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Resumen

introduciéndose para ello, algunas de sus principales definiciones y caracteristicas.
Subsecuentemente, se presentan las corrientes tedricas que se han desarrollado para
aproximarse a su entendimiento, y los principales correlatos que se asocian con, 0 se
desprenden del perdén. En dltima instancia, se profundiza en el modelo de perddn
interpersonal de McCullough (1997, 1998, 2003), el cual se basa en los aspectos
motivacionales y prosociales del perdon —objeto de interés en esta tesis—; asi como se
expone el instrumento de evaluacion méas empleado para evaluar este constructo.

En el segundo capitulo, también de caracter introductorio, se exhiben diferentes
clasificaciones bajo las cuales se catalogan las principales transgresiones de pareja,
enfatizdndose en la violencia e infidelidad. Méas adn, en lo que refiere a esta ultima.
Asimismo, en este capitulo se explica la asociacion de algunos de los correlatos
individuales (i.e., afecto negativo y dependencia hacia la pareja) y relacionales (i.e.,
bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida y calidad de la relacion) que hemos
considerado antecedentes o consecuentes, con las motivaciones de perdén y falta de
perdon.

En el tercer capitulo se plantea el objetivo general y los objetivos especificos de
la presente tesis, los cuales, se irdn acometiendo a lo largo de los capitulos
subsiguientes. A este respecto, los capitulos comprendidos entre el 4 y el 6 incluyen las
distintas investigaciones empiricas que se han realizado para ello, constituyendo un total
de 8 estudios.

El cuarto capitulo se conforma de dos articulos que suponen tres estudios, en los
que se explord, por un lado, el grado de severidad de diferentes transgresiones
concurridas en el contexto de la pareja; y por otro lado, se manipuld el tipo de
transgresion (infidelidad sexual vs. violencia fisica) con el pretexto de estudiar la
influencia de la dependencia hacia la pareja y el afecto negativo sobre las motivaciones
del perddn (venganza, evitacion y benevolencia) ante estas dos transgresiones. Los
resultados del primer articulo (Estudios 1 y 2; El perddn ante transgresiones en las
relaciones interpersonales, publicado en Psychosocial Intervention) pusieron de
manifiesto que la infidelidad sexual es la transgresion que se percibe con mayor
severidad, asi como que, una mayor percepcion de gravedad se relacionaba con un
mayor afecto negativo, lo cual, se asoci0 a su vez, con una mayor motivacion de
venganza hacia la pareja transgresora. Este efecto se encontré6 moderado por el sexo,
observandose con mayor intensidad en mujeres (vs. hombres). Por su parte, los

hallazgos del segundo articulo (Estudio 3; Partner-specific dependency and guilt as
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predictors of forgiveness in Spanish university women, publicado en The Spanish
Journal of Psychology) revelaron que, la violencia fisica (vs. infidelidad sexual) se
perdona en menor grado; sin embargo, cuando se atiende al nivel de dependencia hacia
la pareja y al sentimiento de culpa, el resultado es opuesto. Tales hallazgos
proporcionaron evidencia acerca de uno de los mecanismos afectivo-cognitivos que
podria sucederse en las personas que son victimas de violencia de pareja y que, ademas,
presentan una disposicion relacional dependiente, para que decidan perdonar a su pareja
transgresora.

El quinto capitulo esta constituido por un articulo (Estudios 4 y 5;
Unforgiveness motivations over sexual infidelity with an ex-partner versus an unknown
person: The roles of dependency and negative affect, enviado para considerar su
publicacion en la revista European Journal of Social Psychology), cuya finalidad radicé
en analizar las motivaciones de falta de perddn (venganza y evitacién) acorde con el
tipo de infidelidad (sexual vs. emocional); y examinar si la dependencia hacia la pareja
y el afecto negativo afectaban sobre las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion, una vez
se manipulaba el tipo de persona con quien la pareja incurria en un acto de infidelidad
sexual. Los resultados del primer estudio, evidenciaron que la infidelidad sexual (vs.
emocional) origina mayores motivaciones de falta de perdon (venganza y evitacion). En
relacion con el segundo estudio, los resultados mostraron que, una alta dependencia se
asocia con un estado afectivo negativo de mayor intensidad, lo cual promueve a su vez,
una mayor motivacion de venganza hacia la pareja, especialmente cuando el acto de
infidelidad tiene lugar con una ex pareja (vs. persona desconocida). En cambio, dicha
relacion deriva en una mayor motivacion de evitacion, cuando la infidelidad acontece
con una persona desconocida (vs. ex pareja). Estos hallazgos aportan evidencia acerca
de cdmo las motivaciones de falta de perdon adquieren un cariz diferente para la
persona ofendida, en funcién de la persona con quien la pareja comete la infidelidad
sexual.

El sexto capitulo contiene dos articulos que recogen tres estudios (Estudios 6, 7
y 8). Por un lado, en el primer articulo (Estudios 6 y 7; Unforgiveness motivations in
romantic relationship experiencing infidelity: Negative affect and anxious attachment as
predictors, publicado en Frontiers in Psychology) se indagd sobre los tipos de
comportamientos extradiadicos que eran juzgados mas constitutivos de infidelidad
(comportamiento sexuales, tecnoldgicos, emocionales/afectivos y en solitario); vy

atendiéndose al apego ansioso hacia la pareja —contemplada como la dimension mas

17



Resumen

patologica del constructo de dependencia interpersonal hacia la pareja—, se examino el
papel de los comportamientos extradiddicos, el apego ansioso y el afecto negativo sobre
las motivaciones de falta de perdon. Los resultados revelaron que los comportamientos
extradiadicos sexuales se estimaban mas indicativos de infidelidad; asi como el apego
ansioso hacia la pareja se asociaba con un mayor afecto negativo, que a su vez, se
relacionaba con una mayor motivacion de venganza hacia la pareja transgresora, ante
los comportamientos extradiadicos sexuales y tecnoldgicos (emocionales/afectivos y en
solitario). De otro lado, en el segundo articulo (Estudio 8; Unforgiveness motivations
faced with sexual and technological infidelity: Anxious attachment and negative affect
as predictors, and relationship quality and psychological well-being as outcome
variables) se manipul6 el tipo de infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica) al objeto de tratar
de replicar los hallazgos anteriores, ademas de examinar posibles consecuencias
individuales y relacionales. Esto es, se estudio la relacion entre el apego ansioso hacia la
pareja y el afecto negativo sobre las motivaciones de falta de perdon, y si dicha relacién,
a su vez, tenia resultados potenciales para el bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la
vida y la calidad de la relacion (i.e., satisfaccion, compromiso e intimidad) de la persona
ofendida. Un objetivo adicional de esta investigacion residié en desestimar el papel del
apego ansioso, al objeto de examinar qué tipo de infidelidad suscitaba de manera
general un mayor afecto negativo y mayores motivaciones de falta de perdén, y cdmo
esa relacion afectaba en consecuencia sobre el bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la
vida y la calidad de la relacién de la persona ofendida. En relacién con el apego ansioso
hacia la pareja, los resultados de este estudio replicaron el hallazgo anterior, y reveld
consecuencias a nivel individual y relacional; de modo que, independientemente de la
condicion de infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnolégica), el apego ansioso se relacion6 con un
mayor afecto negativo, que a su vez, se asocié con mayores motivaciones de falta de
perddn, afectando en ultima instancia, sobre los niveles de bienestar, satisfaccion con la
vida y la calidad de la relaciéon. Por el contrario, cuando no se considerd el apego
ansioso hacia la pareja, los efectos anteriores se observaron en el caso de la infidelidad
sexual (vs. tecnologica). Estos hallazgos ponen de manifiesto como el apego ansioso
hacia la pareja puede ser un fuerte predictor de las motivaciones de la falta perddn,
independientemente del tipo de infidelidad; asi como evidencian que, para la poblacion
general, la infidelidad sexual sigue considerandose la transgresion mas severa.
Finalmente, en el séptimo capitulo se sintetizan y discuten los principales

resultados obtenidos de los distintos estudios, ademas de exponerse algunas de sus
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implicaciones y limitaciones. Asimismo, se presentan futuras lineas de investigacion
concluidas a partir de los hallazgos obtenidos. Con todo, es notorio sefialar que, debido
a que los diferentes capitulos empiricos se refieren en formato de articulo, con la
pretension de que puedan valorarse para su publicacion; probablemente las lectoras y
los lectores aprecien cierta informacién de forma reiterada. Para concluir, cabe
explicitar que, de acuerdo con las normas del Programa Internacional de Doctorado de
la Universidad de Granada, algunos apartados aparecen escritos en espafiol y otros en
inglés (Real Decreto 99/2011, de 28 de enero, por el que se regulan las ensefianzas

oficiales de doctorado).
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Overview

Since ancient times, the act of forgiveness seems to have been a great incentive
for disciplines such as philosophy and theology, the interest being practically recent to
be examined from a more psychological approach; perhaps due to the rise of Positive
Psychology, from where it has been reflected on its positive effects on satisfaction and
well-being (Prieto-Ursta et al., 2012). Thus, more and more research has been
conducted on the background and psychological consequences of this process in
different areas (Strelan & Covic, 2006), paying special attention to its psychosocial
nature (e.g., Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer, 1998). Particularly considering the context
of the couple, it is inferred that since intimate relationships are one of the greatest
sources of happiness in the life of the individual (Gunderson & Ferrari, 2008), it is very
difficult to deal with a transgression of the person who one loves (Gerlach, Allemand,
Agroskin, & Denissen, 2012); especially, if the transgression is perceived severely
(Fincham, Jackson, & Beach, 2005), which could end up significantly deteriorating the
balance or stability of the relationship (Dillow, 2016). Under these circumstances, is
forgiveness esteemed as a means of healing for the members of the couple, and
especially for the offended party, who can determine if she/he wishes to restore or
reestablish the relationship with the offending party. However, to reach this point, it is
essential to conceive what the process of forgiveness entails, as well as to identify the
psychological connotations arising in the offended party after experiencing a severe
transgression, in order to be able to predict and distinguish its individual and relational
effects. Once achieved, it will be when we understand some of the implications that are
unleashed from a severe transgression, and the importance of forgiveness for intimate
relationships.

This doctoral PhD Thesis focuses on the evaluation of the process of forgiveness
in the face of severe transgressions that occur within intimate relationships, and
attempts to investigate some of the correlates that could be associated with this process;
especially, with unforgiveness towards the transgressive partner. More specifically, this
work aims to explore first, what type of transgression is perceived more severely within
the domain of the couple; and examine individual and relational aspects that can predict
or result from the motivation of forgiveness of the offended party, or failing that, the
unforgiveness against relational episode in question.

To address the above issues, this doctoral thesis consists of seven chapters. In the
first chapter, we try to conceptualize forgiveness, introducing some of its main

definitions and characteristics. Subsequently, the theoretical currents that have been
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developed to approximate their understanding, and major correlates associated with or
arising forgiveness are presented. Ultimately, the model of interpersonal forgiveness of
McCullough (1997, 1998, 2003) is deepened, which is based on the motivational and
prosocial aspects of forgiveness —object of interest in this thesis—; as well as the
evaluation instrument most used to assess this construct is exposed.

In the second chapter, also of an introductory nature, different classifications are
exhibited under which the main couple transgressions are cataloged, emphasizing
violence and infidelity, in what refers to the latter. Likewise, this chapter explains the
association of some of the individual (i.e., negative affect and dependency on the
partner) and relational correlates (i.e., psychological well-being/life satisfaction and
relationship quality) that we have considered antecedents or consequents, with the
motivations for forgiveness and unforgiveness.

In the third chapter the general objective and specific objectives of this PhD
Thesis are presented, which will be undertaken throughout the subsequent chapters. In
this regard, the chapters between 4 and 6 comprise the different empirical investigations
that have been carried out for this purpose, constituting a total of 8 studies.

The fourth chapter is made up of two articles involving three studies, which
explored the one hand, the degree of severity of different transgressions concurred in the
context of the couple; and secondly, the type of transgression (sexual infidelity vs.
physical violence) on the pretext of studying the influence of dependency on the partner
and negative affect on the motivations for forgiveness (revenge, avoidance and
benevolence) in the face of these transgressions, was manipulated. The results of the
first article (Studies 1 and 2; El perdon ante transgresiones en las relaciones
interpersonales [Forgiveness for transgressions in interpersonal relationships], published
in Psychosocial Intervention) showed that sexual infidelity is the transgression is
perceived more severely, as well as a higher perceived severity was related to a greater
negative affect, which was associated in turn, with a greater motivation for revenge
towards the transgressive partner. This effect was found to be moderated by sex,
observed with greater intensity in women (vs. men). For its part, the findings of the
second article (Study 3; Partner-specific dependency and gquilt as predictors of
forgiveness in Spanish university women, published in The Spanish Journal of
Psychology) revealed that physical violence (vs. sexual infidelity) is forgiven to a lesser
degree; however, when the level of dependency on the partner and the sense of guilt is

addressed, the result is the opposite. These findings provided evidence about one of the
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affective-cognitive mechanisms that could succeed in people who are victims of
intimate partner violence and who also have a dependent relational disposition, so that
they decide to forgive their transgressive partner.

The fifth chapter is constituted by an article (Studies 4 and 5; Unforgiveness
motivations over sexual infidelity with an ex-partner versus an unknown person: The
roles of dependency and negative affect, manuscript submitted for publication in the
European Journal of Social Psychology), whose purpose was to analyze the
unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance) according to the type of infidelity
(sexual vs. emotional). In addition, it was also intended to examine whether dependency
on the partner and negative affect influenced the motivations for revenge and avoidance,
once the type of person with whom the partner engaged in an act of sexual infidelity
was manipulated. The results of the first study showed that sexual (vs. emotional)
infidelity causes greater unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance). Regarding
the second study, the results revealed that a high dependence is associated with a
negative affective state of greater intensity, which in turn promotes a greater motivation
for revenge towards the partner, especially when the act of infidelity takes place with an
ex-partner (vs. unknown person). By contrast, this relationship leads to greater
avoidance motivation, when infidelity occurs with an unknown person (vs. ex-partner).
These findings provide evidence about how the unforgiveness motivations take on a
different aspect for the offended person, depending on the person with whom the partner
commits sexual infidelity.

The sixth chapter contains two articles that collect three studies (Studies 6, 7 and
8). On the one hand, the first article (Studies 6 and 7; Unforgiveness motivations in
romantic relationship experiencing infidelity: Negative affect and anxious attachment as
predictors, published in Frontiers in Psychology) inquired about the types of
extradyadic behavior that were judged to be more constitutive of infidelity (sexual,
technological, emotional/affectionate and solitary behavior). Moreover, taking into
account the anxious attachment to the partner —contemplated as the most pathological
dimension of the construct of interpersonal dependency on the partner—, the role of
extradyadic behaviors, anxious attachment and negative affect on unforgiveness
motivations were examined. The results revealed that extradyadic sexual behaviors were
considered more indicative of infidelity; as well as anxious attachment to the partner
was associated with a greater negative affect, which in turn, was related to greater

motivation for revenge towards the transgressive partner, faced with extradyadic sexual
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and technological behaviors (emotional/affectionate and solitary). On the other hand, in
the second article (Study 8; Unforgiveness motivations faced with sexual and
technological infidelity: Anxious attachment and negative affect as predictors, and
relationship quality and psychological well-being as outcome variables) the type of
infidelity (sexual vs. technological) was manipulated in order to try to replicate the
previous findings, besides examining possible individual and relational consequences.
That is, the relationship between anxious attachment to the partner and negative affect
on the unforgiveness motivations was studied, and if this relationship, in turn, had
potential outcomes for psychological well-being/satisfaction with life and relationship
quality (i.e., satisfaction, commitment and intimacy) of the offended person. An
additional objective of this research was to dismiss the role of anxious attachment, in
order to examine what type of infidelity raised generally more negative affect and
higher unforgiveness motivations, and how that relationship affected on the
psychological well-being/satisfaction with life and relationship quality of the offended
person. With respect to the anxious attachment to the partner, the results of this study
replicated the previous finding, and revealed consequences at the individual and
relational levels; so that, regardless of the infidelity condition (sexual vs. technological),
anxious attachment was related to a greater negative affect, which, in turn, was
associated with greater unforgiveness motivations, ultimately affecting levels of well-
being, satisfaction with life and relationship quality. Conversely, when anxious
attachment to the partner was not considered, the previous effects were observed in the
case of sexual infidelity (vs. technological). These findings show how anxious
attachment to the partner can be a strong predictor of the unforgiveness motivations,
regardless of the type of infidelity; as well as evidence that, for the general population,
sexual infidelity is still considered the most severe transgression.

Finally, the seventh chapter synthesizes and discusses the main results obtained
from the different studies, as well as exposing some of its implications and limitations.
Also, future researches concluded from the findings are presented. It is worth nothing to
point out that, because the different empirical chapters refer in an article format, with
the pretension that they can be valued for publication; readers will probably appreciate
some information repeatedly. To conclude, it should be explicit that according to the
rules of the International Doctoral Program at the University of Granada, some sections
are written in Spanish and others in English (Royal Decree 99/2011 of 28" January,

which regulates the official doctorate teachings).
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Theoretical Introduction

1. Conceptualizando el Perdon

El interés por converger en una aproximacion acerca de lo que entrafia el acto de
perdonar parece ser vetusto, exhibiéndose desde varias obras literarias y filosoficas
como La lliada de Homero, La tempestad de Shakespeare, o La genealogia de la moral
de Nietzsche, hasta distintas doctrinas religiosas como el Coran, la Tord y el Evangelio
Cristiano (Griswold, 2007; Ure, 2007). Mas aun, se han hallado indicios de este proceso
entre nuestros antepasados evolutivos, lo que sugiere la existencia de una historia que
trasciende no sélo a diferentes culturas y momentos temporales, sino también a otras
especies (McCullough, 2008). No obstante, si bien el perdén se ha venido observando y
discurriendo desde periodos milenarios, no ha sido hasta los ultimos 20 afios que se ha
abordado su investigacion (e.g., Fernandez-Capo et al., 2017; Strelan & Covic, 2006);
impelido posiblemente por la culminacion de la Psicologia Positiva, desde donde se
contempla como una de las fortalezas humanas, dado su impacto positivo sobre la
felicidad y el bienestar (Prieto-UrsUa et al., 2012). Particularmente, las investigaciones
que empiezan a interesarse por el tema del perdon fuera de nuestro pais datan de la
década de los 90, sin embargo, en Espafia no es hasta el afio 2010 cuando comienzan a
aparecer las primeras publicaciones cientificas sobre el perdon (Prieto-Ursia &
Echegoyen, 2015). Asi, aunque el perdon ha subsistido principalmente como el campo
predominante de la teologia y la filosofia durante un largo periodo de tiempo, es
practicamente reciente el interés por indagar en lo relativo a sus antecedentes
psicoldgicos, caracteristicas y consecuencias, en un dominio mas amplio (e.g., contextos
sociales, culturales, juridicos u organizacionales, en poblacién adolescente o adulta, y
en relaciones interpersonales e intergrupales; Strelan & Covic, 2006). Probablemente,
una de las causas de la falta de atencion en la historia de la psicologia hacia el perddn,
pueda responder a que éste —aparte de ser un asunto religioso que solo podia ser
considerado desde la teologia, la moral, o la filosofia—, se ha supuesto como un
constructo controvertido, consecuencia de algunas de sus interpretaciones (Prieto-Ursua
et al., 2012). Varias autoras y autores han afirmado que perdonar posibilita que la
persona ofensora incida de nuevo en la ofensa, asi como que la persona ofendida se
mantenga en una posicién de sometimiento o dominacion con respecto al mismo. A
través de este proceso, la persona ofendida tiende a ser culpabilizada y la que ofende,
redimida de la culpa y responsabilidad; un medio mediante el cual, la religion patriarcal
y los sistemas sociales parecen haber sustentado la subordinacion de la mujer, y una

manera de admitir la fragilidad inherente que convierte a la persona ofendida en un
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blanco sobre el que otra persona puede transgredir (Bass & Davis, 1994; Bloomfield &
Fielder, 1983; citado en Sells & Hargrave, 1998).

Antes de comenzar a conceptualizar el perdon, resulta conveniente sefialar que
éste se entiende como un proceso que necesita tiempo y sacrificio para su desarrollo,
especialmente si la ofensa, traicion o transgresion se percibe como severa (Prieto-Ursua,
2017). De acuerdo con Fincham (2009), este proceso se iniciaria con la apreciacion de
la ofensa, y precisaria que la persona ofendida tuviese pleno conocimiento de que ha
sido lastimada injustamente, estimando asimismo, la intencionalidad del dafio de la
persona ofensora. Sin embargo, la persona ofendida también puede resolver la situacion
no otorgando perdédn a su ofensor, siendo legitima tal decision. Es asi que, el perdon es
un acto elegido libremente y no tiene que imperarse, considerandose un derecho propio
de la persona ofendida (Basking & Enrigh, 2004; Prieto-Ursla, 2017). Méas adelante se
volverdn a retomar estas cuestiones y se ahondara acerca de las peculiaridades del
perddn. A continuacion, se discutiran algunos de los conceptos que mas confusion han
generado en relacion con el perddn, a fin de clarificar los supuestos basicos sobre los
gue se fundamenta este proceso.

Pese a que actualmente no hay una definicidn precisa sobre la nocion de perdon
—esta cuestion se abordara con mayor profundidad en el proximo epigrafe—, si hay, en
cambio, conformidad en lo que respecta a los constructos que deben distinguirse del
mismo (e.g., Fincham, 2009; Tabak, McCullough, Bono, & Berry 2012; Wade &
Worthington 2005). Por ejemplo, parece existir consenso entre quienes investigan este
proceso psicoldgico, acerca de establecer una clara distincion entre los constructos de
perddn y reconciliacion (e.g., Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992; Freedman, 1998; Rusbult,
Hannon, Stocker, & Finkel, 2005; Tabak et al., 2012). Por tanto, aun cuando el perdén y
la reconciliacion se encuentran estrechamente relacionados, se consideran conceptos
que deben tratarse de forma independiente (Enright et al., 1992). En este sentido,
Enright et al. (1992) reflejan con sutileza la diferenciacion entre ambos constructos
aseverando que “el perdon es una liberacion interna y concierne a un individuo. La
reconciliacion por otra parte, implica a dos partes que estan acercandose
conductualmente” (p. 104). De acuerdo con esta objecion, la reconciliacion adquiere un
matiz interpersonal que implica la restauracion de una relacion tras adolecerse por una
ofensa o transgresion (Rusbult et al., 2005; Tabak et al., 2012). Cosa distinta es el
perdon que, si bien se trata de un proceso intrinseco que favorece la reconciliacion, no

resulta imprescindible qué ésta Ultima acontezca para que se origine su desarrollo
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(Basking & Enright, 2004; Enright et al., 1992; Tabak et al., 2012). En otras palabras,
uno puede sostener que ha perdonado a la persona que le ha ofendido, pero
simultaneamente sentenciar que no desea perseverar la relacion con la misma.

Otros términos que también deben discernirse del perdon son la absolucion,
condonacién, o justificacién de una conducta ofensiva (e.g., Enright & Fitzgibbons,
2015; Wade & Worthington 2005; Worthington, Witvliet, Pietrini, & Miller, 2007). A
este respecto, cabe primeramente pararse a reflexionar sobre la nocion de justicia, dada
su estrecha vinculacion con tales acepciones. Generalmente, cuando las personas sufren
una ofensa —especialmente si esta se advierte severa—, suelen experimentar una intensa
sensacion de injustica que tratan de mitigar o restituir mediante alguna forma de castigo
o represalia hacia la persona ofensora (Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015; Worthington &
Scherer, 2004). En este punto, se empieza a conjeturar que el perdon no puede
concederse a menos que se haya restablecido el sentido de justicia, lo que entrafia que la
persona ofensora asuma la responsabilidad de sus acciones (Andrew, 2000). Bajo estas
circunstancias, la opcion de perdonar puede entenderse desde la presuncion de que la
persona ofendida justifica, absuelve o condona la deuda; esto es, bien respalda la
conducta dafina de la persona ofensora (e.g., Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015; Worthington
et al., 2007), le exime de la sancién o castigo, y tolera las razones que ésta argumenta
sobre la perpetracion de su ofensa (e.g., Wade & Worthington 2005; Worthington et al.,
2007) o, incluso puede negar la apreciacion de dafio (e.g., Fincham, Hall, & Beach,
2006; Goertzen, 2003; Kearns & Fincham, 2004). Sin embargo, tal interpretacion puede
crear cierto desconcierto y dificultar el proceso de perddn, ya que el rasgo distintivo del
perddn en relacion con la justicia, se asienta en que la persona ofendida tiene la
capacidad de perdonar a la persona que transgrede y, ademas, seguir demandando
justicia (Prieto-Ursla, 2017).

En Gltima instancia, el olvido es otro de los conceptos que debe singularizarse
del perdon. Antes de proseguir, conviene subrayar que, son notables los textos
filoséficos que resefian el acto de perdonar como una batalla, cuyo fin ultimo es
sobreponerse de la afliccion negativa que emana en una persona o grupo de personas
como consecuencia de un dafo infundado, siendo el alcance de su transcendencia
asimetrico entre las personas (Fincham, 2009; Karremans & Aarts, 2007). Hecha esta
salvedad, quiza resulte mas facil concebir que el perdon unicamente puede acontecer si
se recuerda el dafio y se acepta el derecho a sentir rencor, aversion y, a recibir un trato

justo; lo opuesto al olvido, que implica la supresion del agravio (Cehajic, Brown, &
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Castano, 2008; Fincham et al., 2006; Rye et al., 2001). De ahi que sea equivoca la frase
habitualmente generalizada acerca de que “perdonar es olvidar”.

Como se ha mencionado previamente, seria errdneo inferir el proceso de perdédn
a traves de actos de conciliacion que se dirigen fundamentalmente hacia la aceptacion
del comportamiento de la persona que transgrede o, el empefio por apaciguar la relacion
con la misma (Fincham, 2009). Este perdon ficticio ha sido referido en la literatura
como pseudoperddn (Lawler-Row, Scott, Raines, Edlis-Matityahou, & Moore, 2007) o
falso perdon (Prieto-Ursua, 2017; Sells & Hardgrave, 1998), y consistiria en eludir la
ofensa, su severidad y, el dafio sufrido como consecuencia de la conducta de la persona
ofensora. De este modo, la persona que ofende conservaria su posicién de poder, y la
persona ofendida continuaria padeciendo dafio hasta correr el riesgo de volverse intenso
y constante (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012; Prieto-Ursua, 2017).

En sintesis, como se ha venido reiterando a lo largo de este apartado, para que el
perdon tenga lugar es necesario que la persona ofendida sea consciente de que ha sido
tratada injustamente, y admita que los sentimientos de animadversion le posibilitan
equiparar el comportamiento recibido de la persona ofensora. En consecuencia, el
perdon precisa de la valentia de la persona ofendida para superar el malestar emocional
y demandar el derecho a ser tratado mejor por parte de la persona que ofende. Aln mas,
el perddn requiere el coraje de eximir a la persona que transgrede de la deuda en la que
incidio tras su mal comportamiento (Fincham, 2009). Razon por la cual, el perdon no se
considera un sintoma de fragilidad tal y como sostenia Nietzsche (1972), lo que
reafirma la célebre declaraciébn de Mahatma Ghandi de que “el débil nunca puede
perdonar. El perdon es el atributo del fuerte” (citado en Fincham, May, & Beach, 2016).

1.1. Definicion del Perdon

Después de haber abordado como se conceptualiza el perdon, y haber
reflexionado sobre lo que no es perdonar, toda vez que se iba estableciendo una
distincion entre el perdon y las principales acepciones confundidas con este proceso;
resulta oportuno dar un paso mas, y aproximarse hacia lo que denota perdonar. En este
sentido, aunque la literatura expone numerosas explicaciones, en los parrafos siguientes
solo se van a mencionar algunas de las consideraciones mas empleadas para hacer
alusion a este concepto.

Aun si alrededor del periodo de 1930 comienza a surgir la vertiente psicologica
del perddn, no es hasta bien entrada la década de los afios 80 que esta tendencia empieza

a ser investigada en demasia (McCullough, Pargamen, & Thoresen, 2000). No obstante,
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hasta la fecha, se puede sustentar que no hay una definicion unanime que refiera el
significado del perddn, lo que advierte de la gran complejidad que circunda a este
proceso. Semejante falta de precision en la concepcion del perdon se acenta en mayor
medida, si se tiene en consideracion la severidad con que la persona ofendida percibe la
accion de la persona ofensora, asi como cuando ésta ultima no muestra arrepentimiento
tras manifestar su comportamiento dafiino (e.g., Bono, McCullough, & Root, 2008;
Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Fernandez-Capo et al., 2017). Por el contrario, si parece
haber consenso en lo que respecta a los distintos componentes que lo conforman,
incluyéndose tanto factores de indole afectiva (e.g., McCullough et al., 1998;
Worthington, 2006), cognitiva (e.g., Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015; Miceli &
Castelfranchi, 2011), motivacional (e.g., McCullough et al., 1998; Miceli &
Castelfranchi, 2011), fisiologica (e.g., Friedberg, Suchday, & Shelov, 2007; Lawler et
al., 2003), intencional (e.g, Exline, Worthington, Hill, & McCullough, 2003), y
comportamental (e.g., McCullough, Fincham, & Tsang, 2003; McCullough, Luna,
Berry, Tabak, & Bono, 2010; Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2011).

En base a lo indicado en el parrafo precedente, uno de los primeros
acercamientos psicoldgicos hacia lo que constituye el perdon fue realizado por North
(1987), quien lo definié como el cese del derecho de la persona ofendida a experimentar
rencor y aversion hacia la persona ofensora, advirtiendo por el contrario, sentimientos
mas indulgentes y de compasion hacia la misma —los cuales no estan permitidos para la
persona que ofende—. En la misma linea, Enright y el Grupo de Estudio del Desarrollo
Humano (The Human Development Study Group; 1991) sustentaron la idea de North
(1987), precisando ademas, que el perddn requiere de un reajuste afectivo, cognitivo y
comportamental. A saber, para que el perddn acontezca en la persona ofendida, es
necesario que se origine en ésta una modificacion de su afectividad, pensamientos y
respuestas conductuales negativas en positivas, después de haber padecido un dafio
severo e inmerecido. Este ultimo aspecto, también queda explicito en la definicidn
proporcionada por Worthington (2005), aunque con un pequefio matiz diferencial. Esto
es, para este autor, el cambio emocional/afectivo, cognitivo y comportamental sélo es
viable cuando las personas aprecian su relacion con la persona que transgrede, y
consideran que la relacion con la misma se ha mantenido persistente en el tiempo. Mas
complejo si cabe, Worthington y Wade (1999, 2005) puntualizan que durante el
desarrollo del perdén, la persona ofendida sustituye su estado emocional negativo o

“unforgiveness” (denominado en la literatura falta de perdén) por un estado emocional
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mas positivo hacia la persona ofensora, sin dejar de lado los limites afectivos,
cognitivos y comportamentales que facilitan su conviccion de que ha sido herida (i.e.,
emociones que necesitan tiempo para suprimirse como el odio, rencor, ira, u hostilidad,
que resurgen cuando se piensa en la ofensa, y que pueden promover la intencion de
vengarse o de rehuir de la persona que transgrede).

Desde otro angulo, Exline y Baumeister (2000) refirieron el perdon como la
anulacion de la deuda por parte de la persona ofendida, a la persona que le ha causado
dolor. Por su parte, Enright y Coyle (1998) afirmaron que el perdon se basa en la
capacidad para eliminar el deseo de venganza hacia la persona que transgrede,
manifestando en su lugar, sentimientos de compasion. En términos semejantes, puede
hallarse la definicion propuesta por McCullough, Bono, y Root (2007), quienes resefian
el perdon como una reduccion en las motivaciones para evitar o buscar venganza en
contra de la persona que transgrede, asi como un incremento en la motivacion de
benevolencia o buena voluntad hacia la misma. Previamente, Worthington (1998)
también habia manifestado que el perddn conllevaba una disminucion en la motivacién
de evitacion, y una suspension de los sentimientos de ira, resentimiento o deseo de
venganza, debido a lo cual, podria verse favorecida la armonia con la persona ofensora,
y restituirse los valores morales que quedaban menoscabados como resultado de su
ofensa.

Un elemento presente en todas las acepciones del perdon, como sefiala
McCullough et al. (2000), es que trata de un cambio prosocial y motivacional hacia la
persona que ofende, lo que significa que los sentimientos, pensamientos y
comportamientos hacia la persona transgresora reducen su magnitud negativa, y se
tornan mas positivos. En definitiva, de las anteriores definiciones puede desprenderse
que el perddn implica fundamentalmente dos aspectos de suma importancia para la
persona ofendida. Por una parte, supone la disminucion de la afectividad, pensamientos
y comportamientos negativos fruto de la ofensa; mientras que, por otra parte, constituye
el fomento positivo de los mismos hacia la persona ofensora. De este modo, el perdén
gueda conformado por una dimension negativa que comprende la eliminacion o
reduccion de algo, y una dimension positiva que refiere al surgimiento de algo que a
priori no se hallaba presente (Prieto-Ursta, 2017). Sin embargo, resulta destacable
mencionar que no hay acuerdo entre los diferentes autores en la tematica, en que la
dimensién positiva también deba sucederse para reputar la integridad del perdén (e.g.,
Mullet, Girard & Bakshi, 2004; Prieto-Ursla, 2017; Worthington & Wade 2003). A este
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respecto, se ha argumentado que el perddn es un proceso que da comienzo cuando la
persona ofendida se percata del dafo interpersonal, y concluye cuando el estresor que lo
ha ocasionado es contrarrestado de alguna forma (Strelan & Covic, 2006). Dicho de otra
forma, el desenlace del perdon sucede cuando se neutraliza el estresor, no existiendo un
mismo patron para todas las personas; la persona ofendida puede neutralizarlo bien
debido a la suspension de respuestas negativas hacia la persona que transgrede (Prieto-
Ursla, 2017; Thompson et al., 2005), cuando advierte respuestas positivas hacia la
misma (Enright, Freedman, & Rique, 1998; Prieto-Ursua, 2017), o cuando la angustia
experimentada como consecuencia de la ofensa dejar de afligir a la persona ofendida
(Prieto-Ursua, 2017; Strelan & Covic, 2006).

1.1.1. Caracteristicas del Perdon

Tras haber expuesto algunas de las definiciones mas citadas en la literatura para
referir el perdon, y dar a conocer sus principales componentes; a continuacion, se van a
resefiar una serie de peculiaridades que deben de tenerse en cuenta para poder
comprender un poco mejor en qué consiste este complejo proceso.

Habitualmente, cuando una persona sufre una ofensa o transgresion, la respuesta
primaria que exhibe para hacer frente a la misma, se basa en la emision de diferentes
pautas de comportamiento negativo hacia la persona ofensora. Mas concretamente, las
conductas adversas que muestra la persona ofendida se encuentran motivadas por la
evitacion y/o por el deseo de venganza (McCullough, 2001). En cambio, en el momento
en gue ésta se inclina en favor de perdonar a la persona que ofende, tienden a nivelarse
las respuestas negativas que suscitan las motivaciones anteriores, pudiendo
incrementarse en la persona ofendida sentimientos de benevolencia y compasién, e
incluso la posibilidad de restablecer la relacion con la persona ofensora (McCullough et
al., 2007). Mismamente, una de las caracteristicas del perddn atiende a que se trata de
un proceso opcional, en el que la persona ofendida decide consciente e intencionalmente
perdonar a su ofensor u ofensora (e.g., Fincham et al., 2006; Goertzen, 2003; Kaminer,
Stein, Mbanga, & Zungu-Dirwayi, 2000). En este sentido, el perdon también se infiere
como una solucidn viable frente al dafio recibido (Kaminer et al., 2000). Otra de las
singularidades del perddn supone la identificacion de la ofensa, y la apreciacién de sus
efectos perniciosos (Goertzen, 2003; Orcutt, 2006). En concordancia con este Gltimo
aspecto, se asume que el perddn es un proceso lento que requiere tiempo para que

prospere; aun mas, si la ofensa se percibe intolerable e intransigente (e.g., Maynard,
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Piferi, & Jobe, 2016; McCullough et al., 2003; McCullough et al., 2010; Worthington et
al. 2000).

Como se ha venido reiterando a lo largo de los apartados anteriores, cuando la
persona ofendida decide perdonar, se entiende que han cesado las respuestas nocivas
hacia la persona ofensora (i.e., ira, resentimiento, venganza e inclinacion a la evitacion;
Allemand, Steiner, & Hill, 2013; Fincham, Beach, & Davila, 2004; Wade & Meyer,
2009), lo que puede conllevar o no, una respuesta positiva (e.g., McCullough et al.,
2003; Mullet et al., 2004; Wade & Meyer, 2009). Es asi que, por un lado, puede
distinguirse la base sobre la que se asienta el perddn, determindndose como un proceso
bidimensional que conlleva tanto la reduccion de respuestas negativas, como una
evaluacion positiva que incluye sentimientos, pensamientos y comportamientos
positivos de la persona ofendida hacia la persona que transgrede (e.g., Fincham &
Beach, 2002; Fincham et al., 2004; Paleari, Regalia, & Fincham, 2005). En tanto que, el
perddn también se ha postulado que adquiere un matiz unidimensional que meramente
implica la disminucion de respuestas negativas, concretandose esta idea como una
explicacion mas aceptable de lo que representa el perdon en su totalidad (e.g., Fincham
& Beach, 2002; Fincham et al., 2004; Worthington, 2005).

1.1.1.1. Perdon Intrapersonal e Interpersonal

Poniendo ahora el foco en el ambito de las relaciones interpersonales, son varios
los autores que sugieren que otro rasgo o atributo del perddn refiere a su orientacion, la
cual implica una naturaleza psicosocial (e.g., Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer, 1998;
Lawler-Row et al., 2007; Paloutzian & Kalayjian, 2009). Es asi que, el perddn puede
sucederse en una esfera intrapersonal, al igual que a un nivel interpersonal (e.g,
Baumeister et al., 1998; Hoyt & McCullough, 2005; Lawler-Row et al., 2007
McCullough, Hoyt & Rachal, 2000; Paloutzian & Kalayjian, 2009). Es decir, la persona
ofendida es capaz de experimentar un cambio interno en su afectividad, pensamientos y
comportamientos que afectan, bien sobre su dimension (a) individual, o (b) relacional;
asi, a) perdonar requiere que la persona ofendida se oriente hacia su yo, y experimente
un cambio en sus respuestas a nivel intrinseco, y b) el hecho de hacer alusion al “perdon
hacia la persona ofensora” implica de manera irremediable que previamente existia una
relacion con la misma, focalizandose esta dimension en la “otra persona”.

1.1.1.2. Perdon Emocional y Decisional

Del mismo modo, también se ha sefialado que el perddn puede poseer un

caracter emocional o decisional (Worthington, 2006). Si bien el origen del perddn
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emocional se hallaria en las emociones —como su denominacion indica—, influyendo a
su vez sobre las motivaciones de venganza y/o evitacion; el perdon decisional por su
parte, se fundamentaria en la voluntad de la persona ofendida de mantener con la
persona ofensora el mismo comportamiento previo a la ocurrencia de la ofensa (e.g.,
Baumeister et al., 1998; Lichtenfeld, Buechner, Maier, & Fernandez-Capo, 2015;
Worthington, 2006), cancelando de esta forma, la deuda con la persona ofensora
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Prieto-Ursta, 2017). No obstante, pese a que el perdon
decisional puede resultar en perdon emocional, no es excluyente que en determinadas
ocasiones, el perdon decisional coexista con el perdon emocional, y que la persona
ofendida continle manifestando un estado emocional/afectivo negativo, pensamientos
condicionados por el odio o la ira, y una motivacion intrinseca de venganza y/o
evitacion (Prieto-Ursda, 2017).

1.1.1.3. Perdon Unilateral o Incondicional vs. Perddon Negociado o
Condicional

Por Gltimo, podria ser interesante pararse a reflexionar acerca de si: a) el proceso
de perdon puede desarrollarse integramente sin la participacion de la persona ofensora
(Prieto-Ursua, 2017; Prieto-Ursla et al., 2013); b) es posible que acontezca el perdon
sin que exista una peticion previa, reconocimiento del dafio causado, o muestras de
remordimiento por parte de la persona que ofende (Andrews, 2000; Miceli &
Castelfranchi, 2011); y c) es aceptable perdonar en ausencia de una sancién o
restauracion del dafio (Exline et al., 2003; Prieto-Ursla, 2017).

La respuesta a los anteriores interrogantes parece ser afirmativa, lo que significa
que la accién de perdonar la puede desarrollar completamente la persona ofendida
(intrapersonal), sin que la implicacién de la persona ofensora sea indispensable para ello
(e.g., Enright & Fitzgibons, 2000; Prieto-Urstia, 2017; Prieto-Ursta et al., 2013).
Enright y Fitzgibons (2000) concluyen en este sentido que, “debido a que el perddn es
una eleccion libre de la persona ofendida, puede ser incondicional, independientemente
de lo que haga el perpetrador” (p. 41). Desde esta perspectiva, hay quienes afirman que
el perddn no necesita sustentarse de la intencion de la persona ofensora para restituir la
relacién o reconciliarse con la persona ofendida, debido a que si la implicacion de la
persona que transgrede fuera un imperativo, el poder de ésta sobre la persona ofendida
continuaria manteniéndose (Enright & Fitzgibons, 2000). En otras palabras, la persona
ofendida no seria capaz de sobreponerse de su dolor, confinandole a un estado de “falta

de perdon” que concluiria cuando la persona ofensora estuviese dispuesta a ofrecer
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disculpas o expresar arrepentimiento (Prieto-Ursua, 2017). Asi, el perddn podria ser
reconocido como un acto unilateral (Andrews, 2000) o incondicional (Mukashema &
Mullet, 2013) que la persona ofendida puede realizar en solitario, con independencia de
que la persona ofensora se implique o no en el proceso; ayudandole de esta manera a
dejar de sentirse vulnerable e impotente, recuperar su poder, y progresar tras el doloroso
acontecimiento (Prieto-Ursua, 2017; Prieto-Ursua et al, 2013). Jacques Derrida, fildsofo
francés, en su libro “Perdonar. Lo imperdonable e imprescriptible” (2015), también
apunta a este dilema empleando el término “economia del perdon”. Para este autor, el
perdon debe considerarse desde un enfoque incondicional, de modo que, para que el
proceso del perdén llegue su fin, no es indispensable que cumpla con una serie
condiciones; para mantener la integridad del perddn, la persona ofendida no debe
reclamar nada a la persona ofensora, menos ain su arrepentimiento. De ahi que, “el
arrepentimiento no deberia ser una condicion para perdonar” (Rueda, 2001, p. 13).

No obstante, si bien existe acuerdo sobre la unilateralidad del perdon, autoras
como Andrews (2000) o autores como Krause y Ellison (2003), plantean la cuestién
acerca de si verdaderamente es viable perdonar de forma incondicional, sélo porque la
persona ofendida asi decide hacerlo. Para estos autores, la ofensa se produce en el
contexto de una relacion interpersonal e implica dos partes, con lo cual, el proceso del
perddn deberia manifestarse mediante la discusion o el dialogo entre la persona que
transgrede y la persona ofendida. Méas aun, la persona ofensora tiene el cometido de
cumplir con una serie de requisitos o condiciones para que la persona ofendida pueda
otorgar el perdén (i.e., reconocer el dafio causado, mostrar arrepentimiento y pedir
disculpas), lo que se ha denominado como perddn negociado (Andrews, 2000) o
condicional (Misceli & Castelfranchi, 2011). Con todo, el que la persona ofensora
obedezca o cumpla con las anteriores condiciones no conlleva al restablecimiento de la
relacion (Prieto-Ursla et al., 2013). A este respecto, tal y como indica Andrews (2000),
el perdon responderia a una especie de vinculo entre las heridas del pasado y la promesa
del futuro; la persona ofendida necesita la garantia o la presencia de algin indicador que
le asegure que el comportamiento dafiino no se va a volver a repetir. Si esto no ocurre,
el futuro no puede proporcionar otro presagio que no sea la continua reactivacion de
viejas heridas (Prieto-Ursla et al., 2013). Por tanto, como advierten Exline et al. (2003):
“Si las personas comunican el perdon sin establecer unos limites, el perpetrador podria

verlo como una aprobacion para volver a hacer dafio” (p. 345).
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En suma, como se va observando, el perddn es un fendmeno bastante dificultoso
de inferir y explicar. Lawler-Row et al. (2007) en este sentido, indicaron que el perddn
estd compuesto maxime por tres dimensiones que van a resefiarse a continuacion, al

objeto de aclarar esta complejidad (véase Figura 1).

Orientacién Direccion del Tipo de Respuesta
cambio
Afectiva
Intrapersonal Negativa Especifica

Cognitiva <

Interpersonal Positiva Actitud General

Comportamental

Figura 1. Dimensiones del perdon propuestas por Lawler-Row et al. (2007)

La primera de las dimensiones que los autores proponen, es la orientacion. Esta
dimensién cuenta con dos niveles: a) intrapersonal o b) interpersonal. La segunda
dimension refiere a la direccion del cambio, y también presenta dos niveles: a) dejar ir
o disminuir las respuestas negativas, o b) la manifestacién de respuestas positivas. Por
ultimo, la tercera dimension alude al tipo de respuesta, y esta constituida tres niveles:
cambio afectivo (e.g., suprimir los sentimientos negativos y experimentar compasién
hacia la persona ofensora); cognitivo que, a su vez puede ser especifico (i.e., centrado
bien en la ofensa o en la persona que ofende) o una postura general (e.g., considerar que
ninguna persona es perfecta); y comportamental (e.g., la aprobacion de una disculpa).
En las tres dimensiones, la persona ofendida puede hacer uso de un tipo u otro de
orientacion, direccion del cambio y respuesta, asi como llevar a cabo los distintos
grados de cada dimension sin que uno sea excluyente del otro. Es por ello que, de
acuerdo con Lawler-Row et al. (2007), no existiria un modo preciso de explicitar el

perddn, ni un cierre comun a todas las personas.
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1.2. Tipos de Perddn

En consonancia con las dimensiones de perdon que se han expuesto en la
seccion anterior, es posible distinguir diferentes tipos de perdon que varian acorde con
su nivel de especificidad o la forma en que éste se evalla; atendiéndose asi al perdon de
caracter disposicional, episodico o centrado en las particularidades de la ofensa, y
perddn diddico (McCullough, Hoyt et al., 2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1999).

Perdon disposicional. Se encontraria en el nivel més bajo de especificidad,
reconociéndose como la disposicion o inclinacion general de la persona a perdonar
multiples ofensas que acaecen en un dispar de situaciones y relaciones interpersonales
(e.g., McCullough, Hoyt et al., 2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1999; Prieto-Ursta
et al., 2012). McCullough y Worthington (1999) revelaron que este tipo de perdon podia
ser evaluado por medio de items que identifican la importancia que las personas
confieren al hecho de perdonar, ademéas de la sensacion que éstas tienen sobre su
facilidad para conceder perdon. Por consiguiente, el perddn se evaluaria como un rasgo
estable de personalidad a traves del tiempo y las circunstancias (McCullough, Hoyt et
al., 2000; Berry, Worthington, O’Connor, Parrott, & Wade, 2005; Thompson et al.,
2005), denominado por algunos autores como “personalidad perdonadora o
forgivingness” (e.g., Berry et al., 2005; McCullough, Hoyt et al., 2000; McCullough &
Worthington, 1999; Mullet, Neto, & Riviere, 2005).

Perddn episadico o especifico de la ofensa. Se encontraria posicionado en un
mayor nivel de especificidad (McCullough, Hoyt et al., 2000; McCullough &
Worthington, 1999). Este tipo de perdon ha sido descrito como una respuesta
caracteristica ante una ofensa especifica, en una relacion interpersonal concreta. ES
decir, se evalta la medida en que han perdonado a la persona que les ofende por el dafio
que les ha causado (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997; Paleari, Regalia, &
Fincham, 2009; Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). En oposicion al perdén como rasgo, este tipo
de perddon también ha sido distinguido como perdon-estado (McCullough et al., 1997;
Paleari et al., 2009).

Perddn diadico. Se hallaria en un nivel intermedio de especificidad, siendo
referido como la disposicion general a perdonar multiples ofensas a un ofensor o0 a una
ofensora en particular, dentro de una relacion especifica y significativa (e.g., la
tendencia a perdonar a la pareja en una relacion romantica; Berry et al., 2005; Fincham,
Hall, & Beach, 2005).
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Los tipos de perdon precedentes se han focalizado en el perdén hacia otras
personas (transgresoras u ofensoras); sin embargo, otra de las distinciones que establece
la literatura, es la diferencia entre el perddn a otros y el perddon a uno mismo o
“autoperdon” (e.g., Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1996). En esta
diferenciacion, ademas, puede agregarse un tipo de perdén menos conocido y mas
dificil de entender: el perddn a las circunstancias (Thompson et al., 2005). Finalmente,
la literatura también plantea la distincién entre el perdon sano y pseudoperddn o falso
perdon (Prieto-Ursua 2012; Prieto-Ursua, 2017). Pese a no ser objeto de la presente
tesis, debido a que la literatura también refiere los tipos de perdon mencionados con
anterioridad, se expondra seguidamente en qué consiste cada uno de ellos.

Perdon a uno mismo o “autoperdon”. Ha sido definido como la voluntad de
dejar ir el propio resentimiento o rencor después de aceptar que uno ha consumado una
accion de forma equivoca, fomentandose de esta forma la compasion, la benevolencia o
el amor hacia si mismo (Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1996). El
perdon a uno mismo puede concebirse también como una conducta concreta, orientada
hacia ofensas especificas en las que la persona ha podido dafiar tanto a otros como a si
misma (perddn especifico); asi como un rasgo de personalidad, esto es, una disposicion
a perdonarse en diferentes situaciones que permanece estable en el tiempo (perdon
disposicional; Prieto-Ursta & Echegoyen, 2015). Este tipo de perdén ha sido
practicamente relegado dentro del campo de estudio del perdén (Hall & Fincham, 2008;
Prieto-Ursla et al., 2012). La escasez de investigaciones que existen al respecto, han
adaptado los conocimientos que sustenta la literatura sobre el perdon interpersonal a
este tipo de perdon (Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1996); a pesar
de que se han reconocido diversas diferencias entre el perddn interpersonal y el perdon a
uno mismo. Asi, si bien en el perddn interpersonal los comportamientos de evitacion se
canalizan hacia la persona que ofende, en el perdén a uno mismo o autoperdon es la
persona ofensora quien trata de eludir sentimientos, pensamientos o situaciones
relacionadas con la ofensa. Aln mas, en el proceso de perddén a uno mismo pueden
sobresalir diversos elementos, tales como llevar a cabo acciones encaminadas hacia la
reparacion de la persona ofendida, o auto-concienciarse de que no va a volver a repetir
la ofensa en el futuro (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). Una altima observacion a tener en
cuenta, es el hecho de que la reconciliacion en el perdon a uno mismo se estima como
un aspecto indispensable, no ocurriendo asi el caso del perdon hacia otros (Enright &

The Human Development Study Group, 1996).
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Perddn a las circunstancias. De acuerdo con Thompson et al. (2005), en
ocasiones, las personas ven vulneradas sus creencias positivas, llevandoles a responder
en consecuencia, de forma negativa frente a estas situaciones. Para estos autores, el
perdon a las circunstancias tendria lugar cuando no existe una persona ofensora
evidente, como puede ser el caso de una afeccion severa en la que el convencimiento de
la persona acerca de ser invulnerable (e.g., “me considero una persona sana y fuerte”) o
sobre el sentido de las cosas (e.g., “a las personas buenas no les ocurre cosas malas sin
ninguna razon”), puede verse violado y llevarle a sufrir pensamientos y sentimientos
nocivos, asi como conductas relativas a la afeccion y sus consecuencias (e.g., “mi vida
se ha desmoronado por esto”, “no merezco esto que me ha pasado™).

Pseudoperdén o falso perdon. Aunque este tipo de perdon se mencioné en
apartados anteriores, es necesario volver a resefiarlo para enfatizar su distincion respecto
del perdon sano o util (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). De esta manera, el pseudoperdon haria
alusion a un perdén en el que la persona ofensora mantiene su posicién de poder y
favorece de forma desapercibida el mantenimiento del dafio. Esto puede conllevar una
serie de peligros para la persona ofendida como son la manipulacién, la evitaciéon, la
negativa de los hechos, el abuso o el agravamiento del dafio (Prieto-Ursua 2012; Prieto-
Ursla, 2017). Concretamente, hacer uso de la negacion después de experimentar una
ofensa severa, conllevaria a un perdén insustancial y un aspecto externo que reflejaria
una calma en la relacion que realmente no existe; como apunta Prieto-Ursta (2017) “se
estaria tapando la herida sin desinfectarla” (p. 43). Sin embargo, a través de la negacion,
la persona ofendida podria estar buscando un doble objetivo: a) sostenerse ante una
afliccién emocional que cree no ser capaz de sobrellevar; b) perseverar una relacién
disfuncional, a fin de no hacerle ver la realidad de las cosas a la persona ofensora y
exigirle cambios. Es por ello que, el perddén sano o propiamente dicho no deberia
sucederse en una posicion de debilidad, sino de fuerza, desde donde la persona ofendida
sea consciente de la injusticia sufrida (Prieto-Ursla et al., 2012).

1.3. Modelos Psicoldgicos del Perdon

A priori se sefialaron algunas de las definiciones mas empleadas en la literatura
para referir el perdon, haciendo hincapié en la falta de acuerdo para precisarlo. Esta falta
de conformidad en la significacion del perddn, a su vez, parece haber generado notables
implicaciones en la forma en que se han desarrollado los modelos psicoldgicos que se
han propuesto para explorar este fendmeno. De ahi que, se hayan establecido dos

clasificaciones distintas.
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Por un lado, McCullough y Worthington (1994) plantearon que los modelos del
perddn pueden segmentarse con arreglo a cuatro dimensiones o categorias: a) modelos
tipoldgicos; b) de proceso o desarrollo; ¢) fundamentados en teorias psicologicas
concernientes a la personalidad y la psicopatologia; y, d) modelos de etapa de tarea.
Afos mas tarde, Worthington (2006) sugirio por otro lado, una clasificacion que incluye
unicamente dos dimensiones (intrapersonal e interpersonal), y que se corresponden con
los modelos de etapa de tarea resefiados en un primer momento por McCullough y
Worthington (1994). Teniendo en cuenta ambos enfoques, se van a introducir algunos
de los modelos que constituyen cada una de las dimensiones o categorias antecedentes,
dado que no es un objetivo de esta tesis hacer una revision en profundidad de los
modelos en su totalidad.

1.3.1. Modelos Tipoldgicos

Se trata de modelos que han tratado de categorizar el perdon en diversos grados
o niveles, conforme a una serie de particularidades (véase Tabla 1). A este respecto,
Trainer (1981) en primer lugar, y Nelson (1992) posteriormente, desarrollaron tres tipos
de perddn. Concretamente, Trainer (1981) se basé en las motivaciones para perdonar, y
etiquetd el perdén como de rol esperado, expeditivo e intrinseco. Por su parte, Nelson
(1992) tuvo en consideracion el nivel de reajuste emocional interno hacia la persona
ofensora, catalogando el perdon como independiente o separado, limitado y completo.
En Gltima instancia, Veenstra (1992) también planted seis modos de emplear el perdéon
tras sufrir una transgresion u ofensa. Conviene destacar que, aunque los modelos
anteriores categorizan el perddn, no constituyen tipologias de perdén per se (esta
cuestion se abordara mas adelante). Menos adn, explican cémo podria sucederse de una

categoria a otra (Kaminer et al., 2000).
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Tabla 1

Modelos Tipol6gicos del Perdon

Trainer (1981)

Nelson (1992)

Veenstra (1992)

Perdén de rol esperado
Declaracion explicita del perdon,
unida a sentimientos internos de

miedo, resentimiento o ansiedad

Perdon Expeditivo
Destinado para alcanzar otro fin,
y determinado por la hostilidad y

la condescendencia

Perdén Intrinseco

Implica un cambio en los
sentimientos y actitudes hacia la
persona ofensora, y una
expresion comportamental del

perddn

Perdén Desapegado

Conlleva una disminucién del
afecto negativo hacia la persona
ofensora, pero no implica la

restauracion de la relacién

Perdén Limitado

Conlleva una disminucién del
afecto negativo, e implica una
restitucion parcial de la relacién

con la persona ofensora

Perdon Completo

Requiere la suspension integra
del afecto negativo, asi como la
restauracion completa de la

relacién con la persona ofensora

Emplear el perdén para

Ignorar o pasar por alto la ofensa
Justificar la ofensa

Eximir la ofensa

Indultar la ofensa

Liberar a la persona ofensora de
la culpa

Restablecer la confianza con la

persona ofensora

Nota. Adaptado de McCullough y Worthington (1994).

1.3.2. Modelos de Desarrollo

La esencia de estos modelos radica en una adaptacion del modelo de desarrollo
moral de Kohlberg (Kaminer et al. 2000), y proponen que en la medida en que las
personas desarrollan sus habilidades cognitivas, tienden a desvincularse de su
perspectiva egocéntrica y adquieren una mayor capacidad empatica (principalmente una
mayor toma de perspectiva) hacia los demas que, les permite en consecuencia, conferir
perdon pese al dafio recibido. De acuerdo con este supuesto, Enright et al. (Enright et
al., 1992; Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1991; Enright, Santos, &
Al-Mabuk, 1989) y Nelson (1992), plantearon sus modelos focalizdndose en el
desarrollo cognitivo de la persona ofendida. En ambos modelos, las autoras y los
autores determinaron en primer lugar, disponer de un tiempo para el razonamiento y la
reflexion, lo que se caracteriza por ser esencialmente egocéntrico. En segundo lugar, el

razonamiento estaria asociado con una serie de normas, hallandose finalmente
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motivado, por una disposicién genuina a preocuparse por el bienestar de la persona
ofensora (McCullough & Worthington, 1994). Del mismo modo, Spidell y Liberman
(1981) también basaron su modelo de acuerdo con la teoria de Kohlberg; a diferencia de
los modelos anteriores, estos autores orientaron su propuesta desde la perspectiva del
desarrollo cognitivo de la persona ofensora (McCullough & Worthington, 1994).

La nocion de la Teoria del Desarrollo Moral de Kohlberg (1969, 1976) se
originG a partir del interés de éste por precisar como se sucede el razonamiento sobre la
justicia, delimitandose en siete etapas. Posteriormente, Enright et al. (Enright et al.,
1992; Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1991; Enright et al., 1989)
plantearon un modelo de razonamiento sobre el perdén fundamentado en las seis
primeras etapas de esta teoria. Finalmente, Nelson (1992) propuso un modelo de tres

etapas semejante al modelo de Enright; diferenciado por los sentimientos de

victimizacién y por el deseo o afan de venganza.

Una sintesis de las principales ideas de la Teoria de Kohlberg, y de los modelos

de Enright y Nelson, pueden apreciarse en la Tabla 2.

Tabla 2

Etapas de la Teoria de Kohlberg y Modelos de Desarrollo del Perdén

Teoria del Desarrollo Moral de
Kohlberg (1969, 1973, 1976)

Enright et al. (Enright et al.,
1992; Enright & The Human
Development Study Group, 1991,
Enright et al., 1989)

Nelson (1992)

Etapa 1. Orientacion hacia el
Castigo y la Obediencia

Las personas que gozan de
autoridad o permiso para ejercer el
castigo son las responsables de
impartir justicia

Etapa 2. Justicia Relativista

La justicia se basa en un sentido
de reciprocidad (“si me ayudas, te

ayudaré”).

Etapa 3. Justicia del Nifio
Bueno/Nifia Buena
La justicia est4 determinada por el

consenso grupal sobre lo que esta

Etapa 1. Perdon Vengativo
El perddn no es admisible a
menos que antes, la persona
ofensora reciba un castigo de un

grado de severidad similar

Etapa 2. Perdén Restitucional o
Compensatorio

El perdon solo puede acontecer si
la persona ofensora ofrece una
disculpa y esta libre de culpa
Etapa 3. Perddn Expectativo
Esta vinculado con la concesion
de perddn como consecuencia de

la presién social

Etapa 1. Preconciencia
Esta determinada por
sentimientos iniciales de
victimizacién y deseo de

venganza

Etapa 2. Conciencia

Las normas sociales estan muy
presentes y la persona ofendida
se siente presionada a actuar
€omo una buena persona
Etapa 3. Posconciencia

El perdon se halla motivado
por la relacién con la persona

ofensora, y no por la presion
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bien y lo que estd mal

Etapa 4. Justicia de la Ley y el
Orden

Las leyes sociales delimitan la
justicia

Etapa 5. Orientacion del contrato
social

Existen leyes injustas, por lo que

Etapa 4. Perdén Legal Esperado
El perddn ocurre como
consecuencia de la presion social,
moral o religiosa

Etapa 5. Perdon como Armonia
Social

El perddn restablece la armonia 'y

social o interés propio

es justo trabajar en el sistema para  las relaciones sociales
alcanza el cambio

Etapa 6. Orientacion del Etapa 6. Perdén como un Acto de
principio ético universal Amor
El comportamiento moral y la Se relaciona con la idea de que el
justicia se fundamentan en los perddn es un acto que fomenta el
derechos individuales y, estan amor y facilita la reconciliacion
determinados por la conciencia 'y con la persona ofensora
no por las leyes sociales

Etapa 7. Moralidad trascendental

Vincula el desarrollo moral y la

justicia con la religion

Nota. Adaptado de McCullough y Worthington (1994).

Antes de proseguir con los modelos explicativos del perddn, resulta conveniente
sefialar que el modelo propuesto por Enright no trata de promover el perdon. La idea
central de este modelo se orienta hacia el razonamiento en relacion con el perdon. Por
ejemplo, una persona puede argumentar muy disciplinadamente sobre la justicia, y sin
embargo, no proceder licitamente. Igual ocurriria con el perdon, una persona podria
razonar de forma apropiada sobre este hecho, y en cambio, no perdonar, actuando en
desacuerdo con su juicio (McCullough & Worthington, 1994).

1.3.3. Modelos basados en Teorias de Personalidad y Psicopatologia

Estos modelos tratan de explicar el proceso del perdon a partir de diferentes
teorias o corrientes psicologicas. Seguidamente, se van a exponer de manera sucinta los
supuestos basicos en los que se apoyan algunas de estas teorias para referir el perdon.

De acuerdo con la revision facilitada por Kaminer et al. (2000), los modelos de
perdon procedentes de teorias psicoldgicas se asientan en diversos enfoques: 1)
psicoanalitico, 2) escuela de Carl Jung, 3) de relaciones de objeto existencial, 4) de

constructo personal, 4) cognitivo, y 5) familiar (véase Tabla 3).
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Tabla 3
Modelos de Perd6n basados en distintas Corrientes Psicologicas
Psicoanalitica Escuela de Relaciones de Existencial Constructo Cognitiva Familiar
Carl Jung Objeto Personal
Brandsma (1982)  Tod (1985) Gartner (1988) Pattison (1965)  Smith (1981) Droll (1984) Hargrave (1994)
Lapsey (1966) Vit y Mango (1997)
Montville (1989) Pingleton (1997)

Nota. Adaptado de Kaminer et al. (2000) y McCullough y Worthington (1994).

Autores como Brandsma (1982) y Lapsley (1966) proyectaron sus modelos en
base a la corriente psicoanalitica, segun la cual, el perdon se infiere mediante un
incumplimiento de los “contratos intrapsiquicos” que se gestan durante la primera
infancia. A saber, las personas tienden a interiorizar a traves de las directrices de sus
padres lo que esta bien y lo que esta mal, de modo que, cuando otra persona sobrepasa
estas normas, consideran que han sido vulneradas u ofendidas (Sells & Hargrave, 1998).

En lo que respecta a los modelos fundamentados en la doctrina de Carl Jung, el
perdon se estima como una practica ejemplar destinada a contrarrestar y disminuir el
sentimiento de culpa. Dentro de este enfoque, Todd (1985) propuso un modelo en el que
enfatizaba la conveniencia de la confesion y el perddn (Sells & Hargrave, 1998).

Desde otro punto de vista, el marco concerniente a las relaciones de objeto
concibe el perdon como una sintesis de los matices buenos y malos que representa el
objeto en si mismo. Concretamente, se persigue el proposito de sobresalir las cualidades
o0 atributos buenos de la persona que ofende, a fin de aminorar los niveles de ira y
agresion hacia la misma (Kaminer et al., 2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1994).
Siguiendo esta linea, Vitz y Mango (1997), a partir de una extensién del modelo de
perddn de Gartner (1988), describieron un modelo en el que objetaron el perdén como
un proceso de integracion de la faceta buena y mala de la persona ofensora, cuya
finalidad residia en la obtencion de una percepcion mas mesurada del mismo (Kaminer
et al., 2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1994).

En dltima instancia, los modelos de perddn de constructo personal se
fundamentan en la teoria de los constructos personales de Kelly (1955). De conformidad
con Kelly, las personas despliegan distintos constructos gracias a la vivencia reiterada
de experiencias, lo cual, afecta sobre su conducta manifiesta frente a diversos
acontecimientos. Consecuentemente, a medida que se van sucediendo nuevas

construcciones en las personas, también se originan nuevas pautas de comportamiento.
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Smith (1981), en este sentido, sugirié un modelo de perdén basado en la bisqueda o
atribucion de un significado alternativo a la ofensa, mediante el uso de nuevas
construcciones de la situacion aversiva. Alun mas, planteé la necesidad de generar
nuevos constructos para alcanzar el comportamiento de perdén (McCullough &
Worthington, 1994).

1.3.4. Modelos de Tareas por Etapas

Estos modelos pretenden reconocer y describir los pasos o etapas que refiere el
proceso de perdon. Esto es, tienden a considerar que el perdon ocurre de forma
secuencial, similar a una etapa en la que las personas tienen la responsabilidad de llevar
a cabo una serie de tareas de indole cognitiva, afectiva y comportamental, antes de
transcurrir a la siguiente etapa (e.g., Gordon & Baucom, 1998; Hargrave, 1994; Strelan
& Covic, 2006). En este aspecto, parece existir cierto grado de acuerdo entre quienes
defienden estos modelos, acerca de las etapas que acaecen durante el proceso de perdon
(Strelan & Covic, 2006). Asi, la primera etapa estaria constituida por sentimientos
iniciales de ira, rabia y dolor (e.g., Enright & The Human Development Study Group,
1996; Fitzgibbons, 1986; Gordon & Baucom, 1998; Hargrave, 1994; Malcolm &
Greenberg, 2000; Pollard, Anderson, Anderson, & Jennings, 1998). La segunda etapa
estaria determinada esencialmente por consecuencias negativas de caracter afectivo y
cognitivo (e.g., Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1996; Gordon &
Baucom, 1998; Malcolm & Greenberg, 2000; Pollard et al., 1998). Durante la tercera
etapa se produciria un reconocimiento de que las habilidades previamente adquiridas
para confrontar el dolor no estan resultando eficaces (e.g., Enright & The Human
Development Study Group, 1996; Fitzgibbons, 1986; Hargrave, 1994). En la cuarta
etapa se consideraria la decisién o la opcion de perdonar (e.g., Enright & The Human
Development Study Group, 1996; Fitzgibbons, 1986; Worthington, 1998, 2001).
Finalmente, al tiempo que se desarrolla la quinta etapa, se veria favorecida la
comprension o empatia de la persona ofendida hacia la persona ofensora (e.g., Enright
& The Human Development Study Group, 1996; Fitzgibbons, 1986; Gordon &
Baucom, 1998; Malcolm & Greenberg, 2000; Worthington, 1998, 2001). Sin embargo,
si bien algunas etapas son comunes en los distintos modelos que conforman esta
categoria, es notable mencionar que el orden establecido difiere de un modelo a otro. De
igual modo, parece no ser tan evidente la transicion de una etapa a otra, hasta qué punto
estan implicadas las dimensiones afectivas y cognitivas, y donde acaba o cuél es el
punto final del perdén (Strelan & Covic, 2006).
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Tras lo indicado precedentemente, cabe sefialar que el nucleo de estos modelos
puede estar orientado hacia el proceso de perddn que se origina en la persona que
perdona u ofendida, lo que se conoce como proceso intrapersonal (e.g., Kaminer et al.,
2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1994; Miller, Worthington, & McDaniel, 2008); o
hacia el proceso de perddn que surge entre la persona ofendida y la ofensora (algunos
modelos incluso amplian el enfoque a la relacion en si misma), denominado proceso
interpersonal (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1998; Hargrave & Sells, 1997; Kaminer et al.,
2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1994; Miller et al., 2008). A continuacion, se
resefian las ideas basicas de algunos de los modelos mas citados en la literatura,
atendiendo a las diferentes perspectivas.

1.3.4.1. Modelos interpersonales

Uno de los autores pioneros en proponer un modelo de perdon interpersonal fue
Martin (1953). De acuerdo con este autor, para que el proceso de perddn prescriba, es
necesario que se sucedan cinco etapas: a) rechazar la busqueda de venganza o reconocer
que la relacién se deteriora de forma permanente; b) desear que la relacién se
restablezca; c) explicarle a la persona que transgrede el dafio que la ofensa ha causado
en la relacion; d) que la persona ofensora se muestre arrepentida; y e) que haya un
restablecimiento de la confianza mutua entre los miembros de la relacion (Kaminer et
al., 2000; McCullough & Worthington, 1994).

De otro lado, Hargrave (1994) plantea que el proceso interno de la persona
ofendida debe complementarse con un proceso interactivo entre la persona ofendida y
ofensora; esto implicaria darle a la persona ofensora la oportunidad de reparar su accion,
asi como la concesién de perdén por parte de la persona ofendida (Kaminer et al.,
2000). Posteriormente, Hargrave y Sells (1997) en una extension del modelo anterior,
sugirieron un nuevo modelo basado en la terapia familiar, con el afiadido extra de que al
final del proceso de perddn, la persona ofendida y la ofensora convienen la bisqueda de
una relacion venidera mas leal y honrada.

Rusbult et al. (2005) también sugirieron un modelo de perdon interpersonal a
partir del cual, insinuaron que, tras una ofensa, la persona ofendida experimenta en
primera instancia fuertes emociones de ira y motivaciones de venganza.
Subsecuentemente, se inicia en ésta un proceso de cambio en relacion con sus
emociones y pensamientos que se dirige, tanto hacia la ofensa, como hacia la persona
que ofende. Por ultimo, la persona que transgrede puede proceder activa o pasivamente,

lo que afectard en consecuencia a la relacion, de forma positiva o negativa
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(Worthington, 2006). La combinacion de estos factores puede dimanar en cuatro tipos
de respuestas que la literatura previa ha referido para describir fundamentalmente la
insatisfaccion en las relaciones de pareja (Rusbult, Zembrond, & Gunn, 1982). De
manera que: a) la persona ofensora puede actuar de forma activa y perjudicar a la
relacion si decide ponerle punto y final (Huida “Exit”), o por el contrario, b) puede
actuar de forma activa y afectar positivamente a la relacién si determina discutir el dafio
ocasionado con la persona ofendida (Expresion “Voice”); asi como también, c) la
persona ofensora puede actuar pasivamente y afectar de forma positiva a la relacién al
esperar que las cosas mejoren (Lealtad “Loyalty’), 0 d) actuar pasivamente y deteriorar
la relacion si ignora o desestima a la persona ofendida (Negligencia “Neglect”).

Para Baumeister et al. (1998), el perdén se infiere como un proceso
bidimensional que comprende por un lado, una condicién intrapersonal que implica el
estado emocional de la persona ofendida; y por otro lado, un acto interpersonal que
contiene la declaracion de perdon hacia la persona ofensora. Como resultado de la
integracién de ambas dimensiones, se derivan cuatro tipos de perddn: 1) Perdon total:
tiene lugar cuando la persona ofendida suprime las emociones negativas hacia la
persona ofensora, y le hace saber que le exime de toda culpa; 2) Perddn hueco: esta
presente cuando la persona ofendida no reduce la intensidad de sus emociones
negativas, y aun asi, le expresa el perddn a la persona ofensora; 3) Perdon silencioso: la
persona ofendida experimenta el perddon hacia la persona ofensora de manera
intrapsiquica, sin comunicarselo a la misma; 4) No hay perdon: el perdén no acontece ni
en lo que respecta a la dimension intrapersonal ni interpersonal.

Para concluir, McCullough et al. (1997) desarrollaron un modelo de perddn
interpersonal de indole motivacional. Razon por la cual, deducen el perdon como una
transformacion motivacional en la que la persona ofendida a) se encuentra menos
motivada para vengarse o tomar represalias en contra de la persona que transgrede, b)
menos motivada para evitar o permanecer distanciada de la misma, y c) paulatinamente
mas motivada para conciliarse y mostrar buena voluntad hacia la persona que
transgrede, pese a sus actos ofensivos. Este modelo se volvera a retomar mas adelante,

dado que es la perspectiva desde la que se enmarca la presente tesis.
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1.3.4.2. Modelos intrapersonales

Se trata de modelos que se focalizan en los procesos internos del perdon. A
diferencia de los modelos anteriores, consideran relevante la dimension interpersonal y
la disputa sobre ofensa; sin embargo, no lo estiman como un perdon preciso (Miller et
al., 2008). Dentro de estos modelos de perddn, pueden hallarse a su vez distintos tipos
acorde con su orientacién: a) dimension especifica, 0 b) modelos de procesos, esto es,
comprenden varios componentes (Baskin & Enright, 2004; Miller et al., 2008; Wade,
Worthington, & Meyer, 2005). Por ejemplo, los modelos intrapersonales especificos
incorporan modelos basados en decisiones (DiBlasio, 1998), aspectos emocionales
(Malcolm & Greenberg, 2000), o atribucionales (Girard & Mullet, 1997; Kachadourian
et al., 2005); mientras que los modelos de procesos pueden enfatizar aspectos afectivos,
cognitivos, y comportamentales (Enright & The Human Development Study Group,
1991, 1996), como el estrés y el afrontamiento (Witvliet, Ludwig, Vander & Kelly,
2001; Worthington, 2006).

Los modelos de decision destacan la eleccion del perdon. En esta linea, Donelly
(1982) sostuvo que para que el perddn concluya, la persona ofendida debe tomar en
primer lugar la decision de perdonar; consecutivamente, recordar que alcanzar el perdon
auténtico o verdadero es una tarea complicada; y finalmente, perdonarse a si mismo y
valorar las consecuencias de no perdonar (Kaminer et al., 2000). Similarmente, Di
Blasio (1998), para quien el perdon resulta del cese cognitivo del rencor, sufrimiento y
el deseo de venganza o toma de represalia, también propuso un importante modelo de
perdon fundamentado en la decision. En su modelo, este autor insistio en que era
posible considerar los pensamientos y los sentimientos de dolor de forma independiente,
aseverando que hacer un esfuerzo por liberar la negatividad de estas cogniciones y
afectos, y fomentar la decisién de perdonar, es un método de sanacion.

Desde otro enfoque, los modelos de procesos inducen a la persona ofendida a
que transcurra por diferentes etapas en su recorrido hacia el perdon. Las diferentes
etapas pueden incluir estrategias que suponen factores afectivos, cognitivos, y
conductuales (Enright & The Human Development Study Group, 1991). A
continuacion, se resefian dos de los modelos mas empleados en la practica terapéutica
apoyada en el perdon (Akhtar & Barlow, 2018), correspondientes a Enright y el Grupo
de Estudio del Desarrollo Humano (1991, 1996), y Worthington (2006).

Modelo de Perdon de Enright y el Grupo de Estudio del Desarrollo Humano.

Enright y su grupo de investigacion plantearon un modelo de perddn que nace de la
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nocion de que el dafio subsiste como algo que una persona recibe y que le genera una
sucesion de reacciones afectivas nocivas o dafiinas. En consecuencia, para que la
persona ofendida pueda perdonar deben sucederse en ésta una serie de circunstancias: 1)
Ser consciente del dafio recibido; 2) Tener la necesidad de resolver el conflicto; 3)
Decidir qué estrategia prefiere para su resolucion; 4) Estimar la necesidad de hallar
una razon para perdonar; 5) Tomar la decision de perdonar; 6) Llevar a cabo
estrategias internas de perdon (conlleva trabajo para modificar la percepcidén que se

tiene de la ofensa, sin deformar la realidad); 7) Actos a favor del perdon.

Modelo de Perddn de Worthington. Este autor desarrollé un modelo basado en el

estrés biopsicosocial y el afrontamiento del perdon (véase Figura 2).

Transgresion

T~

Amenaza

Falta de Perddn

Desafio

Resolucién del
Problema

Emocién

Decision

Significado

U

Estrategias de Afrontamiento

Figura 2. Componentes de la Teoria del Perdon (Worthington, 2006).
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Para Worthington (2006), las transgresiones trascienden en elementos de estrés
interpersonal con los que los individuos deben lidiar. De modo que, cuando acontece
una transgresion, tiende a originarse una brecha de injusticia o falta de perdon en la
persona ofendida que puede percibir bien como una amenaza, o un desafio. Si la ofensa
se advierte como una amenaza, ocasionard intensas emociones nocivas y producira
fuertes motivaciones de venganza. En contraposicion, si la ofensa se percibe como un
desafio, posibilitara que la persona ofendida sea capaz de encontrarle un significado y
pueda orientarse hacia la resolucion del problema. Ademas, para reducir la falta de
perdon, la persona ofendida hard uso de estrategias de afrontamiento que podrian
focalizarse bien en la emocion, la toma de decisién o el significado. Para finalizar, cabe
resefiar que Worthington (2003, 2006) establecié dos tipos de perddn que ya fueron
referidos en apartados anteriores: perdon emocional y decisional; enfatizando que pese
a no ser relevante qué tipo de perdon acontece en primer lugar, si es necesario que haya
una sustitucién de emociones negativas por emociones positivas para alcanzar el perdén
en su totalidad, ya que de otro modo, sélo se estaria insinuando una reduccién de la falta
de perdon.

1.4. Correlatos del Perdon

Luego de haber razonado acerca de lo que no es y de lo que es el perdon, de las
principales definiciones expuestas en la literatura para referirlo, caracteristicas y
dimensiones que lo conforman, asi como de los modelos desde los que se ha planteado
la aproximacion a su comprension; en esta seccion, se van a considerar algunos de los
correlatos més importantes del perdon.

1.4.1. Correlatos Positivos

El perdon promueve en la persona ofendida una serie consecuencias positivas o
favorables que no ofrecen otras formas alternativas de proceder (e.g., la evitacion de la
persona ofensora). En este sentido, son notables los estudios que han evidenciado que
los niveles de perdon —aparte de reducir el impacto negativo del “no-perdon”— se
asocian por un lado, de manera positiva con ciertos indicadores de salud (fisica y
mental); y por otro lado, se relacionan negativamente con factores de estrés o
alteraciones funcionales (e.g., Friedberg, Suchday, & Srinivas, 2009; Lawler et al.,
2003; Witvliet et al., 2001).

Perddn y salud fisica. A nivel de actividad fisioldgica, uno de los efectos del
perdon es el cambio en la respuesta cardiovascular. Mas especificamente, variaciones en

la tasa cardiaca y presion arterial (e.g., Hannon, Finkel, Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2011;
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Lawler et al., 2003; Witvliet et al., 2001). A modo de ejemplo, Lawler et al. (2003)
analizaron las distintas respuestas fisiologicas que resultaban de los conflictos
interpersonales, y en especial, la reactividad cardiovascular. Sus resultados revelaron
que el perdon disposicional (perddén como rasgo) se relacionaba con niveles mas bajos
de presion sanguinea, que el perdon especifico (perdon estado) se asociaba a niveles
mas bajos de tension arterial y de tasa cardiaca, asi como que no ser capaz de perdonar
una ofensa especifica se relacionaba con un tono cardiovascular y simpatico mas
elevado. De otra parte, se ha encontrado que el perddn afecta el nivel de tension
muscular facial y la respuesta electrodermal, resultando en un incremento de la
activacion fisiologica general (Lawler et al., 2003; Witvliet et al., 2001). También se
han obtenido resultados positivos del perdon en la actividad del sistema inmune,
indicando un mejor funcionamiento del mismo (Seybold, Hill, Newmann, & Chi, 2001).
Worthington et al. (2007) llevaron a cabo una revision sobre los efectos que el perdén
especifico y el disposicional tenian en la salud fisica, y llegaron a la conclusion de que
el perdon originaba un impacto positivo en diferentes problemas de salud, tales como la
salud cardiovascular, el traumatismo cerebral, dolor crénico, abuso de sustancias o
cancer. En este ultimo aspecto, puede referenciarse el estudio realizado por Glinder y
Compas (1999) en una muestra conformada por 81 mujeres que se encontraban bajo
tratamiento por cancer de mama. Los resultados principales de su estudio revelaron que
la disposicion para perdonar y el nivel de espiritualidad predecian negativamente la
alteracion del estado de animo, y positivamente la calidad de vida.

En relacion con el perdon y la salud fisica, también se han evidenciado efectos
positivos influenciados por la edad. En esta linea, Toussaint, Williams, Musick, y
Everson (2001) hallaron en una muestra representativa estadounidense (jévenes de 18-
44 afios; adultos de 45-64 afos; y mayores de 65 afios) que, en el grupo de los jovenes y
adultos de mediana edad, el perdon a uno mismo se asociaba con mejores niveles de
salud fisica. Por el contrario, el perdon hacia otros se relacionaba con una salud fisica en
el grupo de los mayores. De manera analoga, se han encontrado diferencias entre
hombres y mujeres en lo que respecta a la facilidad para conceder perdoén, exhibiendo
las mujeres una mayor capacidad para perdonar (e.g., Miller et al., 2008); sin embargo,
estos resultados son en general discutibles (e.g., Lijo, 2018), y en particular, también lo
son en lo que refiere a la activacion fisiologica y la salud fisica (e.g., Lawler et al.,
2003; Webb, Toussaint, Kalpakjian, & Tate, 2010). Sirvase de ejemplo el estudio de

Lawler et al. (2003), en el que advirtieron que, con independencia del sexo del
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participante, el perdén disposicional se relacionaba con niveles mas bajos de presion
sanguinea; asi como el perdon especifico se relacionaba con niveles mas bajos en la
tension arterial y la tasa cardiaca.

Perddn y salud mental. Son varias las investigaciones que han mostrado que el
perdon puede reducir el riesgo de padecer y/o disminuir trastornos tales como
depresion, trastorno de ansiedad generalizada, estrés percibido, fobias, trastornos de
panico y bulimia nerviosa, entre otros (e.g., Berry et al., 2005; Friedberg et al., 2009;
Hebl & Enright, 1993; Lijo, 2018); asi como reducir o eliminar emociones
contraproducentes (e.g., resentimiento, hostilidad, ira 0 miedo; Berry et al., 2005; Lijo
2018; Seybold et al., 2001). Hebl y Enright (1993) fueron los primeros autores que
mostraron los efectos positivos que el perddn tenia sobre la salud mental. Estos autores
evidenciaron en una muestra de mujeres mayores (N = 24) que niveles elevados de
perdon, se relacionaban con niveles més altos de autoestima, asi como con niveles mas
bajos de ansiedad y depresion. Por su parte, Freedman y Enright (1996) en una
intervencion dirigida a inducir el perddn en personas que habian sido victimas de
incesto revelaron que, las mujeres que se encontraban bajo este tratamiento
manifestaban una reduccion en sus niveles de depresion y ansiedad.

Similarmente, ciertos rasgos de personalidad también se han establecido como
correlatos del perddn. A este respecto, la evidencia empirica ha sefialado que el perdén
se relaciona positivamente con rasgos prosociales como la amabilidad y la extraversién
(Berry et al., 2005), y negativamente con el neuroticismo (Berry et al., 2005; Maltby &
Day, 2004; Mullet et al., 2005). Por ejemplo, Maltby y Day (2004) emplearon distintas
medidas de perddn en una muestra de 320 personas (perddn hacia uno mismo, perdén
hacia otros, probabilidad de otorgar perddn, presencia de perddn positivo y ausencia de
perdon negativo), documentando que todas las medidas de perdon se asociaban
negativamente con el neuroticismo, y con la presencia de sentimientos positivos hacia la
persona ofensora, asociado al factor de extraversion. En lo que refiere a la falta de
perdon también se han demostrado sus efectos adversos, hallandose que menores
niveles de perdon tanto a uno mismo como a otros, se asociaban con indicadores
psicopatoldgicos del Inventario Multifasico de Personalidad de Minnesota (MMPI;
Mauger et al., 1992).

Perddn y bienestar psicologico. La literatura empirica también ha constatado
que el perdon correlaciona de forma positiva con la resiliencia o capacidad de

recuperacion de las personas (Berry et al., 2005), asi como tiene efectos significativos
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sobre el nivel de bienestar psicoldgico; hallandose evidencias de esta Ultima relacion en
distintas poblaciones y contextos (e.g., poblacién general, poblacion mayor, contexto de
pareja, y contexto clinico; Bono et al., 2008; Kaleta & Mr6z, 2018; Krause & Ellison,
2003). A este respecto, han sido varias las investigaciones que han revelado la
asociacion entre el perdén y la satisfaccion con la vida (e.g., Krause & Ellison, 2003;
Toussaint et al., 2001). Por ejemplo, Krause y Ellison (2003) examinaron en una
muestra representativa de EE.UU. constituida por mayores de 66 afios, el efecto del
perdon hacia otros sobre el nivel de bienestar. Sus resultados mostraron que perdonar a
los demas se asociaba con menores sintomas de depresion, una mayor satisfaccion con
la vida y un menor nivel de ansiedad frente a la muerte.

Resulta de especial interés destacar el estudio de Bono et al. (2008), quienes
evaluaron el perdon especifico a través de tres indicadores de cambio: la disminucién
del deseo de venganza y de evitacion, asi como el incremento de la benevolencia hacia
la persona ofensora. Estos autores encontraron una relacion negativa entre el deseo de
evitacion y el bienestar, y una relacion positiva entre la benevolencia y el bienestar,
Cuya asociacion se evidencié ain mas robusta cuando el perdén acontecia dentro de una
atmosfera en la que previamente existia una relacion satisfactoria. AlUn mas, sus
resultados evidenciaron que la disminucion del deseo de venganza y el aumento de la
benevolencia resultaban en un mayor bienestar, no sélo en el instante en el que ocurria
el perdon, sino también en los dias subsiguientes.

En relacion con la ausencia de perdon, es importante mencionar que ha sido
relacionada con un aumento de la tensién psicoldgica y una reduccion en los niveles de
satisfaccion con la vida (e.g., Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, & Kluwer, 2003;
Lijo, 2018). Para concluir, un dato que resulta llamativo destacar es el que hallaron
Toussaint, Owen, y Cheadle (2012), quienes encontraron que el perddn condicional
predecia un riesgo méas alto de mortalidad en adultos mayores de 66 afios; sefialando
que establecer condiciones para poder perdonar a otros no hace mas que adicionar
barreras al perdon y prolongar la duracién del no-perdon, mientras el perdon
incondicional propicia que la persona ofendida elija cuando quiere dar comienzo a su
proceso de perddn.

1.4.2. Correlatos Negativos

Si bien se han enfatizado los efectos positivos o beneficiosos del perdon, este
proceso puede comportar igualmente resultados adversos (e.g., incrementar la

probabilidad de volver a sufrir una ofensa o transgresion, o reducir el nivel de
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autoconcepto de la persona ofendida); lo que ha supuesto considerar un “lado oscuro
del perdon” (McNulty, 2010, 2011). En este sentido, McNulty descubrié en una serie de
estudios llevados a cabo en relaciones de pareja que tras una transgresion, el perdén se
asociaba en determinadas ocasiones con una alta presencia de transgresiones
posteriores. Los resultados de estos estudios también evidenciaron que en aquellas
parejas en las que existia una alta interaccion negativa, los conyuges que reportaban una
mayor inclinacion para perdonar, toleraban conductas fisicas y psicologicas mas
agresivas. En cambio, en las parejas en las que los conyuges mostraban una menor
predisposicion a perdonar, se producia una disminucion de conductas agresivas a lo
largo de los afios. Es por ello que, tal y como apuntan distintos autores, podria no ser
adecuado fomentar el perddn porque al hacerlo, se pueden sustentar y exceder las
dindmicas de abuso y subyugacion al no ser capaz la persona ofendida, de establecer
limites y requerir el cambio a la persona ofensora (e.g., Gabriels & Strelan, 2017;
Gordon, Burton, & Porter, 2004; Lamb, 2005).

Otro de los correlatos negativos que pueden derivarse del perddn, atiende a la
forma en que responde la persona ofensora cuando recibe el perdon de la persona
ofendida. Asi, (a) mientras que algunos ofensores reaccionan con afabilidad y reducen
sus ofensas futuras; (b) otros podrian continuar transgrediendo, dado que su conducta no
se hallaria castigada, y no tendria consecuencias perniciosas (Prieto-Ursua, 2017;
Wallace, Exline, & Baumeister, 2008). En lo que refiere al primer aspecto, McNulty y
Russell (2016) indagaron acerca de la respuesta de “amabilidad” de la persona ofensora
cuando ésta recibe el perdon de la persona ofendida encontrando que: las personas mas
afables solian transgredir en menor medida a quienes mostraban una mayor inclinacion
a perdonarles, debido a que se sentian forzados a reprimir sus acciones; y las personas
menos afables solian continuar transgrediendo a quienes les perdonaban porque
advertian una menor probabilidad en que la persona ofendida se molestaran con ellas.
En relacion con el segundo aspecto, el filésofo y socidlogo Herbert Marcuse aseverd
que el perddn facil sélo disminuye la severidad de los crimenes intransigentes (citado en
Wiesenthal, 1998). En esta misma linea, diferentes autores han revelado que, frente a
una conducta abusiva o violenta, las personas que exhiben una mayor inclinacién a
perdonar y a no sancionar semejantes conductas, suelen ser percibidas por la persona
que ofende como un “blanco facil” (e.g., Gruder & Duslak, 1973; Leng & Wheeler,
1979).
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1.5. Motivaciones de perddon

De las distintas propuestas tedricas que han sido planteadas para explicar el
perdon, la presente tesis se va a abordar desde el modelo de perdon interpersonal
sugerido por McCullough et al. (1997, 1998, 2003), el cual estd fundamentado en los
aspectos motivacionales y prosociales del perdon (incluido dentro de los modelos de
tareas por etapas). A continuacion, se detallard en mayor profundidad esta perspectiva.

McCullough (2000) sostiene que la entidad del perddn estd constituida por un
cambio motivacional y prosocial que se origina en la persona que perdona; un matiz que
le hace diferente al resto de definiciones psicologicas. Por ello, McCullough et al.
(1997) refirieron el perdén como una transformacion motivacional a través de la cual, la
persona ofendida va sintiéndose cada vez: a) menos motivada para tomar represalias en
contra de la persona ofensora, b) menos motivada para mantener la distancia con la
persona ofensora, y ¢) mas motivada para conciliarse con, y mostrar buena voluntad
hacia la persona ofensora. Consecuente con esta definicion, McCullough et al. (1998)
determinaron dos tipos de motivaciones primarias relacionadas con la falta de perdén:
evitacion y venganza. Ambas motivaciones conformarian la dimension negativa del
perdon (Fincham & Beach, 2002), o “falta de perdon” (Berry et al., 2005; McCullough,
2000); entendida como la respuesta que la persona ofendida exhibe producto de un acto
de traicidn, transgresion u ofensa interpersonal severa, que ocasiona una situacion
estresante 0 amenazadora para el ego (e.g., Berry et al., 2005; Wenzel & Okimoto,
2010).

En lo que a la “evitacion” se refiere, la persona ofendida trata de alejarse o
permanecer distanciada de la persona ofensora. Sin embargo, la evitacién fisica no es
posible siempre, y las personas s6lo pueden restringir el trato con la persona ofensora en
cierto modo (e.g., a veces, la persona ofendida tiene que convivir, interactuar, o trabajar
en el mismo espacio que la persona ofensora). Asi, la evitacion cognitiva podria ser otra
opciodn. En este caso, la persona ofendida trataria de limitar el raciocinio asociado a la
persona ofensora mediante algunos métodos de distraccion o control del pensamiento
(McCullough, 2000). Mas concretamente, Strelan y Wojtysiak (2009) precisaron la
evitacion cognitiva como:

el intento de reducir el estrés mediante la regulacion de las emociones y cogniciones de

la situacién (e.g., liberar emociones, aceptar el problema, rumiar sobre el incidente y

reinterpretacion), lo que a menudo significa asignar un nuevo significado al

acontecimiento (p. 99).
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La “venganza”, por su parte, puede ser otra motivacion saliente en la persona
ofendida tras sufrir una ofensa. Este tipo de motivacidn puede traducirse en el deseo de
que el infortunio acaezca sobre la persona ofensora para poder gozar de su afliccion
(McCullough, 2000), exponiéndose en la literatura de diferentes formas. Govier (2002)
por ejemplo, aseverd que “cuando buscamos venganza, buscamos satisfaccion al tratar
de dafiar a la otra persona como una medida de represalia” (p. 2). De forma semejante,
Schumann y Ross (2010) la han resefiado como “la intencion de hacer sufrir al
transgresor” (p. 1193). De ahi que, el motivo mas habitual de venganza manifestado por
la persona ofendida, sea la intencion voluntaria de infligir dafio a la persona ofensora
(e.g., Carlsmith, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008; Gausel et al., 2018; McCullough, Kurzban, &
Tabak 2013); a fin de combatir su propio dolor (McCullough, 2000).

Posteriormente, McCullough y Hoyt (2002) afadieron la motivacion de
“benevolencia” hacia la persona ofensora que constituiria la dimensién positiva del
perdon (Fernandez-Capo et al., 2017; Rye et al., 2001). Comunmente, la motivacion de
benevolencia no emerge hasta que aminora el dolor resultado de la ofensa (McCullough
et al., 2003; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). De modo que, conforme la persona ofendida
empieza a advertir el perdén emocional, sus motivaciones de venganza y evitacion van
oscilando a través de un cimulo de emociones versatiles, que posibilitan que ésta repare
en motivaciones mas benévolas hacia la persona ofensora (McCullough & Hoyt, 2002).

El hecho de que el perddn haya sido concebido como un cambio “prosocial”
comprende que cuando las personas perdonan, se encuentran menos motivadas para
actuar de un modo dafiino hacia quienes les ofenden, y por el contrario, se tornan mas
motivadas para proceder en favor de las mismas (McCullough, 2001). Por tanto, desde
esta perspectiva motivacional del perdon, se sugiere que el perdon interpersonal —en
combinacion con un proceso de perdon intrapersonal— se desarrolla a través de las
dimensiones motivacionales de evitacion, venganza y benevolencia (McCullough et al.,
1998; McCullough et al., 2003). No obstante, como han sefialado algunos autores, para
que se origine el perdon no siempre resulta necesario que la persona ofendida
experimente un cambio de la dimension negativa (venganza y evitacién) hacia la
dimensién positiva (benevolencia; Mullet et al., 2004). Esto es, en ocasiones, el perdén
de la persona ofendida podria acontecer simplemente a través de la disminucion de las
motivaciones de venganza y evitacion hacia la persona que transgrede, sin la necesidad

de advertir un cambio de estas motivaciones hacia la motivacion de benevolencia;
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pudiendo observarse por tanto, como dimensiones independientes del perdon (Mullet et
al., 2004; Wong, Chu, & Chan, 2014).

1.5.1. Evaluando las Motivaciones de Perdon: Escala de Motivaciones

Interpersonales Relacionadas con la Transgresion (TRIM-12 y TRIM-18)

Previo a la descripcion de los instrumentos empleados en la presente tesis para
evaluar las motivaciones de perdon, resulta necesario conectar una serie de factores
asociados al mismo dentro un marco categorial, a fin clarificar su proceso. Uno de los
marcos mas influyentes es el proporcionado por McCullough et al. (1998), quienes se
focalizan en el perddn episodico o especifico de la ofensa, y ofrecen una clasificacion
constituida por cuatro categorias que varian de acuerdo a su proximidad con el mismo.
En la categoria menos proximal se incluirian los factores de personalidad (e.g.,
neuroticismo o afabilidad) y los factores diferenciales individuales (e.g., la religion),
que suelen ser los que predisponen a la persona ofendida a mostrar una actitud mas
tolerante hacia la persona ofensora. La siguiente categoria incorporaria elementos que
definen la relacién de la persona ofendida con la ofensora (e.g., compromiso,
satisfaccion, apego o dependencia). Algo mas proximo al perddn, se hallaria una
categoria que supone los factores relacionados con la ofensa (e.g., la severidad de la
ofensa). En Gltima instancia, y como categoria mas proxima al perddn, se encontrarian
los factores socio-cognitivos y afectivos (e.g., rumia, empatia y emociones). No
obstante, aunque podria parecer que los factores mas distantes son los menos
predictivos del perddn, esta relacion actla de manera estrictamente causal (Riek &
Mania, 2012).

Para evaluar el perdon episodico o especifico, McCullough et al. (1998) crearon
la Escala de Motivaciones Interpersonales relacionadas con la Transgresion
(Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivations, TRIM-12); sin duda, la escala de
perddn especifico mas empleada. Concretamente, McCullough et al. (1998) disefiaron
esta escala para evaluar el perdén episodico en el contexto de las relaciones cercanas, e
incluyeron en un primer momento dos indicadores de perddn: evitacion y venganza. En
lo que refiere a la subescala de “Evitacion”, se conforma de 7 items que evaliian la
motivacidn de la persona ofendida para evitar o eludir a la persona ofensora (e.g., “Vivo
como si él/ella no existiera, como si no estuviera cerca”). Por su parte, la subescala de
“Venganza” se compone de 5 items que evaltian la motivacioén de la persona ofendida
para tomar represalias o buscar venganza en contra de la persona ofensora (e.g., “Haré

que él/ella pague por lo que hizo”). Ambas subescalas han mostrado altos niveles de
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consistencia interna (a >.85), moderada fiabilidad test-retest (e.g., 8 semanas test-retest
rs = aproximadamente .50) y evidencia de validez de constructo (McCullough et al.,
1998; McCullough, 2001). En poblacidn espafiola, este instrumento también ha revelado
adecuadas propiedades psicométricas (Beltran-Morillas, Valor-Segura, & EXxposito,
2015, 2019).

Posteriormente, McCullough, Root, y Cohen (2006) agregaron la dimension de
“Benevolencia”, creando asi, la version TRIM-18. Esta subescala comprende 6 items
que evaltan la motivacion de benevolencia o buena voluntad de la persona ofendida
hacia la persona ofensora (e.g., “A pesar de que sus acciones me han herido, igualmente
le deseo lo mejor”). Al igual que el TRIM-12, el TRIM-18 también ha demostrado un
indice elevado de consistencia interna (o >.85; McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). Este
instrumento ha sido recientemente validado en poblacion esparfiola por Fernandez-Capo
et al. (2017), reportando de manera similar, altos niveles de consistencia interna (o
>.80), alta fiabilidad test-retest durante dos semanas (rs >.70) y evidencia de validez de
constructo.

Todos los items que conforman las distintas subescalas motivacionales
responden a una escala tipo Likert de cinco puntos (1 = totalmente en desacuerdo, 5 =
totalmente de acuerdo); encontrandose en algunos estudios una intercorrelacion muy
alta entre las tres subescalas (e.g., Hoyt, Fincham, McCullough, Maio, & Davila, 2008;
May, Kamble, & Fincham, 2015). De ahi que, McCullough et al. (2010) sugieran que el
TRIM-18 evalta un constructo unidimensional (invirtiéndose las puntuaciones de
Venganza y Evitacion). No obstante, actualmente el TRIM-18 se usa e interpreta
estimando de manera independiente cada una de las tres subescalas (Fernandez-Capo et
al., 2017). De modo que, tanto las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion como la
motivacién de benevolencia, pueden ser empleadas individualmente como indicadores

del perdoén.
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Motivations of Forgiveness in the Context of the Couple

2. Transgresiones Relacionales

En este capitulo, se abordaran dos de las transgresiones mas dificiles de solventar dentro
del dmbito de la pareja como son, la violencia hacia la pareja y la infidelidad
—especialmente se indagara acerca de esta Ultima—, asi como algunos de los correlatos
individuales y relacionales que se han asociado con el perddn en este contexto.

No obstante, antes de desarrollar este capitulo, conviene matizar que, aunque la
literatura hace uso indistinto de los conceptos “transgresion” y “ofensa”, en la presente
tesis se va a establecer una distincion entre ambas nociones debido a la confusion que
podrian generar en el ambito de interés. Concretamente, el termino ofensa refiere un
estado mental no placentero, que se desprende generalmente a partir de una conducta
que es percibida como ilicita, injusta y dafiina por parte de la persona ofendida
(Feinberg, 1984). En cambio, la nocion de transgresion podria concebirse como la
violacion de una norma previamente estipulada (implicita o explicitamente) por ambos
miembros de la pareja (e.g., respetarse y apoyarse mutuamente, 0 no mantener
relaciones extradiadicas; Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002; Rusbult & Van
Lange, 2003). De este modo, si bien es cierto que la ofensa refleja en mayor medida el
caracter moral de la accion, se trataria fundamentalmente de una percepcién a nivel
personal o individual (e.g., ¢me siento ofendida u ofendido?); mientras que la
transgresion adquiere, ademas de la apreciacion individual, una connotacién mas
normativa, cultural y social (e.g., Haro, 2014; Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996), esto es, la
vulneracién de la norma también es enjuiciada por la sociedad como intolerable e
inquebrantable (Haro, 2014). Asi, se ha sugerido que las transgresiones son un
quebrantamiento de las reglas que determinan una conducta como aceptable e
inaceptable dentro del seno de la relacion (Dillow, 2016). De modo que, dado que gran
parte de los dilemas relacionales que concurren en el seno de la pareja cumplen con este
aspecto (e.g., Dillow, 2016; Finkel et al., 2002; Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003), de ahora
en adelante se hablara en términos de transgresion en lugar de ofensa.

El proceso del perdén depende basicamente del contexto relacional en el que se
desarrolla la transgresion, dado que en funcion del caracter de la relacion pueden surgir
diferentes roles y necesidades psicolégicas (Maio, Thomas, Fincham, & Carnelley,
2008). En una relacion de amistad por ejemplo, existen unas expectativas mutuas sobre
el comportamiento de la otra persona que se apoyan en el acuerdo compartido de las
reglas de la amistad. A saber, respetar la privacidad y compartir confidencias sin

delatarlas a terceras personas, mostrar la intencion de ayudar a la otra persona cuando
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ésta ultima la requiera, y no criticarse en publico (Argyle & Henderson, 1985). De ahi
que, la violacién de alguna de las reglas anteriores pueda apreciarse como una
transgresion y derivar en consecuencia, en la ruptura de la relacion (Fehr, 1996). A
pesar de ello, el fendmeno del perdon se ha examinado mayormente en el contexto de
pareja debido a que el vinculo emocional que se establece en este tipo de relaciones, es
mayor que el que puede erigirse en otro entorno relacional (Dillow, Malachowski,
Brann, & Weber, 2011).

Las investigaciones que versan sobre el perdon en el ambito de la pareja se han
visto incrementadas en los dltimos afios, al igual que los protocolos de intervencién
focalizados en las dindmicas del perdon dentro de la pareja (Fincham, Hall, & Beach,
2006; Greenberg, Warwar, & Malcolm, 2010; Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). Este interés
por indagar en el proceso de perddn dentro de este &mbito relacional, pone de relieve la
importancia que tienen los comportamientos que realiza uno de los miembros de la
pareja sobre el otro, llegando incluso a poder ser percibidos por el miembro que los
recibe como comportamientos dafiinos u ofensivos. Es por ello que, parece sustancial
asumir que la experiencia de sentir que la pareja nos ha herido, traicionado u ofendido
suele ser inevitable durante el curso de la relacion (Finkel et al., 2002; Gerlach,
Allemand, Agroskin, & Denissen, 2012; Prieto-Ursua, 2017), y que dicha fuente de
negatividad, especialmente si se percibe con severidad (Fincham, Jackson, & Beach,
2005; Finkel et al., 2002), podria acabar deteriorando de manera significativa el
equilibrio o la estabilidad de la misma (Dillow, 2016; Gunderson & Ferrari, 2008;
Prieto-Ursua, 2017).

2.1. Tipos de transgresiones

Como se sugirio anteriormente, cuando se alude a la nocion de transgresion debe
hacerse en el sentido mas amplio de la palabra, dado que este término abarca un amplio
abanico de infracciones o violaciones relacionales (Dillow, 2016).

Una de las clasificaciones mas referidas en la literatura para categorizar los
diferentes tipos de transgresiones que pueden sucederse dentro del &mbito de la pareja,
es la proporcionada por Finkel et al. (2002). De acuerdo con estas autoras, cuatro son las
categorias en las que pueden catalogarse las principales transgresiones relacionales: a)
violacion de la norma de la monogamia (i.e., uno de los miembros de la pareja incurre
en una infidelidad —en cualquiera de sus formas—, o muestra falta de compromiso); b)
violacion de la norma de dependencia (i.e., uno de los miembros de la pareja exhibe

conductas celosas o0 de posesion hacia la otra parte); c¢) violacién de la norma de
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privacidad (i.e., uno de los miembros de la pareja comparte con los demas informacion
privada de la otra parte, vulnerando de esta forma su intimidad); y d) violacion de la
norma de decencia (i.e., uno de los miembros de la pareja engafia, miente, insulta,
averglienza en publico, o es critico con la otra parte). Posteriormente, Guerrero (2007) y
Dillow (2016) sugirieron una clasificacion muy similar a la planteada por Finkel et al.
(2002). Para estas autoras, las transgresiones relacionales también se catalogan en
cuatro categorias primarias: a) infidelidad (se retomara en apartados posteriores); b)
celos; c¢) mentiras o conductas de engafio; y d) comunicacion hiriente o dafiina. De
manera algo mas precisa, los celos constituirian una violacién de las reglas pertinentes
para la relacién, cuando se advierten como injustificados o infundados. Estos incluirian
desasosiego, sospechas y conjeturas acerca de una posible amenaza para relacion (i.e.,
una tercera persona); expresandose a traves de comportamientos agresivos o
desafiantes, asi como conductas de alerta o vigilancia, evitacion y distanciamiento
(Dillow, 2016; Guerrero, 2007). Por su parte, las mentiras o conductas de engafio se
han definido como la conducta deliberada o intencional de emitir informacion (verbal
y/o no verbal), a fin de que la persona que recibe el mensaje infiera o deduzca algo, que
solo la persona que realiza la accion sabe que es erréneo o falso (Buller & Burgoon,
1994; Guerrero, 2007). Este tipo de transgresion puede comprender desde
falsificaciones o fraudes, hasta negligencias, omisiones, exageraciones, desestimaciones
y huidas; generando sentimientos de desconfianza y traicion en la parte ofendida
(O’Hair & Cody, 1994). Por tultimo, la comunicacion hiriente o dafiina se ha
caracterizado fundamentalmente como un estado afectivo doloroso que habitualmente
comporta una devaluacion de la relacion (Dillow, 2016; Vangelisti, 1994). Dentro de
esta categoria, los mensajes hirientes mas frecuentemente reportados conllevan
acusaciones, evaluaciones (e.g., comentarios sobre la condicion o el valor insignificante
de otra persona estimada por la parte ofendida), y declaraciones informativas de diversa
indole que, en ocasiones no se pueden debatir (e.g., “Me he enamorado de otra
persona”; Vangelisti, 1994). Pese a no clasificarse dentro de ninguna de las categorias
anteriores, también se han referido en la literatura pertinente otro tipo de transgresiones,
tales como un estilo evitativo o destructivo de resolucion de conflictos, ruptura negativa
de la relacién (e.g., tratar a la pareja con falta de respeto y/o sensibilidad), terminar la
relacion de forma abrupta e injustificada, y exhibir una conducta verbal agresiva y/o un

comportamiento violento o abusivo hacia la pareja (Dillow, 2016).
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De las distintas categorias de transgresiones sefialadas en el parrafo precedente,
la evidencia empirica ha revelado que la violacién de la norma de monogamia o
infidelidad, se ha estimado la transgresion mas severa dentro de este contexto relacional
(e.g., Abrahamson, Hussain, Khan, & Schofield, 2012; Dillow, 2016; Pettijohn &
Ndoni, 2013), estableciéndose como una de las principales causas de divorcio (Fincham
& May, 2017). Similarmente, y aunque no se encuentra dentro de una categoria
determinada, la violencia hacia la pareja se ha considerado como uno de los problemas
mas serios de salud puablica en nuestra sociedad, asi como mas dificiles de solventar,
dado el factor de peligrosidad que circunda a este fendmeno (Garcia-Moreno, Jansen,
Ellsberg, Heise, & Watt, 2005; Messing, Campbell, Wilson, Brown, & Patchell, 2015).
Razones por las cuales, ambos tipos de transgresiones se han advertido particularmente
complejas de perdonar por la parte ofendida.

2.1.1. Violencia hacia la Pareja (VPI)

La violencia hacia la pareja se ha observado como un fenémeno que suscita una
fuerte conmocion social, y detenta gravisimas consecuencias para la salud fisica y
psicoldgica de las personas que la sufren (Garcia-Moreno et al., 2005; Puente-Martinez,
Ubillos-Landa, Echeburla, & Péez-Rovira, 2016). En nuestro pais, el porcentaje de
mujeres victimas de VPI se estima en torno al 7% (29.008 mujeres [Megag = 36.6 afios]),
hallandose principalmente un incremento de VPl en mujeres menores de 18 afios
(14.8% en 2017, un 2.6% mas que en 2016) (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica; INE,
2017).

La violencia hacia la pareja se ha definido como cualquier amenaza real o
potencial de abuso fisico, psicoldgico, sexual o econémico de un individuo hacia su
pareja actual o pasada (Gilbert & Gordon, 2017; Puente-Martinez et al., 2016). De entre
los diferentes tipos de VPI que se refieren en la literatura (violencia fisica, violencia
sexual, acoso y agresion psicoldgica; Breiding, Basile, Smith, Black, & Mahendra,
2015; Davidson, Lozano, Cole, & Gervais, 2015; Messing et al., 2015; Tsang &
Stanford, 2007), parece ser que la violencia de naturaleza fisica se ha sopesado como
una de las cuestiones sociales mas dificultosas de resolver, debido, en parte, al riesgo
gue supone para la vida de la victima y de su entorno mas cercano (e.g., Messing et al.,
2015; Reed & Enright, 2006). Si bien la violencia fisica es la que puede desencadenar
consecuencias mas graves para las victimas, llegando incluso a la muerte, todas las
demas formas de violencias son reprochables y tienen consecuencias muy nocivas para

éstas. Hecha esta salvedad, cabe mencionar que la violencia hacia la pareja puede
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ocasionar innumerables secuelas negativas en la victima, tales como aprension hacia los
demas, alteracion del suefio, ansiedad, depresion y riesgo de suicidio, asociandose a su
vez, con una disminucion en el perdon hacia la pareja abusiva (Davidson et al., 2015).
No obstante, en relacién con este Gltimo aspecto se ha constatado que, un porcentaje
elevado de victimas perdonan y regresan con su pareja abusiva después de poner fin a
su relacién (Griffing et al., 2005), pese a que el perdon puede advertirse perjudicial en
estas situaciones (Tsang & Stanford, 2007). Por ejemplo, Griffing et al. (2005)
entrevistaron a 104 mujeres que vivian en un refugio de proteccion para victimas de VPI
(Megag 26.61 afios) y revelaron que, el 66.3% de las victimas habia regresado con su
pareja al menos una vez antes de ingresar en el centro de acogida, asi como el 97.1% de
las victimas que habian regresado previamente con su agresor, lo volvieron a hacer
varias veces. De lo anterior se desprende que, si bien la mayor parte del discurso acerca
de la VPI asume que dejar a una pareja abusiva es la opcién mas segura; diversos
estudios han constatado que la violencia puede incrementarse cuando una persona
decide dejar a su pareja abusiva (e.g., Anderson, 2003). Es por esto que, las personas
que sufren violencia por parte de su pareja, se enfrentan, a menudo, con la dificil
decision de perseverar y persistir en su relacion, o darla por finalizada y concluir con la
misma (Valor-Segura et al., 2018).

En este punto, no resulta extrafio advertir que la conveniencia del perdén en
situaciones de VPI haya generado un gran debate entre diferentes expertos y expertas en
la materia (e.g., Ammons, 2001; Cantisano, Calderon & Guedez, 2014; Taylor, 2004).
A saber, son numerosas las investigaciones que han constatado que el perdén trasciende
en efectos perniciosos para las victimas (e.g., Gilbert & Gordon, 2017; Gordon, Burton,
& Porter., 2004; Tsang & Stanford, 2007), debido a que la pareja abusiva podria hacer
uso del perdon como un medio para excusar o justificar su comportamiento (Cavanagh,
Dobash, Dobash, & Lewis, 2001) y/o sustentar la desigualdad de poder (Lamb, 2002).
Aln mas, existe evidencia de que el perddn incrementa la probabilidad de que la pareja
abusiva continle perpetuando su comportamiento sobre la victima (McNulty, 2011);
percibiéndose ésta ultima por la pareja abusiva como un blanco facil sobre el que
todavia puede seguir actuando (Wallace, Exline, & Baumeister, 2008). De otro lado, sin
embargo, también hay autores y autoras que se muestran a favor del perdon en este
contexto (e.g., Davidson et al., 2015; Taylor, 2004); razonando que el perdén puede ser
beneficioso a largo plazo, y tener efectos de autosanacion en las victimas que han

sobrevivido a la violencia de pareja y, en consecuencia, se han alejado de su relacién

71



Chapter 2

abusiva (Davidson et al., 2015; Taylor, 2004). Por ello, pese a que el perddn en estos
casos puede contemplarse como algo negativo (Lamb, 2002), algunas victimas sienten
la necesidad de perdonar a su pareja abusiva (Gordon et al., 2004).

2.1.2. Infidelidad

La norma de monogamia o fidelidad se ha observado como una expectativa
relacional, préacticamente en todo el mundo (Watkins & Boon, 2016). De ahi que, no
resulte insolito que la violacion de esta norma se perciba como un problema relacional
severo (Sharpe, Walters, & Goren, 2013) e implique habitualmente la desavenencia y
ruptura de la relacion (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012; Sharpe et al., 2013), estimandose la
infidelidad en la préactica terapéutica como el segundo problema (por detrds de la
violencia fisica) en suscitar un impacto potencialmente dafiino para la relacion
(Olmstead, Blick, & Mills, 2009; Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012).

2.1.2.1. Concepto de Infidelidad

Si bien en la literatura en cuestion se han expuesto multiples definiciones para
referir el concepto de infidelidad, alin no existe acuerdo en relacion con su significado
(e.g., Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a; Thompson, Zimmerman, Kulibert, & Moore,
2017). No obstante, una de las explicaciones méas extendidas para hacer alusion a este
fendmeno relacional, es la que comprende la infidelidad como una violacion del
compromiso de exclusividad relacional —implicito o manifiesto—, que puede adoptar
bien un formato sexual, emocional y/o mixto de corta o larga duracion (Dillow et al.,
2011; Fife, Weeks, & Stellberg-Filbert, 2013), con una tercera persona ajena a la pareja
primaria (Dillow et al., 2011; Metts & Cupach, 2007), y sin previo consentimiento de la
pareja principal (Dillow et al., 2011; Fife et al., 2013; Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). A este
respecto, es importante tener en consideracion, sin embargo, que la concepcién de
infidelidad puede diferir culturalmente (e.g., la infidelidad no se tolera en paises
occidentales como Espafia, Gran Bretafia o Estados Unidos, en cambio, en paises del
este como Tailandia, suelen ser mas transigentes debido a que el sexo se ha
comercializado tradicionalmente, incrementandose asi la aprobacion o el
consentimiento del sexo extradiadico; Mackay, 2001); y en funcién del tipo de relacion
establecida (e.g., parejas poliamorosas o algunas parejas del mismo sexo que conciben
sus relaciones lejos de las relaciones romanticas tradicionales, y crean acuerdos
explicitos para realizar conductas extradiadicas de manera indispensable; Martell &
Prince, 2005; Moller & Vossler, 2015). La definicién anterior tampoco seria admisible

si se atiende a la disparidad de opiniones y juicios acerca de los comportamientos que
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pueden considerarse infieles, y que varian de una persona a otra en relacion con su
participacion, o no, en episodios de infidelidad (Hertlein, Wetchler, & Piercy, 2005;
Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a). Hertlein et al. (2005) sefialaron en este sentido que, el
concepto de infidelidad se ha extendido a fin de incluir una variedad mas amplia de
conductas; y afirmaron que “lo méas complicado de la definicion de infidelidad es que
dos personas diferentes que pertenecen a la misma relacion, podrian tener ideas distintas
sobre lo que representa la infidelidad o constituye un affaire” (Hertlein et al., 2005, p.
6); juzgandose el comportamiento de la pareja como mas indicativo de infidelidad que
el propio comportamiento (Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a).

En ultima instancia, resulta de interés revelar que las tasas de infidelidad
fluctdan significativamente (Abrahamson et al., 2012; Watkins & Boon, 2016; Fincham
& May, 2017), advirtiéndose una prevalencia que se estima en poco mas del 60%
(Abrahamson et al.,, 2012; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a). De este porcentaje,
alrededor del 40% se le atribuye a los hombres y aproximadamente entre el 20-25% a
las mujeres (Abrahamson et al., 2012; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a; Fincham &
May, 2017). Méas concretamente, en lo que refiere a la poblacion espafiola, un estudio
realizado en 2015 por el Instituto de Investigacion y Marketing Ipsos revel6 que el 35%
de los hombres y el 26% de las mujeres confesaron haber sido infieles a su pareja en
algin momento de su vida. Alun mas, de acuerdo con algunos datos proporcionados por
el Consejo General del Poder Judicial en 2016, la tasa de divorcios en Espafia se ha
incrementado, alegandose la infidelidad como una de las razones fundamentales, junto
con las facilidades para acceder a Internet y las redes sociales como precursores de tales
comportamientos extradiadicos.

2.1.2.2. Tipos de Comportamientos Extradiadicos

Como se ha sefialado precedentemente, la infidelidad es un concepto muy
amplio que ha ido incorporando progresivamente diferentes comportamientos
extradiadicos. Una de las clasificaciones mayormente utilizada es la proporcionada por
Thompson y O’Sullivan (2016b), quienes establecen cuatro grupos:

- Comportamientos de naturaleza sexual: Conforman la infidelidad de tipo fisica
o sexual; precisada como la realizacion de conductas sexuales con alguien ajeno a la
pareja principal (Whitty & Quigley, 2008). Algunos de los comportamientos que se
incluyen dentro de esta categoria refieren a la penetracion vaginal o anal, sexo oral, o

tocamientos, entre otros.
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- Comportamientos de naturaleza tecnologica: Forman parte de la infidelidad
tecnoldgica; considerada como un contacto romantico o sexual que se sucede favorecido
por el uso de Internet, y que es percibido por al menos uno de los miembros de la pareja
como una transgresion intolerable de su contrato matrimonial de fidelidad (Hertlein &
Piercy, 2008). De entre los comportamientos que comprende esta categoria, pueden
encontrarse por ejemplo, enviar mensajes de texto o correos electronicos sexualmente
explicitos o afectuosos a otra persona, 0 navegar en paginas webs de citas online para
personas solteras, entre otros.

- Comportamientos de naturaleza emocional/afectiva: Constituyen la infidelidad
de indole emocional; referida como el “desarrollo de un vinculo emocional (e.g., el
amor) con una pareja extradiadica” (Mattingly, Wilson, Clark, Bequette, & Weidler,
2010, p.1466). Esta categoria incluye comportamientos tales como compartir secretos
con, o proporcionar apoyo emocional estrecho y cercano a una persona ajena a la pareja
principal, entre otros.

- Comportamientos en solitario: Obedeciendo a los limites establecidos dentro
de una relacion, los comportamientos en solitario también pueden estimarse como
constitutivos de infidelidad (Bergner & Bridges, 2002). Esta categoria no ha sido
definida en la literatura en cuestion; no obstante, algunos de los comportamientos que se
incluyen dentro de la misma, atienden a conductas realizadas en solitario como por
ejemplo, la masturbacion, o la visualizacidn de revistas y videos pornograficos.

En suma, bajo la clasificacion previamente mencionada, investigaciones
recientes han constatado que los comportamientos de naturaleza sexual se consideran
los mas indicativos de infidelidad, debido a que suponen conductas méas explicitas y
menos ambiguas (e.g., Rodrigues, Lopes, & Pereira, 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a, 2017; Thompson et al., 2017). Por el contrario, las evaluaciones apoyadas en
patrones que incluyen comportamientos de indole tecnoldgica, emocional/afectiva y en
solitario, tienden a estimarse generalmente como conductas mas ambiguas, y a juzgarse
como constitutivos de infidelidad en funcion de las particularidades de la situacion
(Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a, 2017).

2.1.2.3. Impacto de la Infidelidad

Después de haber expuesto las diferentes categorias en que pueden clasificarse
los distintos comportamientos extradiadicos, cabe considerar los efectos perniciosos —

fisicos y psicoldgicos, emocionales y relacionales— que se desatan de la infidelidad
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tanto para los miembros involucrados en la relaciobn —y en especial, para la parte
ofendida—, como para la relacion en si misma (Sharpe et al., 2013).

Impacto fisico y psicoldgico: A nivel fisico, tras una infidelidad puede verse
incrementada la posibilidad de que la pareja transgresora contraiga una infeccién o
enfermedad de transmision sexual, y contagie a la pareja principal (e.g., Fisher et al.,
2009; Snyder & Doss, 2005). De otro lado, a nivel psicoldgico, la infidelidad también
conlleva frecuentemente tasas mas altas de depresion, ansiedad y trastorno de estrés
postraumatico, principalmente en las personas que la sufren (Fife et al., 2013; Fincham
& May, 2017; Onayli, Erdur-Baker, & Kordoutis, 2016).

Impacto emocional: La infidelidad también puede originar en la parte ofendida
una sensacion abrumadora de dolor, fuertes sentimientos de traicion, celos, ira,
hostilidad, tristeza, humillacion, e incluso afectar de manera significativa a la
autoestima (e.g., Fitness, 2001; Kluwer & Karremans, 2009; Young, Griffin-Shelley,
Cooper, O’Mara, & Buchanan, 2000); ademés de una marcada pérdida de confianza en
la pareja, o suspension de otras relaciones significativas como amistades o familiares
(Heintzelman, Murdock, Krycak, & Seay, 2014).

Impacto relacional: Puesto que la infidelidad simboliza una traicion a la norma
de exclusividad y al compromiso relacional, ésta también puede acabar deteriorando las
cualidades internas de la relacion tales como el grado de intimidad emocional y fisica, y
la comunicacion de la pareja, asi como incrementar el conflicto interpersonal (Hall &
Fincham, 2006). Es por ello que, la infidelidad se ha estimado la principal causa de
divorcio y de violencia conyugal (e.g., Fife et al., 2013; Fincham & May, 2017; Kluwer
& Karremans, 2009; Watkins & Boon, 2016), trascendiendo més allad de la cultura
occidental (e.g., Lammers, Stoker, Jordan, Pollmann, & Stapel, 2011).

Una particularidad destacable de la infidelidad, refiere al tipo de persona con
quien se realiza dicho acto de traicion. A este respecto, es remarcable resefiar que la
infidelidad con una ex pareja podria suponer una conmocion aun méas abrumadora para
la parte ofendida, debido a que la ex pareja ha sido percibida por ambos miembros de la
relaciébn como una amenaza potencial para la estabilidad de la misma (e.g., Cann &
Baucom, 2004; Meské & Lang, 2013; Spielman, Joel, MacDonald, & Kogan, 2012).
Més aun, dado que de acuerdo con determinadas expectativas basadas en las creencias
sociales, las personas podrian inferir que su pareja puede regresar con su ex pareja
después de una ruptura, y asumir que esto sucede porque todavia existe un nexo afectivo

o emocional entre ellos (Cann & Baucom) (esta cuestion se abordara en el Capitulo 5).
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Similarmente, también es notable mencionar que la infidelidad de naturaleza sexual ha
sido considerada la més severa e imperdonable (Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013), llegandose
incluso a considerar un acto inmoral (Previti & Amato, 2004). Tanto es asi que, ha sido
ampliamente documentado que este tipo de infidelidad puede resultar en un deterioro de
la calidad relacional, menores niveles de bienestar psicologico, y mayores tasas de
homicidio, ideacion suicida y divorcio (e.g., Lusch, Brown & O’Brien 2011; Pour,
Ismail, Jaafar, & Yusop, 2019; Whisman, 2016). Sin embargo, con el desarrollo de
nuevas tecnologias, la forma en que las personas se comunican y acceden a la
informacién ha cambiado, lo que supone un desafio considerable para las relaciones
romanticas (Dibble, Drouin, Aune, & Boller, 2015; McDaniel, Drouin, & Cravens,
2017). En otras palabras, las oportunidades para involucrarse en una relacion paralela a
la relacion primaria se han visto incrementadas y favorecidas por el uso de Internet y los
Smartphones o teléfonos inteligentes, debido a que las conductas extradiadicas que
conforman este tipo de infidelidad son mas faciles de encubrir y negar (McDaniel et al.,
2017; Vossler, 2016). Asimismo, y en relacion con el impacto que este tipo de
infidelidad puede tener en la persona que lo sufre, una reciente revision teérico-empirica
realizada por Vossler (2016) revel6 que traicionar o engafiar a la pareja a través de
comportamientos de indole tecnoldgica tiene efectos tan devastadores como la
infidelidad sexual (Zitzman & Butler, 2005; Schneider, Weiss, & Samenow, 2012). Esto
es, induce fuertes sentimientos y emociones negativas en la parte ofendida (e.g., ira,
miedo, temor, verglienza o culpa; Whitty, 2005; Zitzman & Butler, 2005; Schneider et
al., 2012), socava la calidad matrimonial y suscita la pérdida de confianza en la pareja
(e.g., Whitty, 2005; Schneider et al., 2012; Valenzuela, Halpern, & Katz, 2014),
concluyendo generalmente en separacion o divorcio (Mileham, 2004; Whitty, 2005).
Tal impacto podria razonarse a partir de la perspectiva ecologica familiar, la cual
enfatiza en como el uso de Internet y las nuevas tecnologias genera cambios en la forma
en que se relacionan los miembros de la pareja o de la familia (Hertlein & Stevenson,
2010; Hertlein & Blumer, 2014). De ahi que, Hertlein y Stevenson (2010) realizaran
una revision en profundidad de los factores que representan las vulnerabilidades
ecologicas individuales que se derivan de la infidelidad tecnoldgica, revelando la
existencia de siete factores conocidos como los “Siete As”: anonimato (i.e., las personas
pueden ocultar su verdadera identidad); accesibilidad (i.e., las personas tienen acceso a
las redes sociales e Internet (RSI) desde diferentes areas, por lo que pueden interactuar

con otras personas); asequibilidad (i.e., los productos y aplicaciones de Internet pueden
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descargarse a un costo muy bajo); aproximacion (i.e., las RSI permiten que las personas
puedan tener un encuentro cara a cara, fuera del mundo virtual); aceptabilidad (i.e., las
personas pueden desarrollar relaciones de pareja gracias a las RSI, dado que suele ser un
medio de uso comun); adaptacion (i.e., las RSI ofrecen a las personas nuevas
oportunidades para que puedan comportarse de acuerdo con su verdadero yo, en lugar
de como deberian ser); y ambigiiedad (i.e., la comunicacion y determinacién de algunos
comportamientos como problemaéticos o cuestionables, pueden variar entre personas).

En conclusion, la infidelidad en si es un hecho asolador que revela que gran
parte del bienestar emocional y psicoldgico de las personas obedece a la implicacién en
una relacion comprometida, con una persona significativa e importante (Boekhout,
Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1999).
3. Correlatos de las Motivaciones del Perdon en el Contexto de Pareja

Cuando un miembro de la pareja comete una transgresion, la parte ofendida
tiende a experimentar un profundo sentimiento de traicion, que puede motivarle hacia la
basqueda de venganza y toma de represalias, y/o hacia la evitacion de la pareja
transgresora. Sin embargo, en determinadas ocasiones, la parte ofendida —pese al dafio
recibido—, se permite excusar la conducta ofensiva de la parte transgresora y manifestar
su deseo de perseverar la relacion en el tiempo (McCullough et al., 1998). En este afan
por conservar los sentimientos positivos hacia la pareja transgresora se encontraria
sustentado el perdon; proceso a través del cual, la persona ofendida trata de suplantar
los sentimientos negativos de odio, rencor y resentimiento hacia la pareja que
transgrede, por sentimientos de compasion y benevolencia (Ball & Pettijohn, 2012). Por
tanto, el proceso de perddn en este contexto podria favorecer que las parejas se alejasen
de interacciones cimentadas en la reciprocidad negativa (Prieto-Ursla et al., 2012). Sin
embargo, esto no siempre es posible, alin mas, si la transgresion se advierte como severa
(Fincham et al., 2005; Finkel et al., 2002).

3.1. Variables Individuales

La evidencia empirica ha revelado una serie de variables individuales que
pueden ser bien antecedentes, bien consecuentes del perdén. En este sentido, numerosas
investigaciones han mostrado como el estado afectivo negativo de la persona que sufre
una transgresion se asocia con el perdon, o en su defecto, con la falta de perddn
(McCullough, Bono, & Root, 2007; Zhang, Ting-Toomey, Oetzel, & Zhang, 2015), asi
como sus niveles de bienestar psicoldgico y satisfaccion general con la vida pueden

verse afectados como resultado del mismo (e.g., Akhar, Dolan, & Barlow, 2017; Kaleta
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& Mroz, 2018; Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, & Kluwer, 2003; Lundahl, Taylor,
Stevenson, & Daniel, 2008; van der Wal, Karremans, & Cillesen, 2016; Wade, Hoyt,
Kidwell, & Worthington, 2014). Seguidamente, se exponen cada uno de estos
constructos, asi como su relacion con el perdén.

3.1.1. Afecto Negativo (AN)

El afecto negativo (AN) se ha observado como una dimension del malestar
subjetivo que tiende a manifestarse de forma natural cuando una de las partes percibe
que ha sido dafiada como resultado de la accion de la otra parte, lo que ha sido
denominado en la literatura en cuestion como afecto negativo en curso (Ongoing
Negative Affect, ONA; Merolla, 2008). Este estado emocional negativo, producto de una
transgresion relacional, suele inducir en la parte ofendida una experiencia subjetiva de
“no perdon”, que le lleva a responder en consecuencia, con una mayor venganza o
evitacion hacia la parte que transgrede (Prieto-UrsGa et al., 2012). EI AN comprende
una amplia variedad de emociones negativas como por ejemplo, la ira, el desprecio, o el
miedo (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), que suelen manifestarse en la mayoria de los
eventos interpersonales negativos (e.g., Fehr, Baldwin, Collins, Patterson, & Benditt,
1999; Orcutt, 2006). De manera mas especifica, cuando la transgresion interpersonal es
advertida por la parte ofendida como severa, injusta, intencional y/o perjudicial para su
integridad moral (Jones & Burdette, 1994), parece ser que las emociones negativas que
mas sobresalen refieren a la ira, hostilidad, culpa, tristeza, y el nerviosismo o tension
emocional (e.g., Little, Simmons, & Nelson, 2007). Adn mas, diversos estudios han
revelado que emociones como la ira, el miedo, rencor o resentimiento se han
relacionado con una mayor motivacion de venganza (e.g., McCullough et al., 2007;
Rijavec, Juréec, & Ol¢ar, 2013); por su parte, otras emociones como la verglenza o la
tristeza se han asociado con una mayor motivacion de evitacion (Schmader & Lickel,
2006; Leventhal, 2008); asi como la culpa, se ha asociado una menor evitaciéon y
mayores conductas de aproximacion o acercamiento hacia la parte transgresora
(Schmader & Lickel, 2006).

En lo concerniente a la transgresion de infidelidad, diversos estudios han
referido que la de naturaleza sexual y tecnoldgica se perciben semejantes en términos de
severidad (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012; Vossler, 2016), reflejandose en ambos casos un
estado afectivo negativo de mayor intensidad, conformado por emociones Yy
sentimientos como la ira, humillacion, verguenza, tristeza, el miedo, o los celos, entre
otras (e.g., Hall & Fincham, 2006; Shackelford, LeBlanc, & Drass, 2000; Schneider et
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al., 2012; Whitty, 2005). Es por ello que, dicho AN podria llevar a la parte ofendida a
responder en mayor medida con motivaciones de venganza o evitacion hacia la pareja
transgresora (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012) (véanse Capitulos 5y 6).

Para concluir, conviene sefialar que en general, parece ser que son las mujeres
quienes (vs. hombres) exhiben una mayor competencia relacional, y una mayor
inclinacion hacia el cuidado y el mantenimiento de su relacion (e.g., Knox, Zusman, &
Nieves, 1997; Manning, Giordano, & Longmore, 2006). Por ello, dentro de las
expectativas que las mujeres sostienen de su relacion, se halla fundamentalmente la
confianza en que la pareja también les proporcione apoyo emocional (i.e., respeto,
compafierismo y lealtad); de modo que, cualquier conflicto o transgresién que viole
dichas expectativas, probablemente suscite en éstas un estado emocional negativo de
mayor intensidad (Valor-Segura, Exposito, & Moya, 2010).

3.1.2. Bienestar Psicoldgico y Satisfaccion con la Vida

El bienestar psicoldgico parece inferirse como un constructo complejo que
comprende varias dimensiones. De acuerdo con diferentes autores y autoras, el estado
de bienestar psicologico puede advertirse cominmente a partir de dos vertientes: a)
hedonica, la cual estd centrada en el estudio de los estados afectivos, la felicidad
subjetiva y la satisfaccién con la vida; y b) eudaiménica, que atiende basicamente al
desarrollo de las competencias sociales y el crecimiento personal (e.g., Deci & Ryan,
2008; Diaz et al., 2006; Keyes, Ryff, & Shmotkin, 2002). A su vez, el bienestar
psicolégico también ha sido concebido indistintamente como una amplia esfera de
fendmenos que comprende distintas respuestas afectivas (positivas y negativas; Argyle,
1992; Keyes et al., 2002; Williams, 2003), la satisfaccion con el entorno, el grado de
felicidad subjetiva, y juicios generales que las personas realizan sobre sus condiciones
de vida (Atienza, Pons, Balaguer, & Garcia-Merita, 2000; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith,
1999; Keyes et al., 2002). Con todo, puede sostenerse de manera sucinta que, el
bienestar psicoldgico se refiere al grado de funcionamiento positivo intrapersonal,
interpersonal y social, que obedece a la percepcion y el significado que las personas
otorgan a sus circunstancias vitales (Ryff & Singer, 1996).

Como se ha constatado a lo largo de numerosas investigaciones, el perdon y/o la
falta de perdon pueden influir sobre el nivel de bienestar psicologico y de satisfaccion
con la vida de la persona ofendida, existiendo muestra de ello en multiples contextos.
Por ejemplo, van der Wal et al. (2016) mediante el uso de medidas de autoinforme que

evaluaban diferentes comportamientos de perddn e indicadores de bienestar psicolégico,
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revelaron, en una muestra de menores (N = 275, rango de edad 9-13 afos) que, el
perdon hacia sus iguales se asociada con un mayor estado de bienestar psicologico. De
manera semejante, y en lo que respecta a la dimension negativa del perdén, Akhtar et al.
(2017) evidenciaron a partir de un estudio cualitativo (N = 9, Megag = 36 afios) que, los
participantes que no habian sido capaces de perdonar una transgresion interpersonal
reportaban menores niveles de bienestar psicoldgico; mas concretamente, alegaban que
la falta de perdon dificultaba su crecimiento y desarrollo personal, asi como expresaban
una carencia de sentido y de propdsito en la vida. Por dltimo, Kaleta y Mr6z (2018)
realizaron un estudio cuyo objetivo radicaba en analizar como la predisposicion para
perdonar —considerando la dimension positiva y negativa del perdon— se asociaba con
la satisfaccion con la vida en diferentes grupos de edad (N = 436, rango de edad 19-67
afios). Los resultados de su estudio reflejaron correlaciones positivas entre ambas
dimensiones del perdén (positiva y negativa) y la satisfaccion con la vida en los
distintos grupos de edad (entre 19-30 afios, 41-50 afios, y mayores de 50 afios).

Mas concretamente, en lo concerniente al contexto de pareja, Karremans, Van
Lange, Owerwe, y Kluwer (2003) evidenciaron a lo largo de una serie de estudios
realizados con poblacion universitaria que, el perdon se asociaba con un mayor
bienestar psicoldgico, reflejandose aun méas esta asociacion en relaciones con un nivel
alto (vs. bajo) de compromiso (Estudios 1-3). Estos autores y autoras, ademas,
constataron en una muestra de parejas casadas (N = 119), que la inclinacién a perdonar
a la pareja (vs. perdonar a los demas) presentaba una asociacion mas acentuada con el
bienestar psicoldgico (Estudio 4). De manera similar, Celik, y Serter (2017) examinaron
si los niveles de perdon de estudiantes universitarios que estaban involucrados en una
relacién romantica, eran predictivos del bienestar subjetivo (N = 329). En linea con su
hipétesis, los resultados mostraron que a medida que se incrementaban las puntuaciones
en el perddn, también aumentaban las puntuaciones de bienestar subjetivo (sentimientos
y afectos positivos, y satisfaccion con la vida). Sin embargo, si bien se han destacado
los efectos positivos del perdon sobre el bienestar dentro del contexto de pareja, la falta
de perddn parece originar el resultado opuesto. En este sentido, varios autores y autoras
han argumentado que la ocurrencia de una transgresion puede alterar el estado de
bienestar y confort de la parte ofendida (e.g., Gottman, 1994; Rusbult, Verette,
Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991), asi como la predisposicion para proceder de manera
constructiva hacia la pareja transgresora; exhibiendo por el contrario, una mayor

motivacién hacia la toma de represalias y/o evitacién de la pareja transgresora, que
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podria ser directamente proporcional al dafio percibido como consecuencia de la
transgresion (Rusbult et al., 1991).

3.2. Variables Relacionales

La evidencia empirica también ha mostrado como variables relacionales pueden
anteceder o ser una consecuencia del proceso del perddn. A este respecto, diversos
estudios han revelado como la dependencia hacia la pareja —pese a que en este caso las
investigaciones son escasas—, y en su defecto, la dimensibn méas patoldgica
concerniente al apego ansioso hacia la pareja, se relacionan con el perddn y la falta de
perdon (e.g., Finkel, Burnette, & Scissors, 2007; Kimmes & Durtschi, 2016). Del
mismo modo, ha sido ampliamente documentado cdmo otras variables de carécter
relacional como la satisfaccién, el compromiso o intimidad se estiman predictivas del
perdon (e.g., Aalgaard, Bolen, & Nugent, 2015; Allemand, Amberg, Zimprich, &
Fincham 2007; McCullough et al., 1998; Finkel et al., 2002; Rusbult, Hannon, Stocker,
& Finkel 2005). No obstante, en este Ultimo aspecto, cada vez son més los estudios que
muestran que esta relacion también puede ser bidireccional (e.g., Braithwaite, Selby, &
Fincham, 2011; Paleari, Regalia, & Fincham, 2005; Tsang, McCullough, & Fincham,
2006; Worthington, 1998); por ello, podrian considerarse tanto antecedentes como
consecuentes del perdén y/o falta de perdon.

3.2.1. Dependencia hacia la Pareja

La dependencia interpersonal se ha identificado comunmente como la forma en
gue una persona interactla o se relaciona con otras personas, y suele comprender
creencias, sentimientos y comportamientos que se fundamentan en la necesidad de
interaccionar con los demas, y esperar su evaluacion positiva (Valor-Segura, Expésito,
& Moya, 2009). De manera mas precisa, la dependencia hacia la pareja se ha sugerido
como una necesidad de atencion y proteccion continuada por parte de la pareja, asi
como una acentuada confianza en la relacion como principio sustancial para el
funcionamiento diario de la persona (Momefie, Jauregui, & Estévez, 2017; Valor-
Segura et al., 2009).

Existen investigaciones que revelan que las personas con una elevada
dependencia hacia la pareja, pese a haber sufrido una ofensa o transgresion, parecen
exhibir una mayor tendencia a evaluar el comportamiento de su pareja de manera mas
positiva, a fin de no perder la estima y aceptacion de la misma (e.g., Gonzalez-Jimenez
& Hernandez-Romera, 2014). No obstante, en relacion con el perddn, las

investigaciones que han ponderado el efecto de la dependencia sobre las distintas
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motivaciones que supone este proceso, son hasta la fecha, inexistentes. Si bien desde
esta perspectiva, las personas altas en dependencia parecen adquirir un fuerte
compromiso con su relacion, y mostrar una mayor inclinacion para perdonar a su pareja
(Finkel et al., 2002); a medida que se incrementa el nivel de dependencia, la
significacion de la relacion y la confianza en la pareja pueden cambiar, excediéndose el
potencial de pérdidas sobre el de ganancias (Molden & Finkel, 2010). Esto es, las
personas con una elevada dependencia hacia la pareja podrian permanecer en su
relacién aun no siendo placentera, debido a que suelen mantener la creencia de que
dicha relacion les aporta beneficios y cubre necesidades que no van a lograr con una
persona diferente a la pareja actual (e.g., Rusbult & Martz, 1995). En esta linea,
investigaciones llevadas a cabo en el ambito de la violencia hacia la pareja han
mostrado que la excesiva dependencia esta ligada a relaciones disfuncionales, asi como
también, puede conducir a una mayor tolerancia al abuso, siendo un obstaculo para
poner fin a la relacion abusiva (e.g., Buttell, Muldoon, & Carney, 2005) (véase Capitulo
4).

De otro lado, investigaciones también realizadas en el contexto de pareja han
revelado gque, una elevada dependencia se asocia positivamente con la experimentacion
de ciertas emociones negativas tales como la ira, el desprecio o la culpa, entre otras
(e.g., Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992; Murphy, Meyer, & O'Leary, 1994; Valor-Segura,
Exposito, Moya, & Kluwer, 2014). No obstante, se estima conveniente tener en cuenta
que estas respuestas emocionales acontecen sustancialmente cuando la situacion se
interpreta como una amenaza para la estabilidad de la relacion (Besser & Priel, 2011),
dado que el vinculo emocional con la pareja no se reconoce hasta que la relacién se

advierte amenazada o perdida (Cohen, 2004).

Dentro del concepto de dependencia interpersonal hacia la pareja, el apego
ansioso se ha inferido como la dimension mas patolédgica, asocidndose con mayores
indices de prevalencia de trastornos afectivos, depresivos y de ansiedad (Valor-Segura
et al., 2009). Concretamente, el apego ansioso hacia la pareja refleja el grado en que una
persona se siente agitada por la disponibilidad de su pareja en momentos de necesidad,
definiéndose como un intenso anhelo de intimidad, una gran inquietud acerca de los
sentimientos de la pareja, y un miedo excesivo al rechazo o abandono por parte de la
misma (Morey, Gentzler, Creasy, Oberhauser, & Westerman, 2013; Valor-Segura et al.,
2009).
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Durante el primer ciclo de vida, la conformacion de las relaciones de apego se
estima una notable particularidad de los seres humanos, dada la significacion de lograr
un adecuado desarrollo del vinculo afectivo y roméntico en la vida adulta (Bowlby,
1973; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Cirhinlioglu, Cirhinlioglu, & Tepe, 2016). Como
resultado, el estilo de apego en la edad adulta puede dimanar en una doble vertiente:
apego seguro (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Cirhinlioglu et al., 2016) o apego inseguro que, a
su vez, puede derivar en un estilo de apego evitativo (grado en que una persona se
esfuerza por mantener la distancia emocional con respecto a la pareja) o ansioso
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Cirhinlioglu et al., 2016). Focalizando la atencion en el
apego ansioso (aspecto de interés en la presente tesis) se ha razonado que, si bien las
personas que muestran un elevado apego ansioso pueden detentar determinadas
cualidades consideradas necesarias para el cuidado afectivo (e.g., manifestar una mayor
tendencia a la expresion emocional y a la proximidad fisica); su fuerte anhelo de
cercania y necesidad de aceptacion por parte de la pareja, suelen hacer que exhiban
conductas mas intrusivas y una desmesurada implicacion en la relacion, llegando a
subordinar el bienestar propio al de la pareja (e.g., Kunce & Shaver, 1994). En esta
linea, son varios los autores que han constatado empiricamente que las personas con
alto apego ansioso tienden a advertir incomodidad cuando sus necesidades de
aproximacion hacia la pareja no se ven satisfechas, asi como a manifestar diferentes
estrategias de hipervigilancia, control e intrusién a fin de obtener la cercania, el afecto y
la atencion de la pareja (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Simpson & Rholes, 2017).

En lo que respecta a su relacion con el perdédn, son varios los autores que han
concluido que, generalmente, las personas con niveles elevados de apego ansioso
parecen mostrar una menor inclinacién para perdonar (e.g., Blount-Mathews, 2004;
Wang, 2008). Mas especificamente, en lo concerniente a las relaciones de pareja, la
evidencia empirica ha revelado que cuando las personas con elevado apego ansioso
advierten una situacion como comprometida 0 amenazante para la continuidad de la
relacién (e.g., presenciar la infidelidad de la pareja; véase Besser & Priel, 2009 para una
revision mas profunda), suelen manifestar fuertes motivaciones de venganza y evitacion
hacia la pareja (Finkel et al., 2007; Kimmes & Durtschi, 2016). Similarmente, ante una
situacion que es percibida como inquietante o perturbadora para la relacion, esta
tipologia de personas parecen experimentar fuertes emociones negativas (Barry, Lakey,
& Orehek, 2007; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Marshall, Bejanyan, & Ferenczi, 2013),
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asi como una mayor falta de perddn hacia la pareja (Finkel et al., 2007; Besser & Priel,
2011).

3.2.2. Satisfaccién con la Relacion, Compromiso e Intimidad

La satisfaccion con la relacion se ha apreciado como una condicion psicolégica
que no emerge involuntariamente, sino que necesita del sacrificio de ambas partes
(Allemand et al., 2007). En particular, la satisfaccion con la relacion hace alusién al
grado de felicidad y disfrute de la relacion entre los miembros de la pareja, estimandose
como uno de los indicadores mas significativos de la calidad de la relacion (Bradbury,
Fincham, & Beach, 2000), asi como un factor determinante para el buen funcionamiento
de la institucion familiar (Greef, 2000). La satisfaccion con la relacién, por otro lado, se
ha considerado como uno de los principales factores relacionales asociados con el
perdon (Worthington, 1998). A este respecto, son varios los estudios que han
identificado una correlacion positiva entre la satisfaccion con la relacion y el perdon
(e.g., Allemand et al., 2007; Paleari et al., 2005); y una correlacién negativa entre la
satisfaccion y la falta de perdén (e.g., McCullough et al., 1998). Por ejemplo,
McCullough et al. (1998) llevaron a cabo un estudio con parejas (N = 116) en el que
revelaron que, tanto el compromiso como la satisfaccién con la relacion, se asociaban
negativamente con las motivaciones de venganza y de evitacion reportadas por los
participantes tras sufrir un dafio reciente, asi como después de resefiar el incidente mas
doloroso experimentado en su relacion. No obstante, dado el caracter correlacional de
los datos, la asociacion entre la satisfaccion y el perdon también puede hallarse
bidireccional (Karremans & Van Lange, 2004). En esta linea, distintos estudios
longitudinales han evidenciado que la satisfaccion marital predice ulteriormente el
perdon, y que el perddn también puede predecir a posteriori la satisfaccion marital (e.g.,
Fincham & Beach, 2007; Paleari et al, 2005). Otras investigaciones han constatado
asimismo que, el perdon emerge como un robusto predictor de la satisfaccion frente a
las transgresiones de la pareja (e.g., Aalgaard, et al., 2016; Fincham et al., 2006;
Greenberg et al., 2010), observandose un indicio mas solido para la falta de perdon
(Gordon, Hughes, Tomcizk, Dixon, & Litzinger, 2009; Paleari, Regalia, & Fincham,
2009); maxime si las transgresiones se juzgan severas por la parte ofendida (Allemand
et al., 2007).

Por su parte, el compromiso se ha sugerido como la determinacion de los
miembros de la pareja, de intentar hacer que una relacién funcione pese a las

dificultades (Finkel et al., 2002); se trata de un modo de comportamiento regido por una
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serie de normas que confiere la sensacion de seguridad sobre la continuidad y la
exclusividad de la relacion (Finkel et al., 2002; Stanley, Kline, & Markman, 2006). Al
igual que la satisfaccion, el compromiso también se ha relacionado positivamente con el
perdon, existiendo evidencia de ello en numerosas investigaciones (e.g., Braithwaite et
al., 2011; Finkel et al., 2002; McCullough et al., 1998; Stanley et al., 2005). Finkel et al.
(2002) mostraron que las personas con altos niveles de compromiso relacional,
manifestaban una mayor motivacion para perdonar la transgresion de su pareja. Estas
autoras ademas, sostuvieron que dicha asociacion parece fundamentarse esencialmente
en el simple proposito de persistir en la relacion. Sin embargo, si bien la relacion causal
entre el compromiso-perdon esta bastante clara, la direccion en que se asocian estas
variables parece no ser concluyente. Datos de un estudio longitudinal realizado por
Tsang et al. (2006), arrojaron resultados contradictorios en este sentido; de manera que,
mayores niveles perdon se relacionaron con mayores niveles de compromiso (N = 201
estudiantes universitarios).

Finalmente, el grado de intimidad también se ha considerado otro agente
importante para la consecucion de una buena dinamica relacional. La intimidad reside
mayormente en el desarrollo de sentimientos de cercania, confianza mutua, apoyo y
comparierismo, que permite a las personas crecer individualmente y establecer una
conexidn intima con la pareja (e.g., Safarzadeh, Esfahaniasl, & Bayat, 2011; Sumter,
Valkenburg, & Peter, 2013). La asociacion entre la intimidad y el perdén ha sido
asimismo notablemente documentada; reflejandose en distintas investigaciones que,
cuando existe un alto grado de intimidad y cercania en la relacién, se incrementa la
probabilidad de que se otorgue perdon a la persona transgresora (e.g., Cordova, Cautilli,
Simon, & Sabag, 2006; Rusbult et al., 2005). Asi, la intimidad parece desarrollarse
acorde con las situaciones en las que las personas se sienten indefensas a partir de un
mal comportamiento o transgresion de la pareja, y ésta ultima responde de una forma en
que apremia la vulnerabilidad de la parte ofendida (Cordova et al., 2006). No obstante,
de acuerdo con Worthington (1998), el nivel de intimidad también puede verse
mermado por la falta de perddn o acumulacion de innumerables dafios; en la medida en
que las relaciones declinan, el rencor y el resentimiento se van acumulando y el grado
de intimidad se va atenuando progresivamente. Es por ello que, la direccion causal entre
la intimidad-perdon también se ha propuesto bidireccional; manifestandose en

diferentes estudios que conforme el perdon aumenta, el nivel de intimidad, confianza y
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cercania se restaura, lo que contribuye a una distribucion de poder mas equitativa entre

los miembros de la relacién (e.g., Gordon & Baucom, 1998; Hargrave & Sells, 1997).
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General and Specific Objectives

La informacion recogida a lo largo de los dos capitulos anteriores pone de
manifiesto, por un lado, la trascendencia del proceso del perdon tanto a nivel individual
como interpersonal; asi como por otro lado, la relevancia de indagar acerca de este
proceso psicoldgico en el seno de la pareja. Mas aun, la importancia de examinar como
frente a transgresiones principalmente severas, las motivaciones de perdon de la persona
ofendida hacia la pareja transgresora podrian verse afectadas, asi como influir sobre
ciertas variables individuales y relacionales.

La evidencia empirica ha resefiado que la infidelidad sexual y la violencia fisica
se consideran las transgresiones relacionales de mayor severidad, asi como generan un
mayor estado afectivo negativo en la persona ofendida. Sin embargo, un porcentaje
elevado de victimas de violencia perdonan y regresan con su pareja abusiva. A este
respecto, diversas investigaciones han considerado que la dependencia hacia la pareja
podria ser un factor explicativo del perdén en situaciones de violencia; asi como la
culpa, que se ha manifestado como una emocion especialmente saliente en mujeres que
han sufrido violencia por parte de su pareja (Cascardi & O’Leary, 1992). No obstante,
no hay evidencia de investigaciones que hayan examinado el efecto de la dependencia
hacia la pareja y el afecto negativo sobre las motivaciones de perdon de la persona
ofendida, en funcion de las caracteristicas especificas de la transgresion (infidelidad
sexual y violencia fisica). Por consiguiente, ésta sera la primera cuestion sobre la que se
indague en la presente tesis (vease Capitulo 4).

De forma semejante, en los capitulos precedentes también se ha documentado el
fuerte impacto que la infidelidad —principalmente sexual— puede tener para los
miembros de la pareja, y en especial, para la persona ofendida. En esta linea, se ha
postulado que la ex pareja se advierte como una amenaza potencial para la estabilidad
de la relacion; sin embargo, no se le ha prestado atencién a los posibles mecanismos
explicativos de esta particularidad. Asimismo, si bien se ha expuesto que la alta
dependencia hacia la pareja puede desencadenar respuestas emocionales hostiles,
fundamentalmente cuando la situacion se percibe como una amenaza para la estabilidad
y/o continuidad de la relacion; no se conocen investigaciones que hayan examinado el
papel de la dependencia frente a una situacion desafiante para la continuidad de la
relacién como puede ser sufrir una infidelidad con la ex pareja, y como esta transgresion
podria afectar sobre las motivaciones de perdon de la persona ofendida. Asi pues, lo
mencionado previamente conforma el segundo aspecto a considerar en esta tesis

doctoral (Capitulo 5).
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En apartados anteriores, también se ha constatado que el acto de infidelidad
puede conllevar comportamientos extradiadicos de diversa indole, por lo que la
infidelidad puede adoptar distintas formas. No obstante, los diferentes comportamientos
extradiadicos no se estiman constitutivos de infidelidad en el mismo grado, ni en todas
las culturas. Del mismo modo, tampoco se perdonan por igual un tipo de conductas
extradiadicas u otras. Pese a que en Espafia, la tasa de divorcios se ha visto
incrementada en los Gltimos afios, alegandose la infidelidad como principal motivo, no
hay evidencia de estudios que hayan examinado la percepcién de conductas
extradiadicas en la poblacion espafiola, asi como el papel de las motivaciones de falta de
perddn frente a cada categoria de comportamientos extradiadicos. Asimismo, también se
ha reportado que las infidelidades de indole sexual y tecnoldgica se han estimado
similares en términos de severidad y consecuencias perniciosas tanto para la persona
que la sufre como para la relacion. Finalmente, se ha documentado que el apego ansioso
hacia la pareja se ha observado como la dimension mas patoldgica del constructo de
dependencia interpersonal hacia la pareja, y que las personas con altos niveles de apego
ansioso, ante una situacion que se percibe como amenazante para la estabilidad de la
relacién, parecen reaccionar con fuertes emociones negativas y una gran motivacion de
venganza y evitacion hacia la pareja. Sin embargo, no se conocen investigaciones que
hayan analizado el papel del apego ansioso hacia la pareja y el efecto negativo en las
motivaciones de falta de perdon (venganza y evitacion) hacia la pareja transgresora,
tomando en consideracion en tipo de comportamientos extradiadicos que constituyen
los diferentes tipos de infidelidad. Por tanto, las cuestiones anteriores constituyen el
tercer aspecto sobre el que se indagara en la presente tesis (primera parte del Capitulo
6).

En ultima instancia, en relacion con el apego ansioso —pese a focalizarse en su
mayoria en el apego parental y en contextos no especificos—, cabe mencionar que la
evidencia empirica ha revelado que éste se relaciona de manera negativa con el
bienestar psicolégico (e.g., Li & Fung, 2014; Schiffrin, 2014); mas especificamente, con
las dimensiones del referentes a la autoaceptacion, el crecimiento personal, proposito en
la vida, dominio del entorno y a la calidad de las relaciones interpersonales (Homan,
2018). Similarmente, el apego ansioso (parental) también se ha asociado con una menor
satisfaccion con la vida (e.g., Feeney, 1999; Koohsar & Bonab, 2011). Tales
correspondencias entre el apego ansioso y el bienestar psicolégico (Stapleton,

Woodcroft-Brown, & Chatwin, 2016), y entre el apego ansioso y la satisfaccion con la
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vida (Guarnieri, Smorti, & Tani, 2014), también se han hallado en el contexto de las
relaciones romanticas (tomando como indicador el apego hacia la pareja).

Como se sefial6 en apartados anteriores, el estado de bienestar y las respuestas
constructivas de la persona ofendida pueden verse agitadas en mayor o menor grado, en
funcién de la percepcidn de severidad de la transgresion (Rusbult et al., 1991); por ello,
y avanzando en el razonamiento, podria suponerse que frente a la infidelidad sexual y
tecnoldgica, las personas con altos niveles de apego ansioso, ademas de ser posible que
experimenten intensas emociones negativas, y reaccionen con mayores motivaciones de
venganza y evitacion, podrian, a su vez, advertir de una mayor perturbacion en relacién
con su nivel de bienestar psicoldgico, y satisfaccion general con su vida. No obstante,
surge la duda acerca de si podria obtenerse el mismo efecto cuando el apego ansioso
hacia la pareja no se tiene en consideracion, dado que las personas altas en apego
ansioso muestran generalmente tacticas de hipervigilancia (e.g., Simpson & Rholes,
2015) y fuertes motivaciones de evitacion y venganza (Finkel et al., 2007; Kimmes &
Durtschi, 2016), cuando la situacion se percibe como amenazante para la continuidad
de la relacion (Besser & Priel, 2009); aspectos que cumplen tanto la infidelidad sexual
como tecnoldgica (.e.g., Whitty, 2005; Zitzman & Butler, 2005; Schneider et al., 2012).
En este sentido, se sospecha que, puesto que la infidelidad de naturaleza sexual (vs.
tecnoldgica) se conforma de comportamientos menos ambiguos, juzgados como mas
severos tanto por personas que se encuentran involucradas en relaciones de noviazgo
como en relaciones conyugales (Rodrigues et al., 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a); este tipo de infidelidad originard una mayor falta de perdén, afectando en
consecuencia sobre los niveles de bienestar y satisfaccion con la vida de la parte
ofendida. En base a lo anterior, se ha disefiado el modelo conceptual que se muestra en

la Figura 1.
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Figura 1. Modelo Conceptual que muestra por un lado, la relacién entre el apego ansioso hacia la pareja y
el bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida, a través del afecto negativo y las motivaciones de falta de
perdén (venganza y evitacion) (la relacion se indica en azul); y por otro lado, la relacién entre el tipo de
infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica) y el bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida, a través del afecto

negativo y las motivaciones de venganza y evitacién (la relacién se indica en rojo).

De otro lado, también se conocen estudios clasicos que muestran que las
personas con niveles elevados de apego ansioso tienden a estar menos satisfechas con su
relacién, pese a experimentar relaciones estables (e.g., Feeney, 2002; Levy & Dauvis,
1988; Pistole, 1989). En lo que refiere al compromiso, sin embargo, la relacion entre
ambas variables no parece ser tan evidente, hallandose en la literatura resultados
opuestos (e.g., Colllins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
A este respecto, mientras que Feeney y Noller (1990) encontraron que el apego ansioso
se advertia predictivo de un fuerte deseo de compromiso; Hazan y Shaver (1987) por su
parte, reportaron que aunque las personas con altos niveles de apego ansioso tienden a
involucrarse profundamente en sus relaciones roméanticas, con frecuencia exhiben una
menor disposicion para, 0 no son capaces de permanecer en esas relaciones.
Similarmente, Slotter y Finkel (2009) indicaron que el apego ansioso predecia un menor
compromiso frente a relaciones insatisfactorias, aunque la asociacion general entre el
apego ansioso y el compromiso no resultd ser significativa. Por ultimo, en lo
concerniente a la correlacion entre el apego ansioso y la intimidad dentro del contexto
de pareja, son escasas las investigaciones que arrojan datos reveladores en este sentido.
Mikulincer y Nachshon (1991) por ejemplo, encontraron que tanto las personas con un
estilo de apego seguro como aquellas que presentaban un estilo de apego ansioso,

manifestaban en mayor medida comportamientos destinados a favorecer la intimidad
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con la pareja. Se estima sustancial destacar que en todas las investigaciones referidas
anteriormente, el apego ansioso se evalua como la tendencia o estilo general de
comportamiento, y no se considera como la disposicion a comportarse de manera
exclusiva en una relacién de pareja.

Pese la existencia de una asociacion bidireccional entre las variables relacionales
(satisfaccion, compromiso e intimidad) y el perdon o en su defecto, la falta de perdén,
en la presente tesis se aboga por el perdén como un predictor de dichas variables
relacionales. Mas adn, frente a la ocurrencia de una transgresion severa como la
infidelidad, en la que la respuesta primaria de la parte ofendida se encuentra motivada
por conductas de evitacion y venganza hacia la persona transgresora (Fitness, 2001;
Morrissette, 2012), y en la que los niveles generales de satisfaccion, compromiso e
intimidad de la parte ofendida pueden verse afectados como consecuencia de dicha
transgresion, tal y como se ha evidenciado en otras transgresiones relacionales como por
ejemplo, ante deslealtades o brutalidades (e.g., Aalgaard, et al., 2016; Gordon &
Baucom, 1998; Smedes, 1984; Tsang et al., 2006). Con todo, retomando el aspecto
relativo al apego ansioso hacia la pareja, podria conjeturarse que las personas altas en
apego ansioso, cuando padecen una trasgresion de infidelidad sexual o tecnoldgica,
ademés de poder advertir un intenso estado afectivo negativo, asi como experimentar
una mayor falta de perddn (venganza y evitacién) hacia la pareja transgresora, podrian,
a su vez, ver mermada su calidad relacional (menores niveles de satisfaccion,
compromiso e intimidad). Sin embargo, como se estipulé previamente, emerge la
cuestion relativa a si las anteriores consecuencias relacionales se manifestaran por igual
en ambos tipos de infidelidad; esto es, si no se hallaran diferencias en funcion del tipo
de infidelidad cuando no se considera el apego ansioso hacia la pareja. En este sentido,
se presupone que dado que la norma de fidelidad sexual esta fuertemente vinculada a la
intimidad relacional (Previti & Amato, 2004), la infidelidad sexual (vs. tecnoldgica)
suscitard una mayor falta de perdon, deteriorando en consecuencia la calidad de la

relacién. De lo anterior, se desprende el modelo conceptual que se refleja en la Figura 2.
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Figura 2. Modelo Conceptual que muestra por un lado, la relacién entre el apego ansioso hacia la pareja y
la calidad de la relacién (satisfaccion, compromiso e intimidad), a través del afecto negativo y las
motivaciones de falta de perdon (venganza y evitacidn) (la relacion se indica en azul); y por otro lado, la
relacion entre el tipo de infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica) y la calidad de la relacion, a través del afecto

negativo y las motivaciones venganza y evitacion (la relacion se indica en rojo).

Puesto que no hay investigaciones que hayan abordado las suposiciones
precedentes, éste serd el cuarto y Gltimo aspecto a considerar en la presente tesis (véase

segunda parte del Capitulo 6).

En este punto, cabe mencionar que el objetivo general del presente trabajo
refiere al hecho de proporcionar nuevas evidencias empiricas que complementen, y por
ende, ayuden a mejorar la comprension del proceso del perdédn en las relaciones de
pareja. Especificamente, como diferentes transgresiones relacionales —principalmente,
la infidelidad y sus diversas formas—, pueden afectar sobre la respuesta motivacional de
perdon y/o falta de perdon de la persona ofendida, y en consecuencia, resultar sobre los
niveles de bienestar individual y relacional. Méas aun, en personas con una disposicion
comportamental dependiente o ansiosa en sus relaciones intimas. A su vez, este objetivo
general se conforma de una serie de objetivos especificos que se iran exponiendo a lo

largo de varios estudios empiricos:

a) Explorar los distintos tipos de transgresiones, y examinar cual de ellas se

percibe con mayor severidad (Capitulo 4).
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b) Explorar la asociacion de diferentes aspectos individuales y relacionales con
las motivaciones de la falta de perdén (venganza y evitacion) ante un incidente de
infidelidad sexual, en funcion del género (Capitulo 4).

c) Examinar el papel de la dependencia hacia la pareja y el afecto negativo sobre
las motivaciones del perddn (venganza, evitacion y benevolencia), en funcion del tipo
de transgresion (infidelidad sexual vs. violencia fisica; Capitulo 4).

d) Analizar el papel de la dependencia hacia la pareja y el afecto negativo sobre
las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion, en funcion del tipo de persona con quien la
pareja comete la transgresion de infidelidad sexual (expareja vs. persona desconocida;
Capitulo 5).

e) Indagar acerca de qué comportamientos extradiadicos juzga la poblacion
espafola como mas constitutivos de infidelidad (comportamiento de naturaleza sexual,
tecnoldgica, emocional/afectiva y en solitario); asi como estudiar el papel de los
comportamientos extradiadicos, el apego ansioso hacia la pareja y el afecto negativo
sobre las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion (Capitulo 6).

f) Examinar, por un lado, la relacion entre el apego ansioso hacia la pareja y el
afecto negativo sobre las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion, y a su vez, analizar
como las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion se asocian con el bienestar
psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida y la calidad de la relacion (satisfaccion, intimidad y
compromiso), en funcion del tipo de infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica). Por otro lado,
sin considerar el papel del apego ansioso, estudiar queé tipo de infidelidad (sexual vs.
tecnoldgica) suscita generalmente un estado afectivo negativo de mayor intensidad y
motivaciones mas altas de venganza y evitacién, y a su vez, si dicha relacién se asocia
con un menor bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida y la calidad de la relacién
(Capitulo 6).

Para concluir, a continuacion se expondran los capitulos empiricos a partir de los
cuales, se tratard de responder de forma mesurada a cada una de las cuestiones
sefialadas en apartados precedentes, a fin de lograr una mayor comprension acerca de
algunas de las variables individuales y relacionales que bien anteceden, bien son el

resultado del proceso psicoldgico del perdon dentro del contexto de pareja.
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Exploring Interpersonal Transgressions

En el presente capitulo se presentan dos articulos. El primero de ellos se
conforma de dos estudios (Estudios 1 y 2). De modo que, en el primer estudio se
exploran diferentes tipos de transgresiones al objeto de constatar si la infidelidad es la
transgresion que se percibe con mayor severidad también en el contexto espariol, tal y
como han mostrado investigaciones previas realizadas en otros paises —principalmente
con muestra estadounidense— (e.g., Abrahamson, Hussain, Khan, & Schofield, 2012;
Dillow, 2016; Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013). En el segundo estudio se examinan las
motivaciones de falta de perdon y se exploran posibles variables asociadas, frente a una
situacion de infidelidad sexual. Cabe sefialar al respecto que, decidié usarse la version
TRIM-12 para evaluar las motivaciones de falta de perddn (venganza y evitacion),
puesto que se ha observado que la reaccidn inicial de la persona que sufre un incidente
de infidelidad esta propiciada por pensamientos, sentimientos y/o conductas de toma de
represalias y/o evitacion hacia la pareja transgresora, a fin de hacer justicia o devolverle
el dafio recibido (Fitness, 2001; Morrissette, 2012). Mas aun, dado que el proceso del
perddn requiere tiempo, sobre todo si la ofensa se percibe intolerable e intransigente
(e.g., Maynard, Piferi, & Jobe, 2016; McCullough, Luna, Berry, Tabak, & Bono, 2010),
como sucede con la infidelidad (Previti & Amato, 2004); ademas de tratarse de un
estudio de naturaleza transversal en el que se evalta el perdon en un solo momento
temporal. En este estudio también se analizaron diferencias de género.

El segundo articulo que constituye este capitulo (Estudio 3), se centré en
examinar las motivaciones de perddn ante las transgresiones de violencia fisica e
infidelidad sexual en una muestra de mujeres, dado que en los resultados del articulo
previo, la infidelidad sexual se advirti6 como la transgresién mas severa, y fueron las
mujeres (vs. hombres) quienes percibieron sus consecuencias mas graves, asi como
experimentaron mas afecto negativo. Ademas, son las mujeres quienes sufren en mayor
medida ambos tipos de transgresiones en sus relaciones intimas (Fincham, Cui,
Braithwaite, & Pasley, 2008; Tidwell, Eastwick, & Finkel, 2013). Asimismo, cabe hacer
explicito que, en este estudio se empled la version TRIM-18 (venganza, evitacion y
benevolencia) debido a que esta escala incluye la motivacion de benevolencia como un
indicador de la dimension positiva del perddn; a fin de constatar, en la linea de estudios
previos con victimas potenciales de VPI (Gordon, Burton, & Porter, 2004; Griffing et
al., 2005), que las mujeres podrian perdonar en mayor medida una transgresion de
violencia (vs. infidelidad). Para tal proposito, también se tuvo en consideracion como

posible variable predictora del perdon la dependencia hacia la pareja, que se habia
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mostrado en el articulo anterior predictiva de la falta de perdédn ante la infidelidad, en
mujeres; asi como habia sido asociada en investigaciones precedentes a relaciones
disfuncionales (e.g., Buttell, Muldoon, & Carney, 2005). Del mismo modo, del amplio
espectro de emociones que constituyen el afecto negativo, se apost6 por el sentimiento
de culpa, dado que previamente habia sido revelado como una caracteristica distintiva
de las mujeres altas en dependencia, tras enfrentar diferentes situaciones conflictivas

(Valor-Segura, Exp6sito, Moya, & Kluwer, 2014).
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Resumen

Mediante el perdon, las personas reducen las respuestas negativas hacia sus
transgresores, encontrandose mas motivadas a mostrar comportamientos positivos en su
lugar. Esta investigacion pretende aproximarse al fendmeno del perddn a traves de dos
estudios. En el primero participaron 101 estudiantes universitarios, teniendo como
objetivo examinar los diferentes tipos de transgresiones en funcion del tipo de relacion
(amistad vs. pareja) y del género. En el segundo estudio (n = 201 participantes de la
poblacién general) se estudié la influencia del género, asi como aspectos emocionales y
motivacionales en la concesion de perddn ante una transgresion de infidelidad. Los
resultados del primer estudio mostraron que la infidelidad es la transgresion que se
percibe como mas grave. En el segundo, los resultados mostraron que ante este tipo

de transgresion, las mujeres perciben las consecuencias como mas graves, tienen
sentimientos mas negativos, mayor empatia y mayor dependencia que los hombres.
Asimismo, la empatia en hombres, asi como la dependencia en mujeres, predicen una
mayor venganza, traduciéndose en un menor perdon. Finalmente, los resultados
mostraron que tanto en hombres como en mujeres, el afecto negativo media la relacion
entre la gravedad de la transgresion y la motivacion de venganza como consecuencia de
la infidelidad.

Palabras clave: perdon, transgresion, género, infidelidad



Abstract

Through forgiveness, people reduce negative responses toward their transgressors, and
are more motivated to show positive behaviors instead. Two studies were performed
with the aim to approach the phenomenon of forgiveness. The first study, in which 101
university students participated, aimed to examine the different types of transgressions
depending on the type of relationship (friendship vs. couple) and gender. In the second
study (n = 201 participants from general population), we studied the influence of
gender, emotional, and motivational variables on forgiveness after infidelity betrayal.
Results of the first study showed that infidelity is perceived as the most serious
transgression. In the second study, results showed that in unfaithful transgression,
women perceived the consequences as more serious, felt more negative emotions and
showed greater empathy and dependency than men. Also, empathy in men as well as
dependency in women were found to predict revenge, and resulted in less forgiveness.
Finally, results showed that in both men and women, the negative affect mediated the
relationship between severity of transgression and motivation to retaliate as a result of
infidelity.

Keywords: forgiveness, betrayal, gender, infidelity
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Los conflictos y transgresiones en las relaciones interpersonales son inevitables
y pueden hacer que las personas acaben lastimadas o heridas, ya sea por amigos,
familiares, conocidos o extrafios (Karremans y Van Lange, 2004). La transgresion ha
sido definida como la violacion percibida por un miembro de la relacion, de las normas
pertinentes para la misma (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro y Hannon, 2002), pudiendo ser
normas especificas o compartidas culturalmente (Rusbult y Van Lange, 1996).

Generalmente, ante una transgresion pueden darse fundamentalmente dos tipos
de respuestas (McCullough, 2001): 1) la evitacion, es decir, la persona dafiada o herida
elude o evita a su transgresor para no dar lugar a la aparicion de una respuesta
relacionada con la transgresion sufrida, o 2) la venganza, a través de la cual, la victima
busca ocasiones para dafiar a su transgresor. Aunque existen varias definiciones sobre el
perdon, la més aceptada es la de McCullough, Worthington y Rachal (1997), quienes lo
definen como un “conjunto de cambios motivacionales por el que uno se siente (a)
menos motivado para tomar represalias contra el compafiero que ofendié la relacion, (b)
menos motivado para mantener el alejamiento de los transgresores y (c) cada vez mas
motivados por la conciliacion y buena voluntad hacia el transgresor” (pp. 321-322). El
perdon puede ir dirigido a uno mismo, a una situacion o a una persona (Fincham, 2000).
En concreto, este trabajo se va a centrar en el Gltimo aspecto, tratando de describir el
proceso del perdon desde la perspectiva de quien se ha sentido herido.

El fendmeno del perdon en las relaciones interpersonales

En las relaciones de pareja, las expectativas que tienen los miembros de la
relacion se basan principalmente en la preocupacion de uno por el bienestar del otro, en
el apoyo y en la ayuda incondicional. Sin embargo, las expectativas existentes en otras
relaciones son distintas, no sintiéndose responsables del bienestar del otro, ni
preocupados por ser correspondidos en la obtencion de beneficios en la relacion
(Fitness, 2001). Estas diferencias son las que hacen que el perddén dependa
fundamentalmente del contexto relacional en el que ocurre la transgresion, ya que
dependiendo del tipo de relacién van a existir diferentes roles asi como diferentes
necesidades psicoldgicas (Maio, Thomas, Fincham y Carnelley, 2008). Por ejemplo, en
una relacibn de amistad se mantienen unas expectativas mutuas sobre el
comportamiento del otro, que a diferencia de las relaciones de pareja se basan en el
entendimiento compartido de las reglas de la amistad (Wiseman y Duck, 1995). Esas
normas incluyen el respeto de la privacidad, es decir, compartir confidencias sin

revelarlas a terceras personas, la voluntad para ayudar cuando sea necesario y no
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criticarse en publico (Argyle y Henderson, 1985). Violar cualquiera de estas reglas en
las que se basa la amistad puede valorarse como una transgresion y conducir a la ruptura
de la relacion (Fehr, 1996). Aun siendo asi, el proceso del perdén en el contexto de las
relaciones de pareja ha sido el mas estudiado debido a que el vinculo emocional
existente en este tipo de relaciones es mayor que el que pueda existir en otro tipo de
relacion (Dillow, Malachowski, Brann y Weber, 2011).

Finkel et al. (2002) proponen cuatro tipos de categorias en las que pueden
producirse las transgresiones en el seno de las relaciones interpersonales intimas: a)
violacion de la norma de la monogamia, es decir, la pareja ha sido infiel emocional o
fisicamente, o ha podido exhibir falta de compromiso; b) violacién de las normas de
dependencia, esto es, cuando uno de los miembros de la pareja muestra un
comportamiento celoso o posesivo; ¢) violacion de las normas de privacidad, o en otras
palabras, cuando un miembro de la pareja comparte informacion privada de la pareja
con los demas, vulnerando la intimidad de la misma; d) violacion de las normas de
decencia, es decir, cuando un miembro de la pareja miente o engafia al otro, le insulta, le
averglienza en publico, o es critico/a con él/ella. Dentro de esta categorizacion, la
infidelidad ha sido considerada como la transgresion de mayor gravedad dentro del
contexto de la pareja (Abrahamson, Hussain, Khan y Schofield, 2012), caracterizandose
como una implicacion emocional o compromiso sexual con una tercera persona que
viola las normas de exclusividad relacional (Tafoya y Spitzberg, 2007) y que a menudo
conduce a la disolucion de la relacién, siend la infidelidad sexual la mas molesta y la
que menos se tiende a perdonar (Pettijoh y Ndoni, 2013).

Variables que influyen en la capacidad de perdonar

Severidad o gravedad de la transgresion. Existe evidencia empirica que muestra
que la probabilidad de perddn es inversamente proporcional a la gravedad percibida
(Waldron y Kelley, 2005). Asimismo, en relacion al género, la literatura muestra que las
mujeres (vs. hombres) perciben la transgresion como mas grave, debido a que los
hombres tienen un umbral mas elevado de dolor fisico y emocional (Schumman y Ross,
2010).

Afecto negativo. Considerado una de las variables relevantes en relacion al
perdon (Fehr, Gelfand y Nag, 2010). Merolla (2008) analizé las emociones negativas
tras una transgresion, calificandolas como afectos negativos en curso. Para dicho autor,
esto no seria mas que la experiencia continuada de emociones negativas como el dolor,

enfado y tristeza, siendo tales emociones las mas experimentadas tras una transgresion
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relacional y las que disminuyen en mayor medida la probabilidad de conceder perdon.
Este es el resultado cuando una de las partes se muestra herida a causa de una accion de
la otra, dando lugar a una experiencia subjetiva de “no-perdon”, caracterizada por
sentimientos de dolor, rabia, ilusion de venganza y comportamientos de evitacion hacia
la otra persona (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). En relacion al género, la evidencia muestra
que, en comparacion con los hombres, las mujeres sienten con mayor intensidad todo
tipo de emociones, tanto negativas como positivas (Valor-Segura, Expoésito y Moya,
2010).

Por ultimo, la relacién entre la gravedad de la transgresion y el perddn esta tan
asumida y aceptada por la literatura sobre el perdon (Fincham, 2000), que ha generado
poco analisis. Algunos estudios han apuntado al afecto negativo como el mediador méas
fuerte del perdon, de manera que el afecto negativo generado tras una transgresion
podria actuar como un mediador entre la gravedad y la motivacion de venganza o no
perddn (Green, DeCourville y Sadava, 2012). Dado que la literatura avala que, en
relacion con los hombres, las mujeres son las que perciben como méas graves las
consecuencias originadas tras una transgresion, sufriendo ademas un mayor afecto
negativo (Schumman y Ross, 2010), se examinara la gravedad, el afecto negativo y la
venganza desde una perspectiva de género. Para ello, se ha disefiado el modelo
conceptual que aparece en la figura 1.

Género

Afecto negativo

Gravedad Venganza

Figura 1. Modelo conceptual que muestra la relacion propuesta entre la gravedad de las

consecuencias y la venganza mediada por el afecto negativo y moderada por el género.

Empatia. La empatia ha sido relacionada directamente con el perdon
interpersonal (Paleari, Regalia y Fincham, 2005), teniendo como nexo comdn que
ambos centran su interés en la otra persona mas que en uno mismo (Moreno y

Fernandez, 2011). De esta manera, la empatia que sienta la victima hacia su
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transgresor/a es fundamental para cultivar el perdon (Witvliet, Mohr, Hinman y Knoll,
2014), atesorando una mayor compasion, teniendo en cuenta las necesidades del
transgresor y experimentando una transformacion de emociones negativas a emociones
positivas hacia el mismo (McCullough et al., 1997). Respecto al género, hay evidencia
empirica que muestra una mayor empatia en las mujeres que en los hombres (Carlo,
Raffaelli, Laible y Meyer, 1999).

Dependencia. La dependencia de la pareja también parece estar relacionada con
una mayor capacidad de perdonar (Pelucci, Paleari, Regalia y Fincham, 2013). La
dependencia emocional puede describirse a partir de los comportamientos de la persona
que afectan de manera directa a sus relaciones interpersonales, buscando con
éstosobtener atencion o mantener la cercania (Guzman, 2010). De esta manera, la
persona dependiente necesita de forma continuada la presencia de otra persona, asi
como su aprobacién constante, respondiendo con una mayor probabilidad de perdon
ante una transgresion. Se han observado diferencias de género respecto a la relacion
entre dependencia emocional y perdon. Las mujeres dependientes atribuyen el conflicto
a sus propios errores y defectos, lo que unido a sentimientos de inferioridad y derrota y
de pérdida de control les lleva a perdonar a la pareja, evitando asi posibles situaciones
conflictivas (Valor-Segura, Expdésito y Moya, 2014; Valor-Segura, Exp6sito, Moya y
Kluwer, 2014).

La presente investigacion tiene como finalidad contribuir a la comprension del
fendmeno del proceso de perddon en las relaciones interpersonales. Para ello, se
disefiaron dos estudios; el primero tiene como objetivos: a) examinar los diferentes tipos
de transgresiones en funcion del tipo de relacion (amistad vs. pareja), asi como explorar
qué tipo de traicion se percibe con mayor gravedad, esperandose que de todas las
traiciones presentadas la infidelidad se perciba como la mas grave (Hipdtesis 1) y b)
analizar si existen diferencias de género en la gravedad de las consecuencias derivadas
de las transgresiones, esperandose que las mujeres percibirdn mayor gravedad en las
consecuencias que los hombres (Hip6tesis 2). Por otro lado, se espera encontrar que la
gravedad de las consecuencias originadas por la transgresién sea predictiva de un menor
perdon, de manera que aquellas personas que perciban una mayor gravedad tendran una
menor capacidad de perdonar (Hipotesis 3).

El estudio 2 tiene como objetivo examinar la influencia del género, asi como
aspectos emocionales y motivacionales, en la concesion de perdon ante una infidelidad.

Para ello se pretende: a) comprobar si existen diferencias de género en relacion al afecto
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negativo y la gravedad de las consecuencias, esperandose que las mujeres (vs. hombres)
perciban una mayor gravedad y sientan un mayor afecto negativo (Hipotesis 4), asi
como que el afecto negativo medie el efecto de la gravedad de las consecuencias sobre
la motivacion de venganza, esperandose que el efecto sea mayor en mujeres que en
hombres (Hipdtesis 5); de igual modo se esperan encontrar diferencias de genero en la
empatia y la dependencia, confiandose en que las mujeres sean mas empéticas y
dependientes que los hombres (Hipotesis 6); b) analizar los aspectos emocionales y
motivacionales que influyen en la decision de perdonar una infidelidad, esperandose que
la empatia y la dependencia hacia la pareja sean predictoras de un mayor perdon,

hallandose este efecto fundamentalmente en mujeres (vs. hombres) (Hipotesis 7).

Estudio 1
Método

Participantes

La muestra estuvo compuesta por 101 estudiantes de la Facultad de Trabajo
Social de la Universidad de Granada: 79 mujeres y 22 hombres de entre 18 y 54 afios y
una media de edad de 21.57 afios (DT = 5.82).
Procedimiento y Disefio

Los sujetos accedieron a participar en el estudio de manera voluntaria y a
cambio se les recompensd con puntuacion extra en una de las asignaturas que cursaban.
Se les inform6 del anonimato de sus respuestas y se les garantizo total confidencialidad.
Se trata de un disefio pre-experimental exploratorio (Montero y Ledn, 2007), en el que
se disefi6 un cuadernillo en el que se pedia a la mitad de los participantes que anotaran
una traicion que recordaran haber recibido de la pareja y a la otra mitad que anotaran
una traicién que recordaran haber recibido de un/a amigo/a.
Instrumentos

Tipo de traicion recibida. Mediante la técnica del incidente critico (Flanagan,
1954), se les pidi6 a los participantes que describiesen de manera detallada una
transgresion sufrida de la persona indicada en las instrucciones (amigo/a vs. pareja). A
continuacion se recabaron los diferentes tipos de transgresiones informados por cada
uno de los participantes del estudio y se clasificaron de acuerdo a la categorizacion de
Finkel et al. (2002).

Gravedad de la ofensa (Schumann, 2012). Se preguntaba sobre la severidad de

la ofensa percibida (“;en qué medida fueron graves las consecuencias de las acciones de
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tu pareja/tu amigo/a para ti?”’). E1 formato de respuesta es de tipo Likert, oscilando entre
1 (nada graves) y 7 (muy graves).

Escala de motivaciones transgresoras (Transgression-Related Interpersonal
Scale-12-1tem Form, TRIM-12; McCullough et al., 1998). EvalGa como responden las
personas ante las ofensas interpersonales. Consta de 12 items divididos en dos
subescalas: evitacion (7 items) (e.g., “encuentro dificultad para actuar de forma sincera
hacia él/ella”) y venganza (5 items) (e.g., “haré que él/ella pague por lo que hizo”). El
formato de respuesta es tipo Likert con 5 opciones de respuesta que oscilan de 1
(totalmente en desacuerdo) a 5 (totalmente de acuerdo). En el presente estudio se
obtuvieron coeficientes alfa de .94 para la subescala de evitacion y de .79 para la
subescala de venganza.

Resultados
Transgresiones interpersonales

Los participantes experimentaron una variedad de transgresiones
interpersonales, tanto en la condicion de pareja como en la de amistad, que fueron
categorizadas siguiendo la categorizacion de Finkel et al. (2002). Las tipologias de
traiciones recibidas por parte de la pareja fueron: violaciones de las normas de decencia
(mentiras, desprecio o insultos) en un 41.7%, violaciones de la monogamia (infidelidad)
en un 33.3%, violaciones de la dependencia (celos o posesion) en un 14.6% vy, por
ultimo, violaciones de la privacidad de la persona (confianza) en un 10.4%. En cuanto a
las tipologias de las distintas traiciones recibidas por parte de un/a amigo/a, éstas
fueron: violaciones de la decencia (mentiras, desprecio o insultos) en un 49%,
violaciones de la privacidad de la persona (confianza) en un 32.7% y violaciones de la
dependencia (celos posesion) en un 18.3%.

Efecto de la condicion de transgresion, del tipo de traicién y del género en la
percepcion de gravedad de la transgresion

Para poner a prueba las hipotesis 1 y 2, se llevaron a cabo diferentes ANOVA
con cada una de las VI, “condicion de transgresion”, “tipo de transgresion” y “género
del participante”, utilizandose como VD la “gravedad percibida de las consecuencias de
la transgresion”. La Tabla 1 recoge las puntuaciones medias y desviaciones tipicas de
los participantes en la gravedad de las consecuencias derivadas de las transgresiones en
cada una de las distintas condiciones (pareja vs. amistad) en funcion del tipo de
transgresion. En primer lugar, los resultados no mostraron diferencias significativas en

la “condicion de transgresion” (pareja vs. amistad, p = .66). Sin embargo, si mostraron
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un efecto principal del “tipo de transgresion”, F(3, 83) = 3.44, p = .02, an = 111,
percibiéndose una mayor gravedad en la transgresion referente a la monogamia o
infidelidad (M = 6.19) respecto a los demas tipos de transgresiones (ver Tabla 1),
confirmando la hipdtesis 1. Respecto al género, no se obtuvieron efectos significativos
en la “gravedad percibida de las consecuencias de la transgresion” (p = .98), no

cumpliéndose la hipdtesis 2.

Tabla 1. Puntuaciones medias y desviaciones tipicas de los participantes en la gravedad percibida de las

consecuencias de las transgresiones en funcion de la condicién (pareja vs. amistad) y tipo de traicion (estudio 1)

Pareja Amistad

Infidelidad Dependencia  Privacidad  Decencia Dependencia  Privacidad  Decencia

M(DT) M(DT) M(DT) M(DT) M(DT) M(DT) M(DT) gl F npz

Gravedad 6.19(1.05)  4.43(151) 524(1.67) 4.05(175)  4.78(1.86)  4.94(1.69) 4.79(153) 3 3.44* 111

Consecuencias

*p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p< 001

Efecto de la gravedad de las consecuencias de la transgresion en el perdon

Con la finalidad de poner a prueba la hipdtesis 3, y ver en qué medida la
gravedad percibida de las consecuencias de la transgresion predice el perdon, se llevé a
cabo un analisis de regresion lineal simple. Se incluyeron en los anélisis las
dimensiones del perdon, siendo la evitacién y la venganza las variables criterio y la
gravedad de las consecuencias la variable predictora. Los resultados indicaron que la
variable gravedad predecia un menor perdén en la dimension “evitacion” (R? = .11),
F(1,96) = 11.61, B =.33, t (96) = 3.41, p < .001, indicando que una mayor percepcion
de la gravedad de las consecuencias predice una mayor evitacion hacia eltransgresor o
la transgresora. Respecto a la dimension “venganza”, no se obtuvieron puntuaciones
significativas en relacion a la variable “gravedad percibida de las consecuencias” (R2 =
.01), F(1, 96) = 1.04, p = .31

Estudio 2

En relacion a los resultados del primer estudio, donde se constaté que la
infidelidad es la transgresion que se percibe como méas grave dentro del contexto
relacional de pareja, se disefid un segundo estudio cuyo objetivo principal era analizar el
perdon de una transgresion de infidelidad en una muestra de poblacion general con la

intencion de replicar estos resultados.
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Método
Participantes

La muestra estuvo compuesta por 201 participantes de poblacion general (101
mujeres y 100 hombres), con edades comprendidas entre los 18 y 72 afios y una media
de edad de 28.84 (DT = 11.56).

Procedimiento y Disefio

Los participantes accedieron de manera voluntaria a participar en el estudio
realizado en la estacion de autobuses de Granada, informandoles del anonimato de sus
respuestas y garantizandoles confidencialidad. Se trata de un disefio cuasi experimental
(Montero y Le6n, 2007).

Se presentd a los participantes la descripcion de un escenario que relataba un
incidente de infidelidad sexual en funcion del género al que pertenecian (si eran
hombres leian un escenario en el cual la persona que cometia la transgresion era una
mujer y viceversa). A continuacion, respondian en un cuadernillo disefiado con las
medidas de interés.

Instrumentos

Gravedad de la ofensa (Schumann, 2012). Descrita en el estudio 1.

Escala de motivaciones transgresoras (Transgression-Related Interpersonal
Scale-12-1tem Form, TRIM-12; McCullough et al., 1998), descrita en el estudio 1. En
esta muestra, el coeficiente alfa para la subescala de evitacion fue de .94 y de .85 para la
subescala de venganza.

Escala de Afecto Positivo y Afecto Negativo (PANAS; Sandin et al., 1999).
Mide la afectividad de los sujetos en un momento determinado. Esta compuesto por 20
items divididos en dos subescalas: afecto positivo (10 items), por ejemplo interés (“me
siento interesado/a”) o animacion (“me siento animado/a”) y afecto negativo (10 items),
por ejemplo tension (“me siento tenso/a”’) o enfado (“me siento enfadado/a). El formato
de respuesta es tipo Likert con 5 opciones de respuesta de 1 (nada) a 5 (mucho). En este
estudio se utilizd solo la subescala de afecto negativo, obteniéndose un coeficiente alfa
de .74.

Escala de Empatia (Interpersonal Reactivity Index, IRI; Davis, 1980;
adaptada al castellano por Mestre, Frias y Samper, 2004). EvalGa la empatia desde una
perspectiva multidimensional. Consta de 28 items distribuidos en cuatro subescalas con
siete items cada una de ellas: toma de perspectiva (PT) (e.g., “a menudo encuentro

dificil ver las cosas desde el punto de vista de otra persona”), fantasia (FS) (e.g., “suefio
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y fantaseo, bastante a menudo, acerca de las cosas que me podrian suceder”),
preocupacion empética (EC) (e.g., “a menudo tengo sentimientos tiernos y de
preocupacion hacia la gente menos afortunada que yo™) y malestar personal (PD) (e.g.,
“en situaciones de emergencia me siento aprensivo e incomodo”). El formato de
respuesta es tipo Likert con 5 opciones de respuesta, que oscilan de 1 (no me describe
bien) a 5 (me describe muy bien). En el presente estudio el coeficiente alfa para las
distintas subescalas fue de .68 en la de fantasia (FS), de .66 en malestar personal (PD),
de .63 en toma de perspectiva (PT) y de .56 en preocupacion empatica (EC), algo
inferiores a los obtenidos por el autor en el estudio de Davis (1980).

Escala de Dependencia Especifica hacia la Pareja (Valor-Segura, Expdsito y
Moya, 2009). Evalla el apego ansioso, la dependencia exclusiva y la dependencia
emocional como componentes del constructo de dependencia interpersonal hacia la
pareja. Consta de 17 items con un formato de respuesta tipo Likert con 6 opciones de
respuesta, de 1 (totalmente en desacuerdo) a 6 (totalmente de acuerdo). Para el presente
estudio se utilizé la subescala de dependencia emocional (6 items) (e.g., “tener una
unidén cercana con mi pareja me hace sentir seguro/a”), obteniéndose un coeficiente alfa
de .79.

Resultados

Efecto del género en la gravedad de las consecuencias y afecto negativo

Para ver el efecto del género en la gravedad de las consecuencias, asi como en el
afecto negativo derivado de la transgresion de infidelidad (hipétesis 4), se realiz6 una
prueba t de Student para muestras independientes, con el “género del participante”
como VI y como VD “gravedad de las consecuencias” y “afecto negativo” (PANAS).
Tal y como se observa en la Tabla 2, los resultados muestran diferencias significativas
en ambas medidas, siendo las mujeres las que obtienen mayores puntuacionesen

comparacion con los hombres, confirméandose asi la hipotesis 4.
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Tabla 2. Diferencias de género en la gravedad de las consecuencias, afecto negativo derivado de

la transgresidon, dependencia emocional y empatia (estudio 2)

Mujeres Hombres t p

M(DT) M(DT)
Gravedad consecuencias 6.17 5.75 -2.00 .047
Afecto Negativo (PANAS) 3.66 3.40 -2.58 011
Dependencia Emocional (SDSS) 4.64 4.19 -2.96 .003
Fantasia (IRI) 3.35 3.09 -2.50 .013
Preocupacion empatica (IRI) 4.01 3.77 -2.99 .003
Toma de perspectiva (IRI) 3.66 3.44 -2.46 .015
Malestar personal (IRI) 2.68 251 -1.84 .068

El efecto mediador del afecto negativo (PANAS) entre la gravedad de las
consecuencias y la venganza (TRIM-12) moderado por el género

Para poner a prueba la hipétesis 5, se realizé una mediacion moderada siguiendo
los pasos de Preacher y Hayes (2004). De acuerdo con las directrices de estos autores,
deben darse cuatro condiciones: (a) un efecto directo significativo de la gravedad de las
consecuencias en la motivacion de venganza (no perdén) hacia la persona transgresora,
(b) un efecto significativo entre la gravedad y el afecto negativo, (c) un efecto
significativo del afecto negativo en la motivacion de venganza y (d) un efecto indirecto
condicional de la gravedad en la motivacion de venganza a través del afecto negativo,
dependiendo del sexo del participante (es decir, la relacion entre la gravedad de las
consecuencias y la motivacion de venganza estd mediada por el afecto negativo, con
mayor intensidad en las mujeres en comparacion con los hombres).

Se utiliz6 el modelo 7 del programa PROCESS descrito por Hayes (2013) y se
gener6 un intervalo del confianza del 95% sobre la base del método bootstrapping, con
5000 repeticiones para el efecto indirecto condicionado por el sexo del participante. El
efecto indirecto condicional es significativo donde el intervalo de confianza no contiene

el valor 0. Los resultados se recogen en la Tabla 3.
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Tabla 3. Resultados de la regresién para la mediacién moderada (estudio 2)

Outcome: Afecto Negativo Outcome: Venganza
Predictores  Coeficientes SE LLCI ULCI Coeficientes SE LLCI ULCI
Constant 3.52%** .04 343 3.60 .80* .34 14 1.46
Gravedad 26%** .03 .20 .33 .08 .04 -.00 A7
Afecto .30%* .09 A1 49
Negativo
Género A5 .08 -.02 .32
Gravedad x 14> .06 .02 27
Género
R2 3 FHrx 09***
Género Efectos Indirectos Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Hombres .057 .025 .019 119
Mujeres .100 .033 .042 178

Nota: Los coeficientes de regresién no estandarizados se presentan en la Tabla 3. Tamafio Bootstrap:
5000. El efecto indirecto es significativo donde los intervalos de confianza no contienen el valor 0. LLCI
= nivel inferior al 95% del intervalo de confianza en percentil bootstrap; SE: error estandar; ULCI: nivel
superior al 95% del intervalo de confianza en percentil bootstrap.

*p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p<.001

Los resultados revelaron un efecto (marginal) de la gravedad en la venganza
(condicion 1) y un efecto de la gravedad en el afecto negativo (condicién 2). A su vez,
los resultados mostraron una interaccion significativa de la gravedad con el sexo en el
afecto negativo. Asimismo, se observa un efecto significativo del afecto negativo con la
motivacién de venganza (condicién 3). Por ultimo, se examind la condicion 4 para
comprobar que el efecto indirecto condicional de la gravedad en la venganza a través
del afecto negativo diferia en funcién del sexo del participante. En la parte inferior de la
Tabla 3 se muestran los efectos indirectos para cada sexo. De conformidad con las
expectativas, los resultados demostraron que aunque el efecto indirecto condicional de
la gravedad en la motivacién de venganza a través del afecto negativo fue significativo
tanto en mujeres como en hombres, sin embargo, como se puede observar en la figura 2,
este efecto de la gravedad en el afecto negativo aparecié con mayor intensidad en

mujeres (vs. hombres), confirmandose la hipotesis 5.
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Figura 2. Interaccion entre el género de los participantes y sus puntuaciones sobre la gravedad en el

afecto negativo.

Efecto del género en la dependencia hacia la pareja y empatia

Para ver el efecto del género en la empatia y dependencia hacia la pareja
(hipotesis 6), se realizd una prueba t de Student para muestras independientes, con el
“género del participante” como VI y como VD las subescalas que componen la escala
de “empatia” (fantasia, preocupacion empatica, toma de perspectiva y distrés o malestar
personal) y la “dependencia emocional”. Los resultados obtenidos muestran diferencias
significativas tanto en “dependencia emocional” como en las distintas subescalas que
componen la escala de empatia (IRI), a excepcion de la subescala “malestar personal”,
siendo en ambas las mujeres las que obtienen mayores puntuaciones (vs. hombres),
confirmandose la hipoétesis 6 (tabla 2).
Efecto del género, dependencia y empatia en el perdén

Para poner a prueba la hipdtesis 7, y ver en qué medida las variables relativas a
la dependencia emocional y la empatia predicen el perdén en hombres y en mujeres,
Ilevamos a cabo un analisis de regresion lineal simple. Se realiz6 un andlisis para cada
una de las dimensiones del perdon (evitacién y venganza) como variable criterio y la
dependencia emocional y empatia como variables predictoras (Tabla 4). Para la
dimension “venganza”, los resultados apuntaron como variables predictoras en el caso
de los hombres la fantasia (B = -.226, p = .028) y el distrés 0 malestar personal (B =
212, p = .051), de modo que una mayor fantasia asi como un mayor distrés o malestar
personal predicen una mayor venganza de éstos hacia la persona transgresora, lo que se
traduce en un menor perdén. En cambio, en las mujeres la variable predictora en la
dimension “venganza” fue la dependencia emocional (B = .245, p = .017), de modo que
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una mayor dependencia emocional predice una mayor venganza hacia la persona que
origina la transgresion, es decir un menor perddn. Respecto a la dimension “evitacion”,

los resultados no mostraron puntuaciones significativas ni en hombres ni en mujeres en

ninguna de las variables predictoras.

Tabla 4. Efecto de la empatia y dependencia emocional en el perdén en funcién del género (estudio 2)

Venganza Evitacién

Hombres Mujeres Hombres Mujeres

Bt p4R2 Bt p 4R2 Bt p A4R2 Bt p 4R2

119 .093 .063 .048
Fantasia -.226 -2.23 .028 -.032 -.291 .772 -.185 -1.76 .080 -.046 -.410 .683
P. Empética -.089 -.818 415 -.169 -1.43 .155 -.013 -.120 .905 102 .845 .400
T. Perspectiva -.067 -.587 .559 -110 -.103 .304 116 .985 .327 -.016 -.143 .887
M. Personal 212 1.974 051 .039 .369 .713 110 .993 .323 186 1.741 .085
Dependencia .007 .072 .943 245 2418 .017 135 1.344 .182 .032 312 .755

Emocional
Discusion

Las expresiones de perdon sirven para reparar y mejorar las relaciones
interpersonales, aunque no por ello el perdén siempre deba implicar una reconciliacién
(Gordon y Baucom, 1998). Los incidentes derivados de las transgresiones suelen crear
una deuda interpersonal, produciendo perfiles caracteristicos de emociones, cogniciones
y comportamientos negativos que afectan a las relaciones (Finkel et al., 2002).

El propoésito de esta investigacion consistio en estudiar el perdén desde la
perspectiva de la persona transgredida o herida y contribuir con ello a la comprension de
este fenomeno en las relaciones interpersonales, concretamente al proceso del perdon
referido a la transgresion relacional de la monogamia o infidelidad. Los resultados del
estudio 1 mostraron, en relacion a la gravedad de la ofensa, que la transgresion que se
percibe como mas grave es la referida a la violacién de la norma de la monogamia, es
decir, la infidelidad, consistente con la investigacion previa (Abrahamson et al., 2012;

Karremans y Van Lange, 2004). Asimismo, los resultados mostraron que una mayor
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percepcion de gravedad de las consecuencias derivadas de una transgresion predice una
mayor evitacion hacia la persona transgresora. Esto podria deberse en parte a que los
individuos que experimentan mas pensamientos negativos y recurrentes acerca de la
transgresion perciben la ofensa como muy grave y tienden a evitar en mayor medida a la
persona causante de la mismay, por consiguiente, le conceden un menor perdon (Pronk,
Karremans, Overbeek, Vermulst y Wigboldus, 2010).

En cuanto a diferencias de género, los resultados evidenciaron que son las
mujeres las que perciben con mayor gravedad las consecuencias de la transgresion de
infidelidad, ya que éstas tienden a experimentar en mayor medida que los hombres tanto
emociones positivas como emociones negativas (Valor-Segura et al., 2010). Siguiendo
en la linea de estos resultados, se esperaba que el afecto negativo mediase la relacion
entre la gravedad percibida de la ofensa y el perdon en mujeres (vs. hombres), indicando
los resultados dicho efecto en ambos casos aunque, como se esperaba, con mayor
intensidad en mujeres. Una posible explicacion a este resultado podria apuntar al hecho
de que tanto el grado de severidad de la transgresiébn como las emociones que se
originan tras la misma estaban relacionadas con la infidelidad, una de las transgresiones
mas graves dentro del contexto relacional (Abrahamson et al., 2012; Karremans y Van
Lange, 2004) y la que menos se tiende a perdonar tanto en hombres como en mujeres
(Pettijoh y Ndoni, 2013). Tal y como argumentan Worthington y Scherer (2004), el
perdon es una respuesta de afrontamiento orientada a la emocion, que sustituye las
emociones negativas asociadas con rencor por emociones positivas, teniendo en cuenta
que en esta transformacion de afecto negativo en positivo tiene un papel importante la
severidad percibida de la ofensa.

Respecto a la empatia, los resultados muestran que las mujeres son mas
empaticas que los hombres (Carlo et al., 1999), lo que esta relacionado con tener mayor
compasidn, preocupacion y carifio ante el malestar de los otros, en comparacion con los
hombres (Mestre et al., 2004). A este tipo de emociones relacionadas con la empatia se
las denomina “empatia emocional”, que a su vez, segun la literatura, facilita el perdon
(McCullough et al., 1997; McCullough et al., 1998). Los resultados mostraron que, en el
caso de los hombres, las subescalas de “fantasia” y “distrés o malestar personal”
(empatia) predicen una mayor venganza (menor perdon) hacia la persona transgresora.
Esto es, cuando los hombres tienen una baja capacidad imaginativa para ponerse en
situaciones ficticias, asi como cuando se sienten mal como consecuencia de una

transgresion, tienden a tener una mayormotivacion de venganza hacia la persona
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transgresora. Ese malestar es mayor cuando la ofensa ocurre en las relaciones de pareja,
ya que el vinculo de unidn afectiva en este tipo de relaciones es mayor que el que pueda
existir en cualquier otro tipo de relacién (McCullough et al., 1998; McCullough et al.,
1997). Ademas, en el caso de los hombres, recibir una transgresion por parte de la
pareja podria denotar una pérdida en la lucha por el poder, lo que hace que aumente su
malestar, Ilevandoles a generar un mayor sentimiento de ira y una mayor motivacion de
venganza, ya que los hombres (vs. mujeres) son menos propensos a admitir
irregularidades en su relacion (Schumman y Ross, 2010).

En relacion con la dependencia emocional y el género, los resultados mostraron
que las mujeres puntuaban mas alto en dependencia en comparacion con los hombres.
Esto sugiere que las mujeres pueden experimentar una mayor carencia de seguridad y
apoyo, asi como una acentuada confianza en la relacion de pareja como principio
esencial para su autoestima, identidad y funcionamiento general de su persona
(Bornstein, 1993). Esta idea coincide con el resultado encontrado en mujeres entre
dependencia emocional y perdon, en el sentido de que una mayor dependencia
emocional predice una mayor venganza (menor perdén) hacia la pareja. Una posible
explicacion podria ser que ante una transgresion o conflicto grave como una infidelidad,
las personas dependientes podrian estar motivadas por una sed de venganza alimentada
de un gran sentimiento de ira, que puede llevarles a emitir mas respuestas de tipo
violento. La investigacion previa ha mostrado que ante un conflicto la alta dependencia
se relaciona con mayores sentimientos negativos, lo que se traduce en comportamientos
de tipo coercitivo o violentos (Valor-Segura, Expdésito, Moya y Kluwer, 2014).

Si bien el trabajo realizado aporta datos que van en la linea de lo esperado y
animan a seguir investigando en esta direccion, existen una serie de limitaciones que
trataremos de solventar en futuras investigaciones Una de ellas tiene que ver con las
escalas utilizadas en el estudio, haciendo referencia, por un lado, a una baja fiabilidad
(IR1) y, por otro lado, a la inexistencia de instrumentos o escalas de perdon adaptadas a
la poblacion espariola.

Asimismo, en estudios futuros se deberian tener en cuenta otro tipo de variables,
como el tiempo transcurrido desde la transgresion (Fehr et al., 2010), la rumiacién
(Paleari et al., 2005), la atribucion de responsabilidad (Struthers, Eaton, Santelli,
Uchiyama y Shirvani, 2008), la edad (Fehr, et al., 2010) o la religiosidad (Lutjen, Silton
y Franelly, 2012), entre otras. Estudios futuros también tendran en cuenta la perspectiva

de quien ha ofendido o transgredido (Riek, 2010) y el estudio de transgresiones graves
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como la violencia fisica o emocional (Williams, Richardson, Hammock y Janit, 2012),
tanto desde la perspectiva del transgresor como de la victima (Boira, Carbajosa y
Marcuello, 2013).

A modo de conclusion, cabe sefialar que es de gran importancia avanzar en el
estudio del perddn en las relaciones interpersonales, ya que puede ayudarnos a mantener
relaciones sanas y un adecuado funcionamiento psicolédgico, asi como también nos
puede ofrecer oportunidades para el reconocimiento de un significado més profundo de
la transgresion, desarrollando una mayor compasion hacia los demas, valorando los

sistemas de apoyo social y descubriendo un renovado sentido del propdsito en la vida.
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Abstract

Interpersonal transgressions often threaten the stability of the relationship. Within the
scope of romantic relationships, physical violence and sexual infidelity have been
considered the most difficult transgressions to forgive. Similarly, two variables
considered relevant for forgiveness within the context of the couple are partner-specific
dependency and the guilt experienced by the offended person. In that way, this research
aims to approach the understanding of the forgiveness process of such transgressions.
To this end, an experimental study was designed (N = 173 university women; Mage =
21.36, SD = 2.83), by which three indicators of forgiveness corresponding to the
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale-18-Item Form (TRIM-18;
“Revenge”, “Avoidance” and “Benevolence”), partner-specific dependency and sense of
guilt of the offended person were examined in the face of the transgressions of physical
violence and sexual infidelity. Results revealed that violence (vs. infidelity) is less
forgiven (higher “Revenge”, p = .017, np? = .034). In addition, the results showed that
high partner-specific dependency leads to further guilt which, in turn, leads to greater
forgiveness towards the partner (less “Avoidance”, CIE = —.094, SE = .042, 95% CI [-
201, —.029]; and higher “Benevolence”, CIE = .080, SE =.037, 95% CI [.024, .173]) in
light of violence (vs. infidelity). Last but not least, the previous findings and their
possible implications for romantic relationships are discussed.

Keywords: forgiveness, guilt, infidelity, intimate partner violence, partner-specific

dependency
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In the context of romantic relationships, different types of transgressions with
different levels of severity may occur. In this regard, the ability to forgive can be one of
the most important factors in maintaining a healthy relationship. However, although
most of the empirical evidence that delves into the issue of forgiveness seems to be
consistent insofar as this process can be very pleasing to relationships that have
deteriorated, and it increases the possibilities of sustaining such relationships (e.g.,
Fincham, 2009; Kachadourian, Fincham, & Davila, 2004; Kimmes & Durtschi, 2016),
the interpersonal consequences of declaring forgiveness may not always be favorable.
Namely, granting forgiveness to the person who transgresses could become an
inconvenience for the offended person if the former understands forgiveness as a sign
that their behavior was innocuous, thus increasing the probability of repeating it in the
future (Wallace, Exline, & Baumeister, 2008). In this sense, the reflection posed by the
philosopher and sociologist Herbert Marcuse in response to the dilemma posed by
Wiesenthal (1998) about whether or not to forgive the soldiers who committed the Nazi
crimes can be argued. Marcuse, in this sense, was reticent to forgive, and understood
that “the easy forgiving of such crimes perpetuates the very evil it wants to alleviate” (p.
150); that is, easy forgiveness only diminishes the severity of intransigent crimes. In the
same vein, different authors have empirically revealed that in the face of abusive or
violent behavior, people who grant greater forgiveness to the transgressing party tend to
be perceived by the transgressors as an “easy target” if they do not exhibit the intention
to sanction said behaviors, thus implying that the situation does not acquire a severe
nuance (e.g., Gruder & Duslak, 1973; Leng & Wheeler, 1979). That is why, on certain
occasions, forgiveness can also have very harmful effects for those who grant it and
decide to stay in a relationship, even more if it is a highly affected relationship. Two
particularly severe and complex cases to forgive within this context are, on the one
hand, violence or abuse towards the partner, and, on the other hand, infidelity. In
relation to violence, it has been shown that certain victims feel the need to forgive their
abusive partners, even if, in these situations, forgiveness can be assessed negatively
(Gordon, Burton, & Porter, 2004). Regarding infidelity, research has shown that it is
considered the most serious and most difficult to forgive transgression (Beltran-Morillas
& Valor-Segura 2015; Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013). Therefore, despite numerous
transgressions that may occur within a romantic relationship, the present study will
focus exclusively on the two considered as the most severe: Infidelity and intimate

partner violence from the perspective of the offended person.
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Severe Relational Transgressions: Infidelity and Intimate Partner Violence

Intimate partner violence has been defined as any real or potential threat of
physical, psychological, sexual or economic abuse by an individual towards their
partner (Gilbert & Gordon, 2017). Intimate partner violence —mainly that of a physical
nature— has been estimated as the most difficult social issue to solve, given the danger
factor that surrounds this relational phenomenon (Messing, Campbell, Wilson, Brown,
& Patchell, 2015). In this regard, most of the discourse regarding intimate partner
violence assumes that leaving an abusive partner is the safest option; however, several
studies have found that violence can increase when a person decides to leave their
abusive partner (e.g., Anderson, 2003), thus leaving people who suffer violence on
behalf of their partner to face the difficult decision to either maintain or terminate their
relationship. Intimate partner violence also causes innumerable negative sequalae in the
victim, such as apprehension towards others, sleep disturbance, anxiety, depression and
risk of suicide, which are associated, in turn, with a decrease in forgiveness towards the
abusive partner (Davidson, Lozano, Cole, & Gervais, 2015).

On the other hand, infidelity has been specified as a sexual, romantic or
emotional involvement that violates the commitment of relational exclusivity acquired
by the parties, as it involves a third person in the relationship (Metts & Cupach, 2007).
In therapeutic practice, infidelity has been valued as the third most complicated problem
to treat, and second (only behind physical violence) in causing a potentially harmful
impact on the relationship (Olmstead, Blick, & Mills, 2009), establishing itself as one of
the main causes of divorce (Fincham & May, 2017). Thus, as a result of infidelity, deep
feelings of anger, disappointment, doubt, depression, and deterioration of self-esteem
arise in the offended person (Kluwer & Karremans, 2009), as well as a marked loss of
trust in their partner, or the suspension of other relationships such as friends or relatives
(Heintzelman, Murdock, Krycak, & Seay, 2014), finding infidelities of a sexual nature
as the most difficult to forgive (Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013).

Forgiveness in Severe Transgressions: The Role of Partnerspecific Dependency
and Guilt

Despite all the negative connotations mentioned above in both types of
transgressions, there are people who choose to stay in the relationship and work to
repair it through forgiveness. In this regard, forgiveness has been referred to in general
terms as a positive process of acclimatization, where the offended person relinquishes

his/her feelings, thoughts and behaviors of rancor and resentment, and increases his/her
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compassion, understanding and altruism towards the person who transgresses (Enright
& the Human Development Study Group, 1991). More specifically, McCullough, Bono,
and Root (2007) approached this phenomenon as a set of motivational changes, through
which the offended person experiences a decrease in the motivation to stay distant from,
and/or to retaliate against the person who transgresses; as well as an increase in the
motivation of benevolence or tolerance toward the transgressor. However, in order to
encourage forgiveness towards the person who transgresses, it is not always necessary
for the offended person to experience a change in the motivations of revenge and
avoidance towards benevolence (Mullet, Girard, & Bakhshi, 2004).

Partner dependency has been referred to as a need for continued attention and
protection from the partner, as well as an accentuated trust in the relationship as a
substantial principle for the habitual functioning of the person (Momefie, Jauregui, &
Estévez, 2017; Valor-Segura, Expdsito, & Moya, 2009). Moreover, alluding to this
interpersonal dependency construct, partner-specific dependency has been shown to be
the dimension with the greatest orientation towards the partner as the only source of
social support and confidant, thus relegating other significant relationships (Valor-
Segura et al., 2009).

To date, there are insufficient studies that have examined the role of partner-
specific dependency in the motivation of forgiveness by the offended person (e.g.,
Valor-Segura, Beltran-Morillas, & Exposito, 2017, May). Generally, people with a high
partnerspecific dependency, despite having suffered an offense, tend to evaluate their
partner’s behavior more positively, in order not to lose the esteem and acceptance
(Gonzélez-Jiménez & Herndndez-Romera, 2014). Research conducted in the field of
intimate partner violence has shown that excessive partner-specific dependency is
linked to dysfunctional relationships, and can lead to greater tolerance of abuse,
becoming an obstacle to end an abusive relationship (e.g., Buttell, Muldoon, & Carney,
2005). A study carried out by Valor-Segura, Expdsito, Moya, and Kluwer (2014)
revealed that, faced with different conflictive situations, women with a high partner-
specific dependency experienced greater feelings of guilt, which led to a resolution of
the conflict aimed towards loyalty or maintenance of the relationship. This could be
because guilt tends to promote, essentially in women, a sense of reproach that stems
from thinking or believing that they have done something wrong (Smith, Webster,
Parrott, & Eyre, 2002). Thus, and in the light of the above, it is expected that women

with high partner-specific dependency will experience greater levels of guilt,
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responding accordingly, with higher levels of forgiveness towards the partner,
especially in the face of a situation of physical violence in confrontation with an
incident of sexual infidelity, as in this last transgression the offended person could make
the transgressing partner more responsible for allowing a third person to become
involved in their relationship (Hall & Fincham, 2006).

Based on the aforementioned considerations, the conceptual model that appears
in Figure 1 was designed.

Guilt

Violence (vs.Infidelity)

Dependency Forgiveness

A 4

Figure 1. Conceptual Model Representing the Proposed Relationship between Partner-specific
Dependency and Forgiveness Mediated by Guilt, and Moderated by the Condition of Violence (vs.
Infidelity)

Empirical evidence reveals that it is women who suffer most from the
transgressions referred to above (Fincham, Cui, Braithwaite, & Pasley, 2008; Tidwell &
Eastwick, 2013), as well as being the ones that report higher levels of partner-specific
dependency (BeltranMorillas & Valor-Segura, 2015) and feelings of guilt in conflict
situations within the context of intimate partner relationships (Valor-Segura et al.,
2014). However, there are no known studies that examine in women, the effect of
partner-specific dependency and the feeling of guilt over forgiveness, oriented towards
the specific characteristics of the transgression (sexual infidelity and physical violence).
Therefore, in order to provide greater knowledge in this area of research, the present
study was designed with the main objective of investigating the influence that different
relational, emotional, and motivational aspects exert on the process of forgiveness of
sexual infidelity and physical violence. Specifically, it is expected that in the face of the
transgressions under study: (a) Physical violence will be forgiven to a lesser degree than
sexual infidelity, due to the risk involved in forgiving this type of transgression (e.g.,
Gilbert & Gordon, 2017); (b) high levels of partner-specific dependency will be
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predictive of higher levels of forgiveness in the face of physical violence (vs. sexual
infidelity) and; (c) high levels of guilt will be predictive of greater forgiveness; as well
as the high partner-specific dependency being associated with higher levels of guilt,
consequently raising higher levels of forgiveness towards the transgressing partner,
occurring mainly in physical violence in comparison to sexual infidelity.
Method

Participants

The initial sample consisted of 173 university women aged between 18 and 40
years (M = 21.36, SD = 2.83). Four of the participants that surpassed or equaled the age
of 30 years were discarded from the analyses, in order to obtain a more homogeneous
sample. Thus, the final sample consisted of 169 women from a university setting, with
an average age of 21.09 years (SD = 2.17, range between 18 and 27). Of the 169
participants, 58% reported being involved in a relationship at the time of study,
establishing the average duration of the relationship in 27.52 months (SD = 22.61).
Likewise, 26.6% reported having suffered an incident with similar characteristics to the
transgressions of interest at some point in their lives.!
Instruments

Screening of the video “Enough” (Cowan, Winkler, & Apted, 2002). To
introduce the experimental manipulation, fragments of this film were selected, and two
types of scenarios were created that showed the different transgressions (Sexual
Infidelity vs. Physical Violence). Specifically, the scenarios were elaborated by
sectioning and joining different scenes of the film, in order to reflect the transgressions
object of study. In this way, the beginning and the end of the video was the same in both
situations, narrating the life of a couple apparently in love and happy, which ended with
the request for forgiveness from the transgressor to the partner after committing the
transgression. The exact duration of each fragment was 3 minutes and 17 seconds for
the violence condition, and 3 minutes and 34 seconds for the infidelity condition.

Sociodemographic characteristics. Data regarding age, whether they were
currently in a relationship, relationship duration, and whether they had ever experienced

the transgressions under study were collected.

! Regarding the transgressions independently, 36.6% of the participants reported having experienced an
episode of sexual infidelity compared to 17.2% who reported having suffered an incident of physical

violence at a certain point in their life.
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Spouse-Specific Dependency Scale (SSDS, Valor-Segura et al., 2009). The
subscale referring to partner-specific dependency was used, composed of 6 items (e.g.,
“My partner is the only one | could turn to in a crisis”). The response format is Likert
type with 6 options that range from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree). In the
present sample, an alpha coefficient of .68 was obtained.

Guilt. Positive Affection and Negative Affection Schedule (PANAS, Sandin
et al., 1999). The emotion of guilt was selected relative to the subscale of negative
affect, which evaluates the negative affectivity of the individual at a given moment (“I
would feel guilty”). It consists of a Likert type response format with 5 options that
range from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (A lot).

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale-18-Item Form
(TRIM-18, Fernandez-Capo et al., 2017). It is a measure of forgiveness that evaluates
how people respond to interpersonal offenses. It consists of 18 items divided into three
subscales: “Avoidance” (7 items, e.g., “I cut off the relationship with him/her”),
“Revenge” (5 items, e.g., “I wish that something bad would happen to him/her”) and
“Benevolence” (6 items, e.g., “Despite what he/she did, I want us to have a positive
relationship again”). The response format is Likert type with 5 response options ranging
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). In the present sample, alpha
coefficients of .85 were obtained for the “Avoidance” subscale; of .86 for the “Revenge”
subscale, and of .81 for the “Benevolence” subscale.

Manipulation Check. In order to verify whether the experimental manipulation
was adequate, that is, whether the participants had answered the measures of interest
considering the situation they had just seen, they were asked to select from among the
following alternatives, the one they believed they had seen reflected in the couple in the
film: (2) “An incident of Sexual Infidelity” or; (b) “an incident of Physical Violence”.
Prior to the execution of the statistical analyses, those participants that marked both
response options were eliminated.

Procedure and Design

Through an intentional sampling, the participants voluntarily agreed to
collaborate in the study carried out in different classrooms of several Bachelor’s degrees
of the University of Granada, and in return, they were rewarded with an extra score in
one of the subjects they were taking. The study was disseminated by the responsible
faculty during the last 20 minutes of the class. Prior to the start of the study, participants

were informed that the general purpose of the study was to examine “different
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emotional and motivational processes involved in the maintenance of interpersonal
relationships”. Likewise, they were informed about the anonymity of their answers and
they were guaranteed confidentiality, signing an informed consent. The study was
developed after obtaining the acceptance of the ethics committee of the University of
Granada.

The present study followed an experimental design with an independent variable
manipulated at two levels (sexual infidelity vs. physical violence) with previously
formed groups, through which, in each of the different classes, the participants were
presented with a small fragment of a film which showed a situation of infidelity or a
situation of violence towards the partner. After viewing the fragment of the film,
participants were encouraged to imagine being the female protagonists of the video, and
that this incident had happened in their relationship. Afterwards, they were asked to
complete a questionnaire that contained the main measures of interest.

Analyses Strategy

To corroborate the effectiveness of the experimental manipulation, a
contingency analysis was first performed using the chi-square statistic. Afterwards, a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to test the effect of the
transgression condition (sexual infidelity vs. physical violence) on forgiveness.
Subsequently, to test the initial predictions regarding the effect of the condition and
dependency on forgiveness, mainly in violence (vs. infidelity), a hierarchical regression
analysis was implemented. Finally, in order to determine whether guilt mediated the
relationship between partner-specific dependency and forgiveness, mainly in violence
(vs. infidelity), several moderate mediation analyses were performed using model 14 of
the PROCESS macro program (Hayes, 2013, see Tables 1, 2, and 3). In these analyses,
the fact of whether the participants maintained a relationship or not at the time of the
study, as well as whether they had experienced any of the transgressions of interest were
included as covariates.

Results
Manipulation Check

The results confirmed the adequacy of the experimental manipulation, with
98.9% of the participants who visualized the “Sexual Infidelity” condition identifying
the transgression as such, and with 100% of the participants that had visualized the
“Physical Violence” condition identifying it correctly, Xz(l, 168) = 165.04, p <.001.
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Effect of the type of transgression on forgiveness (“Revenge”, “Avoidance”, and
“Benevolence”)

To corroborate whether physical violence is forgiven to a lesser extent than
sexual infidelity (Hypothesis 1), a MANOVA was performed with the “transgression
condition” as the independent variable (IV), and the subscales of “Revenge”,
“Avoidance” and “Benevolence” as dependent variables (DVs). The aforementioned
covariables were included in the analysis.

In relation to “Avoidance”, the results did not reveal any main effects of the
condition, Wilks” A = .960, F(1, 165) = 2.27, p = .134, n,° = .014 (Minfigeliry = 4.00, SD =
.88; Mviolence = 4.24, SD = .71). Similarly, no major effects were found for the condition
of “Benevolence”, Wilks’ A = .960, F(1, 165) = .97, p = .326, npz =.006 (Minfielity =
2.08, SD = .80; Myiolence = 1.92, SD = .66). However, with regard to “Revenge”, a main
effect of the condition was obtained, Wilks” A = .960, F(1, 165) = 5.85, p =.017, npz =
.034, so that, in the condition of physical violence (vs. sexual infidelity), the participants
showed a greater motivation of “Vengeance” (less forgiveness) towards the
transgressing partner (Mviolence = 2.18, SD = .93; Minfidetity = 1.86, SD = .81), thus
confirming Hypothesis 1.

The covariables included in the analysis related to whether the participants were
currently in a relationship or not, and whether they had experienced any of the
transgressions of interest, were not significant.

Effect of the type of transgression and partner-specific dependency on forgiveness

In order to examine Hypothesis 2, that is, whether partner-specific dependency
predicts greater forgiveness, mainly in the violence transgression (in comparison to
infidelity), a hierarchical regression analysis was carried out. The predictive variables
introduced were the transgression condition (0 = sexual infidelity; 1 = physical
violence), and partner-specific dependency; and the criteria variables were the
dimensions of “Revenge”, “Avoidance”, and “Benevolence”. Likewise, the control
variables that were included were whether the participants were currently in a
relationship or not (0 = no; 1 = yes), and previous experience of the transgression (0 =
no; 1 = yes). To perform the corresponding analysis, all scores were standardized,
contrasting in the first step the effects of the covariates, in the second step the main
effects of the variables of interest, and in the third step, the second order interactions

among the variables.

166



Predictors of Forgiveness in University Women

Firstly, the results showed a simple effect in the dimension of “Revenge”, so that
partner-specific dependency predicted “Revenge” (B = —.18, p = .040). That is, the
higher the level of partner-specific dependency, the lower the motivation of “Revenge”
(greater forgiveness) towards the partner.

In relation to “Revenge”, the results also revealed a significant interaction
between the condition and partner-specific dependency (p = —.23, p = .015), so that, in
the transgression of violence, a high dependency predicted a lower “Revenge” (greater
forgiveness) compared to a low dependency. With regard to the transgression of
infidelity, partner-specific dependency did not predict “Revenge” (see Figure 2). On the
other hand, in the “Avoidance” dimension, the results showed a significant interaction
between the condition and partner-specific dependency (p = —.24, p = .013), so that, in
the transgression of violence, a high partnerspecific dependency predicted a lower
“Avoidance” (greater forgiveness) compared to a low dependency. In the transgression
of infidelity, dependency did not predict “Avoidance” (Figure 3). In addition, the
experience with transgression, included as a control variable, was significant for the
“Avoidance” dimension (p = —.16, p = .037), so that those who had not suffered any of
the transgressions had a greater predisposition to avoid (less forgiveness) the
transgressor.

Regarding the “Benevolence” dimension, the results showed no main effects or
interaction effects between the condition of transgression and partner-specific
dependency.

These findings corroborate Hypothesis 2.
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Figure 3. Interaction between the Transgression and Partner-specific Dependency on “Avoidance” (Less

Forgiveness)

Mediating effect of guilt between partner-specific dependency and forgiveness,
moderated by the type of transgression

In order to verify Hypothesis 3, in which it is expected that guilt is predictive of
greater forgiveness mainly in the face of violence (vs. infidelity), a hierarchical
regression analysis was performed in which the condition of transgression and the
feeling of guilt were the predictor variables, and the dimensions of forgiveness
(“Revenge”, “Avoidance”, and “Benevolence’) were the criterion variables. The fact of
whether the participants were currently in a relationship, and the previous experience

with the transgression were included as covariables.
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Regarding “Revenge”, the results revealed a main effect of the condition (f =
19, p = .016), so that, in the face of violence (vs. infidelity), the participants showed
greater motivation of ‘“Revenge”, and, therefore, a lower forgiveness towards the
transgressor (M = 2.18, SD = .93; M = 1.86, SD = .81, respectively). The results also
revealed that guilt predicted “Avoidance” (B = —.21, p = .010), so that higher levels of
guilt led to a lower “Avoidance” (greater forgiveness) towards the transgressor.
Similarly, as far as “Benevolence” is concerned, the results showed that higher levels of
guilt (B = .20, p =.015) predicted a greater “Benevolence” (greater forgiveness) towards
the transgressor.

The results also revealed significant interactions between condition and guilt in
both “Avoidance” (p =—.21, p =.007), and in “Benevolence” ( = .20, p = .010), noting
that, in the face of violence, low levels of guilt predict a greater “Avoidance” compared
to a high level of guilt. In addition, high levels of guilt predict a greater “Benevolence”
compared to less guilt (see Figures 4 and 5). In relation to infidelity, guilt is not
predictive of either “Avoidance” or “Benevolence”. In the same way, and regarding the
motivation of “Revenge”, the results showed no interaction effects between the
transgression condition and guilt.

Finally, the experience with transgression, included as a covariate, was
predictive of “Avoidance” (B = —.16, p = .034). That is, those participants who had
never experienced any of the previous transgressions, had a greater motivation to avoid,
and, therefore, not to forgive the transgressor, in comparison to those who had
experienced one of the transgressions under study (Mnotexperienced = 4.22, SD = .74;
Mexperienced = 3.88, SD = .91).
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Figure 4. Interaction between the Transgression Condition and Guilt on “Avoidance” (Less Forgiveness)
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On the other hand, and parting from the previous results, in order to examine
whether guilt mediated the relationship between partner-specific dependency and
forgiveness (“Revenge”, “Avoidance”, and “Benevolence”) mainly in the face of
physical violence (vs. sexual infidelity), the Moderate Mediation Model 14 of the macro
PROCESS was used (Hayes, 2013). This model allows to prove the indirect effect of
dependency on forgiveness through guilt and moderated by the transgression condition.
The conditional indirect effect was significant where the confidence interval did not
contain the value 0. The fact of whether the participants were currently in a relationship
or not, and their experience with transgression were included as covariates.

First, the corresponding analysis of moderate mediation was implemented to
examine whether the emotion of guilt mediated the relationship between partner-
specific dependency and “Revenge”, showing non-significant results (Table 1).
Subsequently, as can be seen in Table 2, the results revealed an effect of partner-specific
dependency on guilt, as well as, an effect of guilt on “Avoidance”. That is, a high
dependency was related to higher levels of guilt, which, in turn, led to a lower
“Avoidance” towards the transgressor. Likewise, the results show that the previous
relationship was moderated by the condition of transgression, finding an interaction
effect between guilt and the condition of violence (vs. infidelity).

As far as “Benevolence” is concerned, the results show an effect of partner-
specific dependency on guilt, and an effect of guilt on “Benevolence” (Table 3). In turn,
a high dependency was related to higher levels of guilt, and consequently, leading to a

greater “Benevolence” towards the transgressor. As in the previous case, the results
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show that this relationship was moderated by the transgression condition, evidencing

that this effect occurred in the situation of violence (vs. infidelity).

Therefore, and in accordance with the initial predictions, the previous findings

ratify Hypothesis 3. Previous experience with the transgression, included as a covariate,

affected guilt in the preceding models.

Table 1. Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error and Summary Information for the

Moderate Mediation Model 14 (“Revenge")

Guilt Revenge

Antecedents Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant -772 21 -3.60 <001 2.467 .32 7.79 <.001
Partner-Specific D. 281 .09 3.18 .002 -.207 A2 -1.75 .081
Guilt .025 .07 .34 731
Condition 223 A5 1.49 .138
Guilt X Condition -.189 14 -1.29 197
Has a relationship -.118 16 -12 470 .076 A4 .54 .592
Has experienced transgression 461 18 2.50 013 .086 A7 51 .607

R?=.098 R?=.072

F(3, 163) = 6.14, p <.001 F(6, 160) = 1.74, p = .114

Condition Direct Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Sexual Infidelity .034 .031 -.010 15
Physical Violence -.019 .032 -.092 .039

Note: SE: Standard error; LLCI: Lower level of the Confidence Interval; ULCI = Upper level of the

Confidence Interval

171



Chapter 4

Table 2. Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error and Summary Information for the
Moderate Mediation Model 14 ("Avoidance")

Guilt Avoidance
Antecedents Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant -772 21 -3.60 <001 4316 24 1756 <.001
Partner-Specific D. 281 .09 3.18 .002 -.053 .09 -.60 .548
Guilt -.163 .07 -2.40 .018
Condition 109 A4 75 452
Guilt X Condition -.349 A3 -2.67 .008
Has a relationship -.118 .16 -72 470 -.087 A2 -.70 485
Has experienced transgression 461 .18 2.50 013 -.181 .16 -1.14 .255
R?=.098 R?=.114
F(3, 163) = 6.14, p <.001 F(6, 160) = 3.61, p = .002

Condition Direct Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Sexual Infidelity .004 .025 -.043 .058
Physical Violence -.094 .042 -.201 -.029

Note: SE: Standard error; LLCI:

Confidence Interval

Lower level of the Confidence Interval; ULCI = Upper level of the

Table 3. Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error and Summary Information for the

Moderate Mediation Model 14 ("Benevolence™)

Guilt Benevolence
Antecedents Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant =772 21 -3.60 <001 1.690 21 7.84 <.001

Partner-Specific D.

281 .09 3.18 .002 102 .08 1.32 .189

Guilt 138 .07 2.06 .042
Condition -.021 13 -.16 871
Guilt X Condition .297 A2 2.37 .019
Has a relationship -.118 .16 -12 470 .074 A1 .64 519
Has experienced transgression 461 .18 2.50 .013 118 14 .85 .398
R*=.098 R?=.099
F(3, 163) = 4.30, p <.001 F(6, 160) = 3.75, p = .002

Condition Direct Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Sexual Infidelity -.004 .025 -.056 .045
Physical Violence .080 .037 .024 173

Note: SE: Standard error; LLCI:
Confidence Interval
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Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to examine how partner-specific
dependency and the feeling of guilt contribute towards the offended person —in
particular, women— forgiving their partner to a greater or lesser extent for different
transgressions (physical violence and sexual infidelity).

The results revealed that, on the one hand, the transgression of physical violence
provoked a greater motivation of “Revenge”, and, therefore, less tendency to forgive the
transgressor in comparison to infidelity. Although both types of transgressions represent
an extremely damaging shock to the relationship, it seems understandable that
participants adopt a more severe view towards physical violence than for sexual
infidelity, and that they deem it more deserving of punishment, given that the sequelae
that it causes are more visible and alarming (Messing et al., 2015; Olmstead et al.,
2009). Consequently, as an immediate response to the situation of violence that is often
perceived as unjust and confusing, the offended person may be motivated by a need for
revenge - the result of a lack of forgiveness - which, in the short term, can help combat
the pain caused by the transgression (Davidson et al., 2015).

In relation to partner-specific dependency, the results show that it predicted a
lower “Revenge” and “Avoidance”, and, therefore, a greater forgiveness towards the
transgressor in the face of violence (vs. infidelity). People with high partner-specific
dependency usually acquire a strong commitment to the relationship and tend to remain
in it even though it is not pleasant because they tend to believe that this relationship
brings benefits and covers needs that they will not achieve with a different partner (e.g.,
Rusbult & Martz, 1995). This appreciation contributes, in a certain way, to the fact that
women suffering from intimate partner violence consent more to an abusive situation
(Rusbult & Martz, 1995) and, consequently, end up forgiving the transgressor more
often. In the same way, previous experience with the transgression affected the
dimension of “Avoidance”. Thus, those participants who had not experienced any of the
transgressions manifested a greater motivation to avoid, and, therefore, a lesser
forgiveness towards the transgressor. In this regard, a phenomenon from which this
effect could be justified would refer to the psychological distance with respect to the
transgressor, as due to this protection mechanism, people who are not suffering or are
distant from something or someone, usually emit more severe judgments about ethically

objectionable actions in others (van Boven, Kane, McGraw, & Dale, 2010).
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Finally, the results showed that in the face of violence (vs. infidelity), women
with high partner-specific dependency experienced greater guilt, and this in turn,
resulted in a greater motivation to forgive the transgressor (less “Avoidance” and more
“Benevolence”).Likewise, guilt was affected by the experience with the transgression,
with more guilt experienced by those women who had actually suffered the
transgression in question. Generally, women who have been victims of intimate partner
violence tend to report a greater feeling of guilt, which reflects a lack of self-control and
a sense of inability to protect themselves if they are assaulted (Cascardi & O’Leary,
1992). These findings support previous research that shows that, in the face of negative
interpersonal events, women with high dependency suffer greater feelings of guilt, thus
increasing a possible resolution of the conflict aimed at maintaining the relationship
(Valor-Segura et al., 2014). Moreover, such results provide evidence that, in a situation
of physical violence, dependency combined with guilt can be key elements in the
decision of the victims to forgive and maintain their abusive relationship. Although it is
known that both variables contribute individually to the victim tolerating the abuse (e.qg.,
Buttell et al., 2005), the role of guilt in relation to dependency and forgiveness in a
situation of such characteristics had not been clarified to date.

While it is true that the present study exposes data that go in the expected
direction and contribute towards a greater understanding of the process of forgiveness in
dysfunctional relationships, there are limitations that should be taken into account in
future research. The first of the limitations has to do with the methodology used, as
using hypothetical situations, it is sensible to consider the degree to which the scenarios
can achieve the spontaneity, precision, and experience of a real situation. However, and
despite this drawback, this methodology is used in a variety of areas that simulate social
interaction (Collect & Childs, 2011). Similarly, it is possible that viewing the offer to
forgive the transgressor after his behavior may have facilitated the ability of the
participants to forgive the transgressor —affected by dependency and guilt—. This
encourages us to think that, although the manipulation was performed through the
creation of scenarios, it may have been transferred by the participants to a real couple
context. The second limitation refers to the characteristics of the sample, as the intimate
relationships that are usually established in this stage are generally of short duration, as
well as lesser commitment and future expectations regarding the relationship, as several
studies have shown through the use of self-report measures (Zhang, Ting-Toomey,

Oetzel, & Zhang, 2015). Future studies should aim to solve these limitations, as well as
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take into account other variables that could affect the results obtained in the present
study, such as the degree of responsibility attributed to the transgressor (Fincham,
Jackson, & Beach, 2005), and the level of self-esteem of the offended person, or the
presence/absence of apologies on behalf of the offender towards the offended person
(Fife, Weeks, & Stellberg-Filbert, 2013).

Sexual infidelity and physical violence have been estimated as the most severe
and painful transgressions that can occur in a relationship, resulting in very pernicious
effects for the offended person - fundamentally women. It is for this reason that it is
necessary to note that forgiveness can play a significant role in damaged interpersonal
relationships, being mainly relevant in the context of the couple. In the same way, it is
essential not to confuse forgiveness —a private act of a moral nature- with reconciliation,
the latter referring to the cooperation of the members of the relationship in order to
achieve the restitution of such relation.

The main findings show that, faced with a situation of physical violence (vs.
sexual infidelity), dependency and the feeling of guilt significantly influence the
decision of the offended person to forgive their transgressing partner. These results
could have implications for clinical practice suggesting that, essentially in the face of
abusive or violent relationships, special attention should be paid to partner-specific
dependency in order to reduce the degree of need for the partner and increase personal
autonomy. Similarly, the results suggest working simultaneously with dependency and
the feeling of guilt in therapeutic practice, in order to eliminate the cognitive dissonance
that is usually observed in the victims of intimate partner violence and that enables them
to forgive their aggressor. Although it is essential to carry out interventions aimed at
increasing forgiveness, whose final purpose would be aimed at mitigating the
resentment or hostility resulting in the offended person, and helping them to determine
whether they wish to repair or restore the relationship with the offender; it can also be
extremely harmful to the person who grants it, even more if said process condemns that
person to persist in a relationship with someone who exercises some type of
mistreatment over them, such is the case of people who suffer intimate partner violence.
Therefore, sometimes, forgiveness may not be so beneficial to the relationship,

presenting a difficult dilemma for the offended person to solve.
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Sexual Infidelity and Unforgiveness Motivations

En el capitulo anterior se evidencio que la violencia fisica se perdonaba en
mayor medida que la infidelidad sexual, confiriéndose la dependencia hacia la pareja y
el sentimiento de culpa como algunos de sus mecanismos explicativos. Sin embargo, (a)
debido a la problematica tan compleja que supone la violencia hacia la pareja (Messing,
Campbell, Wilson, Brown, & Patchell, 2015); (b) los numerosos factores explicativos
que se han asociado a la misma (e.g., Cavanagh, Dobash, Dobash, & Lewis, 2001); (c)
la falta de evidencias sobre la tematica al ser considerada dicha trasgresion como
motivo de denuncia (Bosch-Fiol & Ferrer-Pérez, 2019); y (d) la disparidad de opiniones
que giran en torno a la adecuacion del perdon frente a situaciones de violencia hacia la
pareja (e.g., Davidson, Lozano, Cole, & Gervais, 2015; Gilbert & Gordon, 2017; Valor-
Segura et al., 2018); determinamos dejar de indagar sobre este tipo de transgresion. De
otro lado, puesto que la infidelidad sexual fue la transgresion que se advirti6 como mas
severa, decidimos continuar examinando acerca de los elementos que podrian contribuir
a que este tipo de transgresion sea percibida con mayor gravedad, y la conviertan en una
transgresién imperdonable e inadmisible (Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013; Whisman, Gordon,
& Chatav, 2007). Aun mas, cuando este tipo de transgresion puede ser bidireccional, es
decir, puede ser cometida por ambos miembros de la pareja; a diferencia de la violencia
hacia la pareja que es unidireccional.

El capitulo que se expone a continuacion, estd constituido por dos estudios
(Estudios 4 y 5). En el primer estudio se analizan las motivaciones de falta de perdon
frente a dos de los tipos de infidelidad méas observadas tradicionalmente: infidelidad
sexual e infidelidad emocional; asi como se examina el grado de afectividad negativa
experimentado como consecuencia de cada una de ellas. En el segundo estudio se
examinan las motivaciones de falta de perdon ante una infidelidad sexual,
manipulandose el tipo de persona con quien se comete el acto de infidelidad (ex pareja
vs. persona desconocida). Para tal fin, se tuvo en consideracion el papel de la
dependencia hacia la pareja y del afecto negativo suscitado tras el incidente en cuestion.
A este respecto, cabe mencionar ademas, que, resulta interesante observar como la
disposicion dependiente que las personas exhiben en sus relaciones intimas puede
afectar sobre las motivaciones de falta de perdon frente a este tipo de transgresion;
maxime porque esta caracteristica relacional comporta una marcada confianza en la
relacion y en la pareja como principio sustancial para el funcionamiento habitual de la

persona (Momefie, Jauregui, & Estévez, 2017; Valor-Segura, Expdsito, & Moya, 2009).
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Abstract
We aimed to approach the understanding of unforgiveness motivations faced with
infidelity. In Study 1 (N = 247), we examined unforgiveness motivations and negative
affect faced with hypothetical situations of sexual and emotional infidelity. The results
showed that sexual infidelity is forgiven to a lesser extent than emotional infidelity. In
Study 2 (N = 345), we analyzed unforgiveness motivations and negative affect
according to the person with whom sexual infidelity was committed, and considering
the role of dependency on the partner. The results showed that negative affect mediated
the relationship: a) between dependency and motivation for revenge when infidelity is
committed with an ex-partner; b) and between dependency and motivation for
avoidance when infidelity occurs with an unknown person. These findings provide
evidence about how the unforgiveness motivations take on a different aspect for the
offended person, depending on the person with whom the partner commits sexual

infidelity.

Keywords: dependency on the partner; ex-partner; infidelity; negative affect;

unforgiveness



Unforgiveness Motivations Over Sexual Infidelity

The vast majority of people tend to become involved in a romantic relationship
in order to satisfy their need for belonging (Onayli, Erdur-Baker, & Kordoutis, 2016).
However, it is unusual that they do not end up “injured,” “betrayed,” and
“disappointed” by a partner at a certain point (Fincham, Beach, & Davila, 2004).
Heintzelman, Murdock, Krycak, and Seay, (2014) point to infidelity as one of the most
important complex dilemmas to solve faced by couples. In this regard, authors of
several studies have found that infidelity is conceived by the people who suffer from it
as the most severe and difficult betrayal to forgive (e.g., Beltran-Morillas, Valor-Segura,
& Exposito, 2015; Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013), causing significantly pernicious effects in
both members of the relationship and, especially, in the deceived person (Fincham &
May, 2017). In the same way, the empirical evidence shows that when infidelity is
committed with an ex-partner, the “victim” of such betrayal perceives a greater threat to
the stability and continuity of their relationship (Cann & Baucom, 2004; Meskd &
Lang, 2013). Within this relational field, variables such as dependency on the partner
and negative affect have been associated with the failure to forgive in light of the
several relational transgressions (e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015; McCullough, Bono,
& Root, 2007). Nevertheless, still it has not been addressed how dependency and
negative affect are associated with unforgiveness motivations faced with infidelity, even
more depending on the person with whom this betrayal is committed. Thus, this
research aims to investigate the role of dependency and negative affect on unforgiveness
motivations against various scenarios of infidelity, from the perspective of the offended
person.

Violation of the Monogamy Rule: Infidelity

Monogamy or fidelity is considered a relational expectation worldwide (Watkins
& Boon, 2016); however, it exerts a somewhat confusing role in current society (Onayl
et al., 2016). That is, although a strong preference for monogamy prevails, acts of
infidelity are quite common, with an estimated 20% to 35% of adults reporting having
engaged in some kind of infidelity at some point in their lives (Hall & Fincham, 2009;
Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016b). These behaviors tend to be more frequent in men than
in women (23.4% and 15.5%, respectively; Fincham & May, 2017; Thompson &
O’Sullivan, 2016b), because men tend to have a more permissive attitude about
engaging in extramarital relationships (Baronaldi, Etemadi, Ahmadi, & Fatehizad,
2016). More specifically, and as far as Spain is concerned, authors of a study carried out

by the Institute of Research and Marketing of the Ipsos company in 2015 stated that
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35% of men and 26% of women acknowledged being unfaithful to their partners.
Taking into consideration the perspective of the offended person, a research carried out
by Beltran-Morillas, Valor-Segura, and Expdsito (2019) revealed that 31.9% of the
Spanish participants who were involved in a romantic relationship claimed to have
suffered infidelity on the part of their partner (N = 232, Study 1).

Infidelity has been defined as any form of sexual, romantic, or emotional
intimacy that violates the commitment of relational exclusivity agreed by the parties
(Fife & Whiting, 2007; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a), because it allows a third
person in the relationship without the consent of the primary partner (Fife & Whiting,
2007). Hence, infidelity—mainly that of a sexual nature—is seen as an extremely
harmful act of betrayal and is considered the main cause of divorce and spousal violence
(e.g., Fife, Weeks, & Stellberg-Filbert, 2013; Fincham & May, 2017; Kluwer &
Karremans, 2009; Watkins & Boon, 2016), causing strong feelings of anger, hostility,
sadness, disappointment, jealousy, or humiliation in the offended person (e.g., Fitness,
2001; Kluwer & Karremans, 2009). Infidelity also often leads to higher rates of
depression, anxiety, and posttraumatic stress disorder in people who suffer from it (e.g.,
Fife et al., 2013; Fincham & May, 2017; Onayl et al., 2016). A relevant characteristic
of infidelity is the significance of the person with whom this act is committed. Previous
studies have revealed that when a member of the couple perseveres communication with
his/her ex-partner, jealousy may arise in the other main partner (e.g., Fitness & Fletcher,
1993; Muise, Christofides, & Desmarais, 2009; Sheets, Fredendall, & Claypool, 1997).
Moreover, authors of several studies have indicated that making allusions to an ex-
partner increases the likelihood of generating conflict in a relationship (e.g., Goodboy,
Horan, & Booth-Butterfield, 2012; Sheets et al., 1997). Thus, in accordance with the
aforementioned assumption, the ex-partner could be perceived as a potential threat to
the stability of the relationship (Cann & Baucom, 2004; Mesk6 & Lang, 2013;
Spielman, Joel, MacDonald, & Kogan, 2012). If this is so, infidelity with an ex-partner
could have more negative and painful consequences for the offended person than if it
were with an unknown person since infidelity with an ex-partner could imply the
disposition to restore the previously deteriorated emotional link (Mesk6 & Lang, 2013).
In this sense, and according to some expectations based on social beliefs, people could
assimilate that their partner may return to his/her ex-partner after a separation, assuming
that this happens because there is still an affective or emotional bond between them
(Cann & Baucom, 2004).
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Dependency, Negative Affect, and Unforgiveness Motivations in the Betrayal of
Infidelity

There are numerous theoretical approaches to define and assess forgiveness,
which is a quite complex phenomenon. Generally, forgiveness has been conceptualized
as a positive adaptation process, since the offended person tends to reduce their feelings,
thoughts and negative behaviors and/or resentment; and it increases their understanding
and indulgence towards the transgressive person (e.g., Enright & the Human
Development Study Group, 1991). More specifically, McCullough, Bono, and Root
(2007) define this phenomenon as a set of motivational changes, through which the
offended person reduces their motivation to stay away from, and/or project revenge on
the transgressive person; as well as an increasing motivation to be benevolent towards
him/her. However, sometimes forgiveness does not necessarily imply a motivational
readjustment of the motivations of revenge and avoidance (negative dimension) towards
benevolence motivation (positive dimension; Mullet, Girard & Bakshi, 2004). In this
regard, the negative dimension known as unforgiveness, has been considered as a
response that the offended person tends to exhibit as a consequence of a severe
interpersonal transgression or offense that can play an anguishing and challenging role
for the ego (e.g., Berry, Worthington, O’Connor, Parrott, & Wade 2005; Wenzel &
Okimoto, 2010). Thus, following several scholars (e.g., Berry et al., 2005; McCullough
et al., 1998; Worthington, 2006), unforgiveness would be composed of various
motivations aimed at revenge, retaliation, and/or avoidance towards the person who
violates personal boundaries. Following this premise, we focused on the motivations for
unforgivingness because the initial reaction of the person suffering infidelity —mainly
of a sexual nature— tend to be promoted by thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of revenge
and/or avoidance, in order to do justice or return the damage received to the member of
the couple who transgressed (Fitness, 2001; Morrissette, 2012).

According to several authors (e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015; Fitness, 2001;
McCullough et al., 2007; Zhang, Ting-Toomey, Oetzel, & Zhang, 2015), constructs
such as negative affect and dependency on the partner can affect different types of
motivations that make up the unforgiveness that the offended person experiences after a
betrayal of infidelity, given the existing relationship between both variables and
unforgiveness. In relation to negative affect, empirical evidence reveals that in the face
of an interpersonal transgression that is perceived as severe, the most salient negative

emotions are anger, hostility, guilt, sadness, and nervousness or emotional tension
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(Little, Simmons, & Nelson, 2007), which arise naturally when one of the parties is
injured because of an action of the other. These negative emotions have been described
in the literature as ongoing negative affect (Merolla, 2008). In this sense, authors of
several studies have shown that negative emotions appear in the majority of negative
interpersonal events (e.g., Fehr, Baldwin, Collins, Patterson, & Benditt, 1999; Morrison
& Robinson, 1997; Orcutt, 2006), especially when the action of the person who
transgresses is viewed by the person who was offended as unfair, intentional, and/or
harmful to their moral integrity (Jones & Burdette, 1994). Bearing in mind the
transgression of infidelity, authors of various studies pinpoint that sexual infidelity
compared with emotional infidelity provokes more intense and painful negative
emotions such as anger, jealousy, sadness, disappointment, or humiliation, among
others in the offended person (e.g., Hall & Fincham, 2006; Shackelford, LeBlanc, &
Drass, 2000). Moreover, if one considers the type of person with whom infidelity was
committed, one would expect those emotions to be stronger when the act of infidelity
was committed with an ex-partner (vs. unknown person) due to the jealousy it aroused,
as well as the belief that there is still an affective bond with that person (Cann &
Baucom, 2004; Goodboy et al., 2012; Sheets et al., 1997). Thus, negative affect tend to
arouse in the offended person a subjective experience of non-forgiveness, which could
lead him or her to respond to greater extent with revenge or avoidance behaviors
towards the offending person (Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012), occurring mainly when the
latter is seen as responsible for the betrayal (McCullough, Fincham, & Tsang, 2003).
Interpersonal dependency can be singled out as the way a person relates to their
peers, ranging beliefs, feelings and behaviors that revolve around the need to interact
and expect esteem from others (Valor-Segura, Expdsito, & Moya, 2009). More
specifically, dependency on the partner has been described as an excessive and
persistent demand for care and protection on the part of one partner, along with a
pronounced trust in the relationship as a basic principle for the natural functioning of
the person (Momefie, Jauregui, & Estévez, 2017; Valor-Segura et al., 2009). A previous
research has revealed that a high dependency on the partner is positively associated with
experiencing certain negative emotions such as anger, contempt or guilt (e.g., Drigotas
& Rusbult, 1992; Murphy, Meyer, & O’Leary, 1994; Valor-Segura, Expdésito, Moya, &
Kluwer, 2014). Similarly, empirical evidence has revealed that excessive dependency
on the partner is linked to dysfunctional relationships (Buttell, Muldoon, & Carney,

2005), as well as that people with a high level of dependency can react with greater
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coercive or violent behaviors when faced with various severe conflicts, this effect being
mediated by the level of anger experienced (Valor-Segura et al., 2014). In this
connection, it is considered appropriate to note that this behavioral response occurs
essentially when the situation is interpreted as a threat to the stability of the relationship
(Besser & Priel, 2011), because the emotional union with the partner is not recognized
until the relationship is threatened or lost (Cohen, 2004). Thus, while the relationship
between dependency on the partner, marital conflict, and various negative emotions is
well documented (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992; Murphy et al., 1994; Valor-Segura et al.,
2014), on the other hand, investigations that have weighed the effect of dependency on
the different unforgiveness motivations before a betrayal of infidelity are limited (e.g.,
Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015; Valor-Segura, Beltrdn-Morillas, & Expdsito, 2017).
However, a study carried out by Beltran-Morillas et al. (2015) showed that in the light
of sexual infidelity, high levels of dependency on the partner were predictive of a lower
granting of forgiveness towards the transgressive partner.
The Current Research

Research addressing the topic of forgiveness and faced with infidelity is
abundant; however, the vast majority of these investigations have been conducted in the
US population (e.g., Cann & Baucom, 2004; Gunderson & Ferrari, 2008; Hall &
Fincham, 2006; Pettijonn & Ndoni, 2013; Shackelford, Buss, & Bennet, 2002).
Although in Spain the divorce rate as a trigger for infidelity has increased according to
some data provided by the General Council of the Judiciary in 2016, studies that refer to
infidelity in the Spanish context are scarce. Thus, it is necessary to investigate the
effects of infidelity in the Spanish population, in order to obtain a broader view of this
relational process, which in turn complements what was provided by previous empirical
evidence.

Most of the studies that examine the role of dependency on the partner have
shown that it is linked to dysfunctional relationships (Buttell et al., 2005), as well as
being associated with greater tolerance to abuse and/or intimate partner violence (e.g.,
Bornstein, 2006; Griffing et al., 2005). However, we do not know studies considering
the role of dependency faced with betrayal of infidelity. Furthermore, to date, the
relationship of dependency on the partner and negative affect on the unforgiveness
motivations (revenge and avoidance) is unknown, even more if we take the type of
person with whom this transgression is committed into consideration. That is why, in

order to contribute to a greater understanding in this field of research, two studies were
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designed. The first study aimed to (a) examine the role of the type of infidelity on
unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance), expecting to find greater
unforgiveness towards a transgressive partner in the case of sexual infidelity (vs.
emotional; Hypothesis 1); and (b) analyze the role of the type of infidelity on negative
affect, expecting to find more intense negative emotions faced with sexual (vs.
emotional infidelity; Hypothesis 2).

The purpose of the second study was to investigate unforgiveness motivations of
sexual infidelity, depending on the type of person with whom the transgressor carries
out the affair and considering the role of dependency on the partner. Therefore, the
study was intended to (a) examine the effect of the type of person with whom infidelity
is consummated and the dependency on the partner on unforgiveness motivations
(revenge and avoidance), expecting that dependency is predictive of a greater
unforgiveness when infidelity occurs with an ex-partner (vs. unknown person;
Hypothesis 3); and (b) analyze whether dependency is associated with higher levels of
negative affect resulting, in turn, in greater unforgiveness, especially when infidelity is

consummated with an ex-partner (vs. unknown person; Hypothesis 4).

Study 1
Method
Participants
The initial sample consisted of 247 Spanish university students (145 women and
102 men), aged between 18 and 30 years (M = 21.45, SD = 2.64). Six of the participants
were excluded from the analysis because they did not complete measuring instruments
in full. Thus, the final sample consisted of 241 Spanish university students (141 women
and 100 men), with an average age of 21.45 (SD = 2.58; range from 18 to 29). Of the
sample, 61.8% of the participants reported maintaining a relationship at the time of the
study compared to 38.2% who indicated not having a partner, establishing the average
duration of the relationship at 26.76 months (SD = 25.97).
Design and Procedure
By means of an incidental sampling conducted in different libraries belonging to
the University of Granada (South of Spain), two previously trained researchers
requested the collaboration of the participants. First, participants were informed about
the estimated duration of the study (approximately 10 minutes) and the anonymity of

their answers, guaranteeing them strict confidentiality. All the participants proceeded
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voluntarily to sign the corresponding informed consent, not providing them with a
monetary reward for their participation. Before proceeding to fill out the questionnaire,
participants were told that the general purpose of the research was to inquire about
“different emotional and motivational aspects involved in maintaining interpersonal
relationships.” Ultimately, when participants completed the questionnaire, they were
provided with debriefing about the real purpose of the study. The research was carried
out after receiving the acceptance of the Ethics Committee of the University of Granada.

A factorial design with the type of interpersonal transgression as a within-subject
variable was used, through which participants were randomly presented two
hypothetical situations that related the different types of infidelity (sexual and
emotional). That is, each participant read the two infidelity events but in a different
order, so that some participants read first the situation of sexual infidelity followed by
emotional infidelity, and vice versa. Prior to reading each scenario, participants were
asked to imagine the incident of infidelity occurring in their current romantic
relationship. Those participants who were not involved in a relationship at the time of
the study were instructed to think about their last romantic relationship or a relationship
they would like to have. First, participants read each infidelity situation, and then, they
answered the measures of negative affect and unforgiveness motivations.
Instruments

Sociodemographic characteristics. Data were collected regarding sex, age,
whether participants were currently in a relationship, and the duration of the
relationship.

Relational transgressions. With a slight modification, participants received the
following instructions based on previous studies (e.g., Buss et al., 1992; Sabini &
Green, 2004; Shackelford et al., 2002):

Please think of a serious or committed relationship that you have had in the past, that you
currently have, or that you would like to have. Imagine that the situations that are presented below occur

in your romantic relationship.

The scenarios were also considered according to previous research that has
employed the behaviors “having sexual intercourse” and “fall in love with someone
else” to represent sexual and emotional infidelity, respectively (e.g., Buss et al., 1992;
Sabini & Green, 2004; Shackelford et al., 2002). Specifically, the situations presented in

relation to the two types of infidelity were (a) “Your partner tells you that one night
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he/she went out with his friends and they were having a great time. Besides that, your
partner tells you that he/she met a girl/boy and ended up having sexual intercourse with
her/him” as the condition of sexual infidelity and (b) “Your partner tells you that one
night he/she went out with his friends and they were having a great time. Besides that,
your partner tells you that he/she met a girl/boy and they exchanged their phone
numbers. He/she ends up confessing that they have spoken on several occasions and
believes that he/she has fallen in love with her/him” for the condition of emotional
infidelity.

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule. We used the Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Spanish adaptation of
Sandin et al., 1999) in this study. Specifically, we used the Negative Affect subscale
that consists of 10 items that assess the negative affect of an individual at a particular
time (e.g., “I would feel sad,” “I would feel guilty,” “I would feel anger”). It is a Likert-
type response format with response options ranging from 1 (nothing) to 5 (a lot). For
the present study, an alpha coefficient of .86 was obtained.

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale: 12-item form. The
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale is a measure of forgiveness
assessing various motivations that people experience after an interpersonal offense
(McCullough et al., 1998). It consists of 12 items divided into two subscales: Revenge
(5 items; e.g., “I wish that something bad would happen to him/her”) and Avoidance (7
items; e.g., “I find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her”). In accordance with the
usual standards, a translation-back-translation procedure was followed (English—
Spanish/Spanish—English). The response format was Likert type with response options
ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). In this sample, alpha coefficients
of .86 were obtained for the subscale of Revenge and of .92 for the subscale of
Avoidance.

Analysis Strategy

First, in order to obtain information about the relationship between the different
variables, we carried out an analysis of bivariate correlations (see Table 1). Then, in
order to inquire about what type of infidelity (sexual vs. emotional) raises more
unforgiveness, as well as a negative emotional state of greater intensity, various
repeated measures mixed-design analysis of variance (ANOVA) model was carried out,
including as covariate whether the participants maintained a relationship or not at the

time of the study.
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Results
Type of Infidelity and Unforgiveness Motivations (Revenge and Avoidance)

In order to examine whether sexual infidelity is forgiven to a lesser extent than
emotional infidelity (Hypothesis 1), a repeated-measures mixed ANOVA was carried
out.® In this analysis, the covariate referred to above was included.

First, it is worth noting that no significant results of sex were found, nor any
interaction between the type of infidelity X sex on unforgiveness motivations (revenge
and avoidance).

The results showed a main effect of the type of infidelity on the motivation for
revenge, F(1, 238) = 25.59, p < .001, nzp = .097. That is, sexual infidelity arouses
greater desire for revenge and therefore less forgiveness toward the transgressive
partner compared to emotional infidelity (Msexuainficeliy = 2.37, SD = .94 and
Memotionatinfidelity = 2.09, SD = .94, respectively).

Regarding the motivation for avoidance, the results also revealed a main effect
of the type of infidelity, F(1, 238) = 18.36, p < .001, n% = .072. Thus, in sexual
infidelity, participants obtained higher scores on avoidance toward the transgressive
partner (greater unforgiveness), in comparison with emotional infidelity (Mg, = 3.56, SD
=1.12 and Mg, = 3.22, SD = 1.15, respectively).

The above results support Hypothesis 1. The fact that participants maintained or

not a relationship at the time of the study was not significant.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics and correlations between the main study variables (Study 1)
1 2 3
Sl El Sl El Sl El
1. Revenge -- --
2. Avoidance 32%* 26%* -- --
3. Negative Affect .28** 29** 56** AT - -
M 2.37 2.09 3.56 3.22 3.47 3.42
SD .94 .94 1.12 1.15 .68 75

Note. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation; SI = Sexual Infidelity, EI = Emotional Infidelity
**p <.01

2 Sex was analyzed as an exploratory variable between subjects to examine if the results differed

according to the sex of the participants.
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Type of Infidelity and Negative Affect

To analyze whether sexual infidelity raises more intense negative emotions
compared to emotional infidelity (Hypothesis 2), a repeated-measures mixed ANOVA
was performed. As in the previous case, it was included as a covariate if participants
maintained a relationship at the time of the study.

The results did not reveal a main effect of the type of infidelity on negative
affect, F(1, 238) = 2.43, p = .136, nzp = .009, so that, these findings do not support
Hypothesis 2. However, the results showed an effect of interaction between the type of
infidelity and sex on negative affect, F(1, 238) = 4.50, p = .035, nzp =.018. That is, men
experienced more intense negative emotions faced with infidelity compared to
emotional infidelity (Mg, = 3.14, SD = .76; Mg, = 3.04, SD = .76). Conversely, in
women there were no differences in negative affect depending on the type of infidelity
(Mg = 3.68, SD = .51; Mg, = 3.70, SD = .61; see Figure 1). Lastly, it should be noted

that the fact that the participants were or not in a relationship was not significant.
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Figure 1. Interaction between the type of infidelity and sex on negative affect

Study 2

The sense of exclusivity in the eyes of the partner declines when a third person
appears who tends to be perceived as a threat to the relationship, which may be real or
not (Almeida & Schldsser, 2014). In this regard, jealousy would come into play,
understood as a negative emotional reaction arising in people when they notice that their
partner dedicates affection, care and love towards a third party (e.g., Almeida &
Schlésser, 2014; Clanton & Smith, 1998). As shown in previous research, this fact
could be particularly relevant when the partner still has contact with his/her ex-partner
(e.g., Fitness & Fletcher, 1993; Muise et al., 2009; Sheets et al., 1997); because people
may believe that their partner is still in love with his/her ex-partner (Cann & Baucom,
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2004). Thus, it could be assumed that when infidelity takes place with an ex-partner in
comparison with an unknown person, this act could have a more negative and
devastating power to the offended person (Meské & Léang, 2013); even more so in
people with high dependency on the partner, who seem to react more rapturously when
they interpret the situation as a threat to the stability of their relationship (Besser &
Priel, 2011). For this reason, taking into consideration the results of the first study,
which revealed that sexual infidelity is forgiven less than emotional infidelity; a second
study was developed in order to examine the association between dependency, negative
affect, and unforgiveness motivations resulting from sexual infidelity, this time through
a focus centered on the person with whom this transgression is committed (ex-partner
vs. unknown person). Based on the above, the conceptual model shown in Figure 2 was
designed.

Negative Affect

Dependency Unforgiveness

Infidelity Condition

Figure 2. Conceptual model representing the proposed relationship between dependency on a partner and

unforgiveness mediated by negative affect, and moderated by the infidelity condition (Study 2)

Method

Participants

The initial sample consisted of 345 participants from the general population (227
women and 118 men), aged between 18 and 57 years (M = 24.70, SD = 6.88). Fifteen of
the participants were excluded from the analysis because they did not respond to all
measures of interest, and the final sample comprised 330 participants (216 women and
114 men) with an average age of 24.70 (SD = 6.80; range from 18 to 57). Of the total
sample, 62.7% reported maintaining a relationship at present, and the average duration
of the relationships was 52.44 months (SD = 62.64). In addition, 31.2% of the
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participants reported having suffered an incident of infidelity at some point in their
lives.
Design and Procedure

The participants voluntarily filled out an online questionnaire through the
Qualtrics research platform, without receiving a monetary reward for their participation.
The research was disseminated through different platforms and social networks (e.g.,
Facebook and Twitter), with the requirement that the participants were of Spanish
nationality. As in Study 1, the participants were notified about the duration of the study
(approximately 10 minutes) and they were told that the general purpose of the study was
to examine “different emotional and motivational aspects involved in the maintenance
of interpersonal relationships.” Prior to completing the questionnaire, the participants
were duly informed of the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses. Then, in
order to obtain their informed consent, they marked a box that indicated “I agree to
participate in the study.” Once they completed the questionnaire, participants were
thanked for their participation and were provided with the email address of one of the
researchers responsible for the study so that, if they required it, they could receive more
information about the real purpose of the study. As in Study 1, the research was
conducted after receiving acceptance from the Ethics Committee of the University of
Granada.

A factorial experimental design was used with an independent variable
manipulated at two levels (unknown person vs. ex-partner), in which the participants
were randomly presented a hypothetical situation of sexual infidelity that varied by the
relationship to the type of person with whom the transgression was committed, and they
were asked to imagine that this situation happened with their partner (see Appendix).
The scenario was created taking as reference infidelity situations referred to research
conducted by Sabini and Green (2004). Participants responded first to the measure of
dependency, and then, after reading the infidelity situation, they answered the measures
of negative affect and unforgiveness motivations. Since dependency is a dispositional
measure focused on behavior with the partner, participants who did not have a
relationship at the present time, were asked to think about their latest stable relationship.
Instruments

Sociodemographic characteristics. The same data as in Study 1 were collected,

as well as whether the participants had suffered infidelity at some point in their lives.
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Spouse-Specific Dependency Scale. The Spouse-Specific Dependency Scale
(Rathus & O’Leary, 1997; Spanish version of Valor-Segura et al., 2009) consists of 17
items assessing the interpersonal dependency construct towards a partner (e.g., “I feel
rejected when my partner is very busy”), with a Likert-type response format and
response options ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally agree). The alpha
coefficient obtained for this sample was .82.

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988; Sandin et al.,
1999). Reviewed in Study 1. An alpha coefficient of .77 was obtained for the present
study.

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale—12-Item Form
(McCullough et al., 1998). Referred to in Study 1. In the present sample, alpha
coefficients of .89 were obtained for the Revenge, subscale and .92 for the Avoidance
subscale.

Manipulation Check. In order to test whether the experimental manipulation
was appropriate, the participants were asked to choose among the following options
regarding which reflected the type of person with whom “their partner” had been
unfaithful: (a) “with an unknown person” or (b) “with an ex-partner.” Prior to the
statistical analysis, participants who did not select the correct alternative were
eliminated.

Analysis Strategy

First, in order to obtain information regarding how the variables of interest are
associated, the bivariate correlations were analyzed (see Table 2). Subsequently, a
hierarchical regression analyses was implemented to test the initial predictions about the
effects of dependency on the partner on unforgiveness motivations, mainly in the ex-
partner condition (see Table 3; Figure 3). Ultimately, a moderated mediation analysis
was performed using Model 5 of the program macro PROCESS to determine if negative
affect mediated the effect of dependency on unforgiveness motivations and if that
relationship would be in turn, moderated by the infidelity condition (Hayes, 2013; see
Tables 4 and 5). The covariates included were if participants maintained or not a
relationship at the time at the study, and whether they had ever experienced an incident

of infidelity.
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Results
Manipulation Check
The results confirmed the adequacy of the employed experimental manipulation,
so that 99.4% of the participants who read the infidelity condition in reference to an
“unknown person” identified this third person involved in the relationship as such,
while 99.4% of the participants who read the “ex-partner” condition correctly identified
this person, y? (1, 329) = 322.03, p < .001.

Table 2
Descriptive statistics and correlations between the study variables (Study 2)
1 2 3 4
UpP EP UpP EP UP EP UP EP
1. Revenge -- --
2. Avoidance A1x* A46** -- --
3. Dependency A1 30** -.02 A1 -- --
4. Negative Affect 24%* .30** 49%* 52** .38** 25%* -- --
M 1.56 1.68 3.58 3.45 2.82 2.79 3.40 3.39
SD .80 .86 1.03 1.14 .67 .65 .66 74

Note. UP = Unknown Person, EP = Ex-partner. **p < .01

Effect of the Infidelity Condition and Dependency on Unforgiveness Motivations
(Revenge and Avoidance)

A hierarchical regression analysis was carried out to analyze the effect of
dependency on the motivation to forgive an infidelity committed with an unknown
person as compared to with an ex-partner (Hypothesis 3). The predictive variables
introduced were the condition of infidelity (O = unknown person; 1 = ex-partner), sex (0
= men; 1 = women), and dependency; and the dimensions of unforgiveness concerning
revenge and avoidance were introduced as the criteria variables. In the same way, the
control variables were included if the participants were in or not in a relationship at the
time (0 = no; 1 = yes) and their previous experience with infidelity (0 = yes; 1 = no). All
of the scores were standardized before the analysis, with the covariate effects verified in
the first step, the main effects of the variables of interest verified in the second step, the
second-order interactions among the variables verified in the third step, and the third-
order interactions among the variables verified in the fourth step (Table 3).

In relation to the revenge dimension, the results first revealed a simple effect, so

that dependency on the partner is predictive of revenge. That is, people with high level
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of dependency seem to show higher motivation to take revenge and, therefore, not to

forgive their partner. The results also showed a significant interaction between condition

and dependency, thus, in the ex-partner condition, a higher dependency predicts a

greater motivation for revenge compared to a lower dependency. Regarding the

Table 3

unknown person condition, dependency does not predict revenge (see Figure 3).

Effect of dependency on unforgiveness motivation depending on the infidelity condition (Study 2)

Motivation for revenge

Motivation for avoidance

S t p 95% Cl S t p 95% Cl
Step 1 Have a relationship 019 .33 738 [-.091,.028] 036 -65 515 [-.108,.108]
Infidelity experience  .003  .053  .958 [-.107,.112] .132 239  .018  [.023,.240]
R? .000 .020
Adjusted R? -.006 014
Step 2  Infidelity Condition 079 145 147 [-028,.186] -074 -135 177 [-181,.034]
Sex 025 .45 649 [-082,.131] .119 218  .030  [.012,.226]
Dependency 219 400 <001 [.111,.327] .045 .82 410 [-.063, .154]
R? .053 041
Adjusted R? .038 .026
Step3  Condition X Sex 064 120 232 [-041,.170] -050 -91  .364 [-.157,.058]
Cond X Dependency  .104  1.93  .046  [.003,.210] .060 1.09  .276  [-.049,.170]
Sex X Dependency .083 153 128 [-.024,.189] -.009 -.16 869  [-.117,.099]
R? 074 047
Adjusted R? .051 .023
Step4  Cond X Sex X Depen  .102  1.88 .061  [-.005,.208] .093 1.69 092 [-.015, .201]
R? .084 .055
Adjusted R? .059 .028

Note. 95% CI = 95% of the Confidence Interval
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4.5

35 —— Unknown Person

Revenge

_________ ---&-- Ex-Partner
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15

Low Dependency  High Dependency

Figure 3. Interaction between the condition of infidelity and dependency on motivation for revenge
(Study 2)

As for the dimension of avoidance, dependency did not show any simple effects
or significant interaction on it. The results showed a main effect of sex. That is, women
(M = 3.61, SD = 1.00) compared to men (M = 3.33, SD = 1.24) seemed to exhibit
greater motivation to avoid their transgressive partner. In addition, the previous
experienced with infidelity, included as a covariate, was significant for this model.
Hence, people who had not suffered infidelity showed higher scores in avoidance
motivation than people who had experienced such an incident (M = 3.61, SD = 1.04; M
=3.29, SD = 1.75, respectively).

It is worth mentioning that no second or third order effects were obtained in
relation to sex.

The above findings partially support Hypothesis 3.

The Mediating Role of Negative Affect Between Dependency and Unforgiveness
Motivations, Moderated by the Condition of Infidelity

Finally, to test Hypothesis 4, in which predicted that negative affect would
mediate the relationship between dependency and unforgiveness, and that relationship,
in turn, would be moderated by the condition of infidelity (unknown person vs. ex-
partner), model 5 of the macro PROCESS was used (Hayes, 2013).2 This model allows
us to find evidence for the indirect effect of dependency on unforgiveness through
negative affect, moderated by the infidelity condition. The conditional indirect effect is

significant where the confidence interval does not contain the value 0. Following the

* As previously sex showed no interaction effects regarding the condition of infidelity and dependency on

the partner, it was not included in this analysis.
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recommendations of MacKinnon et al. (2004), the nonparametric bootstrapping
procedure with 10,000 repetitions was used to estimate the 95% confidence intervals.
As in the previous analyses, it were included as covariates the sex of the participants,
whether or not participants maintained a relationship at the time of the study, as well as
previous experience with infidelity.

First, the relevant moderated mediation analysis was carried out in order to
analyze whether negative affect mediated the relationship between dependency and
revenge. As shown in Table 4, the results showed an effect of dependency on negative
affect and on the revenge dimension, as well as an effect of negative affect on revenge.
Likewise, the effect of dependency on motivation for revenge was moderated by the
infidelity condition, with an interaction effect between dependency and the ex-partner
(vs. unknown person) condition. Then, a moderated mediation analysis was performed
for the avoidance dimension, evidencing an effect of dependency on negative affect and
of negative affect on avoidance. In this case, the results showed a marginal effect of
between dependency and condition. This marginal moderation effect was found in the
unknown person condition, rather than the ex-partner condition (Table 5). Therefore, the

preceding results partially support Hypothesis 4.

Table 4
Non-standardized regression coefficients, standard error and summary information for model 5moderate

mediation (Revenge; Study 2)

Negative Affect Revenge
Background Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant 3.351 .08 40.13 <.001 .659 21 3.12 .002
Dependency 321 .06 5.68 <.001 .185 .07 247 .014
Negative Affect .284 .06 4.87 <.001
Condition 133 .09 1.50 134
Depend. X Condition .293 14 2.05 .041
Maintains a Relationship ~ -.056 .08 -70 483 .090 .09 .96 .336
Infidelity Experience .097 .08 1.15 252 -.046 .10 -.45 .651

R?=.101 R?=.115
F(3, 326) = 11.93, p < .001 F(6, 323) = 6.73, p < .001

Condition Direct Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Unknown Person .033 .08 -.118 184
Ex-partner .326 A2 .084 .569

Note. SE: Standard error, LLCI: Lower Lever of the Confidence Interval, ULCI: Upper Level of the

Confidence Interval
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Table 5
Non-standardized regression coefficients, standard error and summary information for model 5moderate

mediation (Avoidance; Study 2)

Negative Affect Avoidance
Background Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant 3.351 .08 40.13 <.001 521 .28 1.83 .068
Dependency 321 .06 543 <001 -.199 .08 -2.34 .020
Negative Affect .842 .08 10.61 <.001
Condition -.148 10 -1.44 150
Depend. X Condition .289 .16 1.77 .076
Maintains a Relationship ~ -.056 .08 -.70 483 -.047 A1 -44 .660
Infidelity Experience .097 .08 1.15 .252 .218 A2 1.81 071
R?=.101 R?=.293
F (3, 326) = 11.93, p < .001 F(6, 323) = 21.92, p < .001

Condition Direct Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Unknown Person -.348 A2 -.587 -.109
Ex-partner -.059 A1 -.283 .164

Note. SE: Standard error; LLCI: Lower Level of the Confidence Interval; ULCI: Upper Level of the

Confidence Interval

Discussion

The substantial interest of this research was in the influence of dependency and
negative affect on the motivations behind unforgiveness of sexual infidelity, depending
on the person with whom this act is committed (unknown person vs. ex-partner). To test
this purpose, two studies were conducted focusing on the offended person’s perspective.

The results of Study 1 showed that, on the one hand, sexual infidelity promotes
greater motivations of revenge and avoidance and therefore less forgiveness toward the
partner, in comparison with for emotional infidelity. These findings support previous
research showing that due to the nature of sexual behaviors, this type of transgression is
considered more severe and less ambiguous—that is, more indicative of infidelity
(Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019; Rodrigues, Lopes, & Pereira, 2016; Thompson &
O’Sullivan, 2016a; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016b). On the other hand, the results also
revealed an interaction between the type of infidelity and sex in negative affect, so that
men (vs. women) had higher scores in negative affect in the face of sexual infidelity (vs.
emotional infidelity). This finding could be justified according to the evolutionary
perspective, which attributes this discomfort with greater uncertainty in their genetic

parenthood and failure in reproductive efforts (i.e., threat to masculinity; e.g., Buss,
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2018). On the other hand, women tend to exhibit greater relational competence and a
greater tendency towards the care and maintenance of their relationship (Josephs,
Markus, & Tafarrodi, 1992; Knox, Zusman, & Nieves, 1997; Manning, Giordano, &
Longmore, 2006). Therefore, it is likely that in the light of the infidelity of their partner
—regardless of their nature— they could respond with a negative emotional state of
similar intensity, because the breakdown of trust previously established with the partner,
could increase the likelihood of ending a relationship in which uncertainty has been
created (Knox et al., 1997). However, more research is required to support these claims.

Regarding Study 2, the results presented that dependency predicts greater
motivation for revenge toward the partner (unforgiveness) when the act of infidelity
occurs with an ex-partner (vs. with an unknown person). Such an effect could be
justified by expectations based on social beliefs. These beliefs, which are maintained by
different relational myths (e.g., exclusivity, which spreads the belief that it is impossible
to be in love with two people at the same time; Yela, 1995), contribute to people
implicitly learning that the partner can get involved again—and thus restart the
relationship—with his or her ex-partner after a separation. Consequently, people with
high dependency who, in turn, tend to exhibit higher levels of jealousy, would see the
ex-partner as more of a threat to the relationship’s stability (Besser & Priel, 2011), as
they could interpret the situation as a relational problem that their partner has not solved
because the emotional bond with their ex-partner still remains (Bevan & Hale, 2006;
Cann & Baucom, 2004; Sheets et al., 1997). Thus, when infidelity is committed with an
ex-partner, people with higher levels of dependency might have the tendency to believe
that there is still an affective bond between their partner and the ex-partner, and that
their partner no longer is infatuated with them. Such an understanding of the situation
could lead them to react with greater vengeful behaviors toward their partner, motivated
by unforgiveness. Future research could replicate these findings considering the role of
social beliefs faced with infidelity. The results also revealed that women (vs. men) show
a greater avoidance motivation. Empirical evidence has suggested that men show
greater motivation to avoid, and therefore not forgive the partner, positively relating to
an escape posture in the face of conflicts (Fincham et al., 2004). This avoidant attitude
of men against conflicts has been widely observed (e.g., Christensen & Heavy, 1990;
Feldman & Gowen, 1998). However, a recent systematic review conducted by Dildar
and Amjad (2017) on gender differences in conflict resolution yielded mixed results,

and reported that both men and women can respond to conflict with avoidance and low
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cooperation with the partner. More specifically, in connection with forgiveness, a meta-
analysis carried out by Miller, Worthington, and McDaniel (2008) pointed out that
women score higher than men in forgiveness. Nevertheless, the present result supports
other research showing that gender differences in relation to forgiveness are
inconclusive (e.g., Miller & Worthington, 2010; Toussaint & Webb, 2005). Thus, more
research is needed to address this finding, even if the severe nature of infidelity is given.
Finally, the motivation for avoidance was also affected by the previous experience of
infidelity, so that people who had not experienced any of the transgressions manifested
a greater motivation to avoid the transgressive partner (i.e., greater unforgiveness). This
finding would be found in line with previous research, which shows that people who
suffer infidelity, tend to forgive their partner more than those who have not experienced
(Atkins, Marin, Lo, Klann, & Hahlweg, 2010; Heintzelman et al., 2014). A cognitive
process by which this effect could be argued is through the perception of distance from
the transgressive person, known as psychological distance. In other words, by means of
this protective mechanism, people who have not experienced a transgression, offense,
betrayal, or are more distanced from something or someone, tend to make more
intransigent judgments about behaviors. These are ethically questionable in others,
however (van Boven, Kane, McGraw, & Dale, 2010).

Ultimately, in connection with the proposed conceptual model, the results were
partly unexpected. Thus, the results showed that negative affect mediated the
relationship between dependency and motivation for revenge when infidelity occurred
with an ex-partner. Instead, negative affect mediated the relationship between
dependency and motivation for avoidance when infidelity was committed with an
unknown person. Usually people with high dependency on the partner tend to
experience emotional reactions of great magnitude that result in intense personal
distress (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Slav, 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). This
emotional state can be accentuated even more against infidelity, manifesting jealousy,
considered a devastating emotion in romantic relationships (DeSteno, Valdesolo, &
Bartlett, 2006). Several studies have shown that when the partner pays attention or
maintains contact with their ex-partner, high levels of jealousy are generated in the other
party (e.g., Fitness & Fletcher, 1993; Sheets et al., 1997), because this would imply the
presumption —as a product of social beliefs— that the relationship with the partner
having already been lost since there is still an affective bond between the partner and

their ex-partner (Cann & Baucom, 2004; Cohen, 2004). Consequently, different
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responses and hostile attitudes toward the partner may occur as a result of this
interpretation (DeSteno et al., 2006), thus diminishing the likelihood of the partner
being forgiven (Mikulincer et al., 2006). However, people with high dependency also
seem to respond with greater motivation for avoidance towards their partner when
infidelity takes place with an unknown person. A possible explanation for this finding
could be that motivation for avoidance, in addition to expressing unforgiveness toward
the partner, could indicate a declaration of repudiation or contempt toward the partner,
as revealed by different investigations (e.g., Bernecker, Ghassemi, & Brandstétter,
2018; Cavallo, Fitzsimons, & Holmes, 2010). Thus, while infidelity with an ex-partner
might arouse jealousy and greater revenge, infidelity with an unknown person could
generate contempt and avoidance towards the partner, both motivations resulting of
unforgiveness. These data are interesting and highlight the different role played by the
unforgiveness motivations in the light of infidelity. Future research could take these
variables into account to assert the above deductions.

Although this study provides data in the expected direction and encourages
further research in this direction, limitations exist to be solved in future research. The
first one involves the methodology used. Both studies used hypothetical situations that
simulate real infidelity, so it seems reasonable to question the degree to which the
scenarios reached the spontaneity, experience, and objectivity of a true situation.
However, although it may be considered inappropriate, several areas are using this
methodology to simulate social interaction (Collect & Childs, 2011). The second
limitation refers to one of the covariates used in the investigation. This is, unlike Study
2, in Study 1 the question about whether the participants had experienced previous
infidelity was not included. However, this could be supported by the empirical literature
indicating that adults report higher levels of commitment and investment in their
relationships, so having suffered a serious transgression such as infidelity could affect
their motivations for forgiveness (Preveti & Amato, 2004; Raj, Elizabeth, &
Padmakumari, 2016); it makes sense to include it in Study 2 when dealing with the
general population. Future studies will attempt to resolve the above limitations while
accounting for other variables, such as the time elapsed since the transgression,
expectations of fidelity, or the level of commitment to the relationship (McCullough et
al., 2003; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998; Watkins & Boon, 2016), which could affect
the results found in the present investigation. Similarly, the role that personality

variables such as narcissism usually play in this type of situation will be investigated,
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since people with high levels of narcissism usually react with greater coercive or hostile
behavior when they are offended (Brewer, Hunt, James, & Abell, 2015).
Conclusions

In summary, it seems unquestionable to argue that infidelity constitutes a
significant deterioration of a relationship, just as it also seems relevant to the offended
person —especially with a high dependency on the partner— the type of person with
whom this act occurs. The main results show that, when faced with sexual infidelity,
people with high levels of dependency experience greater negative emotions,
considerably affecting their motivations to forgive or not forgive their transgressive
partner. However, the unforgiveness motivations become different depending on the
type of person with whom the couple carries out their affair. Thus, when infidelity
occurs with an ex-partner it would seem that people with high dependency would tend
to exhibit a greater motivation for revenge against the partner. But when the infidelity
takes place with an unknown person, these people seem to show a greater motivation for
avoidance. These findings show that women with high dependency may consider both
revenge and avoidance toward the partner (unforgiveness motivations) as effective
strategies to cope with the aversive emotional state that is inferred from sexual
infidelity. However, these motivations could generate the opposite effect, by decreasing
the offended person’s psychological and subjective well-being. This is why the results
could be relevant for clinical practice focused on infidelity, since encouraging
forgiveness promotes affective, cognitive, and behavioral changes in both the person
who committed the infidelity and the person who suffered from it. Moreover, although
some relationships do end up dissolving as a result of infidelity, most couples want to
reconcile and restore the relationship, which is why orientation and training in
forgiveness process in therapeutic practice is necessary. This could be especially
significant for people with high dependency on their partner, who may need more
attention due to their implicit beliefs and the behavioral characteristics they show in

their relationships.
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Extradyadic Behaviors, Unforgiveness Motivations and Associated Correlates

En el capitulo precedente se constatd que la infidelidad sexual originaba
mayores motivaciones de venganza y evitacion en comparacion con la infidelidad
emocional, asi como que, una alta dependencia se asociaba con un estado afectivo
negativo mas intenso que, parecia originar a su vez, una mayor motivacién de venganza
hacia la pareja, principalmente cuando el acto de infidelidad tenia lugar con una ex
pareja (vs. persona desconocida). Por el contrario, para nuestra sorpresa, dicha relacion
dimand en una mayor motivacion de evitacion, cuando la infidelidad se sucedia con una
persona desconocida (vs. ex pareja). Tales hallazgos aportan evidencia acerca de como
las motivaciones de falta de perdon podrian tener un significado diferente para la
persona ofendida, acorde con el tipo de persona con quien la pareja comete el acto de
infidelidad sexual.

En linea con el capitulo anterior, la infidelidad sexual siguié concibiéndose
como la transgresién que menos se perdona. No obstante, dado que la literatura
empirica evidencia numerosos comportamientos extradiadicos, mas alla de los sexuales;
en el presente capitulo (constituido por dos articulos; Estudios 6, 7 y 8) se pretendio por
un lado, examinar qué comportamientos extradiadicos juzga la poblacion espafiola
como mas constitutivos de infidelidad (comportamiento de naturaleza sexual,
tecnoldgica, emocional/afectiva y en solitario). De otro lado, determinamos de interés
ahondar en la dimension mas patoldgica de la dependencia interpersonal hacia la pareja:
el apego ansioso, al objeto de indagar acerca de cdmo esta tipologia de personas podrian
responder ante diferentes comportamientos extradiadicos. Mas aun, dadas las
caracteristicas comportamentales que las personas con alto apego ansioso hacia la pareja
exhiben en sus relaciones y con su pareja. Es por ello que, el segundo objetivo de este
primer articulo, consistid en estudiar cuéales de los comportamientos extradiadicos
suscitaban mayores motivaciones de falta de perddn (venganza y evitacién); asi como
analizar el papel del apego ansioso hacia la pareja y el estado afectivo negativo sobre las
motivaciones de venganza Yy evitacion, ante los diferentes comportamientos
extradiadicos (Estudios 6 y 7).

En lo que respecta al segundo articulo que conforma este capitulo (Estudio 8), el
principal objetivo bajo el que se sustenta, atiende fundamentalmente a las motivaciones
de venganza y evitacion frente a la infidelidad sexual y tecnologica (ambas percibidas
en términos similares de gravedad en el articulo previo), en personas con una tendencia
comportamental ansiosa en sus relaciones intimas. Mas concretamente, se persigue

replicar, por un lado, la relacion entre el apego ansioso hacia la pareja y el afecto
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negativo sobre las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion independientemente del tipo
de infidelidad; y a su vez, examinar como las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion se
asocian con el bienestar psicologico/satisfaccion con la vida y la calidad de la relacion
(satisfaccion, intimidad y compromiso) de esta tipologia de personas. Ademas, como
objetivo adicional, se pretende estudiar —sin tener en consideracion el papel del apego
ansioso— qué tipo de infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica) origina generalmente un
mayor afecto negativo y motivaciones méas altas de venganza y evitacion, y si, en
consecuencia, dicha relacidn se asocia con un menor bienestar psicologico/satisfaccion

con lavida y la calidad de la relacion.
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Abstract

Infidelity is considered an unforgivable betrayal. However, not all behaviors considered
unfaithful affect the person who suffers them in the same way. Therefore, to have a
better understanding of unforgiveness according to different extradyadic behaviors, two
studies were designed. Study 1 (N = 240) explored which extradyadic behaviors are
considered as more indicative of infidelity. The results revealed that sexual behaviors
were considered more unfaithful when compared with technological,
emotional/affective, and solitary behaviors. Study 2 (N = 378) examined the influence
of experienced extradyadic behaviors on unforgiveness, negative affect, and anxious
attachment to the partner. The results showed that (a) sexual and technological
behaviors were less frequently forgiven and promoted a more intense negative affect,
(b) anxious attachment was predictive of unforgiveness for sexual and technological
behaviors, and (c) negative affect mediated the relationship between anxious attachment
and unforgiveness for sexual and technological behaviors. These findings and their
possible implications for romantic relationships are discussed.

Keywords: anxious attachment, infidelity, negative affect, romantic relationships,

unforgiveness



Unforgiveness Motivations and Extradyadic Behaviors

Introduction

Of the many betrayals that can occur within the context of romantic
relationships, infidelity is considered the most severe and threatening to the stability of
the relationship (Dillow et al., 2011; Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015). This is typically
considered an act of unforgivable betrayal, given the high expectations of loyalty and
commitment that people hold for their partners (Watkins and Boon, 2016; Fincham and
May, 2017) and the time and effort invested in preserving their relationships (Dillow et
al.,, 2011; Fife et al., 2013). In other words, people usually acquire a relational
commitment with their partners (i.e., they share property, experiences, time, children,
etc.), so they do not expect their partners to engage in acts of intolerable betrayal, such
as infidelity (e.g., Dillow et al., 2011; Watkins and Boon, 2016). However, not all types
of infidelity are likely to affect people in the same way, given the wide variety of
extradyadic behaviors that can be considered unfaithful (Thompson and O’Sullivan,
2016a). Moreover, within the context of romantic relationships, variables such as
anxious attachment to the partner and negative affect have been positively related to
unforgiveness (e.g., Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012; Kimmes and Durtschi, 2016).
Nevertheless, although these data shed light on how anxious attachment and negative
affect are associated with non absolution, the way in which these variables are related to
unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance) when people are faced with various
extradyadic behaviors has not yet been addressed. Therefore, the main objective of this
research is to examine the role of extradyadic behaviors as well as the anxious
attachment and negative affect of the offended person on unforgiveness motivations
toward the transgressive partner.

Betrayal of Infidelity: Judgments and Associated Behaviors

Although there are many definitions that have been proposed to explain the
concept of infidelity, there is still no agreement regarding its meaning (e.g., Thompson
and O’Sullivan, 2016b; Thompson et al., 2017). An acceptable definition of infidelity
could refer to it as a violation of the commitment of relational exclusivity, which can
adopt a sexual, emotional, and/or mixed format of short or long duration (Dillow et al.,
2011; Fife et al., 2013), with people other than the main partner (Dillow et al., 2011).
However, one aspect to be taken into consideration is that the concept of infidelity could
differ depending on the culture (e.g., whereas infidelity is not accepted in Western
countries such as Spain, Britain, or the United States, Eastern countries such as

Thailand tend to be more tolerant because sex has traditionally been commercialized
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and acceptance of extradyadic sex has increased; Mackay, 2001) and the type of
relationship established (e.g., polyamorous couples or some same-sex couples who
conceive their relationships away from the traditional romantic relationships and create
explicit marriage agreements to make compulsory extradyadic behaviors; Martell and
Prince, 2005; Moller and Vossler, 2015). Similarly, this definition is not acceptable if a
diversity of opinions and judgments about behaviors that can be considered unfaithful
are considered, because they are usually met with some disagreement from one person
to another depending on his or her involvement or not with episodes of infidelity. Thus,
people tend to judge their partner’s behavior as more indicative of infidelity than their
own behavior (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b). Thompson and O’Sullivan (2016a)
classified different extradyadic behaviors that people believe to be constitutive of
infidelity, establishing four groups of behaviors: (a) behaviors of a sexual nature (e.g.,
vaginal and or anal penetration or oral sex); (b) technological (e.g., sending someone
sexually explicit and or affectionate text messages or emails); (c) emotional/affectionate
(e.g., sharing secrets with a person other than the partner); and (d) solitary (e.g.,
masturbation). Under this classification, recent research shows that behaviors of a
sexual nature are judged to be more indicative of infidelity because they tend to include
more explicit behaviors and are not ambiguous (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b,
2017; Thompson et al., 2017). Instead, evaluations based on patterns involving
technological, emotional/affectionate, and solitary behaviors are usually considered
more ambiguous behaviors and judged as indicative of infidelity depending on the
particularities of the situation which occurred (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b,
2017).

According to what was mentioned in the previous paragraph, infidelity of a
sexual nature is seen as the most serious and the least likely to be forgiven (Pettijohn
and Ndoni, 2013; BeltranMorillas et al., 2015). However, with the development of new
technologies, the way in which people communicate and access information has
changed, which has a considerable impact on romantic relationships (Clayton, 2014).
That is, the opportunities to get involved in a relationship other than the primary
relationship have increased, as extradyadic behaviors that make up this type of infidelity
are easier to cover and deny (Vossler, 2016). Therefore, although infidelity has
traditionally been approached from a perspective that implies purely sexual and
emotional behaviors, new forms of infidelity are currently being incorporated that

involve adulterous behavior of a technological nature, and they also have very harmful
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consequences for the person who suffers them (Henline et al., 2007; Vossler, 2016). In
this context, one of the most agreed-upon definitions of technological infidelity was
suggested by Hertlein and Piercy (2008), who defined it as “a romantic or sexual
contact facilitated by Internet use that is seen by at least one partner as an unacceptable
breach of their marital contract of faithfulness™ (p. 484). In this regard, several authors
have claimed that a nuance that has remained unchanged in the different definitions is
the secret (e.g., people who perform extradyadic behavior can remove applications from
their smartphones without leaving clear evidence of their existence because they do not
show activity history; Hertlein and Piercy, 2006; Schneider et al., 2012).

A recent theoretical-empirical review by Vossler (2016) about the impact of
technological infidelity revealed that betraying or deceiving the partner through this
type of behavior has devastating effects, in some situations more significant than
traditional sexual infidelity (Zitzman and Butler, 2005; Schneider et al., 2012). In this
way, people who suffer technological infidelity tend to consider it a real episode of
infidelity (Whitty and Quigley, 2008), which raises in the offended person the
imperative need to demand therapeutic assistance to face the resulting traumatic impact
(Schneider et al., 2012). This impact could be considered from the family ecological
perspective, which focuses on the environmental result of ecological influences in
romantic and family relationships. More specifically, the family ecological perspective
emphasizes how the use of the Internet and new technologies generates changes in the
way members of the couple or the family relate (Hertlein and Stevenson, 2010; Hertlein
and Blumer, 2014). Thus, Hertlein and Stevenson (2010) conducted an in-depth review
of the factors that represent the individual ecological vulnerabilities derived from
technological infidelity and revealed the existence of seven factors known as the “Seven
As”: anonymity (i.e., people can hide their true identity), accessibility (i.e., people have
access to social networks and the Internet from different areas, and can interact with
other people), affordability (i.e., Internet products and applications can be downloaded
at a very low cost), approximation (i.e., social networks and the Internet let people meet
each other face-to-face outside the virtual world), acceptability (i.e., people can develop
romantic relationships through new technologies because they are usually a means of
common use), accommodation (i.e., new technologies provide people with new
opportunities to behave according to their true self, rather than as they should be), and
ambiguity (i.e., communication and determining some behaviors as problematic or

questionable may vary between people).Such factors have shown severe consequences
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for people who suffer this type of extradyadic behavior (Hertlein and Blumer, 2014).
Consequently, technological infidelity—Ilike traditional sexual infidelity—induces
strong negative feelings in the offended person (e.g., feelings of anger, fear, shame or
guilt; Whitty, 2005; Zitzman and Butler, 2005; Schneider et al., 2012),
underminesmarital quality, and results in loss of trust in the partner (e.g., Whitty, 2005;
Schneider et al., 2012; Valenzuela et al., 2014), commonly concluding in separation or
divorce (Whitty, 2005). In this regard, for instance, Whitty (2005) analyzed the
perceptions of technological infidelity and its impact on the romantic relationship and
found that participants referred to technological behaviors as infidelity. Similarly, the
results of the study indicated that the participants noticed similar effects to those
reported for traditional sexual infidelity, such as guilt, shame, loss of trust in the partner,
and ending the relationship.

At this point, it is not surprising that infidelity has been considered a common
phenomenon that affects many couples regardless of their nature (e.g., marriage,
cohabiting, or dating relationships; Treas and Giesen, 2000; Lishner et al., 2008; Fife et
al., 2013), so much so that infidelity rates fluctuate significantly according to various
studies (Baucom et al., 2006; Abrahamson et al., 2012; Watkins and Boon, 2016;
Fincham and May, 2017), with estimations of its prevalence at just over 60%
(Abrahamson et al., 2012; Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b). Around 40% is attributed
to men and approximately 20-25% to women (Abrahamson et al., 2012; Thompson and
O’Sullivan, 2016b; Fincham and May, 2017). As far as the Spanish population is
concerned, a study conducted in 2015 by the Ipsos Institute of Research and Marketing
revealed that 35% of men and 26% of women confessed to having been unfaithful to
their partner at some point in their lives, resulting in a higher percentage than in other
countries of the European Union. According to some data provided by the General
Council of the Judiciary in 2016, the divorce rate in Spain has increased, alleging
infidelity as one of the main reasons, together with the facilities to access the Internet
and social networks as precursors of such extradyadic behaviors.

Negative Affect and Anxious Attachment on Unforgiveness Motivations in the face
of Infidelity

Unforgiveness is a response that the offended person manifests as a result of an
act of betrayal, transgression, or severe interpersonal offense which generates a stressful
or threatening situation for the ego (e.g., Berry et al., 2005; Wenzel and Okimoto,

2010). According to Berry et al. (2005) unforgiveness covers different motivations
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oriented toward revenge and/or avoidance of the person who transgresses the personal
limits. In this sense, the motivation for avoidance has been defined as “the attempt to
reduce stress by regulating one’s emotions and cognitions about the situation (e.g.,
venting emotions, accepting the problem, reinterpretation, and rumination), which often
means assigning a new meaning to the event” (Strelan and Wojtysiak, 2009, p. 99). On
the other hand, motivation for revenge has been conceptualized in various ways. For
example, Govier (2002) stated that “when we seek revenge, we seek satisfaction by
attempting to harm the other (or associated persons) as a retaliatory measure” (p. 2). In
the same way, other social psychologists define it as “the intention to see the
transgressor suffer” (Schumann and Ross, 2010, p. 1193). Hence, according to various
authors, the most common occurrence of revenge motivation is the willful intention to
inflict damage on the person who transgresses (e.g., Frijda, 1994; Carlsmith et al., 2008;
McCullough et al., 2013; Gausel et al., 2018). Considering the above motivations,
Worthington and Scherer (2004) pointed out that when an interpersonal event ensues,
the offended person experiences a sense of injustice that he or she tries to restore, either
through evasive behavior or through a manifest motivation for revenge in the form of
repressive or coercive behavior against the transgressor. However, such behaviors arise
mainly when severe situations such as infidelity occur, which is perceived by the
offended party as an unforgivable betrayal (Fitness, 2001; Morrissette, 2012).

In connection with the aforementioned issues, constructs such as negative
affective state and anxious attachment to the partner could influence the type of initial
motivation that the offended person manifests as a consequence of infidelity, as shown
by numerous studies that examined the role of negative affect and anxious attachment in
unforgiveness (e.g., Finkel et al., 2007; McCullough et al., 2007; Zhang et al., 2015;
Kimmes and Durtschi, 2016). Negative affect tends to manifest itself naturally when
one of the parties is hurt by the action of the other, which is called ongoing negative
affect (ONA; Merolla, 2008). This negative emotional state induces in the offended
person a subjective experience of “non-forgiveness” that leads him or her to respond
with revenge or avoidance behaviors toward the other person (Prieto-Ursla et al., 2012).
Emotions such as anger, fear, guilt, or resentment have been related to a greater
motivation for revenge (McCullough et al., 2007; Rijavec et al., 2013), whereas other
emotions such as shame or sadness have been associated with greater motivation to
avoid the offending person (Schmader and Lickel, 2006; Leventhal, 2008).
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Conversely, the configuration of attachment relationships that is established in
the early stages of life is considered a relevant particularity in human beings for the
adequate development of affective and romantic bonds in adult life (Bowlby, 1973;
Hazan and Shaver, 1987; Cirhinlioglu et al. , 2016). Thus, the style of attachment in
adulthood may develop in a double slope: secure attachment (Hazan and Shaver, 1987;
Cirhinlioglu ~ et al., 2016) or insecure attachment that, in turn, can result in an avoidant
attachment style or an anxious attachment style (Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007;
Cirhinlioglu et al. ~, 2016). More specifically, anxious attachment has been described as
a deep yearning for intimacy, a high agitation about the feelings of the other person, and
excessive fear of rejection or abandonmentby the partner (Valor-Segura et al., 2009;
Morey et al., 2013), conceiving the most pathological dimension of the concept of
interpersonal dependency on the partner when related to higher incidence of suffering
affective, depressive, and anxiety disorders (Valor-Segura et al., 2009). Empirical
evidence has shown that people who are high in anxious attachment frequently exhibit
different surveillance strategies (e.g., Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007; Simpson and
Rholes, 2015), as well as try to behave in a way that attracts or brings them closer to
their partner (e.g., getting involved in infidelity to get their partner’s attention; for
further review see McDaniel et al., 2017). Focusing on the first aspect, it has been
argued that people with high anxious attachment experience discomfort when their
needs to approach the partner are not met, expressing hypervigilance, control and
intrusion behaviors, which would be oriented toward achieving closeness, care and
attention by the partner (Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007; Simpson and Rholes, 2015).
However, with regard to the relationship between anxious attachment and
unforgiveness, several studies have shown that people with high levels of anxious
attachment are driven by strong motivations for avoidance and revenge toward the
partner (Finkel et al., 2007; Kimmes and Durtschi, 2016), mainly when the situation is
perceived as risky for the continuity of the relationship (e.g., witnessing the infidelity of
the partner; see Besser and Priel, 2009). According to various scholars, this is related to
the fact that these people have difficultly disassociating themselves from perceived
threats to their relationship (Mikulincer et al., 2002). Consequently, people with high
levels of anxious attachment seem to react against disturbing situations with intense
negative emotions (Barry et al., 2007; Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007; Marshall et al.,

2013) and a high motivation not to forgive his or her partner (Finkel et al., 2007; Besser
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and Priel, 2011) because he or she experiences higher levels of jealousy (Barry et al.,
2007; Marshall et al., 2013).

More specifically, infidelity has been established as the main reason for divorce
and conjugal violence (Fife et al., 2013; Watkins and Boon, 2016; Fincham and May,
2017), having a significant negative impact on both members of the relationship and
especially on the person who suffers it (e.g., Fincham and May, 2017). Therefore,
because infidelity is considered an act of serious and threatening betrayal for the
continuity of the relationship—mainly sexual and technological, perceived as similar in
terms of seriousness (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012; Vossler, 2016)—it is likely that the
offended person with a high level of anxious attachment experiences an intense negative
affect formed by various emotions, which, in turn, may be related to his or her
motivation not to forgive his or her transgressive partner. It is worth noting that among
the two types of insecure attachment, this research will focus on the construct of
anxious attachment, because studies have indicated that anxious attachment is
associated more with the predictive variables related to infidelity (e.g., Russell et al.,
2013). In the same way, it is noteworthy to focus on the unforgiveness motivations,
given that several studies have shown that unforgiveness is negatively associated with
the psychological well-being of the offended person (e.g., Gordon et al., 2005; Kluwer
and Karremans, 2009) because if he or she does not forgive his or her partner, then he or
she sustains the debt established by the betrayal (Kluwer and Karremans, 2009).

The Current Research

Research addressing the topic of infidelity is important; however, the vast
majority of existing studies used a methodology of scenarios or forced choice dilemmas
(e.g., Sabini and Green, 2004; Lishner et al., 2008; Pettijohn and Ndoni, 2013) and
focused exclusively on sexual and emotional infidelity (e.g., Sabini and Green, 2004;
Lishner et al., 2008; Pettijohn and Ndoni, 2013; Buss, 2018). Moreover, so far there is
no evidence of researchers who have explored in the Spanish population the role of
unforgiveness in relation to the various extradyadic behaviors experienced by the
offended person. That is why, given the scarcity of studies that refer to infidelity in the
Spanish context—despite infidelity being considered one of the main reasons for
divorce—it is imperative to study the effects of this phenomenon on the Spanish
population.

Most current studies regarding anxious attachment addressed the influence of

this orientation on the performance of individual patterns of mate retention (e.g.,
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Barbaro et al., 2016; McDaniel et al., 2017). Likewise, existing investigations on
infidelity approached it from the perspective of the perpetration of this betrayal, that is,
how anxious attachment can be a predictor of engaging in an act of infidelity (e.g.,
Russell et al., 2013;Drouin et al., 2015). However, to date there are no known studies
that considered the relationship of anxious attachment to the partner and negative affect
on the various motivations for unforgiveness (revenge and avoidance) based on the
extradyadic behaviors that make up each type of infidelity and considering the
perspective of the offended person. Therefore, to provide greater knowledge to this field
of research, two studies were designed: The first study was a pilot study to explore what
kind of behaviors the Spanish population judges as more indicative of infidelity. It was
expected that sexual behaviors (vs. technological, emotional/affectionate, and solitary)
would be evaluated as more constitutive of infidelity (Hypothesis 1).

The purpose of the second study was to examine the role of extradyadic
behaviors, anxious attachment, and negative affect on unforgiveness (motivation for
revenge and avoidance) toward the transgressive partner. Although sexual infidelity has
been considered the most severe, and those behaviors are recognized more explicitly
(e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015; Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b, 2017), recent
literature has shown that, when it comes to a real episode of infidelity, behaviors that
involve patterns of a technological nature can cause similar or even greater affliction
than sexual ones (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012; VVossler, 2016). Therefore, the study was
intended to do the following: (a) analyze the role of the extradyadic behaviors suffered
on the motivations for revenge and avoidance toward the partner, expecting to find
greater unforgiveness in the face of behaviors that involve to sexual and technological
infidelity (vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary; Hypothesis 2); (b) analyze the role of
extradyadic behaviors experienced on negative affect, expecting to find more intense
negative emotions in response to sexual and technological behaviors (vs.
emotional/affectionate and solitary; Hypothesis 3); (c) analyze the role of extradyadic
behaviors and anxious attachment on unforgiveness motivations (revenge and
avoidance), expecting that anxious attachment would be predictive of less forgiveness
of sexual and technological behaviors (vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary;
Hypothesis 4); (d) analyze the role of extradyadic behaviors and negative affect on
unforgiveness motivations, expecting that negative affect would be predictive of less
forgiveness of sexual and technological behaviors (vs. emotional/affectionate and

solitary; Hypothesis 5); and e) examine whether the relationship between anxious
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attachment and negative affect is associated, in turn, with greater unforgiveness,
especially in the face of extradyadic behaviors of a sexual and technological nature (vs.
emotional/affectionate and solitary; Hypothesis 6).

Pilot Study (Study 1)
Methods

Participants

The initial sample consisted of 240 participants from the general population (120
women and 120 men), aged between 18 and 58 years (M = 27.06, SD = 7.26). Eight
participants were excluded from the analysis because they did not complete the measure
of interest. Thus, the final sample consisted of 232 participants from the Spanish
population who were currently in a relationship (118 women and 114 men), with an
average age of 27.54 (SD = 7.72; range from 18 to 59). Of the sample, 59.5% reported
maintaining a dating relationship, 31.9% were living with their partner, and 8.6%
reported being in a marriage. The average duration of the relationship was 59.55 months
(SD = 76.65). In addition, 31.9% reported having suffered an incident of infidelity at
some point in their lives.
Design and Procedure

Participants voluntarily filled out an online questionnaire through the Qualtrics
research platform and did received no monetary compensation for their participation.
The research was disseminated through various platforms and social networks
(Facebook and Twitter), requiring that participants were Spanish and were currently in a
romantic relationship. Before they completed the questionnaire, they were informed that
the general purpose of the study was to examine “different emotional and motivational
aspects involved in maintaining interpersonal relationships.” They were also informed
of the anonymity of their responses and were guaranteed total confidentiality. Then, to
provide their consent, participants had to check a box with the statement, “After being
informed of the above, | agree to participate in the study.” We would like to add the
Participants gave informed consent in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The
research was carried out after receiving the approval of the Ethics Committee of the
University of Granada.

An intra-subject factorial design was used involving an exploratory survey
methodology (Balcells-Junyent, 1994) by means of which participants were asked to

indicate the degree to which they believed that each of the different behaviors could be
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considered infidelity. The behaviors were grouped into four blocks (sexual,
technological, emotional/affectionate, and solitary) according to the typology of
extradyadic behavior proposed by Thompson and O’Sullivan (2016a).
Instruments

Sociodemographic characteristics. Data about sex, age, if they were currently
in a relationship, the duration of the relationship, relationship status, and if they had
ever experienced an incident of infidelity were collected.

The definitions of infidelity questionnaire (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016a).
This questionnaire consists of 32 items structured in four subscales describing the
different extradyadic behaviors that can be considered unfaithful: sexual/explicit
behavior (seven items; e.g., “Engaging in penile—vaginal intercourse with someone,”
“Receiving oral sex from someone”); online/technological behaviors (seven items; e.g.,
“Sending sexually explicit messages by text or email to someone,” “Receiving
affectionate/flirtatious texts or emails from someone”); emotional/affectionate behaviors
(thirteen items; e.g., “Receiving close emotional support from someone,” “Sharing
secrets with someone”); and solitary behaviors (five items; e.g., “Engaging in
masturbation alone,” “Viewing pornographic magazines alone”). A translation and
back-translation process was carried out (English—Spanish/Spanish—-English) according
to the usual standards. This measure has a Likert-type response format with seven
response options ranging from 1 (not at all unfaithful) to 7 (very unfaithful). The
original measure has demonstrated adequate psychometric properties, revealing an
internal consistency of 0.95 for sexual behaviors, 0.91 for online/technological
behaviors, 0.95 for emotional/affectionate behaviors, and.88 for solitary behaviors. It
has also demonstrated test-retest reliability, with a 6-week interval = r(156) = 0.96, p <
0.001. The alpha coefficient obtained in the present study for the subscales was 0.94 for
sexual  behaviors, 0.91 for online/technological  behaviors, 0.94 for
emotional/affectionate behaviors, and 0.88 for solitary behaviors.

Analysis Strategy

To inquire about what kinds of behaviors are estimated to be more unfaithful, a
repeated measures mixed-design analysis of variance (ANOVA) model was used,
including as covariates the duration and status of the couple’s relationship as well as if

they had suffered an incident of infidelity.
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Results
Type of infidelity and extradyadic behaviors

To verify whether behaviors involving sexual patterns (vs. technological,
emotional/affectionate, and solitary) are judged as more indicative of infidelity
(Hypothesis 1), a repeated-measures mixed ANOVA was performed.® In this analysis,
the previously mentioned elements were included as covariates.

First, it should be noted that no significant results of sex were found, nor any
interaction between the type of infidelity X sex on extradyadic behaviors. The results
showed that the type of infidelity influenced the perception of extradyadic behaviors,
F(1,227) = 342.28, p < 0.001, n*, = 0.60, so that sexual behaviors were considered more
constitutive of infidelity (M = 6.32, SD = 1.20), followed by technological (M = 5.23,
SD = 1.51), emotional/affectionate (M = 1.54, SD = 0.77), and solitary behaviors (M =
1.35, SD = 0.73), confirming Hypothesis 1. Likewise, pairwise comparisons using the
Bonferroni test revealed significant differences between all types of extradyadic
behaviors, thus establishing distinctions between sexual/technological (p < 0.001, 95%
C1[0.888,1.300]), sexual/emotional (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.4.542,5.023]), sexual/solitary
(p < 0.001, 95% CI [4.718,5.208]), technological/emotional (p < 0.001, 95% CI [3.443,
3.934]), technological/solitary (p < 0.001, 95% CI [3.602, 4.136]), and
emotional/solitary behaviors (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.062,0.298]). In addition, it is
important to note that these results were found regardless of the relationship duration,
relationship status, and experience with infidelity.

Study 2

The results of the previous study show that sexual behaviors (vs. technological,
emotional/affectionate, and solitary) are judged to be the most indicative of infidelity
given their ostensible and severe character (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b, 2017;
Thompson et al., 2017). However, in light of the real experience of infidelity,
extradyadic behaviors of a technological nature also have very harmful effects on the
person who suffers them (Vossler, 2016), which encourages thinking about the harmful
consequences that new technologies can have for romantic relationships. That is why,
because both types of behaviors have notoriously negative consequences, a second

study was designed to examine what kinds of variables are related to the fact that people

* Sex was analyzed as an exploratory variable between subjects to check if the results obtained differed

according to the sex of the participants.
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experiencing certain extradyadic behaviors (sexual/technological vs. emotional/solitary)
manifest motivations for revenge and avoidance, and therefore greater unforgiveness
toward the transgressive partner.
Methods

Participants

The initial sample consisted of 378 participants from the general population (206
women and 172 men), aged between 18 and 60 years (M = 28.11, SD = 7.09). As in
Study 1, 28 participants were removed from the analyses because they did not complete
the measures of interest. The final sample consisted of 350 participants from the
Spanish population who were in a relationship at present (195 women and 155 men),
with an average age of 28.93 years (SD = 7.35, range from 18 to 59) and an average
relationship duration of 64.96 months (SD = 66.58). Of the participants, 51.4%
indicated that they were engaged in a dating relationship, 32.9% were living with their
partner, and 15.7% were married. Finally, the reported prevalence of unfaithful
behaviors experienced by the participants was 53.4% for those of a sexual nature, 56.6%
for technological, 98% for emotional/affectionate, and 98.3% for solitary behaviors.
Design and Procedure

The same procedure as in Study 1 was followed. The participants voluntarily
filled out an online questionnaire through the Qualtrics research platform and did not
receive monetary compensation for their participation. The research required that
participants were Spanish and were currently in a romantic relationship and was
disseminated through various platforms and social networks (Facebook and Twitter).
Participants were informed that the general purpose of the study was to examine
“different emotional and motivational aspects involved in maintaining interpersonal
relationships.” They were also informed of the anonymity of their responses and were
guaranteed total confidentiality. Then, to obtain their consent, participants had to check
a box with the statement, “After being informed of the above, | agree to participate in
the study.” As in Study 1, the participants gave informed consent in accordance with the
Declaration of Helsinki. Similarly, the research was conducted after receiving the
approval of the Ethics Committee of the University of Granada.

An intra-subject factorial design was used whereby participants were presented
with the different types of extradyadic behaviors (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016a)
and asked to indicate which of them they had ever experienced in their relationship. As

in Study 1, such behaviors were grouped into blocks according to their nature (sexual,
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technological, emotional/affectionate, and solitary). First, participants responded to the
measure of anxious attachment to the partner, and then, after each block of behaviors,
participants answered the measures of negative affect and unforgiveness motivations.
Participants who indicated not having experienced any of the extradyadic behaviors of a
block in question passed directly to another block of behaviors.

Instruments

Sociodemographic characteristics. The same data as in Study 1 were collected.

Spouse-specific dependency scale (Rathus and O’Leary, 1997; Spanish version
of Valor-Segura et al., 2009). The anxious attachment subscale consisted of five items
(e.g., “I feel rejected when my partner is very busy”). The response format is Likert-
type with six response options ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally agree).
This scale has demonstrated adequate psychometric properties in the measurement of
the construct of anxious attachment to the partner in the Spanish context, showing an
internal consistency of 0.90 in the adaptation of the scale to the Spanish population. For
the sample, an alpha coefficient of 0.75 was obtained.

The definitions of infidelity questionnaire (Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016a).
This questionnaire was described in Study 1. Unlike in Study 1, participants were asked
to report which of the 32 extradyadic behaviors they had experienced in their
relationship. Participants answered using a binary response format “No” and “Yes,”
which were coded as 0 and 1, respectively. Then, a composite score was created with
the number of extradyadic behaviors suffered. That is, the affirmative answers
belonging to each category were added (sum of “Yes” responses). The alpha
coefficients obtained in this study were 0.94 for sexual behaviors, 0.85 for technological
behaviors, 0.82 for emotional/affectionate behaviors, and 0.61 for solitary behaviors. It
is important to note that the internal reliability was calculated using the Kuder and
Richardson Formula 20 (KR20), a particularity of the alpha coefficient used in special
cases in which the items are binary measures (Kuder and Richardson, 1937).

The positive and negative affect schedule (Watson et al., 1988; Spanish
adaptation of Sandin et al., 1999). The Negative Affect subscale composed of 10 items
assessing the negative affective state of the individual at a given time (e.g., “I felt sad,”
“I felt anger”). It is a Likert-type response format with five options ranging from 1
(nothing) to 5 (a lot). For the present study, an alpha coefficient of 0.96 was obtained.

Transgression-related interpersonal motivations scale-12-item form

(McCullough et al.,, 1998). This scale assesses different motivations that people
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experience after an interpersonal offense. It consists of 12 items divided into two
subscales: revenge (five items; e.g., “I will make him/her pay”’) and avoidance (seven
items; e.g., “I am finding it difficult to act warmly toward him/her”). The response
format is Likert-type with five response options ranging from 1 (totally disagree) a 5
(totally agree). The scale has shown appropriate psychometric properties in studies
developed with Spanish samples (e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015). In this sample, an
alpha coefficient of 0.91 was obtained for the revenge subscale and 0.96 for the
avoidance subscale.
Analysis Strategy

First, to obtain information about the way in which the variables of interest are
associated with each type of extradyadic behavior, different analyses of bivariate
correlations were conducted (see Table 1). To inquire about what kind of extradyadic
behaviors cause greater unforgiveness motivations, as well as a negative affective state
of greater intensity, different repeated measures mixed-design ANOVAs were
performed, including the duration and status of the couple’s relationship as covariates.
Subsequently, to test the initial predictions about the role of anxious attachment and
negative affect on unforgiveness motivations, mainly in sexual and technological
extradyadic behaviors, a multiple linear regression analysis was implemented (see
Tables 3, 4). Finally, to determine if the negative affective state mediates the
relationship between anxious attachment and unforgiveness motivations in sexual and
technological extradyadic behaviors (vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary), several
simple mediation analyses were performed using Model 4 of the PROCESS macro
program (Hayes, 2013; see Tables 5, 6 and Figures 1, 2). The duration and status of the
couple’s relationship were included as covariates in said model.

Results

Type of extradyadic behaviors and unforgiveness motivations (avoidance and
revenge)

To examine whether the experienced behaviors of a sexual and technological
nature (emotional/affectionate vs. solitary) give rise to greater unforgiveness
motivations toward the partner (Hypothesis 2), a repeated-measures mixed ANOVA

was carried out.” In this analysis, the covariates referred to above were included.

5 As in Study 1, sex was analyzed as an exploratory variable between-subjects to check if the results

obtained differed according to the sex of the participants.
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In relation to sex, neither significant results nor results of interaction between the
type of extradyadic behaviors and sex on avoidance and on revenge were found.

The results showed that the extradyadic behaviors influenced avoidance,
F(1,127) = 7.97, p = 0.006, nzp = 0.06; both sexual (M = 2.98, SD = 1.48) and
technological behaviors (M = 2.55, SD = 1.42) encouraged a greater avoidance toward
the transgressive partner, followed by emotional/affectionate (M = 1.70, SD = 1.09) and
solitary behaviors (M = 1.52, SD = 1.00). Furthermore, through the Bonferroni test,
pairwise comparisons revealed significant differences between all types of behaviors,
except for emotional/affectionate and solitary behaviors (p > 0.05). Thus, differences
between sexual/technological (p = 0.001, 95% CI [0.138, 0.722]), sexual/emotional (p <
0.001, 95% CI [0.924, 1.646]), sexual/solitary (p < 0.001, 95% CI [1.082, 1.831]),
technological/emotional (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.499, 1.211]), and technological/solitary
behaviors (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.704, 1.349]) were obtained.

The results also showed that extradyadic behaviors influenced revenge, F(1,127)
= 29.79, p < 0.001, nzp = 0.19; sexual (M = 1.63, SD = 0.89) and technological
unfaithful behaviors (M = 1.48, SD = 0.76) promoted a greater revenge toward the
transgressive partner, followed by emotional/affectionate (M = 1.24, SD = 0.53) and
solitary behaviors (M = 1.20, SD = 0.48). As with the previous result, pairwise
comparisons showed significant differences among all types of behaviors, except for
sexual and technological, and for emotional/affectionate and solitary behaviors (p >
0.05). In this way, differences were revealed between sexual/emotional (p < 0.001, 95%
Cl [0.222, 0.574]), sexual/solitary (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.233, 0.645]),
technological/emotional (p = 0.001, 95% CI [0.080, 0.403]), and technological/solitary
behaviors (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.106, 0.460]).

These results confirm Hypothesis 2. It is also noteworthy to point out that these
results were obtained regardless of the duration and status of the couple’s relationship.
Type of extradyadic behaviors and negative affect

To analyze whether extradyadic behaviors of a sexual and technological nature
(vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary) cause a more intense negative affect in the
person experiencing them (Hypothesis 3), a repeated-measures mixed ANOVA was
performed. The duration and status of the couple’s relationship were included as
covariates.

The results revealed that extradyadic behaviors influenced negative affect,
F(1,127) = 12.43, p = 0.001, nzp = 0.09; behaviors of a sexual and technological nature
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(Msexual = 3.15, SD = 1.50; Miechnological = 2.81, SD = 1.46) provoked a more intense
negative affect in the person who suffered them, followed by emotional/affectionate (M
= 1.75, SD = 1.03) and solitary behaviors (M = 1.51, SD = 0.84). These findings verify
Hypothesis 3. Likewise, it should be mentioned that these results were obtained
regardless of the covariates identified above.

The results also showed an effect of interaction between the type of extradyadic
behaviors and sex on negative affect, F(1,127) = 19.77, p < 0.001, nzp = 0.13; women
experienced a greater negative affect when faced with all types of extradyadic behaviors
compared to men (see Table 2).

The Bonferroni test showed significant differences between all types of
extradyadic behavior, except for emotional/affectionate and solitary behaviors (p >
0.05). Thus, differences were found between sexual/technological (p = 0.002, 95% CI
[0.095, 0.593]), sexual/emotional (p < 0.001, 95% CI [1.132, 1.680]), sexual/solitary (p
< 0.001, 95% CI [1.341, 1944]), technological/emotional (p < 0.001, 95% CI [.778,
1.346]), and technological/solitary behaviors (p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.993, 1.605]).

Type of extradyadic behaviors, anxious attachment to the partner, and negative

affect on unforgiveness motivations (avoidance and revenge)
To examine whether anxious attachment to the partner and negative affect are predictive of
greater unforgiveness (motivation for avoidance and revenge), mainly in the face of sexual
and technological behaviors (vs. emotional and solitary; Hypotheses 4 and 5), a multiple
linear regression analysis was performed. The introduced predictive variables were sex (0
= men; 1 = women), anxious attachment and negative affect, and the motivations for
revenge and avoidance were criteria variables. Similarly, the duration and status of the
couple’s relationship were included as control variables. Allscores were standardized
before the corresponding analysis was performed, contrasting the effects of the control
variables in the first step, the predictive variables in the second step, and interaction effects
in relation to sex in the third step (see Tables 3, 4).
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics and correlations between the study variables for different unfaithful behaviors (Study 2)

Sexual Behaviors Technological Behaviors Emotional Behaviors Solitary Behaviors

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
1. Motivation for Revenge -- -- -- --
2. Motivation for Avoidance  0.58** -- 0.52** -- 0.62** - 0.58** -
3. Anxious Attachment 0.26** 0.12 -- 0.24** 0.12 -- 0.08 0.09 -- 0.08 0.04 --
4. Negative Affect 0.43** 0.54** 0.20** - 0.36** 046** 030** -- 041** 050** 0.33** --  0.29** 0.40** 0.18**  --
M 154 2.79 241 3.04 1.40 2.46 241 2.76 1.15 1.49 241 1.59 1.13 1.34 241 1.43
SD 0.83 1.50 097 155 0.70 1.38 097 135 042 0.90 097 088 0.38 0.79 097 0.76

Note. **p < .01.

Table 2
Mean scores and standard deviations of the participants on negative affect according to the different types of unfaithful behaviors (Study 2)

Women Men

SB TB EB SLB SB TB EM SLB
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

Negative Affect  3.89(0.16) 3.32(0.17) 1.99(0.13) 1.73(0.10) 2.43(0.16) 2.31(0.17) 1.52(0.12) 1.30(0.10)

Note. SB = Sexual Behaviors; TB = Technological Behaviors; EB = Emotional Behaviors; SLB = Solitary Behaviors

241



Chapter 6

Table 3

Effect of anxious attachment and negative affect on motivation for avoidance depending on the type of unfaithful behaviors (Study 2)

Motivation for Avoidance

SB B EB SLB
p t p B t p B t p B t p

Step 1  Duration Relationship 022 -2.30 0.023 -0.12 -1.40 0.163 -0.01 -0.03 0.974 0.00 0.06 0.949
Status Couple’s 0.14 1.52 0.130 0.04 0.51 0.614 -0.04 -0.59 0.552 -0.02 -0.22 0.822
Relationship
R? 0.028 0.011 0.002 0.000
Adjusted R? 0.017 0.001 -0.004 -0.006

Step2  Gender -0.15 2.16 0.032 -0.14 2.03 0.043 -0.04 -0.73 0.464 0.01 0.23 0.821
Anxious Attachment 0.02 0.25 0.800 -0.01 -0.21 0.831 -0.08 -1.53 0.126 -0.04 -0.81 0.420
Negative Affect 0.60 8.69 <0.001 0.52 7.25 <0.001 0.54 10.67  <0.001 0.43 8.34 <0.001
R? 0.325 0.233 0.263 0.179
Adjusted R? 0.306 0.213 0.252 0.167

Step3  A. Attachment X Gender  0.15 1.60 0.111 -0.07 -0.69 0.492 -0.11 -1.46 0.144 -0.18 -2.40 0.117
N. Affect X Gender -0.02 024 0.811 -0.05 -0.51 0.608 0.00 0.01 0.990 0.25 2.59 0.710
R? 0.334 0.237 0.268 0.205
Adjusted R? 0.308 0.209 0.253 0.188

Note. SB = Sexual Behaviors; TB = Technological Behaviors; EB = Emotional Behaviors; SLB = Solitary Behaviors
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Effect of anxious attachment and negative affect on motivation for revenge depending on the type of unfaithful behaviors (Study 2)

Unforgiveness Motivations and Extradyadic Behaviors

Motivation for Revenge

SB B EM SLB
B t p B t p B t p B t p
Step 1  Duration Relationship 023 244 0.016 -0.18 -2.08 0.039 0.04 0.56 0.573 0.04 0.56 0.575
Status Couple’s 0.11 1.17 0.244 0.05 0.59 0.553 -0.06 -0.76 0.448 -0.07 -1.16 0.248
Relationship
R? 0.033 0.025 0.002 0.004
Adjusted R? 0.022 0.015 -0.004 -0.002
Step2  Gender 011 -1.57 0.119 -0.07 -0.95 0.342 -0.09 -1.74 0.083 -0.08 -1.39 0.166
Anxious Attachment 0.19 2.84 0.005 0.14 2.03 0.044 -0.05 -0.98 0.330 0.03 0.67 0.503
Negative Affect 0.44 6.00 <0.001 0.34 4.60 <0.001 0.45 8.53 <0.001 0.31 5.70 <0.001
R? 0.247 0.169 0.185 0.098
Adjusted R? 0.227 0.147 0.173 .085
Step3  A. Attachment X Gender  0.12 1.22 0.223 0.13 1.26 0.207 0.02 0.28 0.781 -0.16 -2.02 0.344
N. Affect X Gender -0.09  -0.88 0.381 -0.02 -0.23 0.815 -0.04 -0.45 0.653 0.16 1.55 0.121
R? 0.256 0.176 0.186 0.113
Adjusted R? 0.226 0.145 0.169 0.094

Note. SB = Sexual Behaviors; TB = Technological Behaviors; EB = Emotional Behaviors; SLB = Solitary Behaviors
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As seen in Table 3, in relation to “motivation for avoidance,” the results showed
that negative affect is predictive of greater avoidance in all types of extradyadic
behaviors: sexual (B = 0.60, p < 0.001), technological (B = 0.52, p < 0.001),
emotional/affectionate (B = 0.54, p < 0.001), and solitary (p = 0.43, p < 0.001). People
with intense negative affect seem to show higher motivation to avoid and, therefore, not
to forgive their partner, which is indicative of infidelity. In addition, the results revealed
a main effect of sex when faced with behaviors of a sexual (B =—0.15, p = 0.032) and
technological nature (B = —0.14, p = 0.043); men (Msg = 2.91, SD = 1.62; Mg = 2.50,
SD = 1.41) compared to women (Mgsg = 2.67, SD = 1.36; Mg = 2.42, SD = 1.34) seemed
to exhibit greater motivation for avoidance and, therefore, not to forgive their partner in
light of this kind of extradyadic behavior. The duration of the relationship, included as a
covariate, was significant only for sexual behaviors (B = —0.22, p = 0.023). That is, a
shorter time committed to the relationship predicts greater motivation to avoid the
transgressive partner.

With respect to “motivation for revenge” (Table 4), the results revealed that
anxious attachment is predictive of greater revenge in the face of behaviors of a sexual
(B =0.19, p = 0.005) and technological nature (f = 0.14, p = 0.044). People with high
levels of anxious attachment seem to experience higher motivation to take revenge on
their partner following sexual and technological extradyadic behaviors. Likewise, the
results revealed that negative affect is predictive of greater revenge in all types of
extradyadic behaviors: sexual (B = 0.44, p < 0.001), technological (p = 0.34, p <0.001),
emotional/affectionate (p = 0.45, p < 0.001), and solitary (B = 0.31, p < 0.001). People
with high negative affect seem to have greater motivation to take revenge on their
partner and, therefore, not to forgive him or her in light of different extradyadic
behaviors. The duration of the relationship, introduced as a control variable, was
significant for behaviors of a sexual (p = —0.23, p = 0.016) and technological nature (3
=—0.18, p = 0.039); a shorter time committed to the relationship is predictive of greater
motivation for revenge toward the transgressive partner.

These findings confirm Hypothesis 4 and partially support Hypothesis 5.

The mediating role of negative affect between anxious attachment and
unforgiveness motivations (avoidance and revenge) on sexual and technological
extradyadic behaviors

To examine Hypothesis 6, which predicted that negative affect would mediate

the relationship between anxious attachment and motivation for revenge
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(unforgiveness), mainly in the face of extradyadic behaviors of a sexual and
technological nature (vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary), Model 4 of the PROCESS
macro program (Hayes, 2013) was used.®’ This model enables testing the indirect effect
of anxious attachment on motivation for revenge through negative affect. To this end,
the recommendations of MacKinnon et al. (2004) were followed using the
nonparametric bootstrapping procedure with 10,000 replicates to estimate the 95%
confidence interval. The control variables included were the duration and status of the
couple’s relationship.

The variables included in the model predicted 23.7 and 16.5% of the variance of
the predisposition to show motivation for revenge against the partner in the face of
sexual and technological behavior, respectively. As shown in Table 5, regarding
motivation for revenge, the results of the mediation model obtained for sexual behaviors
show that anxious attachment is positively related to negative affect and motivation for
revenge, and negative affect is positively associated with revenge. Similarly, the results
for technological extradyadic behaviors reveal that anxious attachment is positively
related to negative affect, and negative affect is positively associated with revenge
(Table 6). The 95% confidence interval based on the model of sexual behaviors was
between 0.286 and 1.120, whereas the confidence interval on the model of technological
behaviors was between 0.478 and 1.220. Therefore, according to initial predictions, the
results showed that the indirect effect of anxious attachment on motivation for revenge
through negative affect was significant, both for sexual and technological extradyadic
behaviors (vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary), verifying Hypothesis 6. In both
models, the duration of the relationship and status of the couple’s relationship were

significant, corroborating the previous results mainly for people with shorter duration

® Given that sex did not show interaction effects in relation to anxious attachment and negative affect
when the multiple regression analysis was performed, we proceeded to use Model 4 of simple mediation.

" Different analyses of simple mediation were conducted according to the type of extradyadic behaviors
and unforgiveness motivations. Regarding motivation for avoidance, no significant results were obtained
for any of extradyadic behaviors. With respect to motivation for revenge, significant results were only

obtained in relation to extradyadic Behavior of a sexual and technological nature.
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relationships and those living with their partner. The final models obtained are shown in

Figures 1, 2.2

Table 5
Non-standardized regression coefficients, standard errors and summary information for model 4 for

simple mediation (Unfaithful Sexual Behaviors; Study 2)

Negative Affect Motivation for Revenge
Background Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant 1.563 0.39 398 <0.001 0.703 0.21 3.33 0.001
Anxious Attachment 0.271 0.10 2.60 0.010 0.149 0.06 2.32 0.021
Negative Affect 212 .03 5.94 <.001
Duration Relationship -0.006 0.00 -3.18 0.002 -0.001 0.00 -1.05 0.295
Status Couple’s 0.720 0.20 3.51 <0.001 -0.054 0.10 -0.51 0.607
Relationship
R?=0.105 R?=0.237
F(3, 183) = 7.26, p < 0.001 F(4, 182) = 10.25, p < 0.001

Note. SE: standard error

Table 6
Non-standardized regression coefficients, standard errors and summary information for model 4 for
simple mediation (Unfaithful Technological Behaviors; Study 2)

Negative Affect Motivation for Revenge
Background Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p
Constant 1.362 0.31 4.37 <0.001 0.849 019 451 <0.001
Anxious Attachment 0.394 0.09 4.23 <0.001 0.100 0.06 1.65 0.101
Negative Affect .164 .03 4.58 <.001
Duration Relationship -0.004 0.00 -2.95 0.003 -0.001 0.00 -0.99 0.323
Status Couple’s 0.449 0.18 2.46 0.015 -0.054 0.08 -0.65 0.518
Relationship
R?=0.127 R?=0.165
F(3,195) = 11.18, p < 0.001 F(4,194) = 6.82, p < 0.001

Note. SE: standard error

8 Tables 5, 6 show the indirect effect of anxious attachment on the motivation for revenge through
negative affect. Figures 1, 2 refer to the direct effect of anxious attachment on the motivation for revenge

©).
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Figure 1. Study 2: Simple mediation model showing the direct effect of anxious attachment on
motivation for revenge (c’), or the indirect effect through the mediator (a and b) on unfaithful behaviors
of a sexual nature. The duration and status of the couple’s relationship, included as control variables (C
and Cy, respectively) affect only negative affect.

*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

Discussion

The present research explored, on the one hand, the types of extradyadic
behaviors considered to be more constitutive of infidelity by the Spanish population
and, on the other hand, variables influencing the unforgiveness motivations regarding
extradyadic behaviors, such as negative affect and anxious attachment.

The results of Study 1 revealed that behaviors of a sexual nature are considered
to be more constitutive of infidelity, followed by technological behaviors, which also
received a high score compared to emotional/affectionate and solitary behaviors. These
results are consistent with previous research showing that behaviors of a sexual nature
are less ambiguous and more severe, which contributes to them being perceived as more
indicative of infidelity (Mattingly et al., 2010; Wilson et al., 2011; Rodrigues et al.,
2016; Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016a,b). This perception is also supported by
statistics, which reveal that between 70 and 90% of the population involved in both
dating and marital relationships conceive sexual infidelity as an intolerable and

intransigent betrayal and 65% perceive it as unforgivable (Whisman et al., 2007;
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Rodrigues et al., 2016; Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016b). Regarding technological
behaviors—and in spite of its ambiguous nature—the increased use of technology in
recent years has significantly impacted couples’ lives, clarifying the perception of
behaviors involving this kind of interpersonal communication (McDaniel and Coyne,
2014). Given the amount of technological means available to establish extradyadic
relationships (e.g., access to Internet, social networks, or mobile phones; McDaniel and
Coyne, 2014) and the ability to hide these relationships, the appreciation of certain
technological behaviors that might promote an affair is increasing (e.g., sending
to/receiving from another person affectionate/sexual messages; Henline et al., 2007;
Schneider et al., 2012). It is interesting to point out that our results differ from those in
the literature focused on ambiguous and deceptive behaviors. For example, previous
studies revealed that ambiguous behaviors are considered less indicative of infidelity
(e.g., Feldman and Cauffman, 1999; Wilson et al., 2011).

However, such behaviors are constituted by both technological and emotional
behaviors (e.g., talking on the phone or over the Internet, buying or receiving gifts). In
our study, both categories were considered independently, evidencing that emotional
behaviors are considered less indicative of infidelity compared to technological ones,
probably due to the fact that emotional behaviors are perceived with greater ambiguity.
Similarly, previous studies revealed that deceptive behaviors are considered moderately
indicative of infidelity (e.g., Feldman and Cauffman, 1999; Wilson et al., 2011,
Rodrigues et al., 2016). Such behaviors are intrapersonal processes (Mattingly et al.,
2010) and could be considered in a certain way as solitary behaviors given that it is the
individual who performs and receives the action. In this respect, our results differ from
those of previous research, showing that solitary behaviors are considered less
indicative of infidelity. However, it is possible that deceptive behaviors can also be
accommodated in all categories because they involve denying or withholding
information from the partner; this kind of information could be about any sexual,
emotional, technological, or solitary behavior. Future research might inquire about this

possibility.
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Figure 2. Study 2: Simple mediation model showing the direct effect of anxious attachment on motivation
for revenge (c’), or the indirect effect through the mediator (a and b) on unfaithful behaviors of a
technological nature. The duration and status of the couple’s relationship, included as control variables (C
and Cy, respectively) affect only negative affect.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

An interesting finding of this study was that previous experience with infidelity
does not affect the perception of extradyadic behavior as indicative of it. This could be
due to the fact that the perception of extradyadic behavior could be influenced to a
greater extent by social norms, because such behaviors tend to occur within a more
collective and less situational context (e.g., infidelity may be less accepted at a social
level; however, it is more tolerated within the relationship; Selterman and Koleva, 2015;
Selterman et al., 2018). Future research could replicate these findings considering the
role of social norms in the perception of extradyadic behaviors.

The results of Study 2 revealed firstly that, in light of the experimentation of
different extradyadic behaviors, both those of a sexual and technological nature (vs.
emotional/affectionate and solitary) promote a greater motivation for avoidance and
revenge (unforgiveness) toward the transgressive partner. This finding could contribute
to a better understanding of results found in previous research, showing that people who
experience infidelity or extradyadic behavior of a technological nature consider this
type of behavior equally or even more devastating and traumatizing than traditional
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sexual infidelity (e.g., Zitzman and Butler, 2005; Schneider et al., 2012). In this regard,
Schneider et al. (2012) through a qualitative study with participants who had
experienced technological extradyadic behavior through different media, analyzed the
impact of this type of behavior on theoffended person. The results revealed that, as in
the case of traditional infidelity, the person suffering from such behaviorstends to lose
trust in his or her partner, identify him or herself as a victim of a betrayal, and feel that
he or she needs to seek help to overcome the pain caused by trauma. Accordingly, such
effects could be related to an increase in unforgiveness motivations toward the
transgressive partner. That is, given the magnitude of the severity of both types of
behavior (sexual and technological), the offended person could find him or herself
motivated to shy away from and disturb the partner or to react with greater revenge to
restore the balance between his or her own suffering and that of the offending person
(Frijda, 1994; Worthington and Scherer, 2004; Gausel et al., 2018). The results also
revealed that men (vs. women) show a greater avoidance motivation in the face of
sexual and technological behaviors. In this regard, Fincham et al. (2004) examined
whether forgiveness was associated with improved conflict resolution in romantic
relationships. Their results revealed that men scored higher in avoidance motivation,
associating in turn with less face-to-face discussion, and a more elusive attitude toward
conflicts. However, it is interesting that in light of a severe transgression such as
infidelity, men use the motivation for avoidance to show unforgiveness to their partner.
This finding could be affected by variables such as lack of commitment or the quality of
alternatives outside of their primary relationship (Rusbult et al., 1998). In the same way,
this motivation could be used as a form of rejection or contempt toward the partner
(Cavallo et al., 2010; Bernecker et al., 2018). Further research is needed to address this
finding.

With regard to negative affect, the results showed that sexual and technological
extradyadic behaviors provoke a negative emotional state of greater intensity in the
offended person. This finding could be related to previous research results showing that,
as in the case of sexual infidelity, behaviors of technological infidelity are associated
with a devastating emotional state promoted by emotions and feelings such as anger,
humiliation, fear, sadness, guilt, shame, or rejection (Zitzman and Butler, 2009;
Fincham and May, 2017), which, in turn, are related to states of confusion, excessive
worry, loss of confidence in the romantic partner, or even sexual and depressive
disorders (Schneider et al., 2012; Fincham and May, 2017). Similarly, the results
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showed an interaction between negative affect and sex, indicating that women (vs. men)
scored higher in negative affect on all types of extradyadic behaviors. Women tend to
have a greater relational orientation (Knox et al., 1997; Manning et al., 2006). This is
why, faced with infidelity, they could react with greater negative emotions in face of the
breach of trust by the partner, and increase their relational skills to end an undesirable
relationship (Knox et al., 1997). This finding is novel given that a large number of
studies showing sex effects in emotional reactions to infidelity did not consider negative
affect and focused mainly on the level of distress and traditional types of infidelity
(sexual vs. emotional; e.g., Wade et al., 2012; Tagler, 2013). Likewise, the results
revealed that negative affect is predictive both of a greater motivation for revenge and
of avoidance in all types of extradyadic behaviors. This finding is not exceptional if one
takes into account the variety of behaviors judged to be unfaithful and if one considers
the magnitude of the aversive emotional impact resulting from infidelity (e.g.,
Thompson and O’Sullivan, 2016a; Fincham and May, 2017). Thus, the offended person
motivatedby unforgiveness could be tempted to respond with greater resentment,
retaliation, and/or avoidance toward the partner (Kluwer and Karremans, 2009).

In relation to anxious attachment to the partner, the results showed that it is
predictive of a greater motivation for revenge in light of extradyadic behaviors of a
sexual and technological nature. A possible explanation could be that this type of people
tends to be excessively preoccupied with possible rejection and/or abandonment, so
they tend to increase the level of monitoring and control if they feel their partner is not
receptive (Barry et al.,2007; Marshall et al., 2013). Consequently, given the suspicion
that their partner can maintain a parallel relationship (Guerrero, 1998), they could
respond with greater vengeful behavior (Besser and Priel, 2011), which could be
oriented toward restoring the sense of injustice and mitigating the discomfort caused by
the situation of infidelity (Fitness, 2001; Morrissette, 2012).

Lastly, the results showed that when faced with extradyadic sexual and
technological behaviors (vs. emotional/affectionate and solitary), anxious attachment is
related to a greater negative affect that, in turn, is associated with a greater motivation
for revenge toward the transgressive partner. People with a high level of anxious
attachment tend to be more distrustful of their partner and live constantly afraid that
they will be abandoned or rejected by a third party (i.e., they may feel rejected or
abandoned if their partner leaves them for someone else; Marshall et al., 2013). Hence,

people high in anxious attachment could increase their supervision of extradyadic
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threats and warn of sexual infidelity—considered the most severe relational
transgression (BeltranMorillas et al., 2015)—as a danger to the continuity of the
relationship. Given this situation, these people might experience intense negative affect
and react with more aggressive behaviors motivated by the motivation for revenge or
unforgiveness toward the partner (Wang et al., 2012; Kimmes and Durtschi, 2016). In
the case of technological infidelity, this finding is even more interesting and highlights
the relevance of using new technologies in the romantic relational context. People with
high anxious attachment, given that they exhibit excessive concern about the state of
their relationship, are likely to make use of different ways to be in constant contact with
their partner to ensure relational fidelity (e.g., social networks or smartphones; Morey et
al., 2013), which could lead them to experience intense negative emotions and to react
accordingly with a pronounced motivation for revenge faced with the suspicion of a
third person (Besser and Priel, 2011; Marshall et al., 2013). These results are also
affected by the duration (low duration) and status of the couple’s relationship (living
together). On one hand, according to the investment model (Rusbult et al., 1998), the
duration of the relationship is directly related to the level of commitment, and the
amount of resources invested in the relationship. Therefore, at the beginning of the
relationship there is usually little commitment and investment, as well as high
uncertainty, with jealousy manifesting itself as a way of preserving the relationship
(Rusbult, 1983). Similarly, it has also been shown that the lower thelevel of
commitment, the lower the probability of forgiving the transgressive partner (e.g.,
Braithwaite et al., 2011). On the other hand, the average duration of the relationship in
this study was just over 5 years; thus, it is possible that couples living together were still
in the early stages of their romantic relationship and had not yet developed commitment
and/or attachment (e.g., Fincham et al., 2007). Therefore, in this study it could be
feasible that the duration of the relationship is affected by the level of commitment and
relational investment, which could influence both the negative affect and unforgiveness
motivations of the offended person suffering infidelity. Future research could consider
these variables, as well as others such as the expectations regarding the relationship, or
the level of trust in the partner (Luchies et al., 2013; Lemay and Venaglia, 2016).

An unexpected finding in Study 2 was that mediation was not significant for
avoidance motivation. Some research suggests that the stimulus that prevails in people
suffering infidelity is retaliation or revenge against the partner because, in this way, the

offended person fights the pain he or she experiences as a result of the betrayal (Fitness,
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2001; Morrissette, 2012). Such a response could be appreciable in people with high
anxious attachment as a result of the fear they show of their partner rejecting or
abandoning them for a third person (Marshall et al., 2013). Meanwhile, motivation for
avoidance would be more oriented toward acceptance and reinterpretation of the
situation that occurred in order to give new meaning to the event (Strelan and
Wojtysiak, 2009). This could be related to a greater extent with one of the stages of the
infidelity healing process (Fife et al., 2013). However, more research is needed in this
area to clarify the role of motivation for avoidance in people with anxious attachment
who have experienced infidelity, as well as to examine if this motivation could be a step
in the process of healing from the infidelity.

Limitations and Future Directions

Although this work complements existing findings and contributes to improved
understanding of unforgiveness in light of infidelity, it is not exempt from limitations,
which will attempt to be resolved in future research. Despite being a non-experimental
study, the data obtained were correlational and, therefore, could not indicate causal
relationships or be generalized to the total population. Future studies could replicate
these findings to determine whether they can be generalized beyond the Spanish
context. Future studies could also test these results by intentional sampling to select and
compare different groups (e.g., dating and marital relationships; Slater, 2013; Turkle,
2015) because, despite the fact that the use of technologies is becoming more frequent,
the debate about the effect of technology-related behaviors has been hampered by a lack
of representative data for primary relationships (Rosenfeld, 2017).

In addition, future studies might consider other variables to help understand the
present findings and could be substantial for both relationship processes. For instance,
research has shown that people who have an unrestrained sexual orientation perceive
certain extradyadic behaviors as less indicative of infidelity (Mattingly et al., 2010;
Rodrigues et al., 2016), have a greater predisposition to engage in extradyadic behaviors
(Rodrigues et al., 2016; Weiser et al., 2018), and accept to a greater extent the infidelity
of the partner (Sharpe et al., 2013). For its part, the level of commitment can also
influence the perception of extradyadic behaviors as indicative of infidelity. In this
sense, studies have revealed that a high level of commitment is related to more
restrictive behavior toward infidelity, and greater perception of extradyadic sexual
behaviors as indicative of it (e.g., Rodrigues et al., 2016). The results of these

investigations are mainly focused on sexual and technological behaviors (e.g., Mattingly

253



Chapter 6

et al., 2010; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Weiser et al., 2018), so future studies could replicate
our findings considering the variables above, as well as including emotional and solitary
behaviors.

Similarly, several studies showed that the higher the level of commitment, the
greater the likelihood that the offended person forgives his or her partner after a
transgression (e.g., McCullough et al., 1998; Braithwaite et al., 2011). However, the
path by which both variables are related seems to be inconclusive. Empirical evidence
has revealed that the level of commitment may be affected by the degree of shock that
people experience after infidelity (Marcussen et al., 2004; Heintzelman et al., 2014),thus
affecting their levels of forgiveness (Heintzelman et al., 2014). Accordingly, the overall
level of commitment may not be as explanatory of forgiveness as the level of
commitment reported after the act of infidelity (Heintzelman et al., 2014). Future
research could shed light on the association between commitment and forgiveness when
faced with infidelity, as well as examine the role played by the different extradyadic
behaviors in that relationship.

Ultimately, another variable that could influence our findings is accommodation.
Moreover, given its close relationship with commitment (e.g., Rusbult et al., 1991,
1998), accommodation could present similar results in relation to forgiveness in light of
infidelity. Through accommodation, people restrain their likelihood of engaging in
destructive responses after a conflict with their partner. Furthermore, it is likely that
people who show higher levels of commitment will accommodate themselves and use
more constructive (rather than destructive) strategies when a conflict arises between
both members of the relationship (e.g., Rusbult et al., 1991; Wieselquist et al., 1999). In
this sense, the perception of a certain extradyadic behavior as indicative of infidelity
could originate a conflict in the relationship—mainly in the offended person. Thus,
people with high levels of commitment would show a greater willingness to adapt and
use constructive strategies to face the problem with the transgressive partner and
achieve a positive result for their relationship (e.g., discuss the problem with the partner
and forgive him/her to restore the stability of the relationship). However, could this
happen in the case of extradyadic behaviors of a sexual and technological nature?
Furthermore, what if the commitment has been affected by such extradyadic behaviors?
Further research is needed to address this complex relational process.
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Conclusion

In short, the studies described in this paper contribute to an improvement in the
knowledge of the infidelity research field, showing that sexual and technological
behaviors are considered more indicative of infidelity, and that technological infidelity
can be as harmful as sexual infidelity, shedding light on the relevance of social
networks and the Internet for the life of relationships. Likewise, the results provide
evidence that unforgiveness— specifically motivation for revenge—can be considered
by people with high anxious attachment to their partner to be an effective coping
mechanism to counteract the negative affective state resulting from such betrayal.
However, unforgiveness, in turn, is a significant source of stress and anxiety. In this
regard, the results could also have implications for intervention because therapeutic
practice focused on infidelity takes into consideration the option of forgiving as a means
through which the physical and emotionalwell-being of the couple and of the person
who suffers the betrayal can be restored, especially in people with anxious attachment to
the partner, who may require more attention given the behavioral characteristics they

exhibit in their relationships.
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Abstract
Infidelity is estimated an unacceptable and intolerable act of betrayal. However, it
seems that this extradyadic behavior is a fairly widespread incident, which has been
further increased with the development of new technologies. In this relational field, two
variables that seem to affect the unforgivable nature of infidelity are anxious attachment
to the partner and negative affect resulting from it. Similarly, other relational and
individual variables that could be affected by this motivational response of non-
absolution are relationship quality (satisfaction, commitment and intimacy) and
psychological well-being. Thus, the present research aims to have a better
understanding about how the unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance) are
related to relationship quality and psychological well-being of the person experiencing
infidelity, also considering the role of anxious attachment and negative affect. To this
end, an experimental study was designed (N = 662) using hypothetical scenarios of
sexual vs. technological infidelity. The results showed that regardless of the type of
infidelity: (a) high levels of anxious attachment seem to be related to a greater negative
affect, which in turn is associated with greater unforgiveness motivations, reducing
consequently relationship quality and psychological well-being. Moreover, when the
anxious attachment was not considered, the results revealed that (b) sexual infidelity
(vs. technological) seems to provoke more negative affect, which is associated with
greater unforgiveness motivations, resulting in a lower relationship quality and
psychological well-being. Last but not least, these findings and their possible

implications for romantic relationships and for therapeutic practice are discussed.

Keywords: anxious attachment, infidelity, psychological well-being, relationship

quality, unforgiveness
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Infidelity has been observed for some time as a large relational problem
concerning not only the members of the couple, but also relatives and marriage and
family therapists (Atkins, Baucom, & Jacobson, 2001), increasing their incidence with
the development of new technologies (McDaniel, Drouin, & Cravens, 2017; Vossler,
2016). The consideration of infidelity has been especially relevant in Western culture,
from where it has been reflected and reinforced the idea that love, sex and commitment
are strongly linked; being the relational exclusivity the universal standard including such
factors (e.g., Buunk & Dijkstra, 2004). Therefore, no wonder that infidelity has been
estimated as the most severe and unforgivable relational transgression (Beltran-Morillas,
Valor-Segura, & Exposito, 2015; Fincham & May, 2017; Watkins & Boon, 2016), even
going so far as to judge an immoral act that should be punished (Previti & Amato, 2004).
However, although establishing an intimate approach —especially of a physical or sexual
type— away from the primary relationship is considered an unacceptable and intolerable
act of betrayal; there are several investigations that assert that this extradyadic behavior is
a quite generalized incident (e.g., Atkins et al., 2001; Fife Weeks, & Stellberg-Filbert,
2013).

By contrast, within the context of romantic relationships, empirical evidence has
shown that variables such as anxious attachment to the partner and negative affect predict
greater unforgiveness motivations toward the partner who commits the act of infidelity
(Beltran-Morillas, Valor-Segura, & Exposito, 2019). Similarly, different researches are
revealing that non-absolution is negatively related with relational (e.g., Aalgaard, Bolen,
& Nugent, 2016; Allemand, Amberg, Zimprich, & Fincham 2007; Gordon & Baucom,
1998), and with individual variables such as psychological well-being (e.g., Akhtar,
Dolan, & Barlow, 2017; Gottman, 1994). Nevertheless, although these data shed light on
how unforgiveness may be associated with relational and individual outcomes; the way in
which the unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance) can be related to these
variables after suffering a sexual or technological infidelity behavior has not yet been
addressed. Even less, if one considers the level of anxious attachment to the partner.
Thus, through an experimental vignette methodology, this research tries to analyze how
the motivations for revenge and avoidance (unforgiveness motivations) could influence
on the quality of the relationship and psychological well-being of the offended person,
according to the type of infidelity; and taking into consideration the predictive role of

anxious attachment and negative affect.

269



Chapter 6

Breaking the Monogamy Standard: Sexual and Technological Infidelity

Although the seriousness of infidelity has been widely documented (e.g.,
Hertlein, Wetchler, & Piercy, 2005; Olmstead et al., 2009), there is still no generalized
definition referring to its meaning (e.g., Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a; Thompson,
Zimmerman, Kulibert, & Moore, 2017). According to Blow and Hartnett (2005),
infidelity can be defined in various ways and comprise a wide range of behaviors (e.g.,
“having an affair”, “sexual intercourse”, “oral sex”, “kissing”, “emotional connections
that are beyond friendships”, or “Internet relationships”; p. 186). In this sense, one of
the most widespread definitions to make reference to this relational phenomenon is that
includes infidelity as a violation of relational commitment exclusivity —implicit or
manifest—, which can take either a sexual, emotional and or mixed short or long-term
(Dillow, Malachowski, Brann, & Weber, 2011; Fife et al., 2013), with a third person
outside the primary partner (Dillow et al., 2011), and without prior consent of the main
couple (Dillow et al., 2011; Fife et al., 2013; Prieto-UrsGa et al., 2012). Nevertheless,
the above definition would not be admissible if the disparity of opinions and judgments
about behaviors that can be considered unfaithful are cared for, which vary from one
person to another in relation to their participation, or not, in incidents of infidelity
(Hertlein et al., 2005; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016b). In this regard, Thompson and
O'Sullivan (2016a) have recently established a classification including the main
extradyadic behaviors that people consider constitutive of infidelity, decreeing four
groups: sexual, technological, emotional/affectionate, and solitary behaviors (see
Thompson & O'Sullivan, 2016a for further review). Under this categorization, sexual
infidelity has been considered the most severe and unforgivable (Pettijohn & Ndoni,
2013), even judging as an immoral act (Previti & Amato, 2004). So much so that it has
been widely documented that this type of infidelity can result in a deterioration of
relational quality, lower levels of psychological well-being, and higher rates of
homicide, suicidal ideation, and divorce (e.g., Pour, Ismail, Jaafar, & Yusop, 2019;
Whisman, 2016).

However, with the development of new technologies, the opportunities to get
involved in a relationship parallel to the primary relationship have been increased and
favored by the use of the Internet and smartphones, because the extradyadic behaviors
that make up this type of infidelity they are easier to conceal and deny (McDaniel et al.,
2017; Vossler, 2016). Like sexual infidelity, technological infidelity also can cause a

great commotion in the offended partner (Vossler, 2016); defining this type of infidelity
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as a sexual or romantic contact that is favored by the use of the Internet, and that is
perceived by at least one of the partners as an inadmissible breach of their marital
fidelity contract (Hertlein & Piercy, 2008). Thus, betraying or deceiving the couple
through behaviors of a technological nature induces strong feelings and negative
emotions in the offended person (e.g., anger, fear, shame or guilt; Schneider, Weiss, &
Samenow, 2012; Whitty, 2005), deteriorates marital quality and breaks trust in the
partner (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012; Valenzuela, Halpern, & Katz, 2014; Whitty, 2005),
usually concluding in separation or divorce (Whitty, 2005). In relation to the latter
point, it is noteworthy that the divorce rate in Spain seems to have increased in recent
years, determining infidelity one of the main reasons, and the use of Internet and social
networks as initiators of extradyadic behaviors (General Council of the Judiciary, 2016).

Background of the Unforgiveness Motivations: Negative Affect and Anxious

Attachment to the Partner

When a person feels betrayed, the primary response that he/she manifests is
motivated by revenge and/or avoidance towards the person who transgresses (Berry,
Worthington, O’Connor, Parrott, & Wade, 2005). Such responses make up the negative
dimension of forgiveness, known as unforgiveness (Berry et al., 2005; Wenzel &
Okimoto, 2010). Specifically, the motivation for revenge is intended to intentionally and
voluntarily cause harm to the transgressor in order to seek self-satisfaction after suffering
a transgression (e.g., Gausel Leach, Mazziotta, & Feuchte, 2018; McCullough, Kurzban,
& Tabak, 2013). For its part, the motivation for avoidance try to avoid the person who
transgresses, and seek to reduce stress through the regulation of emotions and cognitions
about transgression, in order to attribute a new meaning to the incident (e.g., release
emotions, take on the matter, or reinterpreting the situation; Strelan & Woijtysiak, 2009).
Therefore, according to Worthington and Scherer (2004), when an interpersonal event
occurs, a sense of injustice arises in the offended person who tries to reestablish either
through repression and revenge behavior, or through avoidance behavior towards the
person who transgresses. Nevertheless, it is remarkable to note that these unforgiveness
motivations are manifested essentially to severe and intolerable situations such as
infidelity (e.g., Morrissette, 2012).

In line with the above, there are several studies evidencing that after a
transgression, variables such as negative affect and anxious attachment to the partner are
associated with greater unforgiveness motivations towards the transgressive partner (e.g.,
Beltran-Morillas, Valor-Segura, & Expésito, 2019; Kimmes & Durtschi, 2016; Zhang,
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Ting-Toomey, Oetzel, & Zhang, 2015). Negative affect has been observed as a subjective
dimension of discomfort that tends to arise naturally when one of the parties perceives
that it has been damaged as a result of the action of the other party, which has been
referred to in the literature as “Ongoing Negative Affect” (ONA; Merolla, 2008). This
negative emotional state derived from a relational transgression, usually induces in the
offended person a subjective experience of “non-forgiveness”, which leads him/her to
respond accordingly, with greater revenge or avoidance toward the transgressive person
(Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). More specifically, when interpersonal transgression is warned
by the offended person as severe, unjust, intentional and/or damaging to their moral
integrity (Jones & Burdette, 1994), it seems that the negative emotions that stand out
refer to anger, hostility, guilt, sadness, and nervousness or emotional stress (e.g., Little,
Simmons, & Nelson, 2007).

Conversely, during the first life cycle, the development of attachment
relationships is considered a remarkable peculiarity of human beings, given the
significance of achieving an adequate affective and romantic bond in adult life. As a
result, attachment style in adulthood can proceed in two ways: secure attachment
(Cirhinlioglu, Cirhinlioglu, & Tepe, 2016; Hazan & Shaver, 1987) or insecure attachment
which, in turn, can lead to an avoidant attachment style (degree to which a person strives
to maintain emotional distance from the partner) or anxious (Cirhinlioglu et al., 2016;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Particularly, anxious attachment has been defined as a deep
desire for intimacy, a great concern for the feelings of the other person and an excessive
fear of rejection or abandonment of the partner (Morey, Gentzler, Creasy, Oberhauser, &
Westerman, 2013; Valor-Segura, Expoésito, & Moya, 2009), associating with higher rates
of affective, depressive and anxiety disorders (Valor-Segura et al., 2009). In this regard, it
has been argued that although people who show a high degree of anxious attachment may
hold certain qualities considered necessary for the nurturing care (e.g., show a greater
tendency to emotional expression and physical proximity); their strong desire for
closeness and need for acceptance by the partner, often cause them to exhibit more
intrusive behaviors and an excessive involvement in the relationship, even subordinating
their own well-being to that of the partner (e.g., Kunce & Shaver, 1994). In this line,
there are several authors who have empirically found that people with high anxiety
attachment tend to notice discomfort when their needs to approach the couple are not
satisfied, as well as to manifest different strategies of hypervigilance, control and

intrusion in order to obtain the closeness, affection and attention of their partner (e.g.,
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Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Simpson & Rholes, 2015). Regarding the relationship with
forgiveness, several authors have concluded that people who develop under high levels of
anxious attachment seem to show a lower inclination to forgive (e.g., Blount-Mathews,
2004; Wang, 2008). More specifically, when people with high anxious attachment warn a
situation compromised or risky for the continuity of their relationship (e.g., witnessing
the infidelity of the partner; Besser & Priel, 2009), they tend to exhibit strong motivations
for revenge and avoidance towards their partner (Finkel, Burnette, & Scissors, 2007;
Kimmes & Durtschi, 2016). Similarly, in a situation that is perceived as disturbing or
disruptive to the relationship, this typology of people seems to experience strong negative
emotions (Marshall, Bejanyan, Di Castro, & Lee, 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).

Ultimately, it should be noted that several studies have reported that sexual and
technological infidelity are perceived similar in terms of severity (e.g., Schneider et al.,
2012; Vossler, 2016), reflecting in both cases an intense negative affective (e.g., Beltran-
Morillas et al., 2019; Schneider et al., 2012; Whitty, 2005). For instance, Beltran-
Morillas et al. (2019) reported that high levels of anxious attachment towards the couple
were predictive of a greater motivation for revenge towards the transgressive partner
faced with experienced extradyadic behaviors of a sexual and technological nature (vs.
emotional/affectionate and solitary behaviors), as well as negative affect mediated the
association between anxious attachment and motivation for revenge in both types of
extradyadic behaviors.

Outcomes of the Unforgiveness Motivations: Relationship Quality and
Psychological well-being

The theoretical and empirical literature has widely documented how relational
variables such as satisfaction, commitment and intimacy are estimated predictive of
forgiveness (e.g., Aalgaard et al., 2016; Allemand et al., 2007; Finkel, Rusbult,
Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002; McCullough et al., 1998). However, in the latter, more and
more studies show that this causal link can also be bidirectional (e.g., Braithwaite, Selby,
& Fincham, 2011; Paleari, Regalia, & Fincham, 2009; Worthington, 1998). Similarly,
there are numerous studies evidencing how individual variables related to psychological
well-being and life satisfaction are affected as a result of forgiveness, or failing of
unforgiveness (e.g., Celik & Serter, 2017; Wade, Hoyt, Kidwell, & Worthington, 2014).

First, relationship satisfaction refers to the degree of happiness and enjoyment of
the relationship between the members of the couple, being considered as one of the most

significant indicators of the quality of the relationship (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach,
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2000), and a determining factor for the good functioning of the family institution (Greef,
2000). Relationship satisfaction has also been considered as one of the main relational
factors associated with forgiveness (McCullough et al., 1998; Worthington, 1998).
Nevertheless, the association between satisfaction and forgiveness seems to be
bidirectional (Karremans & Van Lange, 2004). In this line, several longitudinal studies
have shown that marital satisfaction predicts further forgiveness, and that forgiveness can
also predict marital satisfaction afterwards (e.g., Fincham & Beach, 2007; Paleari,
Regalia, & Fincham, 2005). Additionally, other research has revealed that forgiveness
emerges as a robust predictor of satisfaction with the transgressions of the couple (e.g.,
Aalgaard, et al., 2016), finding a stronger indication for the unforgiveness (e.g., Paleari et
al., 2009); especially if the transgressions are judged severely by the offended person
(Allemand et al., 2007).

Similarly, commitment has been suggested as a form of behavior governed by a
set of rules that confers a sense of security on the continuity and exclusivity of the
relationship (Finkel et al., 2002). Commitment has also been positively related to
forgiveness (e.g., Braithwaite et al., 2011; Finkel et al., 2002; McCullough et al., 1998).
However, while the causal relationship between commitment-forgiveness is quite clear,
the direction in which these variables are associated seems to be inconclusive. For
instance, data from a longitudinal study by Tsang, McCullough, and Fincham (2006)
yielded contradictory results in this regard, so that higher levels of forgiveness were
related to higher levels of commitment (N = 201 college students).

Ultimately, the degree of intimacy dwells mainly in the development of feelings
of closeness, mutual trust, support and companionship, which allows people to grow
individually and establish an intimate connection with their partner (e.g., Sumter,
Valkenburg, & Peter, 2013). In relation to forgiveness, it has been remarkably reflected
that when there is a high degree of intimacy and closeness in the relationship, the
probability of the forgiveness of the transgressor is increased (e.g., Cordova, Cautilli,
Simon, & Axelrod-Sabtig, 2006). However, the causal direction between intimacy-
forgiveness has also been proposed in a bidirectional way (Worthington, 1998);
manifesting in different studies that as forgiveness increases, the level of intimacy, trust
and closeness is restored (e.g., Gordon & Baucom, 1998; Hargrave & Sells, 1997).

For its part, psychological well-being refers to the degree of positive
intrapersonal, interpersonal and social functioning that obeys the perception and meaning

that people give to their life circumstances (Ryff & Singer, 1996). As noted throughout
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numerous investigations, forgiveness can influence the level of psychological well-being
of the offended person; there is evidence of this in multiple contexts (e.g., Celik & Serter,
2017; van der Wal, Karremans, & Cillesen, 2016). Specifically, in the sphere of the
couple, authors such as Celik and Serter (2017) examined whether the levels of
forgiveness of college students who were involved in a romantic relationship were
predictive of subjective well-being. In line with their hypothesis, the results showed that
as the scores on forgiveness increased, subjective well-being scores also increased
(positive feelings and affects, and life satisfaction). Unforgiveness seems to cause the
opposite result. In this sense, the occurrence of a transgression seems to interfere with the
well-being and comfort state of the offended person (e.g., Gottman, 1994; Rusbult,
Verette, Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991), and the predisposition to proceed
constructively to the offending partner; displaying on the contrary, a greater motivation
towards the retaliation and/or avoidance of the offending partner, which could be directly
proportional to the perceived damage resulting from the transgression (Rusbult et al.,
1991).

Finally, it is worth noting that in connection with anxious attachment, classical
studies have shown that people with high levels of anxious attachment tend to be less
satisfied with their relationship, despite experiencing stable relationships (e.g., Feeney,
2002; Levy & Davis, 1988). Regarding commitment, however, the relationship between
the two variables does not seem to be so evident, with conflicting results found in the
literature (e.g., Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). For example, Feeney and
Noller (1990) found that anxious attachment was predictive of a strong desire for
commitment; while Hazan and Shaver (1987) reported that although people with high
levels of anxious attachment tend to become deeply involved in their romantic
relationships, they often exhibit less willingness to, or are not able to remain in those
relationships. Finally, as regards the correlation between anxious attachment and
intimacy within the context of a couple, there are few investigations revealing data in this
regard. Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991), for example, found that people with an anxious
attachment style manifested to a greater extent behavior aimed at favoring intimacy with
their partner. Similarly, empirical evidence has also divulged that anxious attachment is
negatively related to life satisfaction and psychological well-being (e.g., Guarnieri,
Smorti, & Tani, 2015; Stapleton, Woodcroft-Brown, & Chatwin, 2016). At this point, it
could be assumed that in the light of the sexual and technological infidelity (whose

consequences greatly affect the well-being of the offended person; Scheneider, Weiss, &
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Samenow, 2012; Valenzuela et al., 2014; Whitty, 2005), people with high levels of
anxious attachment, in addition to experiencing intense negative emotions and react
accordingly with greater unforgiveness motivations towards the offending partner
(Beltran-Morillas et al., 2009); they could, in turn, see their relational quality diminished,
and warn of a greater disturbance in relation to their level of psychological well-being
and life satisfaction.

However, the question arises whether the same effect could be obtained when
anxious attachment to the partner is not taken into consideration, since people with high
anxious attachment tend to show hypervigilance tactics (e.g., Simpson & Rholes, 2015)
and strong motivations for avoidance and revenge (Finkel et al., 2007; Kimmes &
Durtschi, 2016), when the situation is perceived as threatening to the continuity of the
relationship (Besser & Priel, 2009); aspects that meet both sexual and technological
infidelity (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012; Whitty, 2005). That is why, it is suspected that
since infidelity of a sexual nature (vs. technological) is based on less ambiguous behavior
and judged as more severe both for people who are involved in dating relationships and
marital relationships (Rodrigues, Lopes, & Pereira, 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a); this type of infidelity will cause greater unforgiveness; thus affecting levels of
relational satisfaction and psychological well-being of the offended person.

The Current Research

Research addressing the topic of forgiveness against infidelity are remarkable;
however, the vast majority of these studies have been based on sexual and emotional
infidelity (e.g., Bendixen, Kennair, & Grgntvedt, 2018; Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013;
Shackelford, Buss, & Bennet, 2002), and they have employed a methodology of forced
choice dilemmas, in addition to being carried out mostly with US population (e.g.,
Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013; Shackelford et al., 2002). Moreover, the vast majority of
current research on anxious attachment and infidelity has been raised from the
perspective of the perpetration of this betrayal, or in other words, how anxious
attachment can be a predictor for committing an act of infidelity (e.g., Drouin, Miller, &
Dibble, 2015; Russell, Baker, & McNulty, 2013).

Recently, it has been evidenced how anxious attachment to the partner predicts a
greater unforgiveness (motivation for revenge), and that this relationship is mediated by
negative affect only in the face of extradyadic sexual and technological behaviors (vs.
emotional/affectionate and solitary behaviors; Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019). However, to

date, no studies have explored and compared some of the relational and individual
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outcomes that could be derived from the unforgiveness motivations, in people with high
anxious attachment to the partner, and in relation to infidelity of a sexual and
technological nature; even less in countries such as Spain. That is why, it is imperative to
study the effects of infidelity in the Spanish population, in order to obtain a broader view
of this relational process, which in turn, can complement what the previous empirical
evidence has already revealed. Thus, to provide a better understanding of this field of
research, a study was designed whose main objective is intended to replicate the finding
of Beltran-Morillas et al. (2019), as well as to find relational and individual effects. More
specifically, it is expected that regardless of the infidelity condition: (a) people with high
anxious attachment would be experienced higher levels of negative affect, which, in turn,
lead to greater unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance), consequently
affecting their relationship quality (relationship satisfaction, Hypothesis 1a; commitment,
Hypothesis 1b; and Intimacy, Hypothesis 1c); and on their level of psychological well-
being (Hypothesis 1d). However, sexual infidelity has usually been considered the most
intolerable and immoral betrayal (Pettijohnn & Ndoni, 2013; Previti & Amato, 2004),
since it is made up of more explicit and less ambiguous behaviors (Rodrigues et al., 2016;
Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a). Therefore, it is expected on the other side that (without
affecting on anxious attachment): (b) in the condition of sexual infidelity (vs.
technological), people would be suffered a greater deterioration of their relational quality
(relationship satisfaction, Hypothesis 2a; commitment, Hypothesis 2b; and Intimacy,
Hypothesis 2c), and their levels of psychological well-being (Hypothesis 2d), a result of
negative affect and unforgiveness motivations.

Based on mentioned in previous paragraphs, the conceptual model shown in

Figure 1 was designed.
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Negative Affect

Unforgiveness
Motivations
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Anxious Attachment
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Relationship Quality

Psychological Well-being

Figure 1. Conceptual model showing, on the one hand, the indirect effect of multiple steps between anxious
attachment and relational (satisfaction, commitment and intimacy) and individual variables (psychological
well-being) through negative emotions and unforgiveness motivations (revenge and avoidance); and on the
other hand, the indirect effect of multiple steps between the condition of infidelity (sexual vs.
technological) and relational and individual variables through negative emotions and unforgiveness
motivations.

Hypotheses 1(a-d) are indicated in blue; Hypotheses 2 (a-d) are marked in red.

Method

Participants

The initial sample consisted of 662 participants from the general population (419
women and 243 men), aged between 15 and 74 years (M = 29.32, SD = 12.32). Thirteen
participants were excluded from the analysis because they did not complete the measure
of interest and two of them because they were minors. Thus, the final sample consisted of
647 participants from the Spanish population who were currently in a relationship (410
women and 237 men), with an average age of 29.20 (SD = 12.20; range from 18 to 74).
Of the sample, 63.4% reported maintaining a dating relationship, 14.7% were living with
their partner, and 21.9% reported being in a marriage relationship. The average duration
of the relationship was 98.84 months (SD = 127.95). In addition, 29.3% of the
participants reported having suffered an incident of infidelity at some point in their lives.®

Design and Procedure

° Regarding infidelity transgressions independently, 26.1% of the participants reported having
experienced an episode of sexual infidelity compared to 32.3% who reported having suffered an incident

of technological infidelity at a certain point in their lives.
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Through snowball sampling, psychology degree students were asked to recruit the
study participants; requiring the students that the participants must be of legal age, of
Spanish nationality, and be currently involved in a relationship of at least 6 months.
Participants received the study information along with the questionnaire in an envelope,
instructing them that the general purpose of the research was to examine “different
emotional and motivational aspects involved in maintenance interpersonal relationships.”
Participants were also informed about the anonymity of their responses, ensuring
complete confidentiality. After reading it, if they agreed with the voluntary participation
in the study, they proceeded to check a box that indicated “After being informed of the
above, | agree to participate in the study.” Finally, the participants delivered the
questionnaire in a sealed envelope to the students, and the students submitted it to one of
the people responsible for the study. Participants did not receive a monetary reward for
their participation; the students were rewarded with an extra score in one of the subjects
they studied. The research was conducted after receiving the approval of the Ethics
Committee of the University of Granada.

A factorial experimental design was used with an independent variable
manipulated at two levels (sexual versus technological infidelity), in which participants
were presented with a random scenario of infidelity that varied according to the
extradyadic behaviors that made up each type of infidelity, and they were asked to
imagine that their partner was carrying out some of those behaviors with someone else.
The extradyadic behaviors were taken from the classification of Thompson and
O’Sullivan (2016a), which were also previously evaluated as constitutive of infidelity in
the Spanish population (Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019). Participants responded first to the
measure of anxious attachment, relationship quality (relationship satisfaction,
commitment and intimacy) and psychological well-being; and ultimately, after reading
the situation of infidelity, they responded measures of negative affect and unforgiveness.
Instruments

Sociodemographic characteristics. Data about gender, age, if they were
currently in a relationship, the duration of the relationship, relationship status, and if they
had ever experienced an episode of infidelity were collected.

Spouse-specific dependency scale (Rathus & O’Leary, 1997; Spanish version
of Valor-Segura et al., 2009). The subscale of anxious attachment consisting of 5 items
was used (e.g., “I feel rejected when my partner is very busy”), and a Likert-type

response format with six response options ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally
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agree). This subscale has been shown to have adequate psychometric properties in the
Spanish context (Valor-Segura et al., 2009). In the present sample, an alpha coefficient of
.72 was obtained.

Perceived relationship quality components inventory (Fletcher, Simpson, &
Thomas, 2000). The subscales corresponding to the relationship satisfaction (e.g., “How
content are you with your relationship?”’), commitment (e.g., “How devoted are you to
your relationship?”’), and intimacy (e.g., “How close is your relationship?”’) were used,
which are composed of 3 items each. A translation and back-translation process was
carried out (English—Spanish/Spanish-English) according to the usual standards. The
response format is Likert-type with seven response options ranging from 1 (not at all) to
7 (extremely). The original measure has demonstrated excellent psychometric properties
(Fletcher et al., 2000). In this sample, an alpha coefficient of .93 was obtained for the
satisfaction subscale, .82 for the commitment subscale, and .88 for the intimacy subscale.

Psychological well-being scale (Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Spanish adaptation of
Diaz et al., 2006). The subscales of self-acceptance (4 items; e.g., “When I look at the
story of my life, | am pleased with how things have turned out”), positive relationships (5
items; e.g., “I often feel lonely because I have few close friends with whom to share my
concerns”), and personal growth (3 items; e.g., “When I think about it, I haven’t really
improved much as a person over the years”) were employed. The response format is
Likert-type with six response options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). The previous subscales have been shown to have adequate psychometric
properties in the Spanish context (Diaz et al., 2006). For the present study, an alpha
coefficient of .82 was obtained for the self-acceptance subscale, .78 for the positive
relationships subscale, and .75 for the personal growth subscale.

Satisfaction with life scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985;
Spanish version of Atienza, Pons, Balaguer, & Garcia-Merita, 2000). It is a scale of 5
items measuring the global cognitive judgments of the satisfaction of one’s life (e.g., “So
far 1 have gotten the important things | want in life”), and consist of a Likert-type
response format with seven response options that ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). Previous research has revealed adequate internal consistency in the
Spanish population (Atienza et al., 2000). In the present sample, an alpha coefficient of
.88 was obtained.

The positive and negative affect schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988;
Spanish adaptation of Sandin et al., 1999). The subscale of negative affect was used,
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composed of 10 items measuring the negative affective state of the individual at a given
moment (e.g., “I felt ashamed”, “I felt anger”). It is a Likert-type response format with
five options that ranges from 1 (nothing) to 5 (a lot). The scale has demonstrated
adequate internal in the Spanish context (Sandin et al., 1999). For the present sample, an
alpha coefficient of .85 was obtained.

Transgression-related  interpersonal motivations scale-12-item  form
(McCullough et al., 1998). It is a measure of forgiveness assessing various motivations
that people experience after an interpersonal offense (McCullough et al., 1998). It is a
scale consisting of 12 items divided into two subscales: revenge (5 items; e.g., “I will
make him/her pay”) and avoidance (7 items; e.g., “I am finding it difficult to act warmly
toward him/her”). In accordance with the usual standards, a translation-back-translation
procedure was followed (English-Spanish/Spanish-English). The response format was
Likert type with response options ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).
This scale has revealed adequate psychometric properties in studies developed with
Spanish samples (e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al., 2015, 2019). For this sample, an alpha
coefficient of .84 was obtained for the revenge subscale and .89 for the avoidance
subscale.

Analysis Strategy

To test the different hypotheses, different analyzes of serial mediation were
carried out using model 6 of the PROCESS macro program (Hayes, 2013; see Tables 2-
9). The sex and age of the participants, the duration and status of the couple’s
relationship, and if they had suffered an incident of infidelity at some point in their life
were included as covariates in this model.

Results
The Mediating Role of Negative Affect and Unforgiveness Motivations (Revenge and
Avoidance) on the relationship between Anxious Attachment and Relationship
Quality (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy)

To examine Hypotheses 1la-c, according to which negative affect and
unforgiveness motivations would successively mediate the relationship between anxious
attachment to the partner and the relationship quality (RQ; Satisfaction H1la;
Commitment H1b; and Intimacy H1c), regardless of the infidelity condition, several
multiple series mediation models of the PROCESS macro (Model 6; Hayes, 2013) were
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developed.'® The sociodemographic variables mentioned in the previous section were
included as control variables (see Table 1).

Regarding the “motivation for revenge”, the variables included in the model
predicted 13.2%, 15% and 13.7% of the variance of the inclination to exhibit satisfaction,
commitment, and intimacy in the couple’s relationship, respectively. As shown in Table
2, the results show that anxious attachment is positively related to negative affect and
motivation for revenge, as well as being negatively associated with relationship
satisfaction. Similarly, the results reveal that negative affect is positively associated with
revenge and relationship quality (satisfaction, commitment and intimacy). Lastly, the
results show that revenge is negatively related to relationship satisfaction, commitment
and intimacy. In other words, both the total indirect effects (except for intimacy) and the
indirect effects were significant (Table 2), confirming the serial mediation of negative
affect and revenge on the effect of anxious attachment in the relationship quality
(satisfaction, commitment and intimacy). In particular, the first indirect effect (Anxious
Attachment (AA) — Negative Affect (NA) — Relationship Quality (RQ; Satisfaction,
Commitment and Intimacy) indicates that people with high anxious attachment to the
partner seem to experience higher levels of negative as a cause of infidelity (sexual or
technological), which in turn results in lower levels of relationship quality. Similarly, the
second indirect effect (AA — NA — Revenge (R) — RQ) shows that people with high
levels of anxious attachment seem to suffer more negative affect as a result of infidelity,
being associated with higher levels of revenge, which, in turn, seem to be related to a
lower relational quality. Ultimately, the third indirect effect (AA — R — RQ) reveals
that anxious attachment is associated with higher levels of revenge, which in turn seems
to result in a lower relational quality. In addition, only the total effect of the anxious
attachment on the relationship satisfaction was significant (b = -.138, t = -2.64, p = .008,
95% CI [-.238, -.035]). This value is based on the direct effect of anxious attachment and
the sum of all the indirect effects in the model (Total indirect effects = .039; Table 2).

Pairwise comparisons of the indirect effects revealed statistically significant
differences among all. Specifically, a greater indirect effect is observed in AA — NA —

RQ, than in AA —- NA — R — RQ (Satisfaction: .078, 95% CI [.044, .126];

10 According to our hypotheses, the relationship between the infidelity condition and anxious attachment
to the partner was not significant (r = .031, p = .424). Thus, the infidelity condition was not included in

these analyzes.
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Commitment: .096, 95% CI [.060, .145]; Intimacy: .073, 95% CI [.042, .112]); a greater
indirect effect between AA — NA — RQ, than in AA — R — RQ (Satisfaction: .092,
95% CI [.053, .143]; Commitment: .114, 95% CI [.073, .167]; Intimacy: .088, 95% ClI
[.051, .132]); and a greater indirect effect between AA — R — RQ, than in AA — NA —
R — RQ (Satisfaction: .014, 95% CI [.001, .035]; Commitment: .018, 95% CI [.002,
.042]; Intimacy: .016, 95% CI [.001, .039]). Thus, the strongest indirect effect was
achieved by AA — NA — RQ, followed by AA — R — RQ, evidencing the smallest
effectin AA - NA — R — RQ.

Conversely, in relation to the “motivation for avoidance”, the variables included
in the model predicted 14.2%, 12% and 13.3% of the variance of the inclination to show
satisfaction, commitment, and intimacy, respectively. As seen in Table 3, the results
reveal that anxious attachment is positively related to negative affect, as well as being
negatively associated with relationship satisfaction and intimacy. Likewise, the results
show that negative affect is positively related to avoidance and relationship quality
(satisfaction, commitment and intimacy). Finally, the results show that avoidance is
negatively related to relationship satisfaction and intimacy. All the total indirect effects,
as well as the first indirect effect of the relational variables were significant.'* By
contrast, the second indirect effect was significant for relationship satisfaction and
intimacy (with the exception of commitment); and the third indirect effect was not
significant in any case (Table 3). Therefore, the sequential mediation of negative affect
and motivation for avoidance on the effect of anxious attachment on the relationship
quality is only confirmed in the relationship satisfaction and intimacy. More specifically,
the second indirect effect (AA — NA — Avoidance (A) — RQ) reveals that people with
high levels of anxious attachment seem to experience more negative as a result of
infidelity, associating with greater motivation for avoidance towards the transgressive
partner, which, in turn, seems to be associated with lower satisfaction and relational
intimacy. 2

Pairwise comparisons of indirect effects revealed statistically significant
differences among all except for AA — NA — A — RQ and AA — A — RQ in the case

of commitment. That is, a greater indirect effect is observed in AA — NA — RQ, than in

! The first indirect effect was explained above (AA — NA — RQ).
2 As it was said, only a significant total effect of anxious attachment on relationship satisfaction is

observed.
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AA — NA — A — RQ (Satisfaction: .102, 95% CI[.059, .162]; Commitment: .079, 95%
Cl [.044, .128]; Intimacy: .082, 95% CI [.047, .132]); a greater indirect effect between
AA — NA — RQ, than in AA — A — RQ (Satisfaction: .080, 95% CI [.042, .132];
Commitment: .076, 95% CI [.043, .120]; Intimacy: .066, 95% CI [.036, .108]); and a
greater indirect effect between AA — NA — A — RQ, than in AA —- A — RQ
(Satisfaction: -.022, 95% CI [-.049, -.006]; Intimacy: -.016, 95% CI [-.039, -.004]).
Therefore, the strongest indirect effect was achieved by AA — NA — RQ, followed by
AA — NA — A — RQ, evidencing the smallest effect in AA — A — RQ.

These results support Hypothesis 1a-c. It is also important to note that the vast
majority of covariates were significant. Thus, the sex of the participants affected on
negative affect (higher scores in women vs. men) and relationship satisfaction (higher
satisfaction in men vs. women). Similarly, the age of the participants affected on
satisfaction and relational intimacy (lower levels of relationship quality in the participants
of lower age), as well as the status of the couple’s also affected on the relational quality
(greater satisfaction, commitment and intimacy in dating relationships). Finally, the
previous experience of infidelity was significant for avoidance motivation and relational
quality (people who have not suffered infidelity score higher in avoidance, satisfaction,

commitment and intimacy).
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Table 1

Unforgiveness Motivations faced with Sexual and Technological Infidelity

Mean scores and standard deviations of the participants in the study variables according to the main

sociodemographic variables

Sex Status of the couple’s relationship Experience Infidelity
Men Women Dating Cohabiting  Married Yes No
(n =237) (n=410) (n=410) (n=95) (n=142) (n=189) (n=458)
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Anxious 2.98(1.03) 2.99(1.03) 2.91(1.02) 3.13(1.29) 3.14(.99) 3.24(1.15)  2.89(.97)
Attachment
Negative Affect 3.62(.77) 3.79(.79) 3.78(.76)  3.62(.88)  3.66(.78)  3.81(.81) 3.70(.77)
Revenge 1.80(.90) 1.82(.85) 1.75(.87)  1.83(.90) 1.96(.82)  1.97(.94) 1.75(.83)
Avoidance 3.61(1.01)  3.65(1.02)  3.75(1.00) 3.50(1.12) 3.41(.97) 3.39(1.09)  3.74(.98)
Satisfaction 5.83(1.17) 5.80(1.12) 5.92(1.08) 5.64(1.20) 5.60(1.23) 5.54(1.21)  5.92(1.10)
Commitment 6.12(1.05)  6.26(.86)  6.25(.95) 6.08(.97) 6.21(.87) 6.07(1.00)  6.27(.90)
Intimacy 6.01(1.10)  6.16(.97)  6.19(.92) 5.98(1.11) 5.92(1.21) 5.90(1.18)  6.18(.94)
Self-Acceptance  4.65(.88)  4.67(.93)  4.69(.93)  4.51(.94) 4.67(89)  4.61(.88)  4.68(.92)
Positive 4.04(.98) 4.24(.90) 4.29(.91) 4.13(.85)  3.84(.98)  4.16(.96) 4.17(.93)
Relationships
Personal Growth 4.77(.85) 4.85(.89) 491(.82) 4.72(97)  4.61(.93) 4.71(.91) 4.85(.86)
Life Satisfaction ~ 25.51(6.10) 25.95(5.94) 25.80(5.89) 25.19(6.28) 26.15(6.13) 24.70(6.05) 26.18(5.93)
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Table 2

Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Anxious Attachment, Negative Affect and Motivation for Revenge on Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy)

Negative Affect Revenge Satisfaction Commitment Intimacy
Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 3.297*** [2.829, 3.765] 330 [-.151, .812] 6.013*** [5.215, 6.810] 5.308*** [4.623, 5.992] 6.320*** [5.677, 6.963]
Anxious Attachment .199#=* [.135, .263] 147 [.069, .226] -.176** [-.284, -.068] -.020 [-.099, .058] -.075 [-.173, .023]
Negative Affect 285%** [.198, .372] .350*** [.198, .502] A22%** [.301, .543] .315%** [.180, .450]
Revenge -.150** [-.255,-.044]  -202*%**  [-.290, -.114] - 174%* [-.285, -.063]
Sex .153* [.025, .281] -.026 [-.163, .110] -177* [-.352, -.002] 027 [-.124, .177] .002 [-.167, .171]
Age -.008 [-.024, .008] .000 [-.014, .015] -033***  [-.052, -.014] -.018 [-.037, .000] -.043%**  [-.063, -.024]
Duration Relationship .001 [-.001, .002] .000 [-.001, .002] .001 [-.001, .002] .000 [-.001, .001] .001 [-.001, .003]
Status Relationship -.095 [-.261, .071] .050 [-.110, .210] 238* [.034, .442] 245%* [.072, .418] 280%* [.105, .455]
Experience Infidelity -.072 [-.219, .067] -112 [-.268, .043] .252* [.053, .450] 173 [.021, .325] 161 [-.018, .339]
R®=.092 R?=.142 R?=.132 R?=.150 R?=.137

F(6, 632) = 9.58, p < .001

F(7, 631) = 15.16, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 11.13, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 10.20, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 10.00, p < .001

Indirect effects

Effects Symmetric BCI

Effects Symmetric BCI

Effects Symmetric BCI

Total

11 (AA — NA — RQ)
12 (AA - NA - R - RQ)
I3(AA - R —> RQ)

039 [.002, .085]
070 [.039, .115]
-.008 [-.017, -.003]
-.022 [-.046, -.006]

043 [.005, .089]
084 [.051, .130]
-011 [-.020, -.006]
-.030 [-.056, -.012]

027 [-.007, .068]
063 [.035, .099]
-.010 [-.019, -.004]
-.026 [-.052, -.008]

Notes: AA = Anxious Attachment; NA = Negative Affect; RQ = Relationship Quality; R = Revenge. Symmetric BCI: Symmetric Bootstrapping Confidence Interval.

The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
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Table 3
Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Anxious Attachment, Negative Affect and Motivation for Avoidance on Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy)

Negative Affect Avoidance Satisfaction Commitment Intimacy
Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 3.297*** [2.829, 3.765] 1.670*** [1.110, 2.230] 6.272%** [5.494, 7.051] 5.289*** [4.574, 6.004] 6.486*** [5.854, 7.118]
Anxious Attachment .199**=* [.135, .263] -.008 [-.084, .068] -.199%** [-.302, -.096] -.050 [-.130, .029] -.102* [-.195, -.009]
Negative Affect 557%%* [.457, .656] 410%** [.251, .569] 381*w* [.252, .509] 340%** [.198, .481]
Avoidance -185%**  [-.282,-.088] -.029 [-.102, .044] -.134%* [-.221, -.046]
Sex .153* [.025, .281] -.096 [-.247, .056] -191* [-.366, -.016] 029 [-.124, .182] -.006 [-.175, .163]
Age -.008 [-.024, .008] -.010 [-.025, .006] -035%**  [-.054, -.016] -.018 [-.038, .001] -.045%**  [-.064, -.025]
Duration Relationship .001 [-.001, .002] .000 [-.001, .001] .000 [-.001, .002] -.000 [-.001, .001] .001 [-.000, .003]
Status Relationship -.095 [-.261, .071] -.006 [-.182, .171] 229% [.032, .427] 235%* [.062, .409] 270%* [.098, .443]
Experience Infidelity -072 [-.219, .067] 353%%* [.181, .526] 334%* [.129, .539] 206* [.047, .365] 227* [.040, .415]

R®=.092 R®=.219 R?=.142 R?=.120 R?=.133

F(6, 632) = 9.58, p < .001

F(7, 631) = 24.46, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 11.61, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 7.71, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 9.17, p < .001

Indirect effects Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI
Total .063 [.030, .108] .073 [.042, .116] .054 [.026, .092]
11 (AA — NA — RQ) .082 [.046, .133] .076 [.043, .121] .068 [.038, .108]
12 (AA > NA — A — RQ) -.020 [-.037, -.010] -.003 [-.012, .004] -.015 [-.029, -.006]
I3 (AA — A — RQ) .001 [-.012, .016] .000 [-.002, .006] .001 [-.009, .013]

Notes: AA = Anxious Attachment; NA = Negative Affect; RQ = Relationship Quality; A = Avoidance. Symmetric BCI: Symmetric Bootstrapping Confidence Interval

The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
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The Mediating Role of Negative Affect and Unforgiveness Motivations (Revenge and
Avoidance) on the relationship between Anxious Attachment and Psychological
Well-being

To test Hypothesis 1d, according to which negative affect and unforgiveness
motivations would successively mediate the relationship between anxious attachment to
the partner and psychological well-being, several multiple series mediation models of the
PROCESS macro (Model 6) were carried out. The same covariates as in the previous
analyses were included.

In relation to the “motivation for revenge”, the variables included in the model
predicted 5.3%, 12.6%, 10% and 4% of the variance of the predisposition to show self-
acceptance, positive relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life,
respectively. The results revealed that anxious attachment is positively related to negative
affect and revenge motivation, as well as being negatively associated with psychological
well-being (PWB; self-acceptance, positive relationships and personal growth) and
satisfaction with life (SWL). Likewise, the results showed that negative affect is
positively related to revenge and life satisfaction. Finally, the results showed that revenge
is negatively associated with psychological well-being and satisfaction with life.

The total indirect effects were only significant for positive relationships, and the
first indirect effects were significant in the case of personal growth and satisfaction with
life. Conversely, the second and third indirect effects were significant for all dimensions
of well-being (Table 4), confirming the serial mediation of negative affect and revenge on
the effect of anxious attachment on individual variables (self-acceptance, positive
relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life). Specifically, the first indirect
effect (AA — NA — PWB/SWL) indicates that people with high levels of anxious
attachment seem to experience more negative as a cause of infidelity, which in turn
results in lower levels of personal growth and life satisfaction. Similarly, the second
indirect effect (AA — NA — R — PWB/SWL) reveals that people with high levels of
anxious attachment seem to experience higher levels of negative affect as a result of
infidelity, which is associated with higher levels of revenge, and the latter, conversely,
seems to decrease their levels of psychological well-being and satisfaction with life.
Ultimately, the third indirect effect (AA — R — PWB/SWL) shows that anxious
attachment is associated with a greater motivation for revenge, which in turn seems to
result in lower levels of psychological well-being and satisfaction with life. Moreover,

the total effect of the anxious attachment on PWB and SWL was significant (Self-
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acceptance: b =-.167, t =-4.30, p <.001, 95% CI [-.243, -.091]; Positive Relationships: b
=-.186, t =-5.08, p < .001, 95% CI [-.258, -.114]; Personal Growth: b = -.146, t = -3.90,
p <.001, 95% CI [-.219, -.072]; and SWL: b = -556, t = -2.20, p = .028, 95% CI [-1.052,
-.059]). Pairwise comparisons of indirect effects revealed statistically relevant differences
among all except for AA — NA — PWB and AA — NA — R — PWB in the case of
positive relationships. Therefore, a greater indirect effect is observed in AA — NA —
PWB/SWL, than in AA — NA — R — PWB/SWL (Self-acceptance: .026, 95% ClI
[.005, .055]; Personal Growth: .032, 95% CI [.012, .060]; SWL: .206, 95% CI [.064,
.399)); a greater indirect effect between AA — R — PWB/SWL, than in AA — NA —
PWB/SWL (Self-acceptance: .038, 95% CI [.010, .074]; Personal Growth: .052, 95% ClI
[.021, .090]), except for Positve Relationships (.034, 95% CI [.006, .067]), and SWL
(.269, 95% CI [.092, .494]) that occurs in the opposite direction; and a greater indirect
effect between AA — R — PWB/SWL, than in AA — NA — R — PWB/SWL (Self-
acceptance: .012, 95% CI [.001, .033]; Positive Relationships: -.016, 95% CI [.002, .038];
Personal Growth: .020, 95% CI [.001, .046]; SWL: .063, 95% CI [.005, -.178]). For
Positve Relationships and Personal Growth, the strongest indirect effect was achieved by
AA — R — PWBJ/SWL, followed by AA — NA — PWB/SWL, evidencing the smallest
effect in AA - NA — R — PWB/SWL. Instead, in the case of Self-acceptance and
SWL, the strongest indirect effect was achieved by AA — NA — PWB/SWL, followed
by AA —- R — PWB/SWL, evidencing the smallest effect in AA — NA — R —
PWB/SWL.

With respect to the “motivation for avoidance”, the variables included in the
model predicted 3.9%, 10.7%, 6.1% and 3.2% of the variance of the predisposition to
remark self-acceptance, positive relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life,
respectively. The results revealed that anxious attachment is positively related to negative
affect, as well as being negatively associated with PWB and SWL. Likewise, the results
showed that negative affect is positively related to avoidance motivation. However, the
results did not show a crucial relationship of motivation for avoidance on PWB or SWL.
There were no total indirect effects or significant indirect effects, except for SWL, in
which the first indirect effect was significant (AA — NA — PWB/SWL; Table 5).

These findings partially support Hypothesis 1d. The covariate concerning the sex
of the participants affected on positive relationships (higher scores in women compared
to men). The previous experience of infidelity was also significant for SWL (people who

have not suffered infidelity show higher score in SWL; see Table 1).
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Table 4

Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Anxious Attachment, Negative Affect and Motivation for Revenge on Psychological Well-being and Satisfaction with Life

Self-acceptance

Positive Relationships

Personal Growth

Satisfaction with Life

Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 5.143*** [4.577,5.709] 5.150*** [4.631, 5.668] 5.418*** [4.845, 5.992] 24.980*** [21.004, 28.955]
Anxious Attachment -.158%** [-.236, -.080] -.159%** [-.236, -.082] -121%* [-.199, -.043] -.580* [-1.100, -.059]
Negative Affect .093 [-.015, .200] 042 [-.056, .140] .099 [-.002, .200] .835% [.126, 1.544]
Revenge -.136** [-.228, -.044] -172%%*  [-.265, -.081] -.218%** [-.311, -.124] -.696* [-1.277, -.114]
Sex -.003 [-.148, .142] 187 [.034, .340] .038 [-.100, .176] 278 [-.712, 1.269]
Age -.005 [-.020, .010] -.010 [-.025, .004] -.009 [-.024, .007] -.028 [-.132, .077]
Duration Relationship .000 [-.001, .001] -.001 [-.002, .000] -.000 [-.002, .001] -.001 [-.009, .008]
Status Relationship .040 [-.133, .214] .050 [-.108, .209] .039 [-.122, .200] 837 [-.291, 1.965]
Experience Infidelity -.014 [-.170, .141] -.155 [-.313, .003] 021 [-.133, .175] 1.257* [.198, 2.315]
R?=.053 R*=.126 R?=.100 R?=.040

F(8, 630) = 3.81, p < .001 F(8, 630) = 12.19, p < .001 F(8, 630) = 7.88, p < .001 F(8, 630) = 3.37, p < .001
Indirect effects Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI
Total -.009 [-.037,.016] -.027 [-.056, -.002] -.025 [-.056, .001] .024 [-.139, .194]
I1 (AA — NA — PWB/SWL) .018 [-.001, .044] .008 [-.010, .030] .020 [.001, .043] .166 [.037,.337]
12 (AA — NA — R — PWB/SWL) -.008 [-.015, -.003] -.010 [-.017, -.005] -.012 [-.020, -.007] -.039 [-.085, -.010]
13 (AA — R — PWB/SWL) -.020 [-.043, -.006] -.025 [-.051, -.009] -.032 [-.060, -.013] -.103 [-.232, -.022]

Notes: AA = Anxious Attachment; NA = Negative Affect; PWB = Psychological well-being; SWL = Satisfaction with life; R = Revenge. Symmetric BCl: Symmetric

Bootstrapping Confidence Interval. The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

** The relationship of anxious attachment and negative affect on motivation for revenge has been omitted since said relationship was previously shown and remains unchanged

(Table 2).
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Table 5
Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Anxious Attachment, Negative Affect and Motivation for Avoidance on Psychological Well-being and Satisfaction with Life
Self-acceptance Positive Relationships Personal Growth Satisfaction with Life
Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 5.067*** [4.477, 5.658] 4,991 *** [4.451, 5.530] 5.307*** [4.708,5.907]  25.065*** [21.006, 29.124]
Anxious Attachment - 178%** [-.255, -.100] -.184%*** [-.259, -.109] -.153%** [-.230, -.076] -.684** [-1.189, -.178]
Negative Affect .043 [-.072, .159] -.041 [-.146, .064] .024 [-.089, .137] 741 [-.037, 1.520]
Avoidance .019 [-.060, .097] .061 [-.013, .134] .023 [-.051, .098] -.189 [-.740, .363]
Sex .002 [-.144, .148] 197* [.044, .350] 046 [-.094, .185] 279 [-.714,1.272]
Age -.005 [-.020, .011] -.010 [-.025, .005] -.008 [-.025, .008] -.030 [-.136, .077]
Duration Relationship .000 [-.001, .001] -.001 [-.002, .000] -.000 [-.002, .001] -.003 [-.010, .008]
Status Relationship .033 [-.143, .210] .042 [-.124, .209] .028 [-.141, .198] .802 [-.337, 1.941]
Experience Infidelity -.006 [-.161, .149] -.157 [-.323,.009] .037 [-.122, .197] 1.402* [.328, 2.476]
R?=.039 R?=.107 R?=.061 R®=.032

F(8, 630) = 2.79, p = .005 F(8, 630) =9.64, p < .001 F(8, 630) =4.42, p<.001 F(8, 630) =2.52, p =.010
Indirect effects Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI
Total 011 [-.010, .034] -.002 [-.022,.018] .007 [-.012, .029] 128 [-.002, .293]
11 (AA — NA — PWB/SWL) .009 [-.014, .034] -.009 [-.030, .012] .005 [-.017,.029] 148 [.005, .340]
12 (AA - NA —- R — PWB/SWL) .002 [-.006, .012] .007 [-.001, .016] .003 [-.005, .012] -.021 [-.086, .040]
I3 (AA — R - PWB/SWL) -.000 [-.006, .015] -.001 [-.008, .004] -.000 [-.005, .016] .001 [-.016, .043]

Notes: AA = Anxious Attachment; NA = Negative Affect; PWB = Psychological well-being; SWL = Satisfaction with Life; A = Avoidance. Symmetric BCI: Symmetric
Bootstrapping Confidence Interval. The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

** The relationship of anxious attachment and negative affect on motivation for avoidance has been omitted since said relationship was previously shown and remains
unchanged (Table 3).
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Mediating Effect of Negative Affect and Unforgiveness Motivations (Revenge and
Avoidance) on the relationship between Infidelity Condition (Sexual vs.
Technological) and Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy)

In order to analyze Hypotheses 2a-c, which would expect to find that in the face
of sexual infidelity (vs. technological), people experience a greater deterioration of their
relational quality (RQ; Satisfaction H2a; Commitment H2b; and Intimacy H2c), through
negative affect and the unforgiveness motivations, several multiple series mediation
models of the PROCESS macro (Model 6) were performed. The sex and age of the
participants, duration and status of the couple’s relationship, and if they had experienced
infidelity at some point in their life, were included as control variables.

Regarding the “motivation for revenge”, the variables included in the model
predicted 11%, 15.1% and 13.3% of the variance of the inclination to exhibit satisfaction,
commitment, and intimacy, respectively. The results showed that infidelity condition (0 =
sexual; 1 = technological) is negatively related to negative affect.’* The results also
revealed that negative affect is positively related to revenge and RQ (satisfaction,
commitment and intimacy), as well as revenge is negatively associated with RQ. The
total indirect effects were only significant for commitment, and the third indirect effects
were not important in any case. On the contrary, the first and second indirect effects were
significant for all relational variables (Table 6), corroborating the serial mediation of
negative affect and revenge on the effect of sexual infidelity (vs. technological) on
relationship satisfaction, commitment and intimacy. The first indirect effect (Infidelity
Condition (IC) — NA — RQ (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy) indicates that
faced with sexual infidelity (vs. technological), people in general seem to experience
more negative affect, which in turn results in lower levels of RQ. The second indirect
effect IC —- NA — R — RQ) shows that in the face of sexual infidelity (vs.
technological), besides suffering higher levels of negative affect, people seem to
experience a greater motivation for revenge, which, in turn, is associated with a lower
relational quality. Ultimately, the third indirect effect (IC — R — RQ) was not
significant; that is, revenge did not affect the relationship between infidelity condition
and relational quality. There was no significant total effect of the infidelity condition on

any of the relational variables.

13 Sexual infidelity (Myegaveatrect = 3-82, SD = .76); technological infidelity (Myegaiveatrect = 3.64, SD =
.80).
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Pairwise comparisons of the indirect effects revealed statistically significant
differences among all, except between IC — NA — R — RQ and IC — R — RQ. In this
way, a greater indirect effect is observed in IC — NA — RQ, than in IC - NA —- R —
RQ (Satisfaction: -.069, 95% CI [-.136, -.026]; Commitment: -.092, 95% CI [-.164, -
.035]; Intimacy: -.067, 95% CI [-.130, -.024]); and a greater indirect effect between IC —
NA — RQ, than in IC —- R — RQ (Satisfaction: -.068, 95% CI [-.132, -.024];
Commitment: -.091, 95% CI [-.161, -.036]; Intimacy: -.067, 95% CI [-.126, -.024]). The
strongest indirect effect was obtained by IC — NA — RQ, followed by IC — R — RQ,
showing the smallest effect in IC — NA — R — RQ.

Regarding the “motivation for avoidance”, the variables included in the model
predicted 11.2%, 11.9% and 12.3% of the variance of the inclination to show satisfaction,
commitment, and intimacy, respectively. As seen in Table 7, the results expose that
infidelity condition is negatively related to negative affect and motivation for avoidance.
Similarly, the results show that negative affect is positively related to avoidance and RQ.
Finally, the results show that avoidance motivation is negatively associated with
relationship satisfaction and intimacy. The total indirect effects were only significant for
commitment. The first indirect effect was significant in all the relational variables (IC —
NA — RQ), as well as the second and the third indirect effect, with the exception of
commitment (Table 7). Thus, the second indirect effect (IC — NA — A — RQ) reveals
that in the light of the sexual infidelity (vs. technological), people seem to suffer higher
levels of negative affect, resulting in greater avoidance motivation towards the
transgressive partner, which, in turn, is associated with lower satisfaction and relational
intimacy. Indeed, the third indirect effect (IC — A — RQ) shows that in sexual infidelity,
people seem to exhibit greater avoidance towards the transgressive partner, thus affecting
their levels of satisfaction and relational intimacy.

Pairwise comparisons of indirect effects revealed statistically significant
differences among all, except between IC — NA — A — RQ and IC — A — RQ, in the
case of commitment. A greater indirect effect is observed in IC — NA — RQ, than in IC
— NA — A — RQ (Satisfaction: -.082, 95% CI [-.159, -.032]; Commitment: -.070, 95%
Cl [-.134, -.028]; Intimacy: -.070, 95% CI [-.135, -.026]); a greater indirect effect
between IC — NA — RQ, than in IC — A — RQ (Satisfaction: -.134, 95% CI [-.225, -
.070]; Commitment: -.076, 95% CI [-.145, -.024]; Intimacy: -.108, 95% CI [-.185, -
.053]); and a greater indirect effect between IC — A — RQ, than in [C - NA —» A —
RQ (Satisfaction: -.052, 95% CI [-.105, -.018]; Intimacy: -.038, 95% CI [-.083, -.011]).
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The strongest indirect effect was obtained by IC — NA — RQ, followed by IC — A —
RQ, showing the smallest effect in [C — NA — A — RQ.

These previous results support Hypothesis 2a-c. Regarding the covariates, sex
influenced on negative affect and relationship satisfaction. Likewise, the age of the
participants influenced on relationship quality (younger age was associated with greater
relationship satisfaction, commitment and intimacy). The status of the couple’s also
affected on relationship satisfaction, commitment and intimacy. Lastly, the previous
experience of infidelity was significant for unforgiveness motivations and relationship
quality. That is, people who have not suffered infidelity score higher in the motivations

for revenge and avoidance, satisfaction, commitment and intimacy.
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Table 6
Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Condition of Infidelity, Negative Affect and Motivation for Revenge on Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy)

Negative Affect Revenge Satisfaction Commitment Intimacy
Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 4.036*** [3.612, 4.460] .662** [.183, 1.141] 5.632%** [4.819, 6.446] 5.219*** [4.533, 5.904] 6.146*** [5.490, 6.801]
Infidelity Condition -.188** [-.309, -.066] -.058 [-.188, .072] .079 [-.093, .250] 071 [-.065, .208] .049 [-.101, .199]
Negative Affect 331 %% [.251, .412] 308*** [.159, .457] 4205 [.302, .542] 208%** [.166, .429]
Revenge -.185%** [-.288, -.083] -.205%** [-.291, -.118] -.189*** [-.294, -.084]
Sex 162 [.030, .294] -.030 [-.169, .109] -.175* [-.351, -.002] 024 [-.126, .174] .003 [-.167, .172]
Age -.008 [-.025, .009] -.001 [-.014, .013] -.033%* [-.052, -.013] -.018* [-037,-.001]  -.043***  [-.063,-.024]
Duration Relationship .001 [-.000, .002] .000 [-.001, .001] .001 [-.001, .002] .000 [-.001, .001] .001 [-.000, .003]
Status Relationship -.079 [-.248, 090] .068 [-.089, .225] .219* [.001, .437] 246** [.070, .422] 272%* [.089, .456]
Experience Infidelity -.153* [-.293, -.013] -.160* [-.316, -.004] .304** [.108, .500] .185* [.033, .336] .184* [.009, .360]

=040 R?=.116 ?=.110 ?=.151 ?=.133

F(6, 632) = 4.30, p < .001

F(7, 631) = 12.78, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 8.74, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 9.94, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 8.41, p < .001

Indirect effects Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI
Total -.035 [-.091, .004] -.055 [-.116, -.004] -.033 [-.084, .007]
11 (IC - NA — RQ) -.058 [-.115, -.021] -.079 [-.143, -.031] -.056 [-.108, -.020]
12 (IC > NA — R — RQ) 011 [.004, .026] 013 [.005, .027] 012 [.004, .027]
13 (IC - R — RQ) 011 [-.012,.041] 012 [-.014, .041] 011 [-.011,.041]

Notes: IC = Infidelity Condition; NA = Negative Affect; RQ = Relationship Quality; R = Revenge. Symmetric BCl: Symmetric Bootstrapping Confidence Interval

The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
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Table 7
Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Condition of Infidelity, Negative Affect and Motivation for Avoidance on Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Commitment and Intimacy)

Negative Affect Avoidance Satisfaction Commitment Intimacy
Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 4.036***  [3.612, 4.460] 1.931%** [1.375, 2.486] 5.859*** [5.057, 6.660] 5.121%*** [4.400, 5.841] 6.274%** [5.628, 6.921]
Infidelity Condition -188**  [-.309,-.066]  -.388***  [-532, -.244] 019 [-.160, .199] 076 [-.071, .222] .009 [-.145, .164]
Negative Affect 524%x* [.427, .620] 341%* [.187, .495] 364%** [.240, .489] 304%%* [.170, .439]
Avoidance -181***  [-.285,-.077] -.019 [-.097,.058] -.132%* [-.222, -.041]
Sex .162* [.030, .294] -.078 [-.225, .070] -.183* [-.361, -.005] 029 [-.124, .182] -.002 [-.172, .168]
Age -.008 [-.025, .009] -.007 [-.023, .009] -.034%**  [-053, -.015] -.019 [-.037, .001] -.044%**  [-.063, -.025]
Duration Relationship .001 [-.000, .002] .000 [-.001, .001] .000 [-.001, .002] -.000 [-.001, .001] .001 [-.001, .003]
Status Relationship -.079 [-.248, 090] -.025 [-.195, .146] 202 [-.011, .414] 232* [.055, .408] 256%* [.075, .438]
Experience Infidelity ~ -.153* [-.293,-.013]  .324%** [.155, .493] 392%** [.189, .595] 224%* [.065, .383] 257%* [.074, .440]

R®=.040 R®=.254 R?=.112 R?=.119 R®=.123

F(6, 632) = 4.30, p < .001

F(7, 631) = 32.63, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 8.51, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 7.37, p < .001

F(8, 630) = 7.59, p < .001

Indirect effects

Effects Symmetric BCI

Effects Symmetric BCI

Effects Symmetric BCI

Total 024 [-.036, .085] -.059 [-.124, -.005] 007 [-.047, .062]
11 (IC — NA — RQ) -.064 [-.125, -.024] -.068 [-.127, -.027] -.057 [-.110, -.021]
12 (IC — NA — R — RQ) 018 [.006, .039] 002 [-.005, .011] 013 [.004, .029]
13 (IC — R — RQ) 070 [.030, .127] 008 [-.022, .039] 051 [.017, .100]

Note: IC = Infidelity Condition; NA = Negative Affect; RQ = Relationship Quality; A = Avoidance. Symmetric BCI: Symmetric Bootstrapping Confidence Interval

The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001
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Mediating Effect of Negative Affect and Unforgiveness Motivations (Revenge and
Avoidance) on the relationship between Infidelity Condition (Sexual vs.
Technological) and Psychological Well-being

Finally, to examine Hypothesis 2d, which would expect to find that, faced with
sexual infidelity (vs. technological), people notice less psychological well-being, and that
this relationship is mediated by negative affect and unforgiveness motivations, several
multiple series mediation models of the PROCESS macro (Model 6) were applied. The
same covariates as in the previous analyses were included.

In the case of “motivation for revenge”, the variables introduced in the model
predicted 2.6%, 9.9%, 8.2% and 3.2% of the variance of the predisposition to exhibit self-
acceptance, positive relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life,
respectively. The results showed that infidelity condition is negatively related to negative
affect. In the same way, the results also revealed that negative affect is positively related
to motivation for revenge. Ultimately, the results showed that revenge is negatively
associated with psychological well-being and satisfaction with life.

The total indirect effects and the third indirect effect (IC — NA — R) were not
significant. But the first indirect effect was only significant for life satisfaction (IC — NA
— PWB / SWL), and the second indirect effect was significant for all welfare variables
(Table 8). Therefore, serial mediation of negative affect and motivation for revenge on
the effect of sexual infidelity (vs. technological) on individual welfare (self-acceptance,
positive relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life) is confirmed. In other
words, the second indirect effect (IC — NA — R — PWB/SWL) shows that faced with
sexual infidelity (vs. technological), people seem to notice higher levels of negative
affect, which result in a greater motivation for revenge, associated in turn with lower self-
acceptance, positive relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life. The total
effect of the infidelity condition on PWB and SWL was not significant.

Pairwise comparisons of the indirect effects did not show statistically significant
differences on the dimensions of psychological well-being related to self-acceptance and
positive relationships. In contrast, in the case of personal growth and life satisfaction,
pairwise comparisons of indirect effects revealed statistically significant differences
between IC — NA — PWB/SWL and IC — NA — R — PWB/SWL; and between IC —
NA — PWB/SWL and IC — R — PWB/SWL only with respect to life satisfaction. Thus,
a greater indirect effect is observed in IC — NA — PWB/SWL, than in IC — NA — R
— PWB/SWL (Personal Growth: -.027, 95% CI [-.066, -.006]; SWL: -.174, 95% CI [-
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436, -.031]); and a greater indirect effect between IC — NA — PWB/SWL, than in IC
— R — PWB/SWL (SWL: -.171, 95% CI [-.428, -.007]). The strongest indirect effect is
observed in IC — NA — PWB/SWL, followed by IC — R — PWB/SWL, showing the
smallest effect in IC — NA — R — PWB/SWL.

In relation to the “motivation for avoidance”, the variables included in the model
predicted 0.3%, 7%, 3.1% and 2.1% of the variance of the predisposition to show self-
acceptance, positive relationships, personal growth and satisfaction with life,
respectively. The results showed that infidelity condition is negatively associated with
negative affect, as well as negative affect is negatively related to positive relationships.
The results did not reveal a significant relationship of motivation for avoidance on PWB
or SWL. In this way, there were no total indirect effects or significant indirect effects on
any of the welfare variables, except for the first indirect effect that was significant for
positive relationships (IC — NA — PWB; see Table 9).

With regard to positive relationships, pairwise comparisons of indirect effects
showed statistically significant differences among all, except for IC - NA — A — PWB
and IC — A — PWB. Thus, a greater indirect effect is observed in [C — NA — PWB,
than in IC — NA — A — PWB (.026, 95% CI [.005, .066]); and a greater indirect effect
between IC — A — PWB, than in IC — NA — PWB (.045, 95% CI [.005, .096]). The
strongest indirect effect was obtained by IC — A — PWB, followed by IC —» NA —
PWB, showing the smallest effect in IC — NA — A — PWB.

The previous findings partially support Hypothesis 2d. The covariate relative to
the sex of the participants affected positive relationships, and the previous experience of
infidelity was also significant for SWL.
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Table 8
Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Condition of Infidelity, Negative Affect and Motivation for Revenge on Psychological Well-being and Satisfaction with Life
Self-acceptance Positive Relationships Personal Growth Satisfaction with Life
Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI
Constant 4.895*** [4.347, 5.442] 4.865*** [4.344, 5.386] 5.210*** [4.651, 5.761] 24.145%** [20.263, 28.028]
Infidelity Condition -.057 [-.200, .086] -011 [-.155, .133] -.019 [-.153, .115] -.318 [-1.271, .638]
Negative Affect 046 [-.064, .156] -.002 [-.100, .095] .065 [-.035, .165] 655 [-.070, 1.381]
Revenge SA71%**  [-265,-.076] = -.207*** [-.301, -.113] - 244% [-.338, -.150] -.826** [-1.393, -.259]
Sex .005 [-.142, .152] .193* [.039, .347] .043 [-.096, .182] 313 [-.682, 1.308]
Age -.004 [-.019, .101] -.010 [-.024, .005] -.008 [-.023, .007] -.023 [-.125, .078]
Duration Relationship .000 [-.001, .001] -.001 [-.002, .001] -.000 [-.002, .001] -.001 [-.001, .008]
Status Relationship 017 [-.160, .195] 029 [-.129, .188] 022 [-.139, .184] 748 [-.391, 1.888]
Experience Infidelity 021 [-.137, .179] -115 [-.276, .046] .051 [-.103, .205] 1.380* [.311, 2.448]
R?=.026 R?=.099 R*=.082 R?=.032

F(8, 630) = 2.03, p = .041 F(8, 630) = 9.44, p < .001 F(8, 630) = 5.90, p < .001 F(8, 630) = 2.78, p = .005
Indirect effects Effects ~ Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI
Total 012 [-.017,.047] 025 [-.006, .061] 017 [-.019, .054] -.024 [-.222, .149]
I1 (IC - NA — PWB/SWL) -.009 [-.037,.010] .000 [-.020, .020] -.012 [-.040, .004] -.123 [-.342, -.005]
12 (IC - NA — R — PWB/SWL) 011 [.003, .022] .013 [.005, .026] .015 [.006, .030] .051 [.015, .121]
I3 (IC - R — PWB/SWL) .010 [-.010, .040] 012 [-.013, .043] 014 [-.017, .048] .048 [-.044, .205]

Note: IC = Infidelity Condition; NA = Negative Affect; PWB = Psychological well-being; SWL = Satisfaction with Life; R = Revenge. Symmetric BCI: Symmetric
Bootstrapping Confidence Interval. The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

** The relationship of the condition of infidelity and negative affect on motivation for revenge has been omitted since said relationship was previously shown and remains
unchanged (Table 6).
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Table 9

Multiple Mediation Analysis of the Condition of Infidelity, Negative Affect and Motivation for Avoidance on Psychological Well-being and Satisfaction with Life

Self-acceptance Positive Relationships

Personal Growth

Satisfaction with Life

Background Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Coeff. Symmetric BCI Symmetric BCI
Constant 4.751%** [4.169, 5.333] 4.602*** [4.055, 5.148] 4.999*** [4.409, 5.590] [20.029, 28.029]
Infidelity Condition -.041 [-.193, .111] 026 [-.121, .174] .005 [-.137, .146] [-1.365, .652]
Negative Affect -.019 [-.136, .098] -.105* [-.208, -.002] -.029 [-.140, .082] [-.287, 1.284]
Avoidance .016 [-.069, .101] .066 [-.012, .143] .025 [-.054, .105] [-.810, .364]
Sex .011 [-.138, .160] .204** [.050, .359] .052 [-.089, .193] [-.679, 1.320]
Age -.004 [-.019, .011] -.009 [-.024, .005] -.008 [-.024, .008] [-.128,.078]
Duration Relationship .001 [-.001, .001] -.001 [-.002, .001] -.001 [-.002, .001] [-.010, .007]
Status Relationship .006 [-.175, .187] 017 [-.149, .183] .006 [-.164, .177] [-.462, 1.835]
Experience Infidelity 044 [-.115, .202] -.103 [-.271, .065] .082 [-.078, .241] [.508, 2.660]
R?=.003 R?=.070 R?=.031 R?=.021

F(8, 630) = .26, p = .978 F(8, 630) = 6.48, p < .001 F(8, 630) = 2.26, p = .022 F(8, 630) = 1.70, p = .096
Indirect effects Effects ~ Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Effects Symmetric BCI Symmetric BCI
Total -.004 [-.044, .034] -012 [-.050, .023] -.007 [-.042, .026] [-.247, .269]
I1 (IC - NA — PWB/SWL) .004 [-.018, .030] .020 [.003, .051] .005 [-.014, .031] [-.304, .027]
12 (IC - NA — A — PWB/SWL) -.001 [-.012, .006] -.006 [-.019, .001] -.002 [-.013, .004] [-.030, .100]
I3 (IC - A — PWB/SWL) -.006 [-.041, .027] -.025 [-.061, .004] -.010 [-.043, .020] [-.133, .334]

Note: IC = Infidelity Condition; NA = Negative Affect; PWB = Psychological well-being; SWL = Satisfaction with Life;

A = Avoidance. Symmetric BCI: Symmetric

Bootstrapping Confidence Interval. The indirect effects are significant where the Bootstrap Confidence Interval does not include the value 0. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

** The relationship of the condition of infidelity and negative affect on motivation for avoidance has been omitted since said relationship was previously shown and remains

unchanged (Table 7).
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Discussion

The present investigation sought, on the one hand, to replicate the finding of
Beltran-Morillas et al. (2019), and to examine whether the relationship found by these
authors (negative affect mediated the relationship between anxious attachment to the
partner and unforgiveness motivations faced with sexual and technological infidelity),
consequently influence on levels of relationship quality and psychological well-being of
the offended person. On the other hand, this research also aimed to explore whether
sexual infidelity (vs. technological) generally caused further deterioration of relationship
quality and psychological well-being of the offended person, as a result of negative
affectivity and unforgiveness motivations; that is, without considering anxious
attachment to the partner.

Regarding the first aspect, the results showed that faced with sexual and
technological infidelity, people with high levels of anxious attachment experience a
decrease in their relationship quality and psychological well-being, which seems to be
mediated by negative affect and unforgiveness motivations (only the motivation for
revenge was significant in the case of psychological well-being). People with a high level
of anxious attachment usually manifest a greater distrust towards their partner and live
with fear that their partner will abandon them or reject them by a third person (Marshall
et al., 2013), reacting to disturbing situations or threatening to the relationship with strong
negative emotions (Marshall et al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) and motivations
for revenge and avoidance towards their partner (Finkel et al., 2007; Kimmes & Durtschi,
2016). Specifically, in the light of sexual and technological infidelity, which seems to be
similar in terms of severity and negative consequences (e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al.,
2019; Schneider et al., 2012), people with high anxious attachment might increase the
supervision of extradyadic behaviors and use various forms of communication to be in
regular contact with their partner and ensure relational fidelity (e.g., social networks and
smartphones; Morey et al., 2013). As a result of both types of infidelity, these people
seem to experience an intense negative effect and react accordingly with high levels of
unforgiveness towards the transgressive partner (Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019), which in
turn, it seems to result in a lower relationship quality and psychological well-being.
Moreover, given the behavioral characteristics exhibited by this type of people, and
taking into consideration a severe relational scene as infidelity, these findings could
complement and help to understand results of previous studies evidencing that: a) people

with high levels of anxious attachment tend to be less satisfied with their relationship
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(e.g., Feeney, 2002; Levy & Davis, 1988); b) they tend to get deeply involved in their
romantic relationships but are not able to stay in these relationships (Hazan & Shaver,
1987); and c) although these people manifest behaviors designed to favor closeness and
intimacy with their partner (e.g., Simpson & Rholes, 2015), the result seems to be
opposite in the face of severe transgression like infidelity. Similarly, since empirical
literature has shown that the welfare state and the constructive responses of the offended
person may be agitated in varying degrees, depending on the perceived severity of the
transgression (Rusbult et al., 1991); it would be reasonable to understand that people with
high levels of anxious attachment react to disturbing situations such as sexual and
technological infidelity, with intense negative emotions (Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019;
Marshall et al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) and strong motivations for revenge
and avoidance towards the transgressive partner (Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019; Finkel et
al., 2007). Consequently, as a result of these motivations for unforgiveness, their levels of
psychological well-being and life satisfaction may be reduced.

In relation to the second question in which the role of anxious attachment was not
taken into consideration, the results revealed that faced with sexual infidelity (vs.
technological), people experienced higher levels of negative affect, leading them to
experience greater unforgiveness motivations, which consequently, resulted in a lower
relational quality; and in a lower psychological well-being (only the motivation for
revenge was significant). Although the opportunities to get involved in a parallel
relationship to the primary relationship have increased with the development of new
technologies (McDaniel et al., 2017; Vossler, 2016); it does not seem to be equated in
terms of relational and individual consequences with sexual infidelity, as previous
research has pointed out (Schneider et al., 2012; Valenzuela et al., 2014; Whitty, 2005).
A possible explanation would refer to the perception that the population has about the
behaviors that can be considered unfaithful. Thus, infidelity of a sexual nature has been
considered the most severe and unforgivable (Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013), even going so
far as to consider an immoral act (Previti & Amato, 2004); probably because traditionally
more attention has been paid to its sexual component (Blow & Hartnett, 2005; Hertlein et
al., 2005), which has contributed to the behaviors of a sexual nature being judged as less
ambiguous and perceived as more indicative of infidelity (e.g., Beltran-Morillas et al.,
2019; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a, b). So much so that, it has
been widely documented that this type of infidelity can result in a deterioration of

relational quality, lower levels of psychological well-being, and higher rates of homicide,
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suicidal ideation, and divorce (e.g., Pour et al., 2019; Whisman, 2016). Because sexual
desire tends to decrease gradually over time (Birnbaum et al., 2016), and one of the main
reasons for committing infidelity is due to the desire for physical and sexual contact with
a person outside the main partner (Messripour, Etemadi, Ahmadi & Jazayeri, 2016;
Scheeren, Apellaniz, & Wagner, 2018); an alternative explanation could revolve around
the belief that if their partner has been unfaithful to him/her, it is because he/she no
longer wants them sexually. Future research could address this issue to shed more light
on this complex relational phenomenon.

It is worth noting that the indirect effect of anxious attachment and the condition
of infidelity on commitment and psychological well-being is not significant through
avoidance motivation. Avoidance is understood as the distancing or detachment of the
person from the offending person, however, it is not always possible (e.g., sometimes, the
offended person has to live or interact in the same space as the offending person;
McCullough, 2000). In addition, if possible, avoidance involves major barriers and costs
for the offended person (e.g., ending the relationship; Strachman & Gable, 2006); unlike
revenge, which has been associated with a greater likelihood of reconciliation (Tripp,
Bies, & Aquino, 2007), since the offended person has managed to restore the sense of
injustice (Gausel et al., 2018; McCullough et al., 2013; Worthington & Scherer, 2004).
Thus, given that in this sample all the people were involved and engaged in a
relationship, they may not have contemplated the idea of moving away from the partner
because the costs can mean both individually (e.g., loneliness) as a relational level (e.g.,
broken relationship; Strachman & Gable, 2006); despite being a severe transgression as
infidelity in which the commitment of relational exclusivity is broken, and the level of
welfare of the offended person is greatly affected (e.g., Pour et al., 2019; Valenzuela et
al., 2014). It is also interesting to point out the positive relationship between negative
affect and relationship quality/psychological well-being. In this regard, theoretical and
empirical literature has shown that negative affect, although unpleasant, can also fulfill
remarkable functions in relationships (e.g., Baker, McNulty, & Overall, 2014; Overall,
Fletcher, Simpson, & Sibley, 2009). Thus, negative affect can be an indicator that one of
the members of the couple has not acted correctly, contributing to both partners being
aware of the problems in their relationship and considering the resolution of such
problems (Baker et al., 2014). In this sense, several studies have revealed that both
experimentation and the expression of negative emotions in the face of a relational

dilemma tend to increase the relationship quality (e.g., Laurenceau, Barrett, &
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Pietromonaco, 1998; Overall et al., 2009), also being associated with a decrease in
relationship difficulties (Overall et al., 2009) and greater psychological well-being
(Cohan & Bradbury, 1997). However, more research is needed to support the above
claims, especially in a particularly severe case such as infidelity.

Ultimately, the previous results were affected by various covariates. Thus, sex
was significant on negative affect, relationship satisfaction, and positive relationships.
Within the expectations that women hold of their relationship, it is considered essential to
trust that their partner also provides emotional support (e,g., respect, companionship and
loyalty; Valor-Segura, Expdsito, & Moya, 2010). That is why, faced with an infidelity,
they might react with higher negative emotions due to the lack of confidence in the
partner and increase their relational skills to end an unwanted relationship (Knox,
Zusman, & Nieves, 1997). Similarly, the low score of women (vs. men) in relationship
satisfaction could be due to their subordinate role in the relationship (e.g., Brezsnyak &
Whisman, 2004); or it could be related to the fact that they are responsible for most child
and home care, as well as taking responsibility for maintaining control of the emotional
climate of the relationship (Jackson, Miller, Oka, & Henry, 2014). Finally, given that
women (vs. men) have been characterized by their greater predisposition to maintain and
nurture their relationships (e.g., Knox et al., 1997; Manning, Giordano, & Longmore,
2006), it is not surprising that they scored higher in the positive relationships dimension.
The age of the participants was also significant for relational satisfaction and intimacy.
This finding would be in line with previous research, which point out that young adults
(vs. older adults) obtain lower scores in relationship quality because they are more
intensely influenced by factors related to attraction and sexuality (e.g., Ahmetoglu,
Swami, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2010). In parallel, the status of the couple’s relationship
also affected the relationship quality. This finding contradicts previous research results
that show that married couples are more satisfied, committed and have greater relational
intimacy than cohabiting couples (e.g., Bouchard, 2006; Moore, McCabe, & Brink, 2001;
Vaculik & Jedrzejczykova, 2009) or are in dating relationships (Moore et al., 2001).
Usually married or cohabiting couples tend to emphasize less physical proximity and/or
sexual activity over time, attributing boredom and routine as some of the possible
explanatory mechanisms (e.g., Pedersen & Blekesaune, 2003). In addition, the general
welfare state with the relationship seems to be starting to reduce once the first two years
pass, which has been known as the “honeyemoon period” (e.g., Zimmermann & Easterlin

2006). The duration of the relationship of this sample according to the different types of
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relationships, would support this assertion (Dating: M = 22.41, SD = 3.70; Cohabiting: M
= 29.40, SD = 10.01; Married: M = 48.69, SD =7.38). Finally, the unforgiveness
motivations (revenge and avoidance), relationship quality and satisfaction with life were
also affected by the previous experience of infidelity. These findings support previous
research results, which reveal that people who have experienced infidelity tend to forgive
his/her transgressive partner to a greater degree than those who have not suffered such a
transgression (e.g., Atkins, Marin, Lo, Klann, & Hahlweg, 2010). In addition, this effect
could be reasoned from a mechanism of cognitive protection known as psychological
distance; people who have not experienced a transgression, offense, betrayal or are
further away from something or someone, tend to make more intransigent judgments
about the behavior of others (van Boven, Kane, McGraw, & Dale, 2010). Similarly, since
infidelity symbolizes a betrayal of the norm of exclusivity and relational commitment, it
can also end up deteriorating the internal qualities of the relationship and disrupt the well-
being and comfort state of the offended person (e.g., Gottman, 1994). Future research
could further investigate the above assumptions, in order to provide a better
understanding of the role of these sociodemographic variables in romantic relationships.
Limitations and Future Directions

Although this work annexes previous research results and provides a better
understanding of some of the predictors and outcomes of the unforgiveness motivations
(revenge and avoidance) in the face of sexual and technological infidelity; it is not
exempt from limitations. Firstly, the methodology employed in this research is
highlighted, which uses hypothetical infidelity situations. However, although this
methodology may question the extent to which people can experience the situation as
real; this methodology is applied in a wide variety of areas that simulate social interaction
(Collect & Childs, 2011). In addition, despite using this methodology, within each
condition of infidelity (sexual vs. technological) participants were presented with the
different extradyadic behaviors that make up that category (Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a), which were referred to in previous studies with Spanish sample as constitutive of
infidelity (Beltran-Morillas et al., 2019). It is possible that this kind of manipulation has
contributed acquire the participants a more realistic view, to obtain greater knowledge
about the behaviors that make up each type of infidelity, and to be more thoughtful in
their responses. Secondly, another of the limitations refers to the particularities and
selection of the sample. Although a non-probabilistic sampling was used to select the

participants, there was much variability in this sample. Nevertheless, the sample did not
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turn out to be homogeneous as regards, for example, sex or status of the couple’s
relationship, so that no conclusive differences can be established between different
groups. These limitations will try to be solved in future research.

Likewise, future studies could take into account other variables that might be
substantial to help us understand and/or supplement the present findings. For instance,
according to different authors, people who are in a dating relationship (vs. cohabiting or
married couples) report lower satisfaction (Kamp Dush, & Amato, 2005; Tai, Baxter, &
Hewitt, 2014), lower commitment and future expectations regarding the relationship
(Zhang et al., 2015), and lower relational intimacy (Moore, McCabe, & Brink, 2010). In
the present study, the results were opposite. Thus, it might be interesting that future
research deem other indicators of relationship quality, such as sexual satisfaction
(Hudson, 1993; Nomejko & Dolinska- Zygmunt, 2014), or sexual intimacy (Marelich &
Lundquist, 2008; Marelich & Shelton, 2011), and use alternative measures to assess the
relationship quality (Fincham & Rogge, 2010; Funk & Rogge, 2007), in order to obtain
more information about the relational quality in different status of the couple’s
relationship, and how it could be affected faced with various situations of infidelity.
Future studies might also examine different behavioral responses that could appear as a
consequence of non-absolution of infidelity (e.g., constructive vs. non-constructive
responses; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, & Mainous, 1988), which could be either the result
deterioration of relational quality or act as mediators between unforgiveness and
psychological well-being of the offended person. Similarly, future research could
replicate these findings using longitudinal studies, and considering possible moderators
of forgiveness such as communication style with the partner (Bodenmann, 2008;
Ledermann, Bodenmann, Rudaz, & Bradbury, 2010), or the predisposition to exhibit
conciliatory behavior after a conflict or misbehavior with the partner (Rangganadhan &
Todorov, 2010); and explore possible differences between various groups. For example,
depending on the status of the couple’s relationship (dating, cohabiting o married
couple); type of relationship (heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual or polyamorous); or
socioeconomic status (SES couple high vs. low). Finally, future studies could examine
forgiveness taking into account dyadic data. In this way, it could be observed whether the
transgressive couple’s request for forgiveness influences the motivation of forgiveness of
the offended person, and consequently, improves relational quality, and psychological

well-being of the latter; especially in people with high anxious attachment to the partner.
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Conclusions

Drawing a conclusion, the study presented in this chapter, in addition to
replicating results found in previous research, brings new knowledge to the area of
infidelity research. On the one hand, the results showed that both sexual and
technological infidelity provoke an intense negative affective state in people with high
anxious attachment to the partner, which leads to greater unforgiveness motivations
(revenge and avoidance). Consequently, relational and individual well-being of this type
of people is deteriorated. On the other hand, the results also showed that when the role
of anxious attachment is not taken into account, sexual infidelity (vs. technological) is
the one that generally causes more negative affect, similarly resulting in greater
unforgiveness towards the transgressive partner. As a result of this non-absolution, the
relational and individual well-being of people who suffer this type of infidelity arises.
Therefore, the results reflect the fateful relational and individual consequences that are
unleashed from the motivations for revenge and avoidance (unforgiveness) in the light
of infidelity of a sexual and technological nature. Moreover, the results also provide
evidence that unlike people with high levels of anxious attachment towards the partner,
infidelity of a sexual nature continues to be considered as the type of infidelity that
generates the most pernicious consequences in the people who suffer it. However,
despite the motivations for revenge and avoidance can be seen as an effective
mechanism to counteract the negative emotional response emanating as a result of
infidelity; unforgiveness can also be a considerable source of depressive and anxiety
disorders. In this respect, the findings could also have clinical implications for
therapeutic practice focused on infidelity, which, through intervention programs that
promote forgiveness, try to get the transgressive partner and the offended person
reestablish their physical and emotional well-being; and if they wish, they can restore
their relationship. This could be fundamentally relevant for people who exhibit
excessive attachment to their partner, who may need more careful and lasting treatment

given the behavioral particularities they show in their relationships.
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General Discussion

La presente tesis doctoral se constituye de una serie de estudios empiricos que
tratan de aproximarse al entendimiento de uno de los procesos més dificultosos en la vida
del ser humano: el proceso de perdonar. No obstante, no se trata s6lo de un complejo
proceso, sino también del significado que comporta la persona que ofende para la persona
ofendida, como sucede el caso de la relaciones intimas; lo que dificuta ain mas el
desarrollo del perddn. Es por ello que, el objetivo primordial del presente trabajo considera
la necesidad de aportar nuevas evidencias empiricas que contribuyan, complementen y
favorezcan la comprension del proceso del perdon en las relaciones intimas; convergiendo
asi, con el reciente auge de investigaciones y protocolos de intervencién focalizados en el
ambito de la pareja (Fincham, Hall, & Beach, 2006; Greenberg, Warwar, & Malcolm,
2010; Prieto-Ursua et al., 2012). Este creciente interés por observar el perddn en torno a
este contexto, hace patente la transcendencia que tienen los comportamientos que emite
uno de los miembros de la pareja sobre el otro; maxime si éstos se advierten intolerables
(Fincham, Jackson, & Beach, 2005; Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002). Por
ende, esta tesis doctoral atiende firmemente a la exigencia de inquirir en distintas
transgresiones que pueden sucederse en las relaciones intimas, a fin de examinar como
puede verse afectada la respuesta motivacional de perdén y/o falta de perdén de la persona
ofendida, consecuencia de la transgresion experimentada, y, analizar en ultima instancia,
como tales motivaciones pueden resultar sobre sus niveles de bienestar (individual y
relacional); prestando especial atencion a las personas que exhiben una disposicion
comportamental dependiente de, o ansiosa hacia su pareja. La evidencia empirica ha
constatado notablemente a este respecto, que, la violencia hacia la pareja es una de las
cuestiones mas delicadas y dificultosas de resolver (Garcia-Moreno, Jansen, Ellsberg,
Heise, & Watt, 2005; Messing, Campbell, Wilson, Brown, & Patchell, 2015).
Semejantemente, son numerosas las investigaciones que han reflejado la infidelidad
—esencialmente la de indole sexual— como la transgresion méas severa e imperdonable que
puede acontecer dentro de este contexto relacional (e.g., Abrahamson, Hussain, Khan, &
Schofield, 2012; Dillow, 2016; Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013; Whisman, Gordon, & Chatav,
2007). Ambos tipos de transgresiones pues, detentan connotaciones muy perniciosas para
la persona que las sufre, reparandose por ésta, particularmente dificiles de perdonar; lo
cual, suscita un palpable interés y un fuerte aliciente para emprender su estudio, en favor
de lograr un mayor conocimiento que ayude a explicar el funcionamiento que rodea a estos

procesos relacionales.
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Maés especificamente, esta tesis doctoral se ha orientado hacia el estudio de
diferentes correlatos individuales (i.e., afecto negativo y bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion
con la vida) y relacionales (i.e., dependencia hacia la pareja, satisfaccion con la relacion,
compromiso e intimidad) que, bien pueden observarse antecedentes o consecuentes de las
motivaciones de perdon y/o falta de perdon, ante dos transgresiones notablemente
intransigentes; a saber, la violencia hacia la pareja y la violacion de la norma de
monogamia o infidelidad —especialmente, en lo que respecta a esta Gltima—.

Seguidamente, se intentara hacer una sintesis que recoja los resultados
fundamentales reportados de los distintos estudios empiricos que conforman esta tesis.
Para tal fin, se estableceran diferentes secciones que conciernen a los bloques que se erigen
de cada uno de los capitulos empiricos (4, 5 y 6), al objeto de aportar un mayor
discernimiento entre las variables de estudio y una mayor precision acerca de los hallazgos
principales. De manera analoga, se razonaran posibles implicaciones que se han inferido a
partir de los resultados obtenidos en los diferentes estudios, se referirdn sus limitaciones y
se plantearan futuras lineas de investigacion. En Gltima instancia, se expondran algunas
conclusiones considerables para literatura relevante y para la practica terapéutica en el

ambito de interés.

a) Explorando las transgresiones interpersonales

Como se expuso en el Capitulo 1, para que acontezca el perddn, resulta
indispensable que la persona que sufre una ofensa, traicion o transgresion tenga plena
consciencia de que ha recibido un trato injusto e inmerecido, asi como acepte que la
sensacion inicial de exasperacion puede ayudarle a confrontar el comportamiento recibido
por parte de la persona transgresora. No obstante, cabe precisar al respecto que, el perdén
no es equivalente a constructos tales como la absolucion, condonacion, olvido o
justificacién de un comportamiento dafiino (e.g., Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015; Rye et al.,
2001; Wade & Worthington 2005; Worthington, Witvliet, Pietrini, & Miller, 2007); del
mismo modo que tampoco es homologo de reconciliacion (Rusbult, Hannon, Stocker, &
Finkel, 2005; Tabak, McCullough, Luna, Bono, & Berry, 2012), pese a ser conceptos que
se observan estrechamente vinculados (Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992). De manera similar,
en el Capitulo 2 se sefialé que el proceso del perdon obedece fundamentalmente al entorno
relacional en el que acaece la transgresion, dado que pueden manifestarse roles y
necesidades psicoldgicas dispares, de acuerdo con la naturaleza del vinculo establecido

entre los miembros de la relacion (Maio, Thomas, Fincham, & Carnelley, 2008). En este
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sentido cabe mencionar que, tal y como también se refirié en el Capitulo 2, éste proceso ha
sido investigado mayormente en el contexto de las relaciones intimas, en virtud de que el
nexo afectivo que caracteriza a este tipo de relaciones muestra una mayor solidez que el
que puede establecerse en cualquier otro ambito relacional (Dillow, Malachowski, Brann,
& Weber, 2011). Finkel et al. (2002), a este respecto, plantearon una de las clasificaciones
mas citadas en la literatura para tratar de categorizar las distintas transgresiones que
pueden sucederse en el ambito de la pareja; estableciendo cuatro categorias principales: a)
violacion de la norma de la monogamia; b) violacion de la norma de dependencia; c)
violacion de la norma de privacidad; y d) violacién de la norma de decencia.

Con todo, los primeros estudios que se presentan en el Capitulo 4 atendieron
fundamentalmente a la intencion de analizar las motivaciones de falta de perdon en las
relaciones interpersonales, a fin de contribuir empiricamente a la comprension de este
fendmeno relacional (Estudios 1 y 2). Consistente con investigaciones precedentes (e.g.,
Abrahamson, Hussain, Khan, & Schofield, 2012; Dillow, 2016; Pettijohn & Ndoni, 2013),
los resultados principales pusieron de manifiesto que, la transgresion que se observa con
mayor severidad es la concerniente a la violacién de la norma de la monogamia o
infidelidad. Partiendo de la premisa de que la fidelidad obedece a una expectativa
relacional sustentada basicamente en todo el mundo (Watkins & Boon, 2016), asi como de
su propia definicion, que estipula que la infidelidad se advierte como un quebrantamiento
—implicito o manifiesto— del pacto de exclusividad relacional, sin la aprobacion de la
pareja principal (e.g., Dillow et al., 2011; Fife, Weeks, & Stellberg-Filbert, 2013; Prieto-
Ursta et al., 2012); no resulta insélito que la infidelidad se perciba como un dilema
relacional intolerable e intransigente (Sharpe, Walters, & Goren, 2013), y comporte
usualmente el enfrentamiento y posterior ruptura de la relacion (Prieto-Ursla et al., 2012;
Sharpe, Walters, & Goren, 2013). De manera analoga, los resultados refirieron que las
mujeres (vs. hombres) parecen apreciar una mayor severidad en las consecuencias que se
derivan de la infidelidad sexual; y que la percepcion de gravedad se asocio con la
motivacidn de venganza (falta de perddn) a través del afecto negativo, encontrandose dicho
efecto, a su vez, moderado por el sexo. Esto es, una mayor percepcion de gravedad en las
consecuencias que se desatan de la infidelidad, se relacion6 con mayores niveles de afecto
negativo, los cuales, a su vez, resultaron en una mayor motivacion de venganza hacia la
pareja, hallandose este efecto con mayor intensidad en mujeres (vs. hombres). Por un lado,
tales hallazgos podrian interpretarse debido al hecho de que, generalmente, los hombres

(vs. mujeres) tienden a exhibir una actitud méas permisiva frente a la infidelidad (Gangestad
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& Simpson, 1990). En este sentido, diversos estudios clasicos han evidenciado que los
hombres (vs. mujeres) suelen manifestar actitudes mas positivas hacia el sexo esporadico
(e.g., Carrol, Volk, & Hyde, 1985; Hendrick, Hendrick, Slapion-Foote, & Foote, 1985;
Oliver & Hyde 1993), fantasean en mayor medida acerca de mantener relaciones sexuales
con multiples parejas (e.g., Ellis & Symons 1990; Malamuth, 1996), asi como tienden a
buscar con mayor frecuencia conductas sexuales a corto plazo (e.g., Wiederman 1997). En
otras palabras, los hombres parecen ostentar una orientacioén sociosexual menos retringida
que las mujeres (Schmitt, 2005), lo que podria influir sobre su percepcion de severidad en
relacion con la infidelidad sexual. De otro lado, dado que habitualmente son las mujeres
(vs. hombres) quienes muestran altas competencias relacionales y una mayor
predisposicion hacia el cuidado y el mantenimiento de su relacién (e.g., Knox, Zusman, &
Nieves, 1997; Manning, Giordano, & Longmore, 2006), sustentando la confianza en que la
pareja también les muestre respeto, compafierismo y lealtad (Valor-Segura, Expésito, &
Moya, 2010); es posible que, una transgresion como la infidelidad pudiera acabar
vulnerando sus expectativas relacionales. De ahi que pueda ser factible que se suscite en
éstas un estado afectivo negativo de mayor intensidad que les haga reaccionar con una
mayor motivacion de vengaza hacia la pareja, como forma de hacer justicia y reparar el
dafo recibido (e.g., Carlsmith, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008; McCullough, Kurzban, & Tabak
2013). No obstante, se requiere mas investigacion para sostener tales aseveraciones.

En dltima instancia, los resultados mas relevantes revelaron que, en mujeres (vs.
hombres) una alta dependencia hacia la pareja era predictiva de una mayor motivacion de
venganza hacia la pareja. Este hallazgo podria encontrarse en la linea de investigaciones
previas que han reflejado que, las mujeres altas en dependencia parecen advertir mayores
sentimientos 'y emociones negativas frente a diferentes conflictos relacionales,
reaccionando en consecuencia, con comportamientos de tipo coercitivo o violento (e.g.,
Valor-Segura, Expdsito, Moya, & Kluwer, 2014). De modo que, ante una transgresion
severa como la infidelidad, esta tipologia de personas es posible que se sientan motivadas
por un fuerte deseo de venganza hacia la pareja transgresora, que podria llevarles a emitir
pautas de comportamiento agresivo. Este resultado sugiere ademas, que, las mujeres con
niveles elevados de dependencia hacia la pareja podrian percibir que la confianza en su
relacion de pareja ha sido vulnerada tras la infidelidad; aspecto consustancial para el
mantenimiento de su autoestima, sentido de identidad y funcionamiento general de su
persona (Bornstein, 1993). Seria interesante que futuras investigaciones indagaran en

mayor profundidad en las caracteristicas distintivas de la dependencia hacia la pareja, a fin
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de obtener un mayor entendimiento sobre el estado afectivo y la respuesta conductual de
estas personas ante transgresiones o conflictos severos; asi como consideraran el papel de
las diferentes motivaciones de perdén y/o falta de perddn sobre dichos efectos emocionales
y comportamentales.

Al hilo de los resultados hallados en los trabajos precedentes (Estudios 1y 2), la
investigacion del segundo articulo que se present6 en el Capitulo 4 (Estudio 3), tuvo el
proposito fundamental de analizar el papel de las motivaciones de perdon ante dos
transgresiones severas como son, la violencia fisica e infidelidad sexual, en una muestra de
mujeres; atendiéndose a que son las mujeres quienes sufren cominmente ambos tipos de
transgresiones en sus relaciones intimas (Fincham, Cui, Braithwaite, & Pasley, 2008;
Tidwell, Eastwick, & Finkel, 2013). Mas concretamente, la finalidad del Estudio 3 radico
en examinar el papel de la dependencia hacia la pareja y el sentimiento de culpa sobre las
motivaciones de perddn de persona ofendida, ante las transgresiones de violencia fisica e
infidelidad sexual. Los principales resultados obtenidos parecian sugerir, por un lado, que,
la violencia fisica (vs. infidelidad sexual) determinaba en la persona ofendida una mayor
motivacién de venganza y, por ende, una mayor falta de perdon hacia la pareja
transgresora. De otro lado, los resultados también parecian indicar que, frente a la violencia
(vs. infidelidad), las mujeres con niveles elevados de dependencia hacia la pareja advertian
mayores sentimientos de culpa, que, a su vez, parecian asociarse con una mayor
motivacién de benevolencia y una menor motivacion de evitacién; esto es, con un mayor
perdon hacia la pareja transgresora. En relacion con el primer hallazgo, si bien ambos tipos
de transgresiones suponen un impacto extremadamente dafiino para la relacion, resulta
ostensible que las participantes adopten una vision mas severa hacia la violencia fisica, y la
estimen mas merecedora de castigo (vs. infidelidad sexual), dado que las secuelas que
origina en las personas que la sufren son mas visibles y alarmantes (Messing et al., 2015;
Olmstead, Blick, & Mills, 2009). Asi, como respuesta inmediata al episodio de violencia
que, frecuentemente se advierte como un suceso injusto y confuso, la persona ofendida es
posible que se encuentre motivada por un deseo de venganza, fruto de la falta de perddn
que, a corto plazo, podria ayudarle a confrontar el dolor ocasionado tras la transgresion
(Davidson, Lozano, Cole, & Gervais, 2015). En lo que respecta al segundo hallazgo mas
relevante de este estudio, cabe referir, en primer lugar que, generalmente, las personas con
niveles elevados de dependencia hacia la pareja parecen adquirir un fuerte compromiso con
su relacién y tienden a permanecer en la misma pese a no ser satisfactoria, debido a que

suelen mantener la creencia de que dicha relacidn les aporta beneficios y cubre necesidades
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que no van a lograr con una persona distinta a la pareja actual (e.g., Rusbult & Martz,
1995). Aun mas, parece ser que esta tipologia de personas tiende a experimentar mayores
niveles de culpabilidad frente a diferentes acontecimientos interpersonales negativos, lo
que se ha relacionado con un incremento de una posible resolucién del conflicto, en favor
del sustento de la relacion (Valor-Segura et al., 2014). Mas especificamente, la evidencia
empirica ha constatado que, las mujeres que han sido victimas de violencia por parte de su
pareja suelen presentar niveles més elevados de culpa, lo que pone de relieve su falta de
autocontrol y una sensacion de incapacidad para protegerse a si mismas, si son agredidas
(Cascardi & O’Leary, 1992). Tales apreciaciones podrian contribuir, en cierto modo, al
hecho de que las mujeres que sufren violencia por parte de su pareja exhiban una mayor
tolerancia ante la situacion abusiva (Rusbult & Martz, 1995) y, en consecuencia, concluyan
perdonando en mayor medida a su pareja transgresora. Futuros trabajos podrian reflexionar
sobre los aspectos anteriores en vista de favorecer el raciocinio de este complicado dilema
relacional.

En suma, los resultados del Capitulo 4 (Estudios 1, 2 y 3) pusieron de manifiesto
que: (a) la infidelidad sexual se percibe como la transgresion mas severa; (b) en mujeres
(vs. hombres), una mayor percepcion de gravedad asocio con un mayor afecto negativo, lo
cual, se relacion6 a su vez, con una mayor motivacién de venganza hacia la pareja
transgresora y; (c) frente a una situacion de violencia fisica, la dependencia, en conjuncién
con la culpa, parecen ser elementos considerables en la decision de las victimas de
perdonar y mantener su relacion abusiva. Este ultimo hallazgo podria reflejar, aunque
timidamente, uno de los mecanismos afectivo-cognitivos que acaece en las personas que
son victimas de violencia de pareja, y que muestran una inclinacion dependiente en sus
relaciones; al objeto de sentirse motivadas para perdonar a su pareja transgresora, y

permanecer en su relacién abusiva.

b) Factores asociados con la infidelidad sexual y las motivaciones de falta de
Perdon

Tal y como se razond en el Capitulo 2, la violencia hacia la pareja constituye una
problematica social y de salud publica compleja, y de gran envergadura (Garcia-Moreno et
al., 2005; Messing et al., 2015); asi como las opiniones que giran en torno a la idoneidad
del estudio del perdon en este tipo de sucesos, son antagonicas (e.g., Davidson et al., 2015;
Gilbert & Gordon, 2017; Valor-Segura et al., 2018). Principales razones por las cuales,

decidimos no continuar indagando en este tipo de transgresion.
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De otro lado, en el Capitulo 2 se refirio que la infidelidad de indole sexual se ha
estimado como el tipo de infidelidad mas intolerable e intransigente (Pettijohn & Ndoni,
2013), determinandose incluso como un acto inmoral que debe ser castigado (Previti &
Amato, 2004). Es mas, en dicho capitulo también se plante6 que la ex pareja parece
advertirse como una amenaza potencial para la continuidad de la relacion (e.g., Cann &
Baucom, 2004; Meskd & Lang, 2013; Spielman, Joel, MacDonald, & Kogan, 2012); por lo
que incidir en una infidelidad con una ex pareja, quiz& podria conllevar una agitacion
todavia mas perturbadora para la parte ofendida. En este punto, se desarrollaron dos
estudios (Estudios 4 y 5) que fueron presentados en el Capitulo 5. EI primer trabajo que se
expone en este capitulo examind las motivaciones de falta de perdon (venganza y
evitacion) ante la infidelidad sexual e infidelidad emocional; y el grado de afectividad
negativa experimentado, fruto de cada una de ellas (Estudio 4). Por su parte, el segundo
trabajo que se presenta en el Capitulo 5, tuvo la finalidad de analizar las motivaciones de
falta de perddn frente a la infidelidad sexual, en funcion del tipo de persona con quien
acontecia el episodio de infidelidad. En esta investigacion, ademas, se considerd el papel
de la dependencia hacia la pareja y del afecto negativo suscitado tras el incidente en
cuestion (Estudio 5).

Los resultados més sustanciales parecian poner de manifiesto que, la infidelidad
sexual (vs. emocional) desata mayores motivaciones de venganza y evitacion hacia la
pareja. En la linea de investigaciones precedentes, estos hallazgos podrian aludir a que,
dada la naturaleza de los comportamientos sexuales, este tipo de transgresion se estima con
mayor severidad, menos ambiguedad, y més indicativa de infidelidad (Rodrigues, Lopes,
& Pereira, 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016b); lo
cual, podria influenciar en que se perciba como una transgresion mas imperdonable que la
infidelidad emocional. De manera analoga, los resultadosrevelaron que, el afecto negativo
mediaba la relacion entre la dependencia hacia la pareja y la motivacion de venganza
cuando el acto de infidelidad acaecia con una ex pareja; mientras que comportaba una
mayor motivacion de evitacion cuando la infidelidad acontecia con una persona
desconocida. Asiduamente, las personas con niveles elevados de dependencia hacia la
pareja parecen experimentar reacciones emocionales de gran magnitud, que suelen resultar
en una intenso angustia personal (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Slav, 2006). Tal estado afectivo
podria acentuarse ain mas ante la infidelidad, manifestandose fuertes celos en la persona
ofendida; una emocién devastadora en las relaciones intimas (DeSteno, Valdesolo, &

Bartlett, 2006). A este respecto, son diversos los estudios que han evidenciado que, cuando
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uno de los miembros de la pareja presta atencién o permanece en contacto con su ex
pareja, se originan altos niveles de celos en la otra parte (e.g., Fitness & Fletcher, 1993,
Sheets, Fredendall, & Claypool, 1997). Quiz4, debido a la presuncién de que la relacion
con la pareja ya se ha perdido, y aun existe un vinculo afectivo entre la pareja y su ex
pareja (Cann & Baucom, 2004; Cohen, 2004). Dicha interpretacion podria hallarse
mantenida por diferentes mitos relacionales (e.g., la exclusividad, que difunde la creencia
de que es imposible estar enamorado de dos personas al mismo tiempo; Yela, 1995), los
cuales, contribuyen a que las personas aprendan de manera implicita que, la pareja puede
involucrarse de nuevo y reanudar la relacion con su ex pareja, después de una separacion.
Como consecuencia de esta apreciacion, resultado de las creencias sociales (DeSteno et al.,
2006), podrian sucederse distintas respuestas y actitudes hostiles hacia la pareja,
disminuyendo asi, la probabilidad de que la pareja sea perdonada (Mikulincer et al., 2006).
De este modo, cuando la infidelidad acontece con una ex pareja, las personas con niveles
elevados de dependencia hacia la pareja podrian percibir a la ex pareja, como una amenaza
potencial para la estabilidad de su relacion (Besser & Priel, 2011); podrian interpretar el
episodio de infidelidad como un problema relacional que su pareja no ha resuelto, dado
que el vinculo emocional con su ex pareja aun permanece (Bevan & Hale, 2006; Cann &
Baucom, 2004; Sheets et al., 1997). No obstante, las personas con alta dependencia
también parecen exhibir una mayor motivacion de evitacion hacia su pareja, ante la
ocurrencia de la infidelidad con una persona desconocida. De acuerdo con diferentes
investigaciones, la motivacion para evitar, ademas de suponer la falta de perdon hacia la
pareja transgresora, también podria presenciarse indicativa de una declaracion de repudio o
desprecio hacia la pareja (e.g., Bernecker, Ghassemi, & Brandstatter, 2018; Cavallo,
Fitzsimons, & Holmes, 2010). Asi pues, si bien la infidelidad con una ex pareja pudiera
generar celos y una mayor motivacion de venganza, la infidelidad con una persona
desconocida podria suscitar rechazo y evitacion hacia la pareja; ambas motivaciones,
resultantes de la falta de perdon. Investigaciones futuras podrian replicar estos hallazgos
considerando el papel de las creencias sociales frente a la infidelidad, asi como tener en
consideracién las variables antecedentes, al objeto de hacer valer tales deducciones.

En conclusién, creemos que los datos obtenidos en los estudios anteriores resultan
de interés, y resaltan moderadamente el papel diferencial desempefiado por las
motivaciones de venganza y evitacion ante la infidelidad, acorde con la persona con quien
se acomete dicho acto. Mas aun, en personas con una disposicion dependiente de su pareja;

quienes tienden a reflejar una acentuada confianza en su relacion y en su pareja como
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principio basico para el funcionamiento general de su persona (Momefie, Jauregui, &
Estévez, 2017; Valor-Segura, Expdsito, & Moya, 2009).

c) Tipos de comportamientos extradiadicos, motivaciones de falta de perdon y
correlatos individuales y relacionales asociados

De acuerdo con los resultados descritos precendentemente, la infidelidad de
naturaleza sexual se infiri6 como la transgresion que menos se perdona, en comparacion
con la infidelidad de caracter emocional. Sin embargo, como se apunté en el Capitulo 2, la
infidelidad es una nocion muy amplia que se conforma de otro tipo de comportamientos
extradiadicos, aparte de los sexuales (tecnolégicos, emocionales/afectivos y en solitario;
Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016b); sugiriéndose ademas que, los comportamientos de indole
tecnoldgica parecen presentar efectos igual de dafiinos que la infidelidad sexual (Zitzman
& Butler, 2005; Schneider, Weiss, & Samenow, 2012). De otro lado, en el Capitulo 2 se
también se refirio al apego ansioso hacia la pareja como la dimensién mas patologica del
constructo de dependencia interpersonal hacia la pareja (Valor-Segura et al., 2009). En
virtud de lo expuesto, se confeccionaron dos investigaciones que fueron detalladas en el
Capitulo 6 (Estudios 6 y 7). La primera de ellas residié en explorar qué tipos de
comportamientos extradiadicos eran apreciados por la poblacion espafiola como mas
indicativos de infidelidad (sexuales, tecnolégicos, emocionales/afectivos y en solitario;
Estudio 6). Posteriormente, atendiendo a las particularidades comportamentales que
exhiben las personas con alto apego ansioso hacia la pareja en sus relaciones y con su
pareja, se planted la segunda investigacion. Dicho trabajo radicé en examinar, por un lado,
qué tipos de comportamientos extradiadicos ocasionaban mayores motivaciones de
venganza y evitacion (falta de perddn); y, por otro lado, estudiar el papel del apego ansioso
hacia la pareja y el afecto negativo resultante de cada uno de los comportamientos
extradiadicos, sobre las motivaciones de falta de perdon (Estudio 7).

Los resultados mas significativos revelaron que, los comportamientos de naturaleza
sexual parecen considerarse mas indicativos de infidelidad, seguidos de los
comportamientos de indole tecnolégica, que también obtuvieron una alta puntuacién (vs.
comportamientos emocionales/afectivos /y en solitario). Tales hallazgos se muestran
consistentes con investigaciones previas que exponen que, los comportamientos de caracter
sexual se advierten como menos ambiguos y mas severos; contribuyendo a que se perciban
como mas constitutivos de infidelidad (Rodrigues et al., 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a, b; Wilson, Mattingly, Clark, Weidler, & Bequette, 2011). Mas aln, dicha

331



Chapter 7

apreciacion también parece encontrarse respaldada por las estadisticas; reflejandose que,
aproximadamente entre el 70 y el 90% de la poblacién que se halla involucrada tanto en
una relacion de noviazgo como en una relacion marital, concibe la infidelidad de
naturaleza sexual como un acto de traicion intolerable e intransigente, asi como el 65% de
la misma la considera imperdonable (Rodrigues et al., 2016; Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016b; Whisman et al., 2007). En lo concerniente a los comportamientos tecnoldgicos,
resulta sugerente sefialar que, pese a comportar un cariz mas ambiguo, el creciente auge de
la tecnologia durante los ultimos afios parece haber impactado de manera significativa en
la vida de los miembros de la pareja; contribuyendo a la apreciacion de los
comportamientos que conforman este tipo de comunicacion interpersonal (McDaniel &
Coyne, 2014). Ademas, debido a la gran cantidad de medios tecnolégicos disponibles para
poder establecer relaciones extradiadicas (e.g., acceso a Internet, redes sociales o
smartphones) y la posibilidad de encubrir estas relaciones (McDaniel & Coyne, 2014); la
estimacion de ciertas conductas tecnoldgicas que podrian fomentar un affaire se esta
incrementando (e.g., enviar/recibir mensajes afectivos/exuales de otra persona; Henline,
Lamke, & Howard, 2007; Schneider et al., 2012).

De otra parte, los resultados parecian poner de manifiesto que, los comportamientos
extradiadicos experimentados de carécter sexual y tecnoldgico (vs. emocionales/afectivos y
en solitario) desencadenaban una mayor motivacion de venganza y evitacion hacia la
pareja transgresora; asi como frente a la experimentacién de comportamientos sexuales y
tecnoldgicos (vs. emocionales/afectivos y en solitario), el apego ansioso hacia la pareja se
asociaba con mayores niveles de afecto negativo que, a su vez, se relacionaban con una
mayor motivacion de venganza hacia la pareja transgresora. Tales hallazgos se
encontrarian en la linea de lo evidenciado en investigaciones precedentes; esto es, las
personas que sufren infidelidad o comportamientos extradiadicos de naturaleza tecnoldgica
estiman que, este tipo de conductas trascienden en efectos perniciosos similares o, incluso
en ocasiones, mas devastadores y traumatizantes que la infidelidad sexual tradicional (i.e.,
las personas que experimentan comportamientos extradiadicos de indole tecnoldgica
tienden a perder la confianza en su pareja, reconocen que han sido victimas de una traicion,
y precisan ayuda para poder sobreponerse del dafio ocasionado por el evento traumatico;
Schneider et al., 2012; Zitzman & Butler, 2005). Es por ello que, dada la magnitud de la
gravedad de los comportamientos sexuales y tecnologicos, la persona ofendida podria
hallarese motivada bien para evitar o eludir a la pareja transgresora, 0 reaccionar con una

mayor venganza o toma de represalias al objeto de restituir el equilibrio entre su propio
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sufrimiento y el de la pareja transgresora (e.g., Gausel, Leach, Mazziotta, & Feuchte, 2018;
Worthington & Scherer, 2004).

De otro lado, ademas, las personas con altos niveles de apego ansioso hacia la
pareja parecen exhibir una mayor desconfianza hacia la misma, y viven continuamente con
miedo o temor de ser abandonadas o rechazadas por una tercera persona (i.e., podrian
advertir rechazo o abandonado si su pareja les repudia por otra persona; Marshall,
Bejanyan, Di Castro, & 2013). Motivo por el cual, las personas con niveles elevados de
apego ansioso podrian incrementar la supervision y vigilancia de posibles amenazas
extradiadicas y apercibir la infidelidad sexual —reparada como la transgresion relacional
mas severa (Beltrdn-Morillas, VValor-Segura, & Exposito, 2015) —, como un riesgo para la
estabilidad y continuidad de la relacion. En consecuencia, esta tipologia de personas
podrian advertir mayores niveles de afecto negativo y manifestar comportamientos de
naturaleza mas agresiva, los cuales, se hallarian motivados por un deseo de venganza o
falta de perddn hacia la pareja (Kimmes & Durtschi, 2016; Wang, King, & Debernardi,
2012). En relacion con la infidelidad de caracter tecnolégico, estos hallazgos reflejan la
trascendencia del uso de las redes sociales e Internet en el &mbito relacional de pareja. Mas
concretamente, las personas con alto apego ansioso, debido a que presentan una inquietud
desmesurada por el estado de su relacion, es probable que, quiza, hagan uso de diversos
medios de comunicacion online para estar en contacto permanente con su pareja, a fin de
asegurar la fidelidad relacional (e.g., redes sociales o Smartphones; Morey, Gentzler,
Creasy, Oberhauser, & Westerman, 2013). Como resultado de este comportamiento de
control o supervision, las personas con apego ansioso hacia la pareja podrian experimentar
emociones negativas mas intensas, y reaccionar consecuentemente con una pronunciada
motivacién de venganza hacia la pareja ante la suposicion de una tercera persona (Besser
& Priel, 2011; Marshall et al., 2013). Futuras investigaciones podrian reparar en estas
aseveraciones al objeto de confirmar o refutar tales deducciones.

En virtud de los resultados observados en los trabajos anteriores (Estudios 6 y 7), la
investigacion concerniente al Estudio 8 (Capitulo 6), tuvo la determinacion esencial de
repararar en las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion frente a la infidelidad sexual y
tecnoldgica, en personas con una predisposicion comportamental ansiosa en sus relaciones
intimas. Aun mas, en el Capitulo 2 se sugirio que los niveles individuales de bienestar
psicologico y satisfaccion general con la vida (e.g., Kaleta & Mroz, 2018; Karremans, Van
Lange, Ouwerkerk, & Kluwer, 2003; Wade, Hoyt, Kidwell, & Worthington, 2014), asi

como ciertas variables relacionales como la satisfaccién, compromiso e intimidad
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(Fincham & Beach, 2007; Gordon & Baucom, 1998; Karremans & Van Lange, 2004),
podian verse afectados como consecuencia del perdon y/o en su defecto de la falta de
perddn. De esta manera, y de forma méas precisa, el objetivo fundamental del Estudio 8
—ademas de replicar la asociacion hallada en los Estudios 6 y 7 ante la infidelidad sexual y
tecnoldgica—, residio en analizar como las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion se
relacionaban con el bienestar psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida y la calidad de la
relacion (satisfaccion, intimidad y compromiso) en personas con una tendencia
comportamental ansiosa hacia su pareja. Cabe sefialar asimismo que, un objetivo adicional
del Estudio 8 fue examinar —sin sopesar el papel del apego ansioso— qué tipo de
infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica) suscitaba de manera general un estado afectivo
negativo de mayor intensidad y motivaciones méas altas de venganza y evitacion; y si,
como resultado, semejante asociacion se relacionaba con una disminucién del bienestar
psicoldgico/satisfaccion con la vida, y de la calidad de la relacion.

Atendiendo al papel del apego ansioso hacia la pareja, los resultados mas
significativos parecian sugerir que, las personas con altos niveles de apego ansioso
advertian mayores niveles de afecto negativo frente a ambos tipos de infidelidad (sexual y
tecnoldgica), lo cual, parecia asociarse a su vez, con una alta motivacion de venganza y
evitacion (falta de perddén) hacia la pareja transgresora. En consecuencia, los niveles de
satisfaccién, compromiso e intimidad relacional de la persona ofendida, asi como sus
niveles de bienestar psicolégico y satisfaccion con la vida, también se observaron
afectados. Tal y como se refirié en los trabajos anteriores (Estudios 6 y 7), las personas con
altos niveles de apego ansioso hacia la pareja podrian acrecentar el control y la vigilancia
de los comportamientos extradiadicos, empleando para ello, mdltiples formas de
comunicacion (e.g., redes sociales y Smartphones; Morey et al.,, 2013). Asi, como
resultado de la infidelidad sexual y tecnoldgica, percibidas similares en términos de
severidad y consecuencias nocivas (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012; Zitzman & Butler, 2005), y
dadas las caracteristicas comportamentales que exhibe esta tipologia de personas (e.g.,
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007); las personas con alto apego ansioso parecerian haber
experimentado mayores niveles de afecto negativo, respondiendo consecuentemente con
mayores motivaciones de venganza y evitacion hacia la pareja transgresora que, a su vez,
pudieran haber afectado negativamente sobre la calidad de la relacion (menor satisfaccion,
compromiso e intimidad). Paralelamente, el estado de bienestar psicologico y satisfaccion
general con la vida de las personas con apego ansioso hacia la pareja también podria

haberse advertido agitado, debido a la dificultad que éstas personas suelen mostrar para

334



General Discussion

desprenderse de las amenazas percibidas en su relacion (Mikulincer, Gillath, & Shaver,
2002); maxime cuando se trata de situaciones perturbadoras como la infidelidad
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Marshall et al., 2013).

En lo que respecta al segundo objetivo de este trabajo (Estudio 8), los resultados
mas significativos parecian sugerir que, ante la infidelidad sexual (vs. tecnologica), las
personas advertian mayores niveles de afecto negativo que, a su vez, parecian relacionarse
con una mayor motivacion de venganza Yy evitacion. Dichas motivaciones, en
consecuencia, parecian resultar en una menor calidad relacional (satisfaccion, compromiso
e intimidad), y en un menor bienestar psicologico. Si bien es cierto que, con el desarrollo
de las redes sociales e Internet las oportunidades para involucrarse en una relacion paralela
a la relacion primaria se han visto incrementadas, dado que los comportamientos
extradiadicos que conforman este tipo de infidelidad son mas faciles de encubrir y negar
(McDaniel et al., 2017; Vossler, 2016); sin embargo, la percepcion que la poblacion
sostiene acerca de la naturaleza infiel de estos comportamientos, puede comportar una
mayor ambigiiedad (e.g., Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a, b). Por el contrario, los
comportamientos de indole sexual se consideran menos ambiguos y mas indicativos de
infidelidad (e.g., Beltran-Morillas, Valor-Segura, & Expdsito, 2019; Rodrigues et al., 2016;
Thompson & O’Sullivan, 20163, b); probablemente, debido a que tradicionalmente se ha
brindado mas atencion a su componente sexual (Blow & Hartnett, 2005; Hertlein,
Wetchler, & Piercy, 2005). Asi, ha sido ampliamente documentado que este tipo de
infidelidad puede resultar en un menoscabo de la calidad relacional y bienestar psicologico
—principalmente de la persona ofendida—, asi como transcender en un incremento de la
tasas de homicidio, ideacion suicida y divorcio (e.g., Pour, Ismail, Jaafar, & Yusop, 2019;
Whisman, 2016). Aun mas, dado que el deseo sexual parece atenuarse paulatinamente en el
tiempo (Birnbaum et al., 2016), y una de las motivaciones béasicas para cometer una
infidelidad, atiende al deseo de establecer contacto fisico y sexual con una persona ajena a
la pareja principal (e.g., Scheeren, Apellaniz, & Wagner, 2018); un argumento alternativo
podria girar en torno al convencimiento de que, si la pareja ha incidido en un acto de
infidelidad sexual, se debe a que ha dejado de sentirse atraido u atraida sexualmente por
él/ella. Investigaciones futuras podrian abordar esta problematica, a fin de obtener un
mayor discernimiento acerca de este complejo fendmeno relacional.

En suma, los hallazgos antecedentes ponen de manifiesto como el apego ansioso
hacia la pareja puede ser un fuerte predictor de las motivaciones de la falta perddn

(venganza y evitacion), independientemente del tipo de infidelidad; asi como evidencian
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que, para la poblacién general, la infidelidad sexual sigue considerandose la transgresion
mas severa. De forma paralela, los resultados expuestos previamente reflejan las fatidicas
consecuencias relacionales e individuales que se deseprenden de las motivaciones de
venganza y evitacion, ante la infidelidad de naturaleza sexual y tecnoldgica. A este
respecto, los hallazgos obtenidos podrian, asimismo, tener implicaciones clinicas para la
préactica terapéutica centrada en la infidelidad. Asi, mediante programas de intervencion
dirigidos hacia la promocion del perddn, ésta podria tratar de alcanzar y lograr el bienestar
fisico y emocional de la parte ofendida y la parte transgresora; y en ultima instancia,
contribuir a que ambos restablezcan su relacion, si asi lo desean. Esto podria ser
especialmente notable para las personas que comportan un apego excesivo hacia su pareja,
quienes podrian requerir un tratamiento mas prolongado y cuidadoso, debido a las

particularidades comportamentales que exhiben en sus relaciones.

Limitaciones y direcciones futuras de investigacion

Si bien los capitulos empiricos que sustentan gran parte de esta tesis doctoral,
constituyen una nueva contribucion al conocimiento y la comprension del perdén en el
contexto de las relaciones intimas; no se hallan exentos de ciertas limitaciones.
Seguidamente, se referiran algunas de las limitaciones mas generales, las cuales, trataran
de solventarse en futuras investigaciones.

La primera de las limitaciones repara en la metodologia empleada en la mayor parte
de los estudios, toda vez que introdujo situaciones hipotéticas que simulan una transgresion
real, bien de infidelidad o de violencia; por lo que resulta sensato cuestionar el grado en
que los escenarios podrian haber alcanzado la espontaneidad, la precision y la experiencia
de una situacion real. No obstante, pese a que esta metodologia pueda considerarse
inadecuada, continta aplicandose en una amplia variedad de areas que simulan la
interaccion social (Collect & Childs, 2011). Ademas, cabe explicitar que, en el Estudio 3
(Capitulo 4), pareceria viable conjeturar que el hecho de que las participantes hayan
visionado el ofrecimiento de perdon por parte del transgresor, tras Su erroneo
comportamiento hacia la victima, hubiera podido facilitar la motivacion de las
participantes para conceder perdédn al transgresor; influida asimismo, por la dependencia
hacia la pareja y el sentimiento de culpa. Es por ello que, lo anterior nos induce a
reconsiderar que, si bien la manipulacién se realizd mediante la creacion de escenarios, las
participantes podrian haberla transferido a un episodio real de pareja. De forma similar, en

el Estudio 8 (Capitulo 6), dentro de cada condicién de infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnoldgica),
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se presentaba a las y los participantes los distintos comportamientos extradiadicos que
conformaban cada una de las categorias objeto de estudio (Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a). Razon por la cual, cabria la posibilidad de que este tipo de manipulacion hubiera
podido contribuir a que éstas y éstos obtuviesen una visién mas realista del escenario;
pudiendo asimismo, haber prestado més atencion y cuidado en sus respuestas.

La segunda de las limitaciones refiere a las caracteristicas de la muestra empleada
en algunos estudios, la cual, esta constituida por poblacion universitaria. Tal y como se ha
evidenciado en varios estudios que han utlizado medidas de informe (e.g., Zhang, Ting-
Toomey, Oetzel, & Zhang, 2015), parece ser que, las relaciones intimas que se establecen
durante esta etapa se caracterizan por exhibir un patrén relacional de corta duracién, y
presentar menores niveles compromiso y expectativas relacionales futuras.

En tercer lugar, otra de las limitaciones se observa en relacion con la naturaleza
correlacional de algunos datos; resultando inviable determinar vinculos de causalidad entre
las principales variables de estudio.

La ultima de las limitaciones alude a la seleccion de la muestra. Dado que en
algunos trabajos se emple6 una técnica de muestreo no probabilistico, se debe ser prudente
ante la inclinacién de generalizar los resultados hallados al total de la poblacién. A este
respecto cabe advertirse que, si bien hemos tratado de recoger en su mayoria muestra
conformada de poblacion general espafiola, es muy dificultoso obtener un patron muestral
mas representativo; maxime si se atiende a las escasas oportunidades para conseguir

subvenciones que respalden investigaciones de esta naturaleza.

Después de haber comentado las principales limitaciones derivadas de los trabajos
que se recogen en la presente tesis doctoral, a continuacién, se van a sugerir algunas de las
futuras lineas de investigacion que han podido concluirse a partir de los mismos; con el
objetivo ultimo de adicionar y aportar luz sobre los hallazgos mas significativos.

Primeramente, en relacion con la transgresion de violencia hacia la pareja,
investigaciones futuras podrian tener en consideracion otras variables que pudieran bien
estar mediando o moderando la relacion hallada entre la dependencia hacia la pareja, el
sentimiento de culpa y las motivaciones de perddn; tales como la rumia acerca del episodio
traumatico (Mozley, Modrowski, & Kerig, 2019), el grado de responsabilidad atribuido al
transgresor (Fincham et al., 2005), el nivel de autoestima de la persona ofendida, o la
presencia/ausencia de disculpas y arrepentimiento por parte del transgresor (Fife et al.,
2013; Makinen & Johnson, 2006).
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En segundo lugar, en lo que refiere a la relacion entre la dependencia hacia la
pareja, el afecto negativo y las motivaciones de venganza y evitacion, ante la infidelidad
con una ex pareja (vs. desconocida); futuras investigaciones podrian reflexionar acerca de
posibles variables que podrian moderar esta asociacion, tales como el tiempo transcurrido
desde la transgresion (McCullough, Fincham, & Tsang, 2003), tiempo acontecido desde
que la pareja terminé con su Ultima relacion (Ainsworth, 1989), las expectativas de
fidelidad relacional (Watkins & Boon, 2016), o el nivel de compromiso con la relacién
(Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Del mismo modo, seria interesante que trabajos futuros
indagaran en el papel que juegan las creencias sociales y los diferentes mitos relacionales
(e.g., es imposible enamorarse de dos personas al mismo tiempo; Yela, 1995) sobre las
motivaciones de perdon frente a una transgresion de infidelidad. Por ultimo,
investigaciones futuras también podrian estudiar el papel que ciertas variables de
personalidad como la Triada Oscura, pudieran desempefiar en este tipo de situaciones. Por
ejemplo, investigaciones relativamente recientes han encontrado que el narcisismo sexual
emerge como un fuerte predictor de la infidelidad (e.g., McNulty & Widman, 2014); sin
embargo, no se conocen estudios que muestren la cara opuesta, esto es, ¢cOmo
reaccionarian las personas con altos niveles de narcisismo sexual frente a la infidelidad
sexual de su pareja?, ¢y si dicha infidelidad acaeciese con una ex pareja?, ;responderian
por igual frente a todos los tipos de infidelidad o s6lo ante la de caréacter sexual?

En tercer lugar, en lo que concierne a la percepcién de los distintos
comportamientos extradiadicos como indicativos de infidelidad (sexuales y tecnolégicos
vs. emocionales/afectivos y en solitario), trabajos futuros podrian tener en consideracién
variables como la orientacién sociosexual; las personas que tienen una orientacién
sociosexual menos restrictiva suelen percibir ciertos comportamientos extradiadicos como
menos indicativos de infidelidad (e.g., Rodrigues et al., 2016), tienden a mostrar una
mayor predisposicion para participar en diferentes comportamientos extradiadicos
(Rodrigues et al., 2016; Weiser et al., 2018), y aceptan en mayor grado la infidelidad de la
pareja (Sharpe et al.,, 2013). Otras variables que podrian influir, asimismo, en la
apreciacion de los diferentes comportamientos extradiadicos como constitutivos de
infidelidad y en su posterior falta de perdon, refieren a la acomodacion o alojamiento y al
nivel de compromiso. Mediante la acomodacion o el alojamiento, las personas parecen
limitar la probabilidad de emitir respuestas destructivas despues de confrontar un conflicto
con su pareja. De forma semejante, es presumible que las personas que exhiben niveles

mas altos de compromiso se acomoden y hagan uso de estrategias mas constructivas (en
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lugar de destructivas) cuando emerja un conflicto en su relacion (e.g., Rusbult, Verette,
Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991; Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 1999). No
obstante, ;esto seria viable en el caso de advertirse comportamientos extradiadicos
principalmente de naturaleza sexual y tecnolégica?

Finalmente, en relacion con los hallazgos relacionales e individuales que resultaron
de la infidelidad sexual y tecnolégica, estudios futuros pueden sopesar el papel de ciertas
variables que creemos pueden ser sustanciales para ayudar a comprender y/o
complementar los resultados obtenidos. En primer lugar, resultaria atractivo que
investigaciones futuras pudieran reparar en otros indicadores de la calidad de la relacion,
como la satisfaccion sexual (e.g., Hudson, 1993; Nomejko & Dolinska-Zygmunt, 2014), o
la intimidad sexual (Marelich & Lundquist, 2008; Marelich & Shelton, 2011), asi como
emplear medidas alternativas para evaluar la calidad de la relacion (e.g., Fincham &
Rogge, 2010; Funk & Rogge, 2007); en favor de adicionar como la calidad relacional
podria verse afectada como consecuencia de las motivaciones de falta de perdon (venganza
y evitacion), frente a distintos episodios de infidelidad o comportamientos extradiadicos.
Estudios futuros también podrian podrian tratar de replicar nuestros hallazgos atendiendo,
asimismo, a posibles moderadores del perdon como el estilo de comunicacién con la pareja
(Bodenmann, 2008; Ledermann, Bodenmann, Rudaz, & Bradbury, 2010), o la inclinacion
para exhibir comportamientos conciliatorios tras un conflicto o mal comportamiento con la
pareja (Rangganadhan & Todorov, 2010). Seria interesante, ademas, que las variables
mencionadas pudieran explorarse en diversos grupos, a fin de hallar posibles disimilitudes.
Por ejemplo, atendiendo al estatus de la relacion (relaciones de noviazgo, parejas que estan
convivendo juntas o parejas casadas); tipo de relacién (heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual
0 poliamorosa); o estatus socioeconémico (parejas con alto vs. bajo estatus
socioecondémico). En ultima instancia, trabajos futuros podrian examinar el perdon
tomando en consideracion datos diadicos. De este modo, podria observarse, por ejemplo, si
la peticion de perdon de la pareja transgresora afecta sobre las motivaciones de perdon de
la persona ofendida y, consecuentemente, mejora la calidad relacional y el bienestar

individual de esta Gltima; aun mas, en personas con alto apego ansioso hacia la pareja.

Conclusiones generales
La presente tesis doctoral ha tratado de facilitar e incrementar, de forma moderada,
la comprension y aprehension de un complejo proceso como el que refiere el perdon. Mas

concretamente, lo que comportan las motivaciones para perdonar y no perdonar, en el
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contexto de las relaciones intimas. De forma todavia mas precisa, este trabajo ha intentado
examinar distintos correlatos individuales (i.e., afecto negativo y Dbienestar
psicologico/satisfaccién con la vida) y relacionales (i.e., dependencia hacia la pareja,
satisfaccion con la relacion, compromiso e intimidad) que, pueden preceder a, o ser el
resultado de las motivaciones de perdon y/o falta de perdon, frente a transgresiones
relacionales considerablemente inadmisibles —fundamentalmente, la infidelidad y sus
variantes—.

Los resultados expuestos a lo largo de esta tesis doctoral reflejan por un lado que, la
violencia fisica se perdona en menor grado (vs. infidelidad sexual). En cambio, cuando se
considera el papel de la dependencia hacia la pareja y el sentimiento de culpa de la persona
ofendida, ocurre lo contrario; esto es, parece perdonarse la violencia fisica en mayor
medida que la infidelidad sexual. De otro lado, ademas, los hallazgos ponen de manifiesto
que cuando el episodio de infidelidad acontece con una ex pareja (vs. persona
desconocida), una alta dependencia hacia la pareja se relaciona con mayores niveles de
afecto negativo que, a su vez, parecen asociarse con una mayor motivacion de venganza
hacia la misma. Sin embargo, cuando la infidelidad acaece con una persona desconocida
(vs. ex pareja), parece prevalecer la motivacion de evitacion en la antedicha relacion. En
ultima instancia, los resultados principales sefialan que, indistintamente del tipo de
infidelidad (sexual vs. tecnolégica), el apego ansioso hacia la pareja parece asociarse con
un estado afectivo mas negativo, el cual, se relaciona, a su vez, con una mayor motivacion
de venganza y evitacion. Tales motivaciones parecen afectar, en consecuencia, sobre los
niveles de bienestar psicoldgico, satisfaccion con la vida y la calidad de la relacion
(satisfaccion, compromiso e intimidad) de la persona ofendida. Estos efectos, por el
contrario, parecen advertirse solo en el caso de la infidelidad sexual (vs. tecnoldgica),
cuando no tiene en consideracion el papel del apego ansioso hacia la pareja. Con todo, los
principales hallazgos que conforman la presente tesis doctoral proporcionan evidencia
acerca de: (a) algunos de los mecanismos afectivo-cognitivos que podrian acaecer en
victimas de violencia de pareja con una disposicion relacional dependiente, para que éstas
tomen la determinacién de perdonar a su pareja transgresora; (b) como las motivaciones de
venganza y evitacion adquieren matiz diferencial para la persona ofendida, acorde con la
persona con quien la pareja comete el acto de infidelidad sexual; y (c) como el apego
ansioso hacia la pareja parece emerger como un fuerte predictor de las motivaciones de
venganza y evitaciéon con independencia del tipo de infidelidad acontecida; asi como para

la poblacion general, parece ser que la infidelidad sexual sigue estimandose como el tipo

340



General Discussion

de infidelidad méas severa. En definitiva, confiamos en que el trabajo realizado en esta
tesis, anime, aunque sea minimamente, a reflexionar sobre la importancia de acometer el
andlisis de los mecanismos psicoldgicos que influyen, sustentan o, se derivan del proceso
del perddn; principalmente, ante transgresiones relacionales severas en virtud de mejorar el
crecimiento y desarrollo de las relaciones interpersonales, y en especial, de las relaciones
intimas. Asimismo, esperamos que estos hallazgos puedan favorecer el tratamiento del
perddn en la préactica terapéutica —siempre que sea beneficioso para la persona ofendida—,
a fin de mitigar las connotaciones dafiinas que resultan de los acontecimientos

interpersonales negativos, fundamentalmente en la persona ofendida.
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Clasificacion de comportamientos extradiadicos empleada en los Estudios 6, 7 y 8

(The definitions of infidelity questionnaire; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016).

a)

b)

Comportamientos Extradiadicos Sexuales:

Realizar con alguien la penetracion vaginal
Realizar con alguien la penetracion anal
Practicar con alguien sexo oral

Recibir de alguien sexo oral

Tocar los genitales de alguien

Darse una ducha con alguien

Besar a alguien intensamente

Comportamientos Extradiadicos Tecnologicos:

Enviar a alguien mensaje de texto o correo electronico sexualmete explicitos
Masturbarse con alguien por webcam

Recibir de alguien mensajes de texto o correo electronico sexualmente
explicitos

Enviar a alguien mensajes de texto o correo electronico afectuosos/de coqueteo
Crear un perfil en una web de citas

Navegar en webs de citas online para personas solteras

Recibir de alguien mensajes de texto o correo electronico afectuosos/de

coqueteo

Comportamientos Extradiaicos Emocionales/Afectivos:

Recibir apoyo emocional estrecho y cercano de alguien

Ver peliculas en una habitacion oscura con alguien

Ser etiquetado o etiquetada en fotos con alguien en una red social
Vestirse de una manera que atraiga la atencién sexual
Proporcionar a alguien apoyo emocional estrecho y cercano
Compartir secretos con alguien ajeno a tu pareja

Acompafiar a alguien a un evento formal

Tener una cena informal con alguien

Besar a alguien en la mejilla

Darle a alguien un regalo



d)

- Hacer favores a alguien
- Trabajar/estudiar hasta tarde con alguien

- Seguir a alguien en las redes sociales

Comportamientos Extradiadicos en Solitario:
“Fijarse en” (o admirar el aspecto) de un camarero o una camarera
- Visualizar videos pornograficos en solitario
- Visualizar revistar pornograficas en solitario
- Desarrollar la masturbacion en solitario

- Encontrar atractivo o atractiva a un personaje célebre









