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A Study of Personality Variables in Acceptance of Apology
Effects of Entity Belief and Trait Forgiveness on It

Ken-ichi OuBucHi, Takehiro YAaMaMoTo, and Xiaojing XIEA
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NEG EWEED OB L IEHNEREOMILIIB W THRIIEELRERNCTH L. #HIFIIRN, BRIIINES
ZEAUEBEOBE N HELOT, BELHOBRBZHFIIZOBECEFE L0 2IUKET 5. Frld, EREEOK
ANIZENZFELLZOT, HOHRERELEOMAALY OBHREEZZETLTHA ) EFM LIz, Web ETirbhf%
EIEBIZE IS L 721608 D H R AR AL, ZO0EHBIE Y — R HGMWWEE I >722b ) TitA . ME
HOWIEPIELILE Z 72, IS EENE ENLHVBZETLFEE L7z, #HITIEL L D & 2HE SN2,
FArDOTHEY . FREZEFRELOBSICE > THESN TV, llb, EHRELOTHVEINE TR CSNE LY L
W ZHE L2, ERLOZHEICBCTIEWEDOMIZENE R SN o7,

ABSTRACT

Apology is a key determinant for asymmetrical conflict resolution involving perpetrator and victim. Since apology
explicitly or implicitly involves a promise that a perpetrator will change for the better, acceptance of it depends
on whether a victim believes the promise or not. Assuming that those who are low in entity belief believe it, we
predicted that they will accept the apology more than those who are high. 160 Japanese adults participated in a
role-playing study on Web in which they read two conflict episodes, assuming themselves as the victim. After they
received either apology or justification from the perpetrator, the participants rated the extent to which they would
accept the account. Apology was more accepted than justification, but this was moderated by the entity belief,
consistent with our prediction: The participants of low entity belief accepted apology more than those of high, while
the two groups did not differ in the acceptance of justification.

B bASE - TH AL ZINEETE2—2 D
FHIZHEWNERTH 5o UL, R0 7 &0t
SWEE LT THR, ANVARAABLT
MHEBOBEYHEL ) R EBEAFEOFK & b2 -> T
/2o Lo L. FIERG, MER. S5 5% 1%
I, EEA Y AN EICE L TALDOBIZEWDDH S
Pl b RZIEEET S v, i, (S EHEE W
PICEYN RS L 200, R LEED/DZ T TR
v ADHE#EIE EEEICE > CTEELZFETH
5o

WiseE -6k, HENEROMIE L3 5 IR
. AR ZH S22 L CE A, IS0 D
WHRELDIZIEEAEDYE, WHRHEETH- 72
(Bar-Tal, 2011/2012) o & ALIZFIERS (R0 FEH14 B
WEEPLL TV AIRET, ZHZ L HXENENEHTO
HIEEEH 2 BN T AW CTHIEAEL, B o
TWAIRETH L, 29 LIRMIERIZBWTIL,
s 726 b EBFR- L OXHBIC I 2MENEE. b
B WIS K OZHAEY R A E L 2 LT, 2
NS LT &7 (K, 2015a) o

UREEREE Ry 5 = TR
YOV BER S R R
¥ BT LA B R R B B



88 K oW oE&m —-b K

Lol BHEOEKEOHIZIE, — DY FEEH M)
ONFEZ ORI E % — HIRET L IERFRIE
AT 5o TIUIMER L WEBIHET L HE
THY., 29 LIEHIUEETIE. ZHRRWs
&L MBS EII B TER & SNEHIETIEIAT
¥ a7id 5 (Rouhana, 2011/2012) 6

BB B S RESE

JESFRAE I 2 RS 5 O & DOBE L 2 iR I3
ENSOHIETH L. HIE (apology) &id. BrESE
AT 2 HOCOELEZRD, HEELE70 . Nko
FEZ2EH) 2L Thsb (KM, 20100, ZNr2HE
BHIZTANTINEEEZ KT %6, SHREBIIMRNE S
No, LAl BHEEPMEEOHIEL I ANL W
ZELHY, T LB ERIREDS T 5 2
e bo FN. IERFRE BRI BV T—D2 D

Thbo

Wrges 72613, WS EL LT 5 BROME 21T
ST &7, #EME (Ohbuchi, Kameda, & Agarie,
1989). #% % {4 7 (Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, & Dirks,
2004). #EHOMWKEY Brown, 2004; Risen &
Gilovich, 2007). 3ft (Lee & Park, 2011; Long, 2010)
EVo S HRERPIY FIFONTEZ, 260
T, BEN R E w BT BRI EE DR & &
DI IHIHE - FHliT 20 Th b,

IR R AT D EE ORRAINRHIZ (2B
W & B E RIS A W - AR - 3 - 238,
2015), WIRAFEZBRLMEEOLER EIZHT S
HEZRRTHWLEMREEINL 2 E, 2F NEEMER
HHEHMENE LD, HEFRIENEZHET L EE
A% (Bibas & Bierschbach, 2004; Skarlicki, Folg-
er, & Gee, 2004), L22L. IEHLT L HEFEE
BRTWLEWEFRLR WV, [D)FEELEFHAL &
VI MEZEOFIELZ T OMEL BT TRLZES
WZiE, HEZFIHOR CEE2 2T,V A7 %
WA DI e Do 29 LI E BT L 720, BE
FIXAFROFERINRLINEZ O WG LT 5
THHREMEL T, IELWEBREHINCEREL L5 &%
T BN, TOBE, BEENRED L) ZREHRICERT
B PIEFEIZRET ST E 72 (Kim et al., 2004; K
#, 2015b) o

(S HE PR W 2SI & [R1HE L 72w & ) B E S o Bk
IZED VTV B DI LT, BEREIIAE & v 3241
FEMIE. B o 7o E AR R L 72v &) FHEE L
HEDNWTW D, WEBIILTH DO O EL T
TBY., ZoRBIZHES TSN TWS (Carlisle,
Tsang, Ahmad, Worthington Jr., Witvliet, & Wade,
2012), FH AR L CHEERERT 25565 E 2 Th
5 &, WEMEDZOIIMEZDORHIILEE NI b
FTiEZ v, L2L, HEDO M 7MIZBWTIE, )R
P E AR 2 & > TEERFZAMNTINY & 2%

M K- B E

5 T&HA 9 (Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Hannon,
Rusbult, Finkel, & Kamashiro, 2010). WIEH 3358
FLTHEETRZRD LS, 72z [HEur LF
F| L) ZEIRIICERTWZR CTH, ZIEEs
BEEZDFEZITLEVIBEEEZEATVELEDT,
WEF LB ERENRFEZ RO L TE 5, L
X, HEIEFRICE S 28 &, T EERTY [ KL
LIRZwnwZ e x LE L] Eill-TE7S, BERIT
HOOWEPHFENLBEEINDL THA ) LR
DIENTE S, HEoT, MEHD S OHITEA LN
BT O L EI1E, HERIINEZZEL. T
ELERTIOERbNS,

BHEZEON—VF )T+ ERE

WRZEIEZO—VF ) TR Lo TH
WEINDLTHAH . #HBIITMEED/S=VF1) T
AT RT T 4 TRME AT T 4 TIHRIEEN
TWh, HFREOTTMEZIASHPEFEG GECH
) Wb ERFEDTWVEDOT, ZIINESE
DOIN=VF )T ANETLATT 4 THRTH S, —
Fv HIRIZBWTIE, NEEB & D2 OEAT & W,
TENAGET 5 &L V) BWHRRIF SN TWE), Th
BINEBDN = ) 7 1 BT B R T 4 THHT
& 5 (Kim, Dirks, Cooper, & Ferrin, 2006), DR
TA THEREB LA E D) PO HIRSELEIET AT
H5) o ITHLEOEZELL RS, HERIIINE
HEOMEMBEBENESELZENTES LKL,
MEHZKZ) ETAETHS ). ZOENWHNELER
FTOLDT, ITEIEIMETELVWEHET 5%
5. BERIIINEELZHRE ) EIELEVWTHA ).

Mz D/S=F ) T4 ZALEFE L0 E) IS
HEANERE LT, FEMHREL (entity belief) 23515
ONb, THE. AMOREIIEDS & /L0
(ERER). TNEREL)DLDEAL ) (FEE
A5 4. incremental belief) £\ 9 L DT, ZTDHIZ
M aHEAEZIEL XD &3 2EENS—YF ) F
4 ¥ (implicit person theory) R JEE#A3Chiu, Hong, &
Dweck (1997) IZX o TRESNTWVE, ITNIZL
HEL NIEDY D B EFMke W% 3 5 NdnEs
DITHWEDENE T AN, TNEHRTTHAH
W F) LEARR %2 Lwv A, fTEEs1E
LB ENTELVDT, MEBELZHEH) LIFLAEW
ThHhbI)e 29 LiziEmn s, ERESommn A3
EBOHWIEZ ZTIT AN VA, KA, ZND550» A
2T ANLTHA) ETFHT LI ENTE D,

HIEZHEICHET L L BbN DD/ S—YF ) 7 1
BRI EAY (forgiveness) TH b, HAEOER
WES 72 ODERYH ) . —TE, #EIP#EI LR ED
AR T2 N2d (forgiving) Z &, fihid,
B &3, BB, YM 7R SI2B W TR 5 N7
5 AL 2 VWERE (generosity) THABDS, MIE
BHOBIRIK T 2 FUSIEE S 5 EAGE S 1D DILH]
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HTH Do

BT L. — RIS, IEEIS L TR RIE L A
&, T L o THRESLMEA»BES T 5N 5,
HEEIEZ ) LHERHI OO T MR T35 2 &
TS, MU K o THEA SN AITEISIZIE, INE
FANRT DAL 2 PR D &) BRI 22 B 5
(McCullough, 2000). WNE#H % AR E
RS L9 LT HMN LT THEENS (En-
right, Freedman, & Rique, 1998) .

Z 9 L7EARE 2 CF NS A g T 5 72
®ZForgiveness of Others Scale (FOO : Mauger,
Perry, Freemen, & Grove, 1992). Transgression Nar-
rative Test (TNTF : Berry, Worthington, Parrott, O’
Connor, & Wade, 2001). Tendency to Forgive Scale
(TTF : Brown, 2003) 7Z& &, W DD REIES
NTEze TNHORELR o728 TIL, WA
DEN NI R BT A [l8E L, A L %
Ty INEEEZ B TEMARB SN TS (Berry et
al., 2005) o EAMEOME &R\ E OFEIEWIZEORE R 5
ERCRAN K-t CHOYARYNE S 3 DI 5 o i U D
HHDT, MEEDH#HIELZLTH LR TCINEHKT
DTV EFHIENS,

DXy, InEEHIE LA IIEERESDL
WAETRWA L D b T ae s At B L 2 wiaic
FZDEEDOEVALHNADL INEKEZNTHA
JETFMEINDG (RFH1)e —7. %Eﬁ@ﬁwAu
TR A LI LT, INEZ L 258120 L v
By L§\_h%l0ﬁ¢T%60tTMéﬂé<ﬁ
W2)e TNHLDWHABIET H72012. HERADK
N% X512, Web I CRENHFIFER T 1T > 720

sp: 3

&

HARD205~ 60i% £ TORLEFRIZ, 20154 4
A, Web Ol sy i L 7. ShE it
2018, 301K, 40f%. 50ft (60i % &dr) FN 21404
T, BLEETH -7,

Fm&
ZIMHBIIIHELE Y — F2FIR LA, ZOhT
INEH TR (S E A1) 247570 BINE IS
. BEEOVEICT T — FE 5/, NEE
ORAZZETHNE ) PEFESEZ, FOHk, I
HEAME L IFEREEETMNET L REICRE S,
WEIEY—F ZMFICH L C2EEopELY
V— RERIR L7, 2. OHERETT, ALK
OPOENTHEREZH L, B2 E L FHEy
—F). @QFEFETHEEL LT zFEE L 2o 72
e, TLE kML BRI S E E 272 (G
fEET YV —F) Thib, EHL5DTEY—FIZBw
TH, WA, HEHIMEZLORAZ 272, &
MEICIE. NSOV Y — FEESHG I ES |

g 58— F ) 7 1 BROMES

FEMRFE S L EREORF 89
%olzob ) THRLLIFERLZ. 20K, BHE L
ZFOMRMEZIFANDEHE ) PREZL 72,

REA vV — FOHRKIC, MEZIZHSOITAEIC
T 2MAEIT - 720 HIRGMETIL. INEE MR
FH L BT Z B0 7205, EHREM Iz Eb 5D
&<‘ﬁbém%ﬁ%ﬁlﬁé§®6%ottiﬁt

- (IE4fE), T ¥y — FTO#MER [4H0 2
k IOWVTIE, RYICHLIRS Y FHA, TXTRAD
BIETT ) EXbiE T T RUBHFEEH->TA
WTWweo Ty ), LEAEELY Y — FToOHMIERIE
[GHOFIZDONTIE, RYIZHELRE BT FE
To TXNTRAOEMETYT ], IEHfbIE [Milcd - & E
BREMDRH 72O TT| 2ol ZNEZT V5 4
RS & FEIIR I IR O BINE S
X, IEEPHHRET LY — FET 252, JEE5E
FEosnE I, MEEPELLT 28y — K72
FTE5 272

REAZSE MEBICHTLIUEZORLOWEL L
TR TIERASETME Lz, TV — FEFHA
ﬁ%\ﬁmﬁtd\m%ﬁﬁgwﬁ%%%ﬁxhi5

Borbdh, 6 MNE (1 [&<Z)8b%
wJ~6F%<%7umDT@ 95 LKz

N=YFUFT1BIE AETIL, EHRELEZHS
7212, Chiu et al. (1997) #implicit personality the-
oryz M A 72OICHW2HE 2 HARFEIZHERL THW
72 TNE [ HHLADREALRY A TDOANETH D0
E, BZBZEDNHELVIREAN LD TH L. [
BT HNIIRERC L o TED LD, NOREE
W3EDLLZED R [HEANDREALTEED NH
ThobnE. KEWIIEZ L)l THbH,

B EAEOEE TldBrown (2003) 25BZS L7
TTFZ HAGEIZER Loz Hwi, 21t [
BEHEP AL EZG T LN T, T CICTbLEAME
Wiz bl [ADLAL LR EZIT DL L, Ridh
GBI STHEDILICOVWTEZDNELETH S
(GEFRIEH ) o] [RIZIRAZF LT WEINIZH S
WHETHH) o | [ADPSOARB LT E2 2T -8 5, A
FHICEFLTENL LI LTWA, | DAEBE DS
LRETH D,

SINECEREEEFEEREZ ML HE 2R L.
FTNSVESICEDORELLS DI T AN LT A,
6 HRE (1 [&LFH2Bbhwv] ~6 [MCZEHIE
I ]) THET S LHRDI,

BR

KHFES DR O
FZHEORRITLE Y — FOLQDOFIgHE, EFE
REEOHFRILIHADOPIEE Lz, RS 1 7L
ERESORNZEIN S 2R EZME 272012
sz AR, Hhl. F£HR Ry 17, %4
BT ML T HRBHENGSN 217 720 1
WMERB S 4 7135 I =BT, B=1., K=
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2. #gR=1. JEFIE (EL1) =2& L2, 20
. INSEED TEEAIERILL 72 Lol %
Jii L 720

RTIIRT LI, T i, RS A4 7%
M EKE T LENBIN T2 25 (ET WV
1), MUY 4 T2 036E T, #EE=2T-8NE
DHEPIEBLE ZIT722IE L) b EBEICZORAE
FZRLUT, RIZ, BTNV 2 TIE, MV EHICERESE
ZEIMLZEZA, IFEELED. ZOEEDROE
FHIIEIMEZEORHEZE L R WEAP RS L2 ik
FBIZ, BTNV 3 E LT, MOAAICHIAY 4 7 x 344K
EADOKHEAMEZBINLE A, ZORRITES
72572,

COXAENERHOBEREME T 5729012, HliE R
ExfTolzl A, B1ITRT L0, EFRELIH
WEIIFELTHVEIME L & b2 (f =-.354, —.665,
ps<.01). IE4 LX) bHIFEEZEEIIL{ZH LT

Ui NVNEE

WIS, HEEFICBWTERELEOECE ST S
L. ENATHTOBIMF LR BINE L ) L AEEIHTE
RZRELE (f=-.287,p<.0l)o —J. FESIRSEM:
IZBWTIE, MEORIZZREIIBWTHEREWIL
Ronzhro7 (B =.023p>.10)

EEMOBROMRE

213 Brown® 4 THH O E & LT, FEE
Rl I CRHUEEAEESRHZEICG 2 25)
FBERERRBOICL > THRET Lz B2I2RT LD
Iy ETV2ICBWTHTEREZ, E7 L3128V
TIERH Y A 7 x FEEAMEO R BRI % M7 2%
B L7225, WINBAELRBENR SN2 H -
720 ZORERIT. RSB L T EAMIT L
WA 2 hholzl bRR LT WA,

R1 ORPSZE IS 2 WY & ERAE S DR E R = B 5547

ARV 04 70V 1 EFIN2 £V 3
PERY -.009 -.021 -.008
4y -.086 -.102 ~.092
U A 7 - 511" - 509" - 509"
EREE -.122 —.144"
WY 4 TxEMFREE 148"
R 269" 28477 305"
AR 015" 0217
5 -
FEHRGE LT
45 |- FERE R
4 -

35 1 -\-
3

EE

1E241L

1 B ECds RNy 17 x EREEOKH

UBEEVES

&2 RWIsEITH9 2 R & R R A o Y e 9 [ o A

VAR EFN] EFIN2 EFIV3
PR ~.009 -.001 -.002
4y ~.086 -.082 -.084
B 1 7 - 511 ~ 520 - 520
PR 068 066
WS £ 7 A EE AN —-.014
R27 269" 274" 274"
AR .004 0
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R 1 IEHIREZHFICETL2EREEOREL R LD
DTHhb, THIILDL L, ERELEDHRNSINEDTT
WIS, IEM LX) QWL MEEE L) T
BRI MO L INEE 2R L 7R IR
DIFBIMEDH VA ZIZH L. TS ORI, K
W1 AEEIITET AL TH o2, BlL ., AWFekE
Rl MEEDHIE L G EIIEEREEDOTHAAD
TR AL D b TNERL 725 INEEIHIEL %
WA ZOEEDOENADIFNADL e S %
MolzlEERL TV,

W= F T 4 EHEOENIEDL ST, E41bE D
LI L2MEE DRSNS v ) i, R E
L TAIMZ BW TN T & 7258k D2 % PR Y
LHDTHDL (K, 2015b) . Zhhs, 20f8H 5601%
FTCOBREECLERR NI2E B RIIT b
TELSNLDOTH S LI, HIEOENE O
P& —fEMEERIETHDDTH b, KW TIE, 2
WMZ T, SNETHRESIN T I o 2EREED
ENZEDHIRRRERIET L2 L0 F L VIR E Al
T EITRIIL 7,

FERELEOMEIL, TNHRICL > TRESIND
Ayt =V OEIZEDLLDTHDL I ENLTY 5
TEEZRT. BHROFMMEL CHEFYIZ—BEY T
FAZEIZEBL TS, #IFOPEA Yy =
. INEEIC L BITESEOE W, AL, TE2 A2
AEENDLHZEXFKPTLLDOTH LA, I
EEAGDPN=V F) T AL ERRT L2 TED
o MBOZITTIZESTIE, TOXAYE=VFEL
LENLMNE) D, FINEEELD L EBANTH0E
) WDHIREZEORDTLHDLTHA ),

AWFFEIL, CDEEN—VF ) T 1 OB S5
MEL72bDTHS, EREELIE, B EDOMET
HIRE DT ZE M09 2 FERE & L TDweck (1999) A¥HL
D L7250 TH L, WEKITHENAETHD L)
TG & FEOo P A TN 7 BB PR 3 5 Rk 2
L< . FERBEPELLL TV &, —F, MiBIeE
Ll % &) IEERE T FOoFA L, WK
DUFATE L, W FE~OP L LA, EHEE L
THERENET LI RIEB L2,

Dweck®H T HOCICHE T 2AEELT, Tt
BERRRERNC G 2 5B R U2 b OFEH, F Ui
BOTEIZME LD, SR T A8E10 b B
PHZ2ZALEEZLIENTE L, ERE, Chiuet
al. (1997) 1. MEOITEI S NIIMEE 2 e & 272
0. HEDONROITEZ PR S L L) EEL SH
e, ABECE L CTRyWEREET O AT LR
WBETE) LIAEEEITH 2 L2 il L7, Chiu
72Hld TNz FA MM 37 (lay dispositionalism)
ENEATE, FNUE—FEDOEERD/S— > F1) 57 ¢ B
Ty NI A2 I SR 72 AN ORI R % 38 - C

BY., T ZOERNTH L L VI ELEDOMETH
%o

COFM MM ERE, RFESIY EIF L9 %
- BEERPLTIE, IEFICHLCOMIFH5ND T
HHo T2 ZIMELHFHIEL., HROTEUFEZE
5> Th, EREEOMOENERZ L. ABORMEE
EbbhweRL0T, [THHEOE VIS T
&, JEMMERFZICHARL L, WEEZAELLD LI
Lahoizbolbis, TOXHIZ, RIFFEHEHR
. NE - HEEEICB Y SIS LT
FEREEPHEEEZLG 2L ERLTVDS,

L2 L, RBIETIE, #IEEL V) nxilleE L
727203 T M EREDEBRIINEEOITEILEEDE
WIZXF L TS Z 208 ) PIEFR TR v, D
F 0. RIS A BINE O RG & B &S AR
IZBWT, EREEDIES OBAMUEIZED X ) 125
BEALZ-OPRBHINTESL T, TRPESHOH
HTH b,

B EREOREE T LG 2 3 Sz H
o7z. BB, TR E LTOKRAMEHE LTH, Bk
BEBAMIRHSEIMOBEL G 2 eho7-0TH
5o KEITIETTF# M L 72BrownH &2, ZOR
JECRFAET B OFFEERMEZHE L, B2 IR
JAREEMEEL T\ (Brown & Phillips, 2005) .
COWFETIE, RFEATZHITHEEZEM T AP HHE
BRI EREAERE S, CoL ENEE LML
NEI WIT Rz, FOME, FFEEREOEVFEA
ehid, WEWNS VAL REVWEEDL & ITHT
ERETEDN S ot T, MEEFHELLE X
IZIE, 72TV OFEENMER 2R L2, 2oL &
S E RO BT B E RS DS 5 72 2 &
o, BEEMEOE WSR2 HIXHTRISN LT O IHFEY
Tholzl EARENT W5,

RHFEAEF LI Brown7z HAMF 72 M L3 F 72 (£
HAHHOT, FHEAMOBEIZIZEAER SN0
o720 BHEAAMEZEBOMIZIE, I HEESMEICE
WTRELRENWDD S, Brown’z BIEEMRER % ML &
HDHEVH)TEY — FELZ o720, AFZRIZZEZEDIR
M filio 7B TH b, T Ao mE
IE. BrownZzebOZNE L LT 4L, bdEZIE
FERDINHPTH 5o FUEERMLNET L7201
STEREBERLEINE VI BEPNEL TWDDT,
FWEEHADHE U T2 WL H 5, Zhult, R
JERER S HEEAUSPHHZEIEE L v el
METERWTHA ) HRIZBITATTFORE %
TR L7720, HHVIMBOREZFHWL 74 &, 5k
BEMEOWEICTREZEST I EIE T, ARAR
RN L7 ii) & ARG 2 B D A D L b
%o
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