoms are ot amy atoms whatsoever,
they are those from which we might reasonably eix{hecdesired
solution. Then the mobilized atoms undergo impatteh make them
enter into combinations among themselves or witleloatoms at rest
which they struck against in their course.’ (p. 388 a consequence, the
only combinations that have a chance of formingtlaose where at least
one of the elements is one of those atoms freadga by our will.” (p.
476).

Beyond singular case studies and introspectivertepm significant compendium
of data has supported the stochastic model (Simo&@03), even if in ways that are
often indirect and not fully agreed upon (Dasgup@4; Mumford & Antes, 2007).
Among those findings that support the stochastispgeztive are data on the
nonmonotonic production of individual creative weilSimonton, 2007), the benefits of
flat associative networks in facilitating novel asistions (Feist, 1999), the Poisson
distribution of creative success across individaald within careers (Simonton, 2003),
the serendipitous origins of many of society’s mmsgtcessful memes (Kantorovich &
Ne’eman, 1989), and the conspicuously detrimeritates of overspecialization in

creative pursuits (Simonton, 1999).
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A Dual Input Model of Stochastic Creativity

The stochastic perspective on creativity is thecaly compelling and supported
by a reasonable body of empirical findings. Howestwchastic perspectives on the
creative process have received only limited atbentiom organizational scholars. A
recent review of the organizational literature aaded that of the 50 studies on creativity
and innovation published iddministrative Science Quarterly, Academy of Manag&
Journal, Academy of Management Reviamd theJournal of Applied Psycholodyom
2000-2010Q0nly a small handful cited Simonton or Campbelim@ntioned the terms
“stochastic” or “Darwinian” in their text. None cloube said to have adopted
stochasticism or Darwinism as their overarchingthgcal framework.

One potential reason for this disconnect is thdeany for stochastic research to
be descriptive, rather than proscriptive, in italgsis of creativity. For instance,
Simonton (1998) traces historical trajectoriesreftive assessments of operas, but offers
little by way of prediction. Similarly, Simonton@27) describes the development of
paintings as “nonmonotonic” yet does not offer advon how to facilitate the creative
process. At the same time, organizational scholave put forth a wealth of predictive
data while generally overlooking the processesiediate the input-output relationship
(Hennessey & Amabile, 2010). To both understanccthative process and meaningfully
link to key antecedents, integration is needed.

Perhaps the best candidate for integration of #seriptive and proscriptive
approaches to creativity is the dual input mode @eu et al, 2008; Fehr, 2009). The
dual input model of creativity models the creatiwvecess as the function of two inputs:

domain set and persistence. The former focuses tgoset of ideas, concepts, and

26



knowledge structures subjected to stochastic regmtibn; the latter focuses upon the
frequency with which stochastic recombination te@pted. Although dual input
theories of creativity and the theory of constrdiseochasticism have only recently been
linked (Fehr, 2009), the integration and refinenaithese perspectives allows for a
clear and parsimonious understanding of the creatigcess as typically discussed in the
psychological and organizational sciences.
Domain Set

In Simonton’s (1999) model of Darwinian creativéy evolutionary process of
variation and selection is emphasized. Creatorgylaibody of knowledge to a creativity
task and subject that knowledge to stochastic iatemn toward the goal of creative
outputs (Simonton, 2003). Creativity is thus “guld®y the existence of knowledge
elements that are available for combination inte mariations within the creator’'s mind,
by the extent to which the creator’'s mind treatsséhelements as relevant to the problem
at hand, and by heuristic processes for combirtinge elements” (Amabile, Barsade,
Mueller, & Staw, 2005, p. 368). This set of knowdecelements — the ideas, concepts,
and knowledge structures utilized during the cueaggirocess — is referred to here as
domain setRelated concepts have referred to individuaksative ability (Ford, 1996),
domain breadth (Fehr, 2009), and cognitive flex¥p{iDe Dreu et al, 2008). Domain set
entails both what the creator knows what knowladgkeemed relevant for the creative
task.

A central tenant of the creativity literature igtindividuals tend to approach
creative tasks too narrowly. An engineer may famusmproving the efficiency of

existing car engines and thus overlook the postsilaf new ways to power a car. A
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painter may focus on refining pointillism and tHas to inspire a novel artistic
movement. Consider the Duncker candle task, predentFigure la. Participants are
presented with this image and told to find a wagftox the candle to the wall so that no
wax will drip on the table or floor. They are ordifowed to use the items they see in the
picture. When approached narrowly, a first solutmithe task is to directly tack the
candle to the wall. However, this does not soheegioblem of wax dripping on the
table. The tacks also seem too small to direcfiy #fie candle to the wall. The correct,
creative solution to the task requires participamtsvercome their functional fixedness.
They must recognize that the box can hold notthestacks but also the candle, and can

thus be solved as presented in Figure 1b (Dundiodss).

Given the tendency for individuals to approach tivegproblems too narrowly, a
significant body of literature focuses on indivitiddferences and situational contexts
that enhance creative performance by stimulatiegatttessibility and utilization of a
broad array of concepts for cognitive processingret al, 1994). For example, Isen
(1999a, 1999b) proposed that creativity requirggiancrease in the number of concepts
available to an individual for cognitive processiflyg) a defocused attention, leading to a
more complex cognitive context, and (c) an increasbe probability that a set diverse
cognitive elements will actually be linked.

Numerous contextual phenomena have been theonzetpact creative
performance via the broadening of domain set. @nleeomost commonly studied

predictors of a broad domain set is positive mdadgnerous lab studies have specifically
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posited that positive mood defocuses attentionbmaddens the set of concepts made
accessible during the creative process (e.g. 19684, 1999b). These lab findings have
been replicated in field settings (Amabile et &I02) and confirmed at the population
level via meta-analysis (Baas et al 2008). In améset of lab studies, Forster, Friedman,
and Lieberman (2004) found that promotion-oriemtgllatory focus likewise facilitates
creativity by enabling creators to make “risky” dgons and look past safer, less creative
solutions. Creativity is similarly associated wgbwer — people in powerful positions are
less susceptible to prototypes and other informatio how tasks were previously
accomplished, and thus more likely to utilize adarset of ideas during ideation
(Galinsky, Magee, Gruenfeld, Whitson, & Liljlenqui2008). In a study linking creativity
to cultural evolution, Griskevicius, Cialdini, akenrick (2006) found that romantic
motivation, primed via the salience of an attrae{potential mate, increases creativity by
fostering a desire to think of new and creative sviyappear desirable to the potential
mate. In a recent study on the link between crigggtand living abroad, Maddux and
Galinsky (2009) noted that “living abroad may allpeople to approach problems from
different perspectives” and thus facilitate creatachievement (p. 1048). Simonton
(21975) similarly found that creativity in adulthofacilitated by exposure to a breadth
of novel ideas during development (i.e. childhoda)rther expanding upon this notion,
Simonton declares that “In creative domains, tigatiee effects of ‘over-training’ are as
conspicuous as the positive effects of ‘cross-tngin Only the latter encourages creators
to look at problems in new and often totally unapated ways” (Simonton, 1999,

p.363).
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Additional evidence that domain set impacts cregpigrformance can be found at
the dispositional level. Consider the followingidlged list of personality traits reviewed
by Feist (1999) as consistently indicative of sgsaa the fine arts: openness to
experience, fantasy-orientation, imagination, inspaty, lack of conscientiousness,
affective illness, norm doubting, nonconformityd@pendence, hostility, and aloofness.
If there is any common thread to bind these trdits,a tendency to look at the world
(and the tasks held within) broadly, with relatiyvéttle consideration of social
expectations or conventions. When individuals lIbelkond the status quo they are
creative; when they settle into accepted pracacesparadigms, they are less creative.
Openness to experience, a Big Five personalitytoaetsis prototypical of this class of
constructs, characterized by a willingness to acoew ideas, a propensity toward
fantasy, and flexibility of thought (Digman, 199@cCrae & Costa, 1987). Whereas
open people could be expected to consider a witlgeraf possibilities when
approaching a task, less open people could be sgpaxract more rigidly.

Recent research continues to support the dispoalterspective on creativity as
facilitated by domain set. Carson, Peterson, amggliHs (2003) demonstrated that latent
inhibition — an ability to screen out irrelevantarmation — is negatively correlated with
creativity. In a similar set of findings Keri (2008und that polymorphism of the
promoter region of the neuregulin 1 gene is assediaith creativity (creative
personality; performance on the “just suppose”;tési creative achievement

guestionnaire).
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Persistence

The second prerequisite for creativity within theadcomponent model is
persistence. As in non-creative performance domamrsistence — prototypically
measured via time on task or total number of iggaduced in creative exercises (De
Dreu et al, 2008) — has been shown to directlylaeérly predict creative achievement.
Historiometric data indicate that the number oblan individual produces (e.g. the
number of papers one writes) is the single bestipi@ of the number of truly creative
outputs an individual produces (e.g. the numbdnigiily cited papers one writes;
Simonton, 2003). Indeed, a central descriptor efsftochastic model is tlegual-odds
rule, which notes that one’s ratio of successédailores is uncorrelated with the number
of ideas produced.

Several empirical studies have demonstrated phemathat affect persistence,
but not domain set, during creative tasks. In dysttn mood and creativity, De Dreu et al
(2008) found that negative, activating moods caogdrriduals to persist on creative tasks
(to spend more time on insight tasks and come tip mvore ideas during brainstorming
sessions), but not approach them with a broadeadoset. Dietrich (2004) identified
unique neural pathways in the prefrontal cortexpiensistent, but not spontaneous,
creative achievement. Rietzschel, De Dreu, anda&dij€2004) demonstrated that need for
structure and fear of invalidity interact to preadierseverance but not flexibility on
creative tasks.

Summarizing the Creativity Literature
The history of psychological inquiry into the crigatprocess is broad and far-

reaching. Although creativity is typically defined the production of novel and useful
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outputs (Amabile, 1985), scholars have begun tidf@amodels that more precisely
document the creative process. Above all otheesstbchastic model of creativity has
arguably received the greatest theoretical and mrapattention. Drawing from research
on secondary Darwinism and evolutionary epistemgltite stochastic model
hypothesizes a semi-random combinatorial procegsewnideas and concepts are
subjected to novel associations and recombinatBystegrating the stochastic
perspective with the nascent “dual input” modeti&ative achievement, the antecedents
of creativity can be parsimoniously delineated &snation of domain set and
persistence. In the next section, forgivenessasrttically linked to creative
achievement via domain set. Three distinct meditati mechanisms, including mood,
motivation, and cognitive resource availabilitye #ineorized to explain the forgiveness-

creativity effect.
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CHAPTER 4. LINKING FORGIVENESS AND CREATIVITY: THRE COMPETING
FRAMEWORKS

Given the presented review of the creativity litera, any hypothesized
association between forgiveness and creativity fnegtaced to either domain set or
persistence. In this paper | focus on domain settla@orize that forgiveness broadens the
set of ideas, concepts, perspectives, and knowlsttigetures made available and
accessible during post-conflict creative tasksbiliid this theoretical model | begin this
section with a review of the spillover approaclidaiveness’s effects, which discusses
the processes through which forgiveness influebedswiors outside the dyadic conflict
context. Then, | present a general summary ofdhgifeness-creativity link and a formal
hypothesis of the effect. Finally, | present aeenf research questions that look at
mood, motivation, and resource availability as po& mediators of the impact of
forgiveness on creativity.

Mechanismsfor Creativity: Importance of a Spillover Approach

Regardless of the precise mechanism theorized tletesthe forgiveness-
creativity link, a central assumption of the cutrpaper is that forgiveness can exhibit
spillover effects beyond the dyadic context in vihigrgiveness itself takes place. The
spillover model situates the present researchriaiggnong the generalized outcomes of
forgiveness. As previously reviewed, research ttig$o such outcomes is already
available in Karremans et al (2005), wherein thia@ns demonstrated spillover effects of
forgiveness on participants’ general feelings tdtexiness to others and willingness to

volunteer for or donate to a charitable cause.

33



Existing evidence on the spillover model can beddato at least two theoretical
traditions: the self-construal literature and thieipersonal relationships literature. Self-
construal theory maintains two paths through wiaiciiven self-construal becomes
activated: chronic and temporary. Chronic sourdeslf-construal activation are
dispositional. Women, for instance, are predispdseatt in accordance with the
relational self (Cross & Madson, 1997). Temporamyrses of self-construal activation
are situational. A salient ingroup/outgroup distioic may activate the collective self; a
close relationship may activate the relational. @ifer time, temporary activations can
impact subsequent behavioral patterns and evesforam into chronic activations
(Deaux & Perkins, 2001). Thus, an evening with erfaimily could stimulate relational
interactions at work the next day. Similarly, adeterm living arrangement with salient
in-group members could foster a chronic collectigisentation (Holmes, 2000; Gelfand
et al, 2006). Applied to the concept of forgivenessictim who forgives could be
expected to subsequently act more prosocially tdwérers or, in accordance with the
three meditational models presented below, displayite of affectivities, motivations,
and cognitions that facilitate creativity.

Beyond the self-construal literature, researcimtarpersonal relationships more
broadly attests to the tendency for behavioralepast within a single dyad to spillover
into subsequent contexts. To quote Reis et al (ROBHationships past and present...
influence the individual's current behavior in athelationships and in many
nonrelationship contexts as well” (p. 844). Putaténtly, human behavior does not exist

in a vacuum — it is influenced by relational exp¢icins and trends. To the degree that
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relational interactions temporarily or chronicalifluence victims’ worldviews, they can
be expected to impact any number of downstreamgrhena.
Overview of the Forgiveness-Creativity Hypothesis

Drawing from the spillover model of forgivenedse tcentral hypothesis of this
paper is that forgiveness will lead to psycholobstates that ultimately enhance victims’
creative performance. Within this context forgivesés conceptualized as a process of
overcoming conflict. Thus, its effects on creagnshould be evident when contrasted
against unforgiveness, but not in comparison tordrol condition (Karremans et al,
2005). This perspective implies that while forgiess is a desirable alternative to
unforgiveness, its effects should be indistinguddrom conflict-free contexts.

Looking to the dual process model of creativitygiveness must either
encourage victims of conflict to persist on creati®sks or to incorporate a broad range
of ideas, concepts, and domain structures duriegtive tasks. Overall, there is little
evidence linking forgiveness to perseverance aigtence. Forgiveness can be an
effortful, deliberate process requiring persistefR®nk, Karremans, Overbeek,
Vermulst, & Wigboldus, 2010), but it can also oceubconsciously and automatically
(Karremans & Aarts, 2007). Furthermore, psycholalgstates that are diametrically
opposed to forgiveness — such as revenge — caarbequl with a fervor parallel to
forgiveness (McCullough, 2008). On the other haadgeral affective, motivational, and
cognitive phenomena suggest a link between forgisemand creative domain set. First,
forgiveness has been shown to foster positive nstates — the exact same mood states
other researchers have shown to predict crea(ityabile et al, 2005; Karremans et al,

2003). Second, forgiveness has been shown to fasgtense of self-worth (Luchiens et
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al, 2010), implying the development of feelinggeheralized self-efficacy and interest
in life that could influence creativity motivatiohaas posited by self-determination
theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and flow theoi@dikszentmihalyi, 1975 Third,
forgiveness may allow victims to overcome cognitilggdities and resource depletion,
previously demonstrated to emerge during confiies@des and negatively affect
creativity (Carnevale & Probst, 1998). This leanlsuh overall forgiveness-creativity
hypothesis, at once supported by affective, matwal, and cognitive evidence:
Hypothesis 1: Forgiveness enhances creative tadknpgance

In the sections below mood, motivation, and cagaitesource availability are
discussed in detail and presented as potentiaheapbns of the processes that underlie
forgiveness-creativity effect. | begin with moodhieh is associated with the most
significant body of empirical evidence to suppbs forgiveness-creativity relationship. |
then follow with analyses of motivation and res@uavailability, respectively.

Model 1. Affect

Perhaps the most readily apparent mechanism anabe theorized to drive the
forgiveness-creativity link is affect. More specdlly, forgiveness can be theorized to
increase victims’ positive moods and decrease tiegative moods, leading to greater
levels of creativity on subsequent tasks. This lypsis presumes that (a) creativity is
predicted by creators’ mood states, and (b) forgeeés influences the downstream mood
states of conflict victims.

Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988) differentiateothetates into two factors:
positive and negative. Positive mood is a meastueathusiasm and alertness.

Individuals who experience positive mood feel aetind excited, whereas individuals
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who lack positive mood feel lethargic. Negative mooa contrast, is a measure of
displeasure. Individuals who experience negativedrfeel fearful, nervous, and
distressed; individuals who lack negative mood &adin and tranquil. Beyond valence,
moods can also be defined by level of activatioaa®et al, 2008). Activating moods are
characterized by high arousal; deactivating moodsanversely characterized by low
arousal. Table 2 shows the mood states utilizedarpresent study, categorized by both
valence and activation. For instance, anger isatharzed by negative valence and
activation. Calmness is characterized by positalence and deactivation. Thus, |
consider both valence and activation in the themaktlevelopment of the forgiveness-

mood-creativity path.

Creativity and M ood

Many years of research have explored the role afchstates in creativity. Within
this literature, careful attention is given to bdtke axis of mood valence (positive-neutral
or negative-neutral) and activation level (actingtversus deactivating). The link
between creativity and positive affect is most ¢stest and clear. Findings from
multiple studies and quantitative reviews sugdest positive affect stimulates cognitive
variations and remote associations, resulting énutiilization of a wider domain set
during the creative process. A longitudinal fielddy by Amabile et al (2005)
demonstrated a causal link between positive a#fedtcreativity in the workplace, with
the former facilitating the latter. Multiple labuslies by Isen (1999a; 1999b) similarly

support the unique importance of positive moods/abieeutral baselines. Indeed, a meta-
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analysis of 63 studies by Baas et al (2008) shawadpositive mood facilitates
creativity when compared against neutral mood, 5=

Research on the link between negative mood andi\dtgas less clear. Mood-as-
input theories suggest that negative moods malitédeicreative performance (George
& Zhou, 2002), a finding that would seem to be supgal by data on the link between
creativity and mental iliness (Feist, 1999). Howeweeta-analytic findings from Baas et
al (2008) yielded no significant effect of negatixersus neutral moods on creative
performance across 61 studies (r = -.03) and sadieidual studies suggest that negative
moods may inhibit creativity (e.g. Hirt et al, 199%ith respect to activation, research
generally suggests that activating moods facilitagativity while deactivating moods
inhibit creativity. Moderately activating mood statare specifically posited to facilitate
the cognitive processing of information, leadingyteater flexibility and broader domain
set (De Dreu et al, 2008). Neurological researchlin&ed activation and arousal to
dopamine and noradrenalin, which have a positifecebn working memory capacity
(Flaherty, 2005; Usher, Cohen, Servan Schreibgkd®raki, & Aston Jones, 1999).
Taken together, the data thus suggest that positideactivating moods facilitate
creativity while deactivating moods inhibit creaiyv
Forgiveness and Mood

Previous correlational research attests to a legtilwvben forgiveness and the
valence of victims’ mood states. A small meta-asialpf four studies by Fehr et al (in
press) yielded a link between positive mood andif@ness that was nonsignificant but
in the predicted direction, r = .13. Individual diees, such as those by Karremans et al

(2003), have suggested that the link between fergggs and mood may be particularly
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strong when situated with mood as the criteriofoodiveness rather than its cause. In
other words, while positive mood states may notasarily facilitate forgiveness,
forgiveness may be quite effective at enhancingmi positive moods after the fact.

The link between forgiveness and negative affepeags stronger, although the
causal direction of the association is again uagertor instance, Aquino et al (2006)
demonstrated a significant cross-sectional assoniaetween negative mood states and
victims’ forgiving motivations in a sample of wong adults. Fehr et al (in press)
demonstrated a population correlation of r = - @7férgiveness and negative mood
across 12 studies and 1,463 study participanto@tipg the argument that forgiveness
causally inhibits negative affectivities, McCulldugt al (2007) found that unforgiveness
predicts next-day levels of anger. Carlsmith, Whilsand Gilbert (2008) found that
unforgiveness leads to negative affectivities latmratory context as well. Taken
together, the evidence thus suggests a signifredationship between forgiveness and
mood such that forgiveness induces positive moatgsiand reduces negative mood
states. However, no data to date have specifiealpyored the impact of forgiveness on
activating versus deactivating moods.
Linking Forgiveness, Creativity, and Mood

Three potential affective paths may mediate thgi¥@ness-creativity link. First,
since research suggests that positive mood isfhoflitated by forgiveness and
predictive of creativity, a positive mood mediatan be supposed (e.g. happy, upbeat,
calm, serene etc.; See Table 2). Second, althdwglnk between negative mood and
creativity is unclear, it is possible to suggesit tthe types of negative moods instilled by

relationship conflict may prove particularly detental to creative performance. Thus,
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forgiveness may facilitate creativity by reducingtims’ negative moods as well (e.g.
angry, tense, sad; See Table 2). Finally, in acard with recent evidence on the
particular importance of activating moods on crgaperformance, the mediating effect
of mood could theoretically be limited to positiyelalenced and activating mood states
(e.g. happy, upbeat, and elated; See Table 2).aDvére following research question
can thus be put forth:

Research Question 1: Does mood mediate the impdotgiveness on
creativity?

Model 2: Intrinsic Motivation

Beyond affect, a second mechanism through whiafifeness might impact
creativity is intrinsic motivation. According toightheory, forgiveness (a) aligns’
victims’ feelings of self-efficacy with the crea¢itask, and (b) enhances victims’
feelings of task interest and choice, by definitieading to a more intrinsically
rewarding experience with the creative task andsequently, the consideration of broad
domain sets.
Intrinsic Motivation and Creativity

Few notions are as central to the creativity ltigma as the idea that creativity is
facilitated by intrinsic motivation. Broadly defidgintrinsic motivation refers to the
desire to engage in a task for its own sake -Herehjoyment or fulfillment that the task
provides (Amabile, 1979). Theorists suggest thiainsic motivation is central to
creativity because it leads the creator to engagiea playful consideration of a broad
range of possibilities during the creative progéssnnessey & Amabile, 2010).

Conversely, extrinsic motives can lead to overjigstiion — a loss in the belief that a task
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is inherently enjoyable, which in turn leads toasraw focus on external evaluations and
expectation (Amabile, Hennessey, & Grossman, 1986).

Two theories of creativity to stem from the intimmotivation concept are self-
determination theory and flow theory. Self-deteratiion theory focuses on the idea that
intrinsic motivation is best defined by tasks timatividuals find enjoyable and feel that
they have a choice in performing (Deci & Ryan, 2060ow theory focuses on the link
between challenging work and skill, arguing thatimsic motivation is best described
through work that challenges yet falls within tleihdaries of creators’ abilities
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). In this context, self-efity plays a vital role (Tierney &
Farmer, 2002). Thus, three factors that may enhiticesic motives — and thus creative
achievement — are task efficacy, task interesttasklchoice.

Forgiveness and Flow

How might forgiveness impact creators’ intrinsictmes? Research from the
social, clinical, and counseling literatures fecehiverges around a conceptualization of
forgiveness as an empowering act that providegwsctvith feelings of self-confidence,
self-efficacy and control over the victim-offendetationship (Worthington, 2006).
Within this context, forgiveness is conceptualizasdan effortful process that requires
self-regulation and control — anecdotal descriggiohthe forgiveness process speak of
“finding the strength to forgive” and of forgiversegeing an “attribute of the strong”
(Pronk et al, 2010). Equity models of forgivenassher suggest that forgiveness, once
offered, shifts the balance of power within thetmcoffender dyad toward the victim,
wherein he or she offers forgiveness as a “giftthie offender, leading the offender to

subsequently act more complaint toward the vicfmllf & Ellard, 1999). Thus
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forgiveness may lead to feelings of self-efficagybloth providing the victim with power
over the offender and demonstrating the victimtseisgth” in finding the will to forgive.

Defined as a belief in one’s ability to completpaaticular task or action, self-
efficacy enjoys an illustrious tradition within tkecial and organizational sciences
(Bandura, 1997; Locke & Latham, 1990). It is onéh&f most central constructs within
the literature on individual motivation, and hagiédinked to a wide range of
performance outcomes (Bandura & Locke, 2003).

Consistent with the spillover approach to forgiveh&arremans et al, 2005),
these feelings of efficacy could be theorized ftuance other behavioral realms as well.
In other words, forgiveness might exert an upwafhlience on generalized feelings of
self-efficacy and, subsequently, on feelings ofcaffy regarding specific creative tasks.
Indeed, one oft-cited goal of forgiveness interiad is to reduce generalized feelings of
depression and low self-esteem so as to faciltedadly adaptive downstream behaviors
(Worthington, 2006).

As previously discussed, self-efficacy is predietof intrinsic motivation in
accordance with flow theoryCgikszentmihalyi, 1975). When individuals feel that
creative tasks challenge — but do not overwheltrei tabilities, they become “lost” in
the task and experience a state of flow that iblftigonducive to creative performance.
Therefore, the following research question canfiered:

Research Question 2a: Does task efficacy mediatenthact of forgiveness on
creativity?
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Forgiveness and Self-Deter mination

Beyond experiences of flow, forgiveness may alspaah creativity in accordance
with self-determination theory. According to sedtdrmination theory, people
experience intrinsic motivation when conductingksathat (a) they feel are their choice
to conduct, and (b) they find to be interestingdi¥ Ryan, 2000). Thus, when
employees conduct tasks out of coercion or degistaterest, they are unlikely to be
intrinsically motivated and produce creative ougput

How might forgiveness enhance feelings of choiatiaterest on subsequent
creative tasks? Just as previous research sudgbastergiveness facilitates feelings of
generalized efficacy, forgiveness has also beewsho facilitate feelings of generalized
interest in life — again via reductions in depressand enhanced self-esteem
(Worthington, 2006). Luchies, Finkel, McNulty, & Kashiro (2010) further clarified
the conditions under which forgiveness empowersmg; demonstrating that
forgiveness empowers victims and enhances feetihgslf-esteem when the offender
seems deserving of forgiveness as indicated bydéieagreeableness or apology offers.
In their meta-analysis Fehr et al (in press) coméid a correlation of r = -.27 between
forgiveness and depression, supporting the iddddhgiveness and depression are
meaningfully and negatively linked.

Again drawing from the spillover model of forgivesse feelings of life interest
that stem from forgiveness can be expected toenfte victims’ perceptions of
downstream creative tasks. Just as they are lthedypproach these tasks with greater

efficacy after forgiveness, so too can it be hypsibed that they will approach these
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tasks with greater interest and perceptions ofaghdeading to the following research
guestion:

Research Question 2b: Do task interest and taskcehmediate the
impact of forgiveness on creativity?

Model 3: Cognitive Resour ces

The final theoretical mechanism between forgivermesbcreativity employs a
cognitive, resource-based approach. This hypotlsegisoses that forgiveness enhances
victims’ cognitive resources lost or depleted dgraonflict, allowing them to be utilized
during subsequent creativity tasks.
Creativity and Cognitive Resour ces

Research on the impact of cognitive resources amanuoehavior, primarily
through manipulations of cognitive load and seffulatory resource depletion, is
extensive. The term “cognitive resources” itsefére to the capacity of working memory
at any given time to engage in effortful, consciammntrolled mental processes. This is in
contrast to automatic mental processes that oadside of mental awareness and are
effortless (Bargh, 1994). Any given task can beveie as a controlled, effortful process
that requires cognitive resources if performandehgited under cognitive load (e.g.
rehearsal of a ten digit number); automatic mgmtatesses are conversely unaffected by
cognitive load. Examples of phenomena demonsttateequire effortful mental
processing via cognitive load manipulations inclsdé-presentation (Pontari &
Schlenker, 2000), food intake inhibition (Ward & Mg 2000), and stereotype-consistent

information processing (Sherman, Lee, Bessenoffr@st, 1998).
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In a related literature, research has also indictitat effortful mental processes
can be thwarted by self-regulatory depletion. Atptypical paradigm in this realm
involves completing a written task wherein partifs must cross out the letter “e”
every time it appears on a page of text. They thast unlearn that task and, in a
subsequent task, cross out the letter “e” excegirwimmediately followed by another
vowel or when appearing in a word with a vowel tetters before the “e” (Muraven,
Tice, & Baumeister, 1998). Thus, whereas the cognibad paradigm focuses on taking
away participants’ cognitive resouradgring task completion, the resource depletion
paradigm focuses on taking away participants’ ciggresourcebeforetask
completion. Temporal dynamics aside, the theomesmaechanisms underlying these two
theoretical perspectives are quite parallel. Fstance, participants should tend to rely on
stereotypic information when under cognitive loadesource depletion. Similarly,
participants should be expected to engage in testihtake inhibition when under
cognitive load or resource depletion. In cognilivad paradigms, resources are enhanced
through removal of the load task (e.g. no longedirgg to recall a 9-digit number). In
resource depletion paradigms, resources are enthéimoeigh the passage of time or
“energizing” interventions such as glucose intake.

Among those phenomena demonstrated to require toagresources (and thus
shown to suffer under conditions of cognitive l@aml resource depletion) is creativity.

In a series of studies, Baumeister, Schmeichel, &8lg\d&hd Vohs (2007) most notably
demonstrated that musical improvisations weredesative when musicians were
required to count backwards from 917 by sixes ($&)dthat drawings were less

creative when participants had to count instan€eslyric in a song (Study 3), and that

45



creativity on the alternative uses task was loviter garticipants completed a regulatory
depletion task (Study 4). Thus, while creativity leeen traced to unconscious processes
both theoretically and empirically (e.g. Denne@02; Russ, 1993; Wegner, 2002), it
appears that conscious processes play an impooierdas well. In other words, an ability
to consciously process information is central te’smability to adapt the types of
flexible, broad mindsets that allow individualstiink creatively.
Conflict and Cognitive Resources: The Threat-Rigidity Effect

To understand the impact of forgiveness on cogmitesource availability during
creativity tasks it is necessary to explore whatlieady known about conflict and
resource availability within the creative conteiteory and data in this realm purport a
threat-rigidity model (Staw, Sandelands, & Duttd®81). According to this model,
conflict narrows the attention of individuals engdgn creativity tasks, inhibiting their
creative performance. Prototypical operational@atiof conflict in these studies include
task framing (e.g. framing an impending negotiagarrcise as either a conflict task or a
cooperation task) and social value orientationgiyidual differences in responses to
decomposed prisoners’ dilemma games). Accordiri@aimevale and Probst (1998),
conflict entrenches the perception that one istnghile others are wrong, leading to a
rigid thinking style characterized by a failureciansider diverging perspectives on
subsequent tasks. For example, Carnevale and Ri&®&8&) demonstrated that
expectations for conflict (both situational andpdisitional) and actual conflict
experiences lead to decreased performance on thikeDCandle Task (Dunker, 1945;
See Figures 1a-1b) and reduced category inclusiviBosch’s (1975) object

categorization task.
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Forgiveness and Cognitive Resour ces

While informative, traditional tests of conflict dwreativity suffer from two
limitations. First, they assume that conflict omhypacts creativity when closely linked to
creativity tasks themselves. Second, they failkm@ne how conflict management
processes such as forgiveness relate to creatoegses. The spillover model of
creativity and forgiveness addresses both of thes®tions. First, it incorporates the
explicit expectation that conflict events are freqtly decoupled, both temporally and in
terms of their content, from creative attemptsngamizational and other contexts.
Consider the following examples:

1. A father of three and manager at a local engingditm has a fight with his
oldest son about using the family car. The fateavés the house for a 9am
brainstorming session. However, he has troubleopmrhg in the session — he is
still suffering from the deleterious effects of tim@rning’s argument.

2. Aretail service employee is cut off by another @arthe way to work. She vows
revenge and speeds up to respond in kind. She atesiover the event for
several hours. While setting up a display for a Wiayital camera she overlooks
what would have been a creative design solutidtingehe display in the travel
section of the store to encourage suggestive gellin

3. Two childhood friends, inseparable for twenty yeasgerience a falling out. The
broken relationship deeply upsets both friends, b victimized by the other.
Months of distraction and negative emotion ensue fdiend in particular has
constant trouble completing his projects at a lgeaphic design firm. He is
ultimately let go for “underperformance” and “aninspired aesthetic.”

The second, perhaps even more important advanfdge torgiveness spillover
model of conflict and creativity is the emphasisconflict management tactics as
effective interventions in the conflict-performanegationship. No longer subject to the
deleterious effects of the conflicts they expereenehat truly matters is how victims

respond to and manage the conflict events theyrexue. If they are able to forgive

their offenders and move past the conflict, thay loa expected to experience positive
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outcomes. If they are unable to forgive their offers, they may nonetheless experience
a host of negative outcomes.

Indirect data support the idea that forgivenessapoés the cognitive resources
lost during conflict. Forgiveness is characteribgcempathy (McCullough et al, 1997)
perspective taking (Exline et al, 2008), and thigebéhat the offender is a good person
(Karremans & Aarts, 2007), implying an ability tonsider one’s offender and thus
overcome cognitive rigidity. It is similarly fadiéited by cognitive dissonance. When
victims are presented with the concept that aljhdihey are good people they too could
have committed a similar offense under the rigtdwnstances, they are increasingly
likely to forgive (Takaku, 2001; 2006). Lastly, iweness is also associated with
decreased rumination — a reduced focus on theicbeflent — emphasizing the
conceptualization of forgiveness as “moving pals€ tonflict event (Fehr et al, in press).

Taken together, the cognitive resource model cdtorigy and forgiveness
therefore suggests that (a) creativity requirescimus processing and cognitive
resources, (b) conflict depletes mental resourndgpaoduces cognitive rigidities among
victims, and (c) forgiveness enhances victims’ ¢igmresources to pre-conflict levels,
eliminating the rigidities originally produced byet conflict frame. Thus, a final
mechanism for the forgiveness-creativity link cansliggested:

Research Question 3: Does cognitive resource erdraant mediate the
impact of forgiveness on creativity?

In summation, the three presented research guegtimsit three distinct
mechanisms through which forgiveness might enhaintiens’ post-conflict creative

performance. First, mood was reviewed as the niadylexplanation for the
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hypothesized forgiveness-creativity effect, givesigmificant compendium of available
data on both forgiveness’s casual effects on modd@ood’s causal effects on
creativity. Second, two additionally plausible, @tldess empirically supported,
mechanisms were also examined: motivation and tegniesource enhancement. The
former mechanism posited that forgiveness mighaeoé victims’ feelings of task
efficacy, choice and interest. The latter mecharpssited that forgiveness might
enhance victims’ cognitive resources.

Across three studies these mechanisms are testedgh accordance with the
empirical support that can be attributed to thehusl mood is tested first and across all
three studies. Motivation is tested in Studies @ &nthe cognitive resource mechanism is
in turn tested in Study 3. Before proceeding te¢hstudies, the next chapter presents
two pilot studies that establish the efficacy & griming procedure and a set of lab-

based creativity tests.
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CHAPTER 5. PILOT RESEARCH

In Chapter 4, evidence was presented to suggedotigaveness should facilitate
creative performance. Furthermore, three potentediating mechanisms were
reviewed: mood, motivation, and cognition. In Clea, data from three primary studies
are presented to explore the hypothesized maintedfdorgiveness on creativity and the
competing mediating mechanisms. In this chaptex de¢ presented from two pilot
studies that establish an efficacious priming pdoice and an initial set of creativity
tasks.

Priming For giveness

The purpose of the priming methodology is to explire differential effects of
forgiveness versus unforgiveness on creativitypriming research, participants are
presented with a stimulus (e.g. an American flagggsess how individuals’ mental
representations of those stimuli impact subseqgnéstmation processing and behavior.
The assumption is that the mental representatitatdecome accessible via priming
activate an associated network of concepts threugbh later environmental data are
interpreted (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000). For instaaceAmerican flag might be expected
to prime a bicultural participant’s individualishles, in turn causing her to feel less
connected to others in a group setting (e.g. OyaerénLee, 2008). Priming procedures
can enhance the accessibility of relatively singaleemas, but they can also enhance the
accessibility of complex psychological phenomerduiding power (Galinsky et al,
2008), cultural values (Oyserman & Lee, 2008), famdiveness (Karremans et al, 2003;

2005).
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Within the forgiveness context, priming presentpantant advantages over other
methodologies that could be utilized. Principle agnthese advantages is the level of
control that the priming methodology affords. AdtaHienses instigated in the lab, for
instance, may be viewed as differentially severgdnyicipants. Correlational studies of
forgiveness and creativity likewise present impart@onfounding issues and may reduce
the internal validity of the data. Previous reshagpports the notion that participants
can readily recall events they have or have na@fiyen in the past (Zechmeister &
Romero, 2002). One advantage of the recall primnogedure in forgiveness research is
that it closely mirrors the processes through whdicgiveness and unforgiveness might
be activated in real-world settings. The prime gsithe conflict event into central focus,
as it might similarly be brought to focus duringanversation with an offender or under
conditions of minimal temporal separation from évent.

In the pilot and primary studies, the specificaleprime utilized was adapted
from Karremans et al (2005). In this context, mpaants were asked to recall and write
about a time they experienced a severe transgreasibe hand of a close other that they
forgave (forgiveness condition). In a control cdiugh, participants were asked to recall a
recent everyday interaction they had with anotlees@n. The final condition — the
unforgiveness condition — differed across the m@lad primary studies. In the pilot
studies, participants were asked to recall a timeg took revenge against another person.
This operationalization of forgiveness was chosethe basis of predominating theory
and measurement in the forgiveness literature, wbinceptualizes unforgiveness
primarily as revenge (e.g. McCullough et al, 198998). However, for reasons that will

be discussed later in this chapter, an operatwatadin of unforgiveness as simply “not
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forgiving” an offender was ultimately adopted foetprimary studies. The three primes

used in the primary studies, along with the reveprgae, are presented in full in Table

Creativity as Breaking From Established Heuristics

As previously reviewed, creativity can be openagized in a number of ways,
including but not limited to manager ratings of ényees (Zhou, 2003), archived data on
creative products (e.g. patent applications), arfbpmance on laboratory tasks (De
Dreu et al, 2008; Maddux & Galinsky, 2009). In thieject | focus on laboratory
measures of creativity, with the goal of selectamgl utilizing several different laboratory
measures to establish convergent validity for ffeces of forgiveness. Such an approach
is prototypical in the creativity literature andhamces the confidence with which found
effects can be considered robust. Each laborateasuore of creativity entails certain
advantages and disadvantages. Some tasks, suahageh drawing task (Ward, 1994)
include objective criteria for creativity (e.g. seny atypicalities) but lack face validity
when implications for organizations are discussaitier tasks such as the alternative
uses task (Torrance, 1962) more closely resembbice processes that occur within
organizational contexts.

For the reasons outlined above, Pilot Study 1zetill an alternative uses task
while Pilot Study 2 utilized a creative drawingka$hese two tasks were also utilized in

the first two primary studies. In Primary Studyf®ther objectivity was added to the
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criterion space through the utilization of a creatproblem solving exercise with a single
clear solution — the Dunker Candle Task (1945).

Inter-rater reliability was established for botie talternative uses and creative
drawing tasks in similar ways. Three coders — thta@ and two research assistants —
independently coded all participant data. The ne$eassistants were trained by the
author with a set of approximately 50 practice oeses to both tasks. Discrepancies
were resolved as they arose to ensure that thes i@dsessed responses similarly. Raters’
responses were averaged across the three codatsdatcomes of interest. Reliability
ratings always exceeded .80 for all pilot and pryvdata; specific reliability scores are
reported for all outcome variables in the primandges.

Pilot Study 1

One hundred thirty-two undergraduate studentsqjpatied in the first pilot study
in exchange for course credit or $5. Participantapleted the forgiveness prime as
outlined in Table 3. Then, participants were adietthink up as many creative uses for
a tin can as possible” in five minutes (Torranc@2). The study was thus established as
a three condition experimental design, with theepehdent variable manipulated
between participants. Participants’ responsesdateativity task were coded for novelty
— a sign that a broad domain set is utilized dutivegcreative process — and fluency — a
sign of persistence. Thus, the task assessesstah@itotal number of ideas put forth but
also their quality.

Manipulation Check. Participants responded to a single item to assess
differences in forgiveness across the forgivenaslsravenge conditions, “I have forgiven

my offender” (1 =Strongly Disagree5 = Strongly Agreg The item indicated no
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significant differences in forgiveness across tirgiyeness and revenge conditiops;,
.05.

Novelty. Participants’ responses were first coded for hgv@Vith each response,
two independent coders rated the degree to wheeligk of the can was “creative and
novel.” A one-way ANOVA confirmed a significant efft of experimental condition on
novelty, f(2,132) = 5.85p =.004,5° =.083]. Post-hoc t-tests indicated that participam
the forgiveness condition [M= 1.96, SD =.42] getedlddeas that were significantly
more creative than participants in the revenge itmmdM= 1.74, SD =.46]. As
expected, the forgiveness and control conditiodsndt differ, supporting the
conceptualization of forgiveness as a restoratroeqss.

Fluency. Fluency was assessed as the number of indiviches developed for
the can. A one-way ANOVA indicated that the effeCexperimental condition on
fluency was non-significant across conditiorigl,[132) =.56p =.575]. Thus, while
participants in the forgiveness condition providedre novel uses for the tin can than
participants in the revenge and control conditidhsy did not provide more uses overall.

Pilot Study 2

Ninety-six undergraduate students at a large Mids#ic University participated
in the second pilot study in exchange for courselitr Forgiveness was primed via the
recall manipulation previously explained (Karremahsl, 2005). As the measure of
creativity, participants were asked to draw anmatieeature. The procedure was adapted
from Ward (1994). Participants were asked to imadgiavelling to another galaxy and

visiting a planet there. Then, they were askedn@gine an encounter with an alien on
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that planet, and to draw the alien they encountekedn Pilot Study 1, a three condition
experimental design was therefore established.

Participants responded to a single item to ass#fesathces in forgiveness across
the forgiveness and revenge conditions, “I havgi¥en my offender” (1 =Strongly
Disagree,5 = Strongly Agreg The item indicated no significant differences in
forgiveness across the forgiveness and revengatimrsjp > .05.

To assess the impact of forgiveness versus revamgiee overall creativity of
participants’ alien drawings, creativity was suligttto a one-way ANOVA. Results
confirmed a significant main effect of experimerdgahdition, [(2, 94) = 3.49p =.025,

;72 =.075]. Post-hoc t-tests indicated that participam the forgiveness condition [M =
3.14, SD = 1.20] drew more creative aliens thatigpants in the revenge condition [M
= 2.35, SD = 1.09]. As expected, the forgivenessa@mtrol conditions did not differ.

A one-way ANOVA was likewise conducted to estimidwe impact of
experimental condition on the similarity of panpiants’ drawings to Earth creatures.
Results again confirmed a main effect for the feegess primef(2,94) = 3.86p =.025,
n? =.076]. Post-hoc t-tests indicated that participavho recalled forgiveness [M = 3.05,
SD = 1.08] drew aliens that were less similar talitareatures than participants in the
revenge condition [M = 3.74, SD =.92]. The forgieea and control conditions again did
not differ.

The final dependent variable of interest was sgnatypicalities. A one-way
ANOVA showed that the experimental condition sigrahtly impacted the number of
atypicalities drawn,f[2, 94) = 3.49p =.032,5* =.072]. Participants in the forgiveness

condition [M = 1.23, SD = 1.29] drew nearly twicg many atypicalities than participants
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in the revenge condition [M =.64, SD =.70]. No dr#nces between the forgiveness and
control conditions were found. Overall, the resslipport the hypothesis that
forgiveness, compared to revenge, facilitates migatParticipants in the forgiveness
condition exhibited greater overall creativity, @raliens that were less similar to Earth
creatures, and drew aliens with a greater numbsemsory atypicalities than participants
in the revenge condition.
Discussion of Pilot Studies

Two pilot studies were conducted to confirm thprapriateness of the
Karremans et al (2005) priming procedure and tvittelrdependent variables that require
broad domain set for successful completion. Theipig studies were generally
successful, although two key changes differentiaepilot studies from the three
primary studies to be discussed in the next chapter

One important difference between the pilot studied the primary studies is the
operationalization of unforgiveness in the recalne. In pilot studies 1 and 2,
unforgiveness was operationalized as revenge. $é®lrevenge as a construct
inversely related to forgiveness is grounded imthe@nd measurement within the
forgiveness literature, which modally assessesverngss via victims’ motivations to
avoid and/or take revenge against their offenddcsCullough et al, 1998). However,
manipulation checks revealed a nonsignificant diffiee across conditions in
forgiveness. Review of participants’ recall narras suggested a tendency for
participants in the revenge condition to recallresehey later forgave. Furthermore, the

revenge incidents tended to be less significanttsvie participants’ lives than the
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forgiveness incidents. Therefore, in the primangdsts participants were asked to recall
events they had not forgiven rather than evenés afhich they had enacted revenge.

A second important difference between the pilotiss and the three primary
studies is the assessment of the three meditati@méworks for the forgiveness-
creativity link. Mood is assessed as a mediatoaniadapted version of the PANAS
scale (Baas et al, 2008) in Studies 1-3. Motivatsomssessed as a mediator via measures
of task efficacy, task interest, and perceived tdskce (Studies 2 and 3). Cognitive
resource enhancement as a mediator is assessedagaitive load manipulation (Study

3).
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CHAPTER 6. STUDY 1: FORGIVENESS AND CREATIVE BRAIN®RMING

The purpose of Study 1 was to provide initial ewickethat forgiveness broadens
the domain sets individuals use during creativk pesformance, resulting in
performance levels that resemble those of contadigipants. Toward these ends, the
alternative uses task (Torrance, 1962) — a tygeahstorming exercise — was utilized.
Brainstorming is a common and useful organizatigmatess with far-ranging
consequences. It can improve company profits, bef§inesses manage client perceptions
of their innovation practices, and facilitate orgational memory (Sutton & Hargadon,
1996). Of course the single most important consecgiand goal of brainstorming is the
development of new and useful ideas (Litchfield)&0 whether manifested as an
individual or group activity. Countless studies @anilized brainstorming to study
creativity among individuals and groups (Choi & ftqmson, 2005; De Dreu et al, 2008;
Pearsall et al, 2008). The alternative uses taskispally requires participants to
consider creative uses for a common everyday objetthas likewise been used across a
range of contextée.g., Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Eisenberger & AnnEd97; Guilford,
1967; Silvia & Phillips, 2004; Szymanski & Harkirt992; Torrance, 1962; De Vet &

De Dreu, 2007).

A unique advantage of the brainstorming paradigthasability for researchers to
delineate participants’ creative performance imtepf both persistence and domain set.
First, persistence is indicated by idea fluenclie-total number of ideas an individual or
group produces during brainstorming. Second, dorseiris indicated by idea novelty —
the average creativity of participants’ ideas aeiheined by consensual assessment. The

two measures need not be correlated. An individaald come up with two highly novel
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ideas or ten rather mundane ideas. Several sthdiegsexamined novelty and fluency
scores to explore the processes underlying theatrgfandividual differences
(Rietzschel et al, 2007), mood (De Dreu et al, 3088d task instructions (De Vet & De
Dreu, 2007) on creative performance.

In this study participants were specifically asked¢ome up with creative uses for
a tin can. The tin can is a common variant of ther@ative uses task. Others include the
utilization of a brick, a knife, and a book. Thekaequires creativity because
participants must break from established heuristich consider what, aside from its
prototypical uses (e.g. to hold food) a tin cantmige used for (Torrance, 1962).

Methods

Participants and Design

83 undergraduate students at a large Midatlantigaysity participated in the
study in exchange for course credit. The mean &garticipants was 20.30; ages ranged
from 18 to 40. 58% of participants were female 48% were male. 87.7% of
participants listed English as their first languafe 4% of participants were Caucasian,
13.6% were African American, 9.9% were Asian AmanicThe remaining 11.1% listed
other ethnicities. Participants were randomly assigto one of three experimental
conditions — the forgiveness prime, the unforgiwgsngrime, or a control prime.
Materials and Procedure

Participants completed the study in a laboratottjrge Participants were seated
in individual rooms or around a table in small grewf 2-3 people. The informed
consent form indicated that the individuals woudddarticipating in a series of problem

solving tasks. Neither creativity nor forgivenessrgvexplicitly mentioned on the
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informed consent form. After completing the formstcipants handed the informed
consent form to the experimenter. Informed confmnts were kept separately from
participants’ data to ensure anonymity. All pagamts received course credit in
exchange for completing the experiment.

The study began after participants handed theariméd consent forms to the
experimenter. The experimenter told each parti¢igaat they would be “completing a
few different tasks” for the experiment, and thatletask would vary somewhat from the
next. Again, neither forgiveness nor creativity &vexplicitly mentioned. At this point,
participants were informed that some of the tastsldvbe timed. The experimenters
carried small, nondescript timers with them. Tineetd nature of the tasks was not
overemphasized, so as to avoid feelings of timegune that might have unduly
influenced creative performance (Chirumbolo eR@l4). That said, all participants were
given the same amount of time for each task, amkesteived time pressure could be
expected to average out across participants.

The first task was the forgiveness prime. Partitipavere randomly assigned to
one of the three experimental conditions. In thrgifeeness condition, participants were
asked to recall a recent conflict that they hadif@n. In the unforgiveness condition,
participants were asked to recall a recent cortthiat they had not yet forgiven. In the
control condition, participants were asked to regakcent everyday interaction. Each set
of instructions then asked the participant to waibevn their recollections of the event. In
the forgiveness and unforgiveness conditions it syeified that participants should
recall a severe event. The purpose of this restnatas to ensure that participants

recalled meaningful rather than trivial events tiegrants were given eight minutes to
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finish the task. To ensure a consistent level ofination over the recalled events,
participants were furthermore instructed to rens&ated with the stimulus materials for
the entirety of the eight minutes.

Immediately after completing the forgiveness pripaticipants were asked to
complete the “tin can” task — a variation on Tooes (1945) alternative uses task
wherein participants are asked to think of multypes for a common object (e.g. a brick
or paperclip). In this study, participants werecfeally instructed to “List as many
creative uses for a tin can as you can think akz&fninutes were allotted for the task.
After completing the alternative uses task paréinig were asked to report their current
mood states and fill out several demographic items.

Mood measures. Positive, negative, and activating. Six items adapted from
Baas et al (2008) assessed victims’ positive mtates calm, serene, relaxed, happy,
upbeat, and elated#$.63). Nine items adapted from Baas et al (2008¢ssed victims’
negative mood states: sad, discouraged, disappoumteasy, tense, fear, disgust, angry
and frustratedo=.78). A third scale assessed only those positivedrstates that were
also activating (happy, upbeat, and elated63). In lieu of theory on forgiveness’s
effects depending upon the activation level of tigganood states, no distinctions were
made. However, exploratory analyses yielded nousftqndings from such
differentiations in Studies 1, 2, or 3. For alhitg, 1 =Strongly Disagreg5 = Strongly
Agree

Forgiveness, harm severity, and closeness. A single item, “I have forgiven my
offender”, served as a manipulation check. Indigidtems also assessed the severity of

harm incurred (I would describe the consequenceghat happened to me as severe) and
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current closeness to the offender (I currently slzaclose relationship with the person
who offended me). For all items, 1Strongly Disagreg5 =Strongly Agree
Results

Descriptive Statistics and M anipulation Checks

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate coroglatfor all study variables are
presented in Table 4. Independent samples t-tests eonducted to (a) ensure that
participants in the forgiveness condition repogeehter levels of forgiveness than
participants in the unforgiveness condition, anda@sess group differences in harm
severity, post-offense relationship closeness ramenge. Participants in the forgiveness
condition indicated forgiving their offenders [M3796, SD = 1.02] to a greater degree
than participants in the unforgiveness condition§M.69, SD = 1.09(51) = -4.39p <
.001]. There were no significant differences betwgmups regarding the severity of the
events recalled(51) = .10,p = .920] or the amount of revenge takgb]) = -1.33p =
.189]. Participants in the forgiveness conditiom, diowever, report currently sharing a
closer relationship with their offenders [M = 3.4 = 1.37] than participants in the
unforgiveness condition [M = 1.92, SD = 1.2&1) = -4.30p < .001]. Since the control
condition simply asked participants to recall eerdeveryday interaction, none of the
manipulation check variables were assessed fogthigp.

To allay concerns over potentially confounding dgraphic issues, participants’
age, gender, ethnicity, and first language weressssl in relation to both the
experimental condition and the two creativity D¥2&@mographics were uncorrelated

with the experimental condition. Age was associated creative fluencyr{81) = .35p
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=.001], indicating that older participants genlgraffered more uses for the tin can. No

other demographic differences with respect to credluency or novelty were found.

Tin Can Coding Procedure

Three independent coders, blind to the experimeotadlitions, rated
participants’ responses for both fluency and ngvéltuency was objectively defined as
the number of ideas put forth by each participbliotvelty was defined as the average
level of creativity reflected by participants’ resyses. The two measures are quite
distinct. For instance, one participant might relce@n commonplace ideas (to hold coins,
to use as a cup, to store food, etc.) while angihdricipant might record two highly
creative ideas (as a steamroller for a toy constmuwehicle; as a planetarium, inverted
with holes poked out and a light underneath).

As in past laboratory-based creativity tasks, eassal assessment was utilized
for the coding procedure (Amabile, 1996). Befording the study data, the coders
reviewed pilot data to establish the fluency cquoicedure and review discrepancies in
perceptions of participants’ response noveltyhmfinal data set, 100% agreement was
found for participants’ fluency scores, as coulceikpected given the highly objective
nature of the coded criterion. A reliability of .@&s recorded for participant novelty
ratings, and so the three coders’ novelty ratingeevaveraged to create an overall
novelty score. Examples of items deemed uncreateelerately creative, and highly

creative by the coders are provided in Table 5.
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Main Effects Analyses

Forgiveness and idea novelty. An overall ANOVA indicated a significant main
effect for condition on participants’ creative ntiyg[f(2,80) = 3.35p = .040,5° = .079].
Post-hoc independent samples t-tests indicateg#rtcipants in the unforgiveness
condition [M = 1.82, SD = .40] provided uses thargsignificantly less creative than
participants in the forgiveness condition [M = 2.8® = .531(52) = -2.65p = .011] and
marginally less creative than participants in tbetool condition [M = 2.03, SD = .52,
t(52) =-1.68p = .099]. The forgiveness and control conditiortsrbt differ (52) = -
.89,p = .378], consistent with the hypothesis.

Forgiveness and idea fluency. A second overall ANOVA was conducted to
assess the impact of experimental condition onfideacy. The effect was not
significant, [(2,80) =.723p = .489]. The results indicate that forgivenessléci@ greater
idea novelty, but not greater idea fluency.

Mood As a Mediating M echanism

Research question 1 indicated that mood might neethe forgiveness-creativity
relationship. There was a significant differencensen conditions for positive mood,
[f(2,80) = 3.88p = .025]. Participants in the forgiveness condifigh= 2.67, SD = .60]
were in a significantlyesspositive mood than participants in the unforgivenesndition
[M =3.19, SD = .85t(52) = 2.59p = .012] and the control condition [M = 3.13, SD =
2.94;1(52) = 2.45p = .018]. However, positive mood was uncorrelatethwreative

fluency [r(81) =.10,p =.358] or creative novelty (81) = -.04,p =.706]. Therefore, the
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test for mediation was not conducted. No other@asions were found between mood
and the experimental condition or outcome variables
Study 1 Discussion

The results from Study 1 provide initial eviderigethe forgiveness-creativity
link, supporting Hypothesis 1. As theorized, foeness facilitated creative task
performance. The effects were limited to domairasgbypothesized. Participants
displayed enhanced idea novelty (average ideaidtggatbut did not display enhanced
idea fluency (number of ideas put forth). Mood dat mediate the effects of forgiveness
on creativity. Thus, initial evidence suggests gatiee response to Research question 1.
In Study 2 | provide convergent validation of tleedgiveness-creativity effect with a
different creativity task. | test both mood and ivation as potential mediating

mechanisms.
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CHAPTER 7. STUDY 2: FORGIVENESS AND CREATIVE DRAWGI

Study 2 served as a conceptual replication arneheidn of Study 1. As a measure
of creativity, participants were given a creativawling task adapted from Ward (1994).
Participants were specifically given the followimgtructions: “Imagine going to another
galaxy in the universe and visiting a planet vafiecent from earth. On your trip, you
discover a creature that is local to this plarmethk space below, draw the creature that
you encounter.” The task is derived from previaesearch on exemplar generation. It is
structured to measure creativity by requiring ggvants to intentionally deviate from
known exemplars (e.g. humans; animals) and de\aiggntirely novel life form. The
drawings are typically rated for overall creativitgd deviation from known exemplars —
for example, deviation from the types of sensorgragements typically found in humans
and other mammals (Maddux & Galinsky, 2009).

Ward (1994) established the flexibility and uyildaf the alien drawing task. It is
susceptible to situational primes (e.g. the speaifstructions provided; Ward, 1994) and
able to be reliably coded by independent raterzfi¢ti & Durmysheva, 2007). Previous
research has utilized the task as a criterion aadsoad range of studies, including
assessments of creativity and power (Galinsky,&t(418), creativity and international
experience (Maddux & Galinsky, 2009), and creatiamd personality (Rietzschel, De
Dreu, & Nijstad, 2007).

Methods
Participants and Design
Fifty-two undergraduate students at a large MicaAtilc University participated

in the study in exchange for course credit. 72.5%e@nt of participants were female, and
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27.5% were male. 78.4% of participants indicated English was their first language.
63.3% of participants were Caucasian, 20.4% Asralstan American, and 8.2%
African or African American. The average age oftipgyzants was 19.55. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of three experimeotaditions: forgiveness,
unforgiveness, or control.
Materials and Procedure

Participants were first presented with the forgeesprime, identical to the Study
1 procedure. Following Karremans et al (2005),ip@dnts were asked to recall a
serious transgression from a close other thatlagg forgiven (forgiveness condition), a
serious transgression from a close other that tlagg not forgiven (unforgiveness
condition), or a recent everyday interaction (contondition). They were subsequently
given eight minutes to write about the recalledngéve

After administration of the forgiveness prime, papants were given the alien
drawing task as already described (Ward, 1994}idqzants were given five minutes to
complete the drawing task. As with the prime, pgrants were instructed to remain
seated with the stimulus materials for the entigdtthe five minutes. Upon completion
of the creativity exercise participants filled onéasures of the key mediating
mechanisms along with several control variablesadvees included mood, task interest,
perceived task choice, and task efficacy amongrstiiscussed in the measures section.
Participants then completed several unrelated @ms#tsvere debriefed. No students
indicated suspicion regarding the key hypothesis.

Mood measures. Positive, negative, and activating. Mood was again assessed

with a modified version of the PANAS (Baas et @08) and delineated across three

67



subscales. The first two scales assessed posittd/eegative mood states; the final scale
examined positive moods that were also activatiog.all items, 1 =Strongly Disagreg
5 =Strongly Agree

Motivation measures. Task choice, task interest, and task efficacy. Seven
items assessed perceived task choice. A samplastdrbelieve | had some choice
about doing the task” (a=.88). Seven items assdas&dnterest. An example item is “I
thought the task was quite enjoyable” (a=.®% items measured participants’ feelings
of task efficacy, e.g. “I am satisfied with my p@rhance on the task” (a=.90). The items
were developed by Ryan, Koestner, and Deci (198d)all items, 1 =Strongly
Disagree 5 =Strongly Agree

Forgiveness, harm severity, and closeness. A single item, “I have forgiven my
offender”, served as a manipulation check. Indigidtems also assessed the severity of
harm incurred (I would describe the consequencegat happened to me as severe) and
current closeness to the offender (I currently slzaclose relationship with the person
who offended me). For all items, 1Strongly Disagreg5 =Strongly Agree

Results

Descriptive Statistics and M anipulation Checks

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate coroglafor all study variables are
presented in Table 6. ANOVAs and chi-square test®wonducted to ensure that the
experimental conditions did not differ accordinggender, age, or language ability. No
differences across groups were found. Furtherntbeegorrelation table indicated no

significant associations between the demographialvigs and participant creativity.
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A manipulation check confirmed that participantsha forgiveness condition
indicated more forgiveness of their offenders [M.44, SD = .71] than participants in
the unforgiveness condition [M = 2.33, SD = 1.4134) = 8.02p <.001]. No differences
in revenge were found between the two conditiof83) = -.05,p =.96], highlighting the
distinctiveness of forgiveness from revenge. Néed#nces in the severity of the recalled
offenses were reportet(33) = -.05,p = .962]. As might be expected, participants did
report a greater level of current closeness tandies they had forgiven [M = 4.00, SD =
1.46] than to offenders they had not forgiven [M.22, SD = 1.52t(34) =.463p =
.001]. None of the manipulation checks were meakaneong control participants, since

the control task did not involve the recollectidrconflict.

Alien Coding Procedure

Three independent raters, blind to the experimeatadlitions, coded
participants’ alien drawings. In accordance withri&(1994) recommended procedures
and recent parallel methodologies (Maddux & Galng009), the drawings were coded
along three dimensions: sensory features, simjlasiearth creatures, and overall
creativity. Before coding the study data, the cedewiewed a set of pilot drawings to
develop baseline assessments of creativity andigBssignificant discrepancies in
creativity perceptions.

To assess the aliens’ sensory features, codersaskeel to provide yes/no
responses to five different questions: (a) is tl@anissing any major sensory organ

(eyes, nose, or mouth)? (b) does the alien hawmasual number of sensory organs (e.g.
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three eyes or two mouths)? (c) does the alien hawmusual configuration of sensory
organs (e.g. mouth above the eyes)? (d) does aesddlien’s sensory organs have an
unusual or exaggerated ability (e.g. eyes as las@ms)? and (e) Does one of this alien’s
sensory organs serve an unusual purpose (e.goea®tection)? Coders’ responses to
these questions were summed for an overall “serfsatyres rating” for each coder.
Reliability of the three coders’ summed ratings wafficient, a=.88 and so the three
coders’ ratings were averaged to create an ov&aBory feature score for each
participant, with higher numbers indicating a geeatumber of sensory atypicalities.

Aliens’ similarities to earth creatures were assdssith three Likert items
measured along a five point scale{ not at all similar; 5 = very similax. Items were
worded as follows: “How similar is this alien torfHacreatures?”, “To what extent did
participants seem to take known Earth creaturesaotount when making this
drawing?”, and “To what extent did participantsrde take general Earth animals into
account when making this drawing?” Reliabilitiescarg the three items for individual
raters were high (alphas between .93 and .99).a%ef ratings among the three coders
were likewise reliable (a=.83). The three codeasings were therefore averaged to create
an overall similarity rating for each coded alien.

The final item asked the raters to answer thetipres'Overall, how creative is
this drawing of an alien?”1(= not at all creative; 5 = very creatiyeRatings between
coders were sufficiently reliable (a=.85) and wesasequently averaged to create an
overall creativity score for each alien. Examplealens deemed uncreative and highly

creative are provided in Figure 2.

70



Main Effects Analyses

Forgiveness and sensory atypicalities. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to
examine the effect of the forgiveness prime onsénesory atypicalities drawn by
participants. The overall ANOVA was significafi(,50) = 4.12p =.022,5 =.17]. Post-
hoc t-tests assessed differences between thedbneltions. As hypothesized,
participants in the unforgiveness condition [M 8,.8D = .64] drew significantly fewer
sensory atypicalities than participants in the fieggess condition [M = 1.11, SD = .82;
t(33) = -2.87p = .007] or the control condition [M = .94; SD =;8381) =-2.13p =
.041]. No differences were found between the fargass and control conditiorté32)
=.98,p = .545], consistent with the hypotheses.

Forgiveness and dissimilarity to Earth creatures. Next, the impact of the
forgiveness condition on the similarity of partiaigs’ aliens to earth creatures was
assessed. A one-way ANOVA was again conductechfsipurpose. The overall
ANOVA was again significantf(2,50) = 4.43p =.017,5° =.16]. Post-hoc t-tests
assessed differences between the three condiBantcipants in the unforgiveness
condition [M = 3.93, SD = 1.16] drew aliens thatrersignificantly moresimilar to Earth
creatures than participants in the forgiveness itiondM = 3.06, SD = .50t(33) = 2.91,
p = .006] or the control condition [M = 3.12, SDXQ9;t(31) = 2.07p = .047]. No
differences in similarity were observed betweenftngiveness and control conditions
[t(32) = -.20,p = .845], as expected given the conceptualizatidorgiveness as a

restorative process.
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Forgiveness and overall creativity. A final one-way ANOVA was conducted to
assess the impact of forgiveness on overall alieatiwvity. The overall ANOVA was
significant, f(2,50) = 4.77p =.013,5° =.17]. Post-hoc t-tests assessed differences
between the three conditions. Participants in tifergiveness condition [M = 2.14, SD =
1.20] drew aliens rated as less creative than thos#uced by participants in the
forgiveness [M = 3.07, SD = .5833) = 3.02p = .005] and control [M = 3.06, SD =
1.21;t(31) = 2.21p = .035] conditions. No differences in creativitgng observed

between the forgiveness and control conditia(®@2) = -.04,p = .971] as expected.

Mediation Analyses: Mood, Motivation, or Neither?

In addition to providing initial evidence for thak between forgiveness and
creativity, Study 2 afforded the opportunity tottdse mediational frameworks of affect
and motivation. The first mediational framework gesgted that forgiveness would
impact creativity via hedonic tone — specificalty, induction of positive mood, a
reduction in negative mood, or more narrowly aructtbn of positive, activating, and
promotion-focused moods. Following the methods afdd and Kenny (1986) and more
recent methodological work (MacKinnon, Lockwood,ffdzan, West, & Sheets, 2002)
mediation requires that the mediator relate to bla¢hindependent and dependent
variables. The first mood mediator requires thatigpee moods correlate positively with
both the forgiveness prime and creativity. The sdamood mediator requires that
negative moods correlate negatively with both feegess and creativity. The final mood

mediator requires that positive, activating mooaisedate positively with both
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forgiveness and creativity. However, none of thesgiirements were met in Study 2.
The results thus converge with Study 1 and suggasimood does not mediate the
forgiveness-creativity link.

Research questions 2a and 2b posited three monhehtmechanisms to mediate
the forgiveness-creativity link including task e#cy, interest, and choice. Again, the test
for mediation includes as a prerequisite links leetwthese mechanisms and both
forgiveness and creativity. The data indicated tbiagiveness significantly predicted task
interest. However, none of the mechanisms werefggntly related to creative
performance, and so the motivational perspective wed supported.

Study 2 Discussion

Results from Study 2 replicate and extend theysiuindings. Hypothesis 1 was
once again supported. Participants primed withivergess via a recall task drew aliens
that were less similar to Earth creatures and gdlgenore creative than participants
primed with unforgiveness. In addition, participaptimed with forgiveness drew more
than twice as many sensory atypicalities (e.g etleyges; mouths positioned above the
nose) as participants primed with unforgivneesstfhoc mean comparisons suggest that
forgiveness produces pre-conflict levels of creaperformance. The mood perspective
was once again not supported. Positive mood, negatood, and positive activating
mood did not mediate the forgiveness-creativiti.lifhe motivation perspective
likewise was not supported. Task efficacy, tasknest, and task choice did not mediate

the effects of forgiveness on creativity.
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CHAPTER 8. STUDY 3: FORGIVENESS AND CREATIVE PROBNMESOLVING
UNDER COGNITIVE LOAD

The primary purpose of Study 3 was to further esgptbe theory that forgiveness
facilitates creativity via the enhancement of vitdi depleted cognitive resources. A
secondary purpose was to explore the effects gifeness on a third measure of
creativity — the Duncker candle task. Mood and wation were again measured as
potential mediating mechanisms.

The Duncker candle task is a commonly used andataid measure of creative
problem solving. Participants are shown a candimaof tacks, and a book of matches
and asked to affix the candle to a bulletin boaadl 8o that no wax drips on the table.
The proper solution requires participants to usebibx holding the tacks as a
candleholder (Dunker, 1945). Participants mustetfoee overcome functional fixedness
to solve the problem. Other solutions — such ascdy tacking the candle to the wall or
tacking the matchbook to hold the candle to thd wake suboptimal solutions to the
problem. Solutions are coded dichotomously as e@bgect or incorrect (e.g. Maddux
& Galinsky, 2009).

To manipulate cognitive load, participants wereegia nine digit number
(854917632) and instructed to spend 30 seconds dtingithe number to memory.
They were subsequently given 5 minutes to completduncker candle task and asked
to write down the number after the five minutes padsed. Participants were considered
to have attended to the manipulation if they cdlyeecalled at least four of the

numbers.
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Methods

Participants and Design

A total of 100 undergraduate students at a larggalantic University
participated in the study in exchange for courgglitr Nine students were excluded from
the study for indicating that they had previousters the candle task (N=5), failing the
cognitive load manipulation (N=2), or failing tolimv the instructions (N=2). The
remaining sample consisted of 91 participants. %82 participants were women, 39.6%
were men, and 2.2% did not report their gendeb%2vere Caucasian, 14.3% were
African American, 9.9% were Asian American, 6.6%kispanic, 4.4% reported other
ethnicities and 2.2% did not report their ethnicitiie average age of participants was
19.54, and the majority (89%) reported that Enghsis their first language.
Materials and Procedure

As in Studies 1 and 2, participants completedghigly in individual rooms or
small groups. Participants were given eight mint@esomplete the forgiveness prime.
Participants were also randomly assigned to edhwgnitive load condition or no
cognitive load. In the cognitive load conditionsgpapants were given 30 seconds to
remember a nine digit number. Participants wera gieen 5 minutes to complete the
Duncker candle task. Participants subsequently tetegbmeasures of mood, motivation,
and control variables.

Mood. Participants completed the same mood scale asitheSt1 and 2. For
positive affectp=.83. For negative affeat=.83. For positive, activating moodss.79.

For all items, 1 sStrongly Disagreg5 =Strongly Agree
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Motivation. Motivation measures were identical to those frood$22. For task
interest,0=..94 For task choice=.77 For task efficacyy=.84. For all items, 1 =
Strongly Disagreg5 = Strongly Agree

Forgiveness, harm severity, and closeness. A single item, “I have forgiven my
offender”, was used as a manipulation check. Idahtiems from Studies 1 and 2 also
assessed the severity of harm incurred (I wouldrdzsthe consequences of what
happened to me as severe) and current relationkispness with the offender (I
currently share a close relationship with the pemsbo offended me). For all items, 1 =
Strongly Disagreg5 = Strongly Agree

Results
Descriptive Statistics and M anipulation Checks

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate corpglatfor all study variables are
presented in Table 7. The manipulation check cordd a main effect of forgiveness.
Participants in the forgiveness condition indicageelater forgiveness of their offenders
[M =4.47, SD = .82] than participants in the ugigeness condition [M = 2.10, SD =
1.09;1(58) = -9.49p < .001]. Participants in the forgiveness conditso reported
greater closeness to their offenders [M = 4.10=SID40] than participants in the
unforgiveness condition [M = 2.43, SD = 1.4(B8) = -4.60p < .001] and reported
offenses significantly less severe [M = 2.40, SD.28] than participants in the
unforgiveness condition [M = 3.10, SD = .9&8) = 2.44p = .018]. Control participants
did not respond to the manipulation check itemso8s conditions, 29.7% of

participants correctly solved the candle task,aatid by participants who attached the
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tack box to the wall and used it as a candlehqidancker, 1945; Maddux & Galinsky,
2009).

Logistic regression analyses indicated no impéege on performance on the
Duncker candle task. A chi square analysis indec#tat men were more likely to solve
the task than womenyj1) = 5.69,p =.017]. There were no demographic differences

across the experimental conditions.

Main Effectsand I nteraction Analyses

Results were computed with hierarchical logistgression and post-hoc chi
square analyses. The main effect for the controirdy variable was significant [Wald =
7.17,p = .007]. The main effect for the forgiveness dumragiable was nonsignificant,
[Wald = 1.14p = .286]. The main effect of cognitive load was #igant [Wald = 7.40,
p = .007]. These data indicate that cognitive lodadhits creative performance across
forgiveness conditions while the control prime hié&ies creative performance across
cognitive load conditions. Of particular interestie cognitive resource theory of
forgiveness, however, are the interaction effects.

Significant interaction effects were found for btle forgiveness [Wald = 4.0g,
=.045] and control [Wald = 3.9B,=.046] dummy codes. The nature of these
interactions is elucidated in Figure 4. Among mapants who did not experience
cognitive load, results replicated the findingsir&tudies 1 and 2. The overall model
was significant}* (2) = 11.75p = .003]. Participants in the unforgiveness conditi

were less likely to solve the task correctly thantipipants in the forgivenesg[(1) =
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4.39,p = .036] and control,f (1) = 10.80p = .001] conditions. There was no significant
difference between the forgiveness and control itimms [ (1) = 1.83p = .176], as
hypothesized. Among participants who experiencephitive load, there were conversely
no differences across group3 (2) = 2.15p = .341], consistent with the resource

depletion hypothesis.

Mood and M otivation As Mediating M echanisms

In this study, mood was again ruled out as a medjahechanism. The
interaction between forgiveness and cognitive li@ddd to predict victims’ positive
mood states, negative mood states, or positiveatig mood statepg > .05).
Furthermore, there was no association betweermattinood states and performance on
the candle task.

As in Study 2, measures of task interest, percetiaskl choice, and self-efficacy
failed to mediate the effects of forgiveness orativty. Task interest was related to
performance on the candle task, [Wald = 4.@653,044]. However, the interaction
between forgiveness and cognitive load did notiptehy of the motivation variables.

Study 3 Discussion

The results from Study 3 confirm and extend thdifigs from Studies 1 and 2.
First, the impact of forgiveness on creativity veasended to a third creative context —
creative problem solving. This represents an ingraréxtension of the previous findings

in demonstrating that forgiveness facilitates alyigpbjective creative problem solving
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task with a single, clear solution. Mood and mdtawere again shown not to mediate
the found effects.

The most significant advantage of Study 3, howewas to demonstrate support
for the cognitive resource model of forgiveness emgativity. Whereas the results from
Studies 1 and 2 were essentially replicated unaleditions of no cognitive load, the
effects disappeared when cognitive load was intteduThe results suggest that
forgiveness impacts creativity through online, @dogs processes. Consistent with
threat-rigidity models of conflict and creativitynforgiveness narrows participants’

perspectives. Forgiveness in turn reduces thesetgsff
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION

Archbishop Desmund Tutu once wrote that “withougfeeness, there is no
future” (Tutu, 2000) Anecdotal evidence certainlggests that forgiveness is a powerful
social force. History is replete with examplesrafividuals seeking forgiveness as a
means to resolve conflict and move forward, frommfer child soldiers in Uganda and
relatives of the 9/11 victims to consumers of defeccars and employees with
unfriendly bosses. Yet empirical research has apt pace with society’s emphasis on
the concept. Given the fervor with which forgiveméssought, it is important to
understand what the precise consequences of forgggeand unforgiveness are likely to
be. Previous research had confirmed many of sdsigtiuitive notions on the restorative
effects of forgiveness. Forgiveness has been shovoster positive affect and enhance
victim self-esteem (Karremans et al, 2003), to ceduictims’ blood pressure and stress
levels (Witvliet et al, 2001), and to restore ca@pe®n and communication in marriage
(Fincham et al, 2002). It has even been showndduyme prosocial spillover effects,
leading victims to feel more related to other pedplgeneral and volunteer more often
for charitable causes (Karremans et al, 2005).

What else does forgiveness do? The antecedefdsgofeness are broad and
varied. As a psychological construct, forgivenassnpacted by a wide range of
cognitions, affectivities, and constraints (Fehalein press). Multiple theoretical
perspectives underlie these effects, from sensemgdkveick, 1995) and attributional
theories (Weiner, 1995) to mood-as-input (Clorale1994; Martin et al, 1993; Schwarz
& Clore, 1988) and embeddedness (Mitchell et ab120It has been demonstrated that

forgiveness is at once an effortful process reggigelf-regulation and executive control
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(Pronk et al, 2010) and an automatic process #rabccur subconsciously (Karremans
& Aarts, 2007). Yet the consequences of forgivemesgin surprisingly narrow. Is it
possible for a phenomenon with such a complex afaytecedents to yield such a
limited set of consequences?

The purpose of the current research was to loghrxethe intuitive, assumed,
and intended consequences of forgiveness to cansdeintuitive, unassumed, and
unintended consequences. Toward these ends, foggsevas theorized to impact
victims’ creative performance, such that victimsowbrgive exhibit pre-conflict levels of
creativity. First and foremost, this hypothesisspiraes that forgiveness can exhibit
spillover effects beyond the victim-offender dy&devious research has attested to this
fact, demonstrating that people who forgive disglaggruent, prosocial behaviors
during subsequent tasks (Karremans et al, 2005¢xptore the precise means through
which forgiveness impacts creative performanceas next important to explore the
processes that underlie creative achievement. Digafsom the stochastic perspective on
creative achievement (Simonton, 1999; 2003), tkatcre process was traced to two key
inputs: domain set and persistence (De Dreu €08i8; Fehr, 2009).

The forgiveness-creativity link was proposed tpatt creativity through three
potential mechanisms. First, forgiveness might iohgaeativity through victims’
affective experiences — specifically, an inductodpositive mood, a reduction of
negative mood, or an induction of positive mooa #re also activating. Second,
forgiveness might impact creativity through victimsotivational experiences. As an
empowering, transformational experience, forgiveresild be theorized to impact

victims’ feelings of self-efficacy, choice, andenest with respect to a downstream
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creative task. Finally, forgiveness might impa&ativity via the cognitive resources that
it affords. Whereas unforgiveness depletes victicaginitive resources under threat-
rigidity models of conflict, forgiveness may instleenhance victims’ resources.

These research questions were tested across thdeess In Study 1, participants
were primed with forgiveness and asked to comletersion of the alternative uses task
(Torrence, 1964) by recording creative uses fan adn. Creative performance was
differentiated in accordance with the dual inputdeloincluding both creative fluency (a
sign of persistence) and creative novelty (a sigithomain set). Mood was assessed via
an adapted version of the PANAS. In Study 2, pigicts were primed with forgiveness
and instructed to complete a creative drawing tiklod was again assessed via an
adapted version of the PANAS (Baas et al, 2008}jwvation was measured via task self-
efficacy, task interest and perceived task chdic&tudy 3, the link between forgiveness
and creative performance was demonstrated viaadiveeproblem solving task. Both
mood and motivation were measured as in Study ith&umore, half of participants
were presented with a cognitive load task to agbestheory that forgiveness enhances
victims’ depleted cognitive resources.

Results conformed to the cognitive resource petspe Studies 1-3 all
confirmed a main effect of forgiveness on creativstupporting hypothesis 1. Consistent
with the presented theory, Study 1 further demaiestr that the effect was due to domain
set and not simple task persistence. Studies £{8ed no evidence for mood as a
mediating mechanism; Studies 2 and 3 similarlyduet motivation as a mediator. In
Study 3, the effect of forgiveness on creative ganince was eliminated under

cognitive load, with participants in the forgivesemd control conditions exhibiting
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levels of creativity that resembled participantshe unforgiveness condition. Thus,
Study 3 suggested that conflict depletes victinagjrative resources, and that forgiveness
enhances those resources to pre-conflict levels.

In the sections below, implications for three arefasesearch are discussed:
conflict, forgiveness, and creativity. This is fmlled by a final consideration of the
practical implications of the presented studiegvéew of the studies’ limitations, and
directions for future research.

Theoretical | mplications
Conflict

Research on conflict and creativity has traditiiyf@cused on contexts in which
creativity itself takes place. The prototypicaldstumeasures or manipulates conflict
within teams that attempt to solve creative braimstng exercises. Studies within these
contexts generally show that conflict inhibits tearativity, although curvilinear effects
(Baer & Oldham, 2006) and task moderators (De Br&ijstad, 2008) have also been
demonstrated. However, the literature is limitedsrassumption that conflict only
affects creativity when it occurs within the crgatcontext itself. This assumption
contradicts the inherently temporal nature of jpéesonal interactions, both within and
beyond the organization. Every day, individualsezignce conflicts large and small that
impact their moods, motivations, cognitions, anbdawors. The present research utilized
a spillover model of conflict and creativity to éape how victims’ post-offense,
offender-directed motivations influence their créitf on subsequent, unrelated tasks. It
isn't necessary to look very far for examples aftsa scenario. An employee might have

a fight with her children before heading to a mogimeeting; a manager might bear
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derision from an angry customer before a strateggien; two coworkers might fight
over who should make the coffee before brainstogmiew product ideas.

After conflict, it is not unusual for one or mgreople to feel victimized — to feel
that they have experienced an unsolicited offehsigeshands of a friend, family
member, stranger, or coworker (Aquino & Thau, 20@yen feelings of victimization,
victims are left with several response choices.yl¢an choose to take revenge against
the offender, to simply avoid him or her, or togwe and even reconcile. In recognizing
these multiple response choices | draw attentidhdgaole of conflict management
techniques in the link between conflict and doweestn creative performance.

The importance of integrating conflict managenresearch with scholarship on
creativity and conflict itself cannot be overstat€onflict events are not experienced
uniformly across victims and time. Rather, some mespond benevolently and with a
shrug; others may ruminate over the event and eqpar anger (McCullough et al,
2008). Differences in response patterns can bedracany number of dispositional
(agreeableness; neuroticism; depression; empathieen) or situational (perceived
intent; perspective taking; relationship closenessgg¢cedents (Fehr et al, in press). These
response patterns should in turn moderate theteff@onflict and victimization on any
hypothesized downstream phenomenon, of which ergais only one exemplar.
Forgiveness

As previously reviewed, research on the consemseotforgiveness is narrow.
Scholars have primarily focused on the implicatiohfrgiveness for victim well-being
and prosocial behavior. The present research repiesne of the first sets of studies to

look at the consequences of forgiveness more byoAéfective, motivational, and
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cognitive mechanisms were reviewed to tie forgissrie creative performance — the
data supported the cognitive perspective. Thus,important for future research to
further emphasize the cognitive consequences giviemess. In addition to providing
victims of conflict with cognitive resources foreativity tasks, forgiveness may provide
victims with cognitive resources to solve complpatgal tasks or overcome stereotypes
(Blessum et al, 1998; Sherman et al, 1998). Indeeel clear potential advantage of
forgiveness is enhanced performancenorcreative, yet still cognitively demanding,
tasks. These might include complex arithmetic, akreasoning, team coordination, or a
host of other task behaviors. To the extent theditore tasks require greater cognitive
resources than noncreative tasks the link betwegiveness and noncreative
performance might be attenuated. However, givemdlative prevalence of noncreative
tasks in the workplace, an understanding of how #re influenced by forgiveness
processes is vital.
Creativity

Looking to the creativity literature, several psigcan be emphasized. First,
creativity is not solely influenced by events thatur within the creativity context itself.
Rather, a spillover model of forgiveness and cv@gtdemonstrates that victims’
responses to specific events (conflict or otheriws® influence subsequent creative
performance. Looking beyond conflict research, mmyber of contextual phenomena
can thus be theorized to affect creative perforrmaaeen if not directly linked to the task
itself. This hypothesis starkly diverges from mosiss-level models of creative
performance, which almost exclusively focus on lzoereative task is framed or

presented. Consider the following selection ofatittnal and cross-level predictors of
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creative achievement in organizational settingpestisor monitoring (George & Zhou,
2001), time pressure (Chirumbolo et al, 2004), rewgisenberger & Rhoades, 2001),
expected evaluation (Shalley, 1995), task rotatMadjar & Oldham, 2006),
membership change (Choi & Thompson, 2005), andofeeld(Zhou, 2003). Each of
these factors is closely related to the creatitatk — feedback on the creativity task
(Zhou, 2003), time pressure to complete the crigptigsk (Chirumbolo et al, 2004),
rewards for completing the creativity task (Eisterger & Rhoades, 2001) and so on. But
creativity is not only affected by task-specifimstraints and expectations. It is also
affected by a wide range of contexts thegcedehe creative task. Forgiveness and
revenge were shown to impact creativity in the entrstudy, but many other tasks — for
example, resource depletion tasks — could be thedtio exhibit parallel effects.

A second and equally important point for creagivesearch is that conscious
processes are as important as unconscious procésgestochastic model of creativity
supposes stochastic processes at both levelsuntibnscious combinatorial processes
leading to the surfacing of a broad set of conscidaations and ideational
subcomponents, which in turn are ultimately refinedlicated, and subjected to
secondary Darwinism as memes (Dawkins, 1975). Tioadilly, creativity has been
treated as a largely subconscious process, subjdot whims of muses and unforeseen
insight. Indeed, the subconscious model seems ctaxstly aligned with stochasticism.
Yet conscious processing is needed to sift thrabgloaming sea of subconscious
ideation and separate the wheat from the shaft.k@p&ognitive process might be

inhibition. Decades of creativity research indichiat one of the foremost challenges of

86



creativity is to suppress dominant response patemmd this very inhibitory process has
been shown to correlate with forgiveness as weldl$Gn et al, 2003; Pronk et al, 2009).
Practical Implications

Everyday, organizations seek to manage interpersondict and foster
creativity. Even the most routine organizations lsanefit from creativity. Assembly line
workers are renowned for their ability to develogative solutions to efficiency
dilemmas, exponentially affecting their safety @nadductivity. Similarly, even the most
peaceful and cooperative organizations can be éqgbéa suffer from interpersonal
conflict — especially when spillover models taka+veork conflict into account. Given
the inevitability of both conflict and creativitit,is not surprising to find many articles on
how to manage these two intersecting phenomenand@oy conditions aside, the
majority of the literature focuses on how to redaceflict and thus facilitate effective
ideational processes and implementation proceduires literature overwhelmingly
adopts a prevention approach, proposing mecharsstep conflict before it starts. The
prevention approach enjoys an extensive lineadge thé psychological and
organizational sciences, from the Robbers Caverawpats of the early 1950s onward.

A more complete approach to conflict managemeaotilshfocus less on
preventing conflict and more on how it is managdubw interpersonal transgressions are
dealt with after they occur. Within the conflidieliature, mediation research is one of the
clearest examples of this line of work, yet it foouses on “making things right” and
closing the injustice gap. What if nothing can lbae? What if a coworker utters a racial
slur or breaches another worker’s trust? Offersomfipensation and expressions of

empathy can only begin to heal the conflict. Thatiln must also be motivated to act
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prosocially toward the offender — the victim mustgive. Forgiveness holds obvious
benefits for interpersonal cooperation and mooddfam, 2000; Karremans et al, 2003),
which themselves could be expected to affect dawast performance. But as the
current research has shown, forgiveness can alsacinperformance in ways that move
beyond offender-victim dynamics and mood statesart free up key cognitive resources
that allow victims to excel in complex creativeksis

Limitations

The three studies presented here represent shediexamine how forgiveness
impacts downstream creative performance. This isngiortant extension of the literature
on the consequences of forgiveness. Whereas prergsearch has demonstrated that
forgiveness restores victims’ well-being and coagiee patterns of behavior, the current
studies extend these findings to demonstrate tingiveness can also facilitate effortful
information processing. Given the likelihood of ngdmdirectional linkages in the
forgiveness literature, a key strength of the prese studies is their internal validity.
Through priming, it can be said with relative certathat forgiveness relates to
creativity in the hypothesized causal directionisTdoes not rule out the possibility of
reverse causality, but such reverse causality wootde to the exclusion of the
presented effects.

All research designs contain inherent flaws, dedpriming methodologies used
herein do not obviate this fact. Two limitationstioé presented studies are of particular
note, and both are in reference to external validhirst, all three presented studies
utilized student samples from the United StatesisTthe generalizability of the findings

to adult and Nonwestern populations is unclears&wlars have long noted, adult
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populations are less susceptible to situationa&k@nice than student populations. Thus,
they may be less affected by the situational pripresently utilized (Sears, 1986).
Furthermore, recalled instances of forgivenessuaridrgiveness may vary dramatically
across populations. The passage of time may affduits the opportunity to recall
particularly strong situations. Conversely, in adamce with socioemotional selectivity
theory, victim reactions to offenses may becoms $evere in adulthood and old age.

A second limitation of the present set of studsethe validity of the creativity
tasks. The alien drawing task arguably bears ligsmblance to the sorts of complex
ideational processes valued in brainstorming sessaod other organizational contexts.
The alternative uses task is a closer approximatia@rganizational creativity, although
it lacks the motivational contexts and inherent eyuities of organizational creativity.
Previous research has stressed the need for mamaiky valid measures of creative
performance, such as the production of renowneentiens or artistic works (Simonton,
2003). Relatedly, the current set of studies wagdid in examining only the ideational
phase of organizational innovation (i.e. creativilyhe effects of conflict and forgiveness
on idea implementation remain unknown.

Even within the realm of lab-based creativity measuyit is important to consider
how each tasks systematically differs from the n@xte clear difference across measures
is the operationalization of creativity as a prddaefadivergent versus convergent
thinking. Divergent tasks, such as the brainstognand drawing exercises, do not have a
single “correct” solution. Convergent tasks, suslie candle task, instead require
participants to converge upon a single correcttemiyFleenor & Taylor, 2004). While

the effects of these different types of creatiwgks are often identical when looking at a
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given antecedent (e.g. international experiencejdda & Galinsky, 2009) they can also
diverge (e.g. counterfactuals; Kray, Galinsky, & Mgp2006). The current research
appears to fall within the former category, witlhgiweness influencing both convergent
and divergent tasks. Nonetheless, additional reeaameeded to explore precisely why
this is the case.

A final issue relates to the question of how thenprg conditions differed from
each other aside from the degree to which the bV ents were forgiven. Previous
research indicates that forgiven versus unforgoféenses, when recalled, differ in a
number of ways (Zechmeister & Romero, 2002). Thhus presented findings may not be
directly due to forgiveness. Rather, they may be tdua more proximal mediating
process. For instance, if participants in the faegess condition recalled events from
further in their past than participants in the ugfeeness condition, construal level
theory suggests that they might have been moréwedaecause they were cognizing at a
more abstract level (Forster, Friedman, & Libern2004). Additional confounding
factors, such as victim-offender relationship dyrencould likewise be theorized to
mediate the effect of the prime on creativity. Stattors must be controlled for in future
research to enhance the validity of the findings.

Future Directions

Based upon the aforementioned limitations andtemhdil theoretical
considerations, several important directions foure research can be inferred. First, it
would be advantageous to conduct field studies adlit populations that enhance the
external validity of the forgiveness-creativityagbnship. Within such a context,

creativity could be measured via objective produrctriteria (e.g. patent applications) or
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manager ratings. Also in reference to samplingasstuture research should explore the
cross-cultural generalizability of the presenteudliings. Given previous research on
cultural differences in how conflict is perceivexld. Gelfand, Nishii, Holcombe, Dyer,
Ohbuchi, & Fukuno, 2001), the psychological expeeeof forgiveness may likewise
vary greatly, resulting in different behavioral sequences. Unfortunately, there is a
dearth of data to date on cross-cultural issuésrgiveness (Sandage & Williamson,
2005).

Methodologically, future field studies should ex@ the temporal dynamics of
forgiveness and creativity via longitudinal, muitave designs. The present research
utilized a cross-sectional priming methodology, tyet underlying theory could be seen
as fundamentally temporal — conflict reduces cogmitesources which are in turn
restored over time via forgiveness, resulting soataminant restoration of creative
potential. However, the nature of the temporal lchig of creativity via forgiveness
remains to be seen. Previous research generalposispa linear model of forgiveness,
such that forgiving motivations increase over timth transient fluctuations
(McCullough et al, 2007). Future research mustrektbe temporal approach by
exploring how the effects of forgiveness on doweestn phenomena unfold. For instance,
does forgiveness impact creativity across multjags or only a few hours? Is the
strength of the effect linear over time or nonlirteAn additional advantage of the
temporal approach would be enhanced confidendeeithieorized meditational pathways
and a more stringent test of those paths not stgbor the present research. Mood, for
instance, might be shown to explain some varian@eaative performance when

measured both before and after within-person simffsrgiveness.
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Complexity could also be added to the forgivenesstovity hypothesis by
exploring moderators of the effect. One key modenaithin organizational contexts is
the salience of the conflict event. Presumablyfladrevents will only affect
downstream creative tasks when made salient tdegeee that they are cognitively
taxing to ruminate upon. Thus, specific triggeia tiemind victims of the conflict — for
example, the physical presence of the offender glavikely lead to both chronic and
temporary accessibility of the target event. Sevan@ad hypotheses could stem from
this observation. For instance, conflict events dezur in the workplace should
generally be more salient, and therefore moreatiitrg to employees, than conflict
events that occur in the home. Another contextuaderator may be the relationship
between victim and offender. For instance, sindleviers tend to think of their leaders
more often than leaders think of specific followearsnflict with a subordinate may prove
less distracting than conflict with a supervisog(#no et al, 2001; 2006).

As a final note of consideration, future reseaicbuld more closely consider the
role of cognitive resource depletion in organizailocreativity. Generally speaking,
research on creativity and conflict tends to foensoordination loss. The resource
hypothesis may lend additional credence to “garlzagé models of slack resources and
their role in the creative process (Cohen, MarciQl&en, 1972). A key first step toward
full understanding of the dynamics of forgivenassativity and resource depletion is to
explore the dual input model of creative perforneamcdepth. Unlike the Study 1
brainstorming exercise, the Study 3 candle taskdidcllow for a delineation of creative
performance according to domain set versus pensister other factors. Future research

should examine forgiveness and creativity withia tontext of dynamic organizational
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creativity tasks, such as group brainstorming @gescand subsequent implementation
procedures, so that cognitive resources can be expiecitly linked to domain breadth.
Conclusion

Forgiveness is a powerful social force. Testam&nits importance span
millennia (Griswold, 2007). Today, forgiveness sed throughout the world to help
individuals and groups alike reconcile their diffieces (McCullough et al, 1997; Tutu,
2000). Nonetheless, psychologists have displaygdalimited consideration of its
consequences. By strictly focusing on the prosamakequences of forgiveness, scholars
risk an incomplete and thus inaccurate understgnafimow and when forgiveness
impacts interpersonal and organizational dynanigdinking forgiveness to creativity,
the current research may potentially add an impodanension to forgiveness
scholarship and expand our understanding of carflinamics during group creativity
tasks. Forgiveness after task conflict, for inseamaight help groups leverage the
perceived benefits of minority dissent (e.g. DelD&West, 2001) without suffering the
perils of emotional conflict and group faultlinesd. Pearsall et al, 2008). Looking
strictly within the forgiveness literature, a deratration of its benefits for creativity
stands to make an important contribution to the definition of the construct, allowing

scholars to move beyond a solely prosocial conedigation of what it means to forgive.
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Table 1 A tripartite model of forgiveness (Reprinted frémhr, Gelfand, & Nag, in press)

Factor Overarching Psychological [llustrative Situational Dispositional
Question M echanisms Inputs Correlates Correlates

Cognitions What happened? Sensemaking |« My offender intentionally Hla Intent (-) H2a. Agreeableness (+)
about offender harmed me H1b. Responsibility (-) H2b. Perspective taking (+)
and offense My offender hurt me severely H1c. Apology (+) H2c. Trait forgiveness (+)

+ | can’t understand my H1ld. Harm severity (-)
offender’s point of view Hle Rumination (-)

Affect How do | feel? Emotions and e | am upset H3a. Positive mood (+) H4a. Neuroticism (-)

Mood-as-input e | am relaxed H3b. Negative mood (-) H4b. Trait anger (-)

| feel empathy toward
my offender

H3c. State empathy (+)
H3d. State anger (-)

H4c. Empathic concern (+)
H4d. Self-esteem (+)
H4e Depression (-)

Constraints

What if | don’t
forgive?

Embeddedness /
Internalized socio-
moral
expectations

If | don't forgive, we can’t
continue our relationship
If I don't forgive, I'll fail to
live up to social and moral
standards

H5a. Relationship
closeness (+)

H5b. Relationship
satisfaction (+)

H5c. Relationship
commitment (+)

H6a. Religiosity (+)
H6b. Social desirability (+)
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Table 2 Mood scale according to item categories adaptad Baas et al (2008)

Positive hedonic tone

Negative hedonic tone

Deactivating Activating Deactivating Activating
Calm Happy Sad Uneasy
Serene Upbeat Discouraged Angry
Relaxed Elated Disappointed Tense
Frustrated
Fear
Disgust
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Table 3 Experimental conditions: Forgiveness, controfpugiveness, and revenge

Forgiveness
Prime

Instructions:Every now and then, most or all of us have hadrdlicowith somebody
we are close to. The conflict can be relativelydhfd conflict that you forget about
easily), but the conflict can also be severe (dliwbthat you are unlikely to forget).
Now — think about a severe conflict that you hasd tvith someone close to you that
you have forgiven. How did you show forgiveness?ai\id you say? What did you
do? How did it make you feel to forgive him/heredde take a few moments to
describe the experience and your forgiveness muah detail as possible.

Control Prime

Instructions:People experience many everyday social interactibimsy greet their
friends and family, engage in social activitiesetigr, etc. For the most part, these
interactions are common, everyday occurrences.

Now — think about a recent, everyday social intiéoacyou have recently had with
someone close to you. What did you say? What diddg® Please take a few
moments to describe the experience and what hagperses much detail as possible

Unfor giveness
Prime

Instructions:Every now and then, most or all of us have hadrdlicowith somebody
we are close to. The conflict can be relativelydhfd conflict that you forget about
easily), but the conflict can also be severe (dliobthat you are unlikely to forget).
Now — think about a severe conflict that you haad tvith someone close to you for
which you have not been able to forgive the otlegspn. What happened? What did
you say? What did you do? Why haven't you forgittes other person? How did it
make you feel to not be able to forgive him/her®aBé take a few moments to
describe the experience and your unforgiveness much detail as possible.

Revenge Prime

Instructions:Every now and then, most or all of us have hadrdlicowith somebody
we are close to. The conflict can be relativelydhfd conflict that you forget about
easily), but the conflict can also be severe (dlicbthat you are unlikely to forget).
Now — think about a severe conflict that you haad tvith someone close to you for
which you took revenge against the other persoratWappened? What did you say
What did you do? How did you enact revenge? Howitdichke you feel to take
revenge against him/her? Please take a few morteedescribe the experience and
your revenge in as much detail as possible.

~J
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Table 4 Study 1 means, standard deviations, and comwekati

M SD 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Positive Mood 299 .78 (.82
2. Negative Mood 1.77 74 -50%*  (.90)
3. Positive Act. Mood 278 .94 .86* -.26* (.83)
4. Harm Severity 283 112 -04 .09 .00 --
5. Post-Offense Closeness 2.72 152 -24 22 -.15 -18
6. Forgiveness 334 122 -03 -.01 -.02 -.10 58 -
7. Revenge 157 g7 -27 14 -13 A1 .09 .02
8. Age 20.30 1.58 .09 -.20 .02 .03 -.16 .05 .16 -
9. Gender 158 50 -.14 21 -11 .08 .26 .04 -.28%
10. First Language 112 .33 -13 .05 -11 .00 .03 .29%.26 .03 24% -
11. Creative Fluency 11.20 4.78 .10 -.03 .08 14 10 9 .0 .13 35 -13 -.03 -
12. Creative Novelty 200 50 -.04 -.01 -.01 .05 12 2.2 -16 -.13 -.15 .16 .09

N = 81; N=53 for severity, closeness, forgivenessl revenge items (control conditions did not nez¢hese items)

1 = unforgiveness; 2 = control; 3 = forgiveness

1 = Male; 2 = Female
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Table 5 Uncreative, moderately creative, and highly eveatesponses to the alternative

uses task

Uncreative usesfor

Moder ately creative uses

Highly creative usesfor

atin can for atin can atin can

Hold food Rolling pin Hair curlers for really bicahr

Drink from Cut off end - make a Electrical conductor
bracelet

Hold pens Cookie cutter Poke holes, put light undath

— planetarium

Kick Stool Replacement doorknob

Tie to a car (just Door holder Roll down hill to make ice

married) cream

Hold paperclips Robot arms Flatten — use to jimnapar

Eat from Seat Arrange vertically make a

chimney
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Table 6 Study 2 means, standard deviations, and comwekati

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Pos. Mood 3.20 .58 (.63)
2. Neg. Mood 1.38 42 -40*  (.78)
3. Pos. Act. 2.93 .78 .83** -.30* (.63)
Mood
4. Task Eff. 3.32 .80 A3 =27 A1+ (.90)
5. Task Choice 3.41 91 A2** =37 A3 24 (.88)
6. Task Interest 3.56 .79 .26 -17 .30* 53** .26 0.93
7. Harm 2.67 1.19 .08 -.10 .06 .00 -22 -12 -
Severity
8. Post-Offense 3.09 1.74 =17 A5 -.06 .02 -.03 22 -.16 --
Closeness
9. Forgiveness 3.37 1.44 -.15 .18 -.04 .06 .06 .31 4 -0 .69* -
10. Revenge 1.66 1.08 A1 .20 .20 .06 .33 -.05 -41* .07 - --
11. Age 19.56 1.76 19 -.10 .06 15 .05 .04 .33 -29 17-. -20
12. Gender 1.73 45 .01 .06 .15 -.01 -.05 .03 .01 -.11 .00 -.10
13. First 1.22 A2 A3 .10 -.05 -.08 -.03 .02 .20 -.24 -.33*-21
Language
14. Sensory .82 .81 -.03 -.04 -.05 .01 .09 14 .25 .20 27
Atypicalities
15. Similarityto  3.37 1.01 -.02 .16 .04 -23 -.10 =21 -12 -.28 254 22
E. Creatures
16. Overall 2.76 1.09 .06 -.18 .01 .25 .07 21 A3 .28 A1 1-2

Creativity
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Table 6 Study 2 means, standard deviations, and comekgtcontinued

11 12

13 14 15

16

Nogak whpE

o

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

Pos. Mood

Neg. Mood

Pos. Act.

Mood

Task Eff.

Task Choice
Task Interest
Harm

Severity
Post-Offense
Closeness
Forgiveness
Revenge

Age --
Gender
First 27 A1
Language

Sensory .26 -.23
Atypicalities

Similarity to  -.17 .09
E. Creatures

Overall .18 -.07
Creativity

.04 (.88)
.05 -54%  (.83)

-.03 .56** -.99**

(.85)
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Table 7.Study 3 means, standard deviations, and corrakatio

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Cognitive .50 .50 --
Load
2. Pos. Mood 3.13 .78 -.09 (.83)
3. Neg. Mood 1.32 .39 14 -.32*  (.83)
4. Pos. Act. 2.81 .92 -.08 92%* -27* (.79)
Mood
5. Task Eff. 3.70 .61 .00 23* -.08 .15 (.84)
6. Task Choice 3.40 72 14 .07 -.02 .07 13 (.77)
7. TaskInterest 3.34 .87 .07 23* -13 .29%* .20 21*  (.94)
8. Harm 275 116 -.09 0.24 .23 -.23 -.06 -.16 .03 -
Severity
9. Post-Offense 3.27 1.62 -03 .07 -13 .04 .15 -.06 14 -.03 --
Closeness
10. Forgiveness  3.28 153 .07 A7 -.23 .16 .24 -.04 14 -25 71 --
11. Revenge 1.57 .96 .09 -.10 .16 -11 -11 .01 -13 07 - -07 -11 -
12. Age 1954 202 .14 14 -.01 .20 -.07 .07 .25*% -23 -.17 -.02 -.10
13. Gender 1.60 .49 -.08 -.16 .08 -13 -28**  -.09 -16 -.01 A2 .02 -21
14. First 1.09 .28 .00 -.03 14 -.05 -.01 -11 14 -.15 .01 11 .18
Language
15. Candle task .30 .46 27** 14 -.07 19 .19 .08 .22* -.03 .04 4.1 A1
response
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Table 7 Study 3 means, standard deviations, and comwakgtcon.

12 13 14 15
1. Cognitive
Load
2. Pos. Mood
3. Neg. Mood
4. Pos. Act.
Mood
5. Task Eff.
6. Task Choice
7. Task Interest
8. Harm
Severity
9. Post-Offense
Closeness
10. Forgiveness
11. Revenge
12. Age --
13. Gender -.16 --
14. First .35** .10 --
Language
15. Candle task .22* -.25% .13 --
response
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Figures 1a and 1bThe Duncker Candle Task as presented to partigand its correct
solution
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Figure 2 Aliens deemed highly creative (left panel) andreative (right panel)




Figures 3a/b/cOverall creativity, similarity to Earth creaturesd sensory atypicalities
in Study 2 drawings
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Figure 4 Performance on Duncker Candle Task under cognitiad and forgiveness
conditions in Study 3
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APPENDIX A: FORGIVENESS PRIMING PROCEDURES

Forgiveness
Prime

Instructions:Every now and then, most or all of us have hadrdlico
with somebody we are close to. The conflict camdbatively mild (a
conflict that you forget about easily), but the flichcan also be severe
(a conflict that you are unlikely to forget).

Now — think about a severe conflict that you haad fwith someone
close to you that you have forgiven. How did yoowtiorgiveness?
What did you say? What did you do? How did it ma&e feel to
forgive him/her? Please take a few moments to destine experience
and your forgiveness in as much detail as possible.

Unforgiveness
Prime

Instructions:Every now and then, most or all of us have hadrdlico
with somebody we are close to. The conflict candbatively mild (a
conflict that you forget about easily), but the flichcan also be severe
(a conflict that you are unlikely to forget).

Now — think about a severe conflict that you haad tvith someone
close to you for which you have not been able tgit@ the other
person. What happened? What did you say? Whatadidlg? Why
haven't you forgiven the other person? How did &@ke you feel to not
be able to forgive him/her? Please take a few mdsrterdescribe the
experience and your unforgiveness in as much degglssible.

Control
Prime

Instructions:People experience many everyday social interactions
They greet their friends and family, engage in aloactivities together,
etc. For the most part, these interactions are comeveryday
occurrences.

Now — think about a recent, everyday social inteoacyou have
recently had with someone close to you. What did sey? What did

you do? Please take a few moments to describexgegience and what

happened in as much detail as possible.
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APPENDIX B: CREATIVITY MEASURES

is

Alien Instructions:lmagine going to another galaxy in the universeasiing a

Task planet very different from earth. On your trip, ydigcover a creature that
local to this planet. In the space below, drawdteature that you
encounter.

Tin Can | Instructions:In the space below, please list as many unuswetiee uses

Task for a tin can as you can think of

Duncker | Instructions In the image below, you will see several objee&ing on a

Candle | table next to a bulletin board wall. Using only thaterials you see on the

Task table, figure out a way to attach the candle toxbh# so that the candle wil

burn properly, but no wax will drip on the tableflmor when the candle is
lit. Please use the lines below to write your reseo
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APPENDIX C: SCALES FOR MEDIATION TESTS, MANIPULATI®N CHECKS
AND DEMOGRAPHICS

MOOD ITEMS

Instructions:This scale consists of a number of words that desclifferent feelings and
emotions. Read each item and indicate to what extanfeel this way right now, that is,
at the present moment.

Happy 1 2 3 4 5

Uneasy 1 2 3 4 5

Serene 1 2 3 4 5

Discouraged 1 2 3 4 5

Frustrated 1 2 3 4 5

Elated 1 2 3 4 5

Fearful 1 2 3 4 5

109



MOTIVATION ITEMS

Instructions On this page we will be asking you several qoestregarding thalien
task you completed. Please read each question carefodlyanswer as honestly as
possible.

The task was fun to do 1 2 3 4 5

The task did not hold my attention at all 1 2 3 4 5

| thought the task was quite enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5

| felt like it was not my own choice to do the task 1 2 3 4 5

| felt like | had to do it 1 2 3 4 5

| did the task because | wanted to 1 2 3 4 5

| think I did pretty well on the task, comparedother students 1 2 3 45

| am satisfied with my performance on the task 2 3 4 5

This was a task that | couldn’t do very well 1 3 4 5
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MANIPULATION CHECKS

Instructions On this page we will be asking you several qoestregarding the conflict
event you previously recalled. Please read eacstiguecarefully and answer as honestly
as possible.

| currently share a close relationship with thesparwho offended 1 2 3 4 5

me

| took revenge against my offender 1 2 3 %
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DEMOGRAPHICS

What is your age?

What is your gender? Female Male

What is your first language?

Which of the following BESTdescribes your ethnic or racial background? Rleasck only
ONE response.

African American International (please specify)
Asian American

Caucasian

Hispanic Biracial

Native-American

Other
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APPENDIX D: INFORMED CONSENT, DEBRIEF, AND COUNSBENG
DOCUMENTS

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Why isthisresearch being done?

This is a research project being conducted by M&lkgelfand and Ryan Fehr at the University
of Maryland, College Park. We are inviting youptarticipate in this research project because
you are a PSYC 361 student. The purpose of teeareh project is to study your ability to
solve a variety of problems. We are interestedudysng your completion of certain tasks to
better understand the different ways people commlettain tasks.

What will | beasked to do?

The procedure involves completing problem solvarslis and answering some questions about
hypothetical events and actual events from yout. pésu will also be asked to fill out several
guestions about your own preferences and valuagiciation in this study will take
approximately 20 minutes.

What about confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal informattonfidential. To help protect your
confidentiality, all physical documents will bergtd in a locked office in the Biology-Psychology
building. The corresponding electronic files wilba be kept in a locked office on a disc. The
electronic data will be password protected and dhky study investigators (Michele Gelfand and
Ryan Fehr) will have access to the files. Regardieghandling of your data, no identifying
information will be recorded. If we write a repat article about this research project, your
identity will be protected to the maximum extergsgigle. Your information may be shared with
representatives of the University of Maryland, €g# Park or governmental authorities if you or
someone else is in danger or if we are requiredaso by law.

What aretherisksof thisresearch?
You may experience some emotional stress or discowfiile trying to complete the problem
solving exercises or recalling events from yourtpas

What arethe benefits of thisresearch?

This research is not designed to help you persgphilit the results may help the investigator
learn more about the different ways people compéetkes. We hope that, in the future, other
people might benefit from this study through impbunderstanding of problem solving.

Dol havetobein thisresearch? May | stop participating at any time?

Your participation in this research is completebjuntary. You may choose not to take part at
all. If you decide to participate in this researgiou may stop participating at any time. If you
decide not to participate in this study or if ydggsparticipating at any time, you will not be
penalized or lose any benefits to which you othexwgualify.
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What if | have questions?

This research is being conducted by Michele Gelfrttie University of Maryland, College
Park. If you have any questions about the reseatatly itself, please contact Ryan Fehr at
rfehr@psyc.umd.edif you have questions about your rights as aaese subject or wish to
report a research-related injury, please conta@ tRB atirb@deans.umd.edu. This research
has been reviewed according to the University ofyiéad, College Park IRB procedures for
research involving human subjects.

Statement of Age of Subject and Consent

Your signature indicates that: you are at leastyg@rs of age; the research has been explained
to you; your questions have been fully answered;yau freely and voluntarily choose to
participate in this research project.

DEBRIEF

In the current study we were interested in inveding the impact of forgiveness on
creativity. We believe that students who have atgreendency to forgive will express higher
levels of creativity in our tasks than those stislevho are not. We believe this because we feel
that creativity and forgiveness are linked. Fotanse, it is clear that often times the act of
forgiving can be very difficult. To forgive an offder requires an ability to think outside of the
box and understand a situation from many pointgef. To be creative one also must see things
from many points of view, and have an open mind.

We believe that students primed in the beginningusfstudy towards forgiveness will
complete the creativity tasks with more originatityan those students who are primed towards
revenge. Priming refers to an earlier stimulusdififg later results, for example, we believe
someone who is primed towards revenge will not detegasks creatively. Through this study,
we hope to understand more about the impact obresgs to conflict on creativity.

If you have any further questions about this stpléyase do not hesitate to ask the
experimenter or to contact the investigators (Ryahr:rfehr@psyc.umd.edy301) 405-5934;
Michele Gelfand: mgelfand@psyc.umd.edu, (301) 40%2). We really appreciate your
participation in this study!
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NOTIFICATION OF AVAILABLE COUNSELING SERVICES

Oftentimes, the recollection of painful evecds lead to emotional distress. The University
of Maryland offers a variety of services to helgldeith these emotional issues. The list below
offers a few suggestions. You may also contacptimeiple investigators of this project at any
time with questions about the study or counselgrgises that are available to you at
rfehr@psyc.umd.edar mgelfand@psyc.umd.edu

* UMD Counseling Center
o Call 301-314-7651 for an individual appointment
e UMD Interpersonal Therapy Group
0 An interpersonal therapy group designed to prostddents with an opportunity
to get to better know their interpersonal styl¢eiipersonal strengths and areas
for growth. Wednesdays, 2:00-3:30 pm, call 301-3681 to participate
* UMD Stress Management Group
0 A group that teaches you how to cope with anxietiggalthy ways (e.g.
meditation practice). Mondays, 2:00-3:00 pm, 8alL-314-7651 to participate
* UMD General Therapy Group
o Talk with other members of the campus community wieexperiencing
difficult life issues, led by a trained group thaeisd. Times TBA, call 301-314-
7651 to participate
* UMD Self-Help Information
0 Visit http://www.counseling.umd.edu/Selfhelp/selfhelp.fitminformation on
coping with many difficult life events
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