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Purpose: Self-forgiveness requires a cognitive reframing of one’s views of the self. It may 
be a positive situational strength, and it has been shown that higher levels of self-forgiveness 
are related to well-being and a specific personality type. However, the concept, per se, and 
the inner healing process of self-forgiveness are still unclear because of a lack of cultural 
awareness in this research field. The current research aimed to conduct a conceptual analysis 
in a collectivist context and create an optional measurement scale for assessing self- 
forgiveness in a target population.
Methods and Results: In Study 1, using multidimensional scaling (MDS), the findings 
suggested that the conceptual structure of self-forgiveness among Taiwanese participants (N 
= 232) can be categorized into three dimensions: embodied awareness, positive change, and 
wisdom growth. The scale was created by using item analysis, factor analysis, hierarchical 
regression analysis, and correlation analyses in Study 2 (N = 231) and Study 3 (N = 805), the 
scale was found to have adequate reliability and validity, and the scores correlated with 
measures of self-control and resilience.
Conclusion: The constructs of self-forgiveness among a sample in Taiwan have three basic 
psychological meanings. The measure designed here is supported by adequate psychometric 
evidence. Further research will be necessary to increase the understanding of self-forgiveness 
cross-culturally, provide additional empirical validation and methodological refinement 
within different target groups, and investigate intra-individual positive strength change for 
the improvement and practical application of the current measurement tool.
Keywords: cultural mind, resilience, positive psychology, self-control, self-forgiveness, 
well-being

Introduction
Over the past decade, the amount of research and understanding of self-forgiveness 
has grown exponentially. It appears that self-forgiveness, along with several other 
mental health correlates in different societies, has a strong predictive power for 
psychological well-being.1–3 Research has shown that higher levels of self- 
forgiveness are related to biopsychosocial well-being, and more significantly, 
serve as a shield against several disorders, such as depression, anxiety, and post- 
traumatic stress disorder.4–8 For example, it appears that individuals with constant 
exposure to stressful situations, such as care workers, are at an increased risk of 
burnout, compassion fatigue, and secondary traumatic stress.9,10 As a result, it is 
clear that self-forgiveness may be an important personality strength, particularly 
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when the subject receives negative feedback after putting 
effort into their work or applies self-judgment after mak-
ing a mistake.11,12 Furthermore, self-forgiveness requires 
a cognitive reframing of one’s views of the self, which 
takes place after an individual has entered the process of 
introspection.13 However, the concept per se and the heal-
ing process of self-forgiveness are still relatively unclear.

Self-Forgiveness in Collectivist 
Contexts
Self-forgiveness has shown to have a strong predictive 
power for well-being in many different cultural contexts. 
However, cross-cultural research comparing individuals 
from East Asian and Western countries across several 
parameters, such as reasoning, social judgment, and emo-
tional styles, has shed light on the emerging differences 
that may underlie each culture’s perception-related, cogni-
tive, and emotional hierarchies.14–16 Some of the important 
cultural factors needed to reach a more in-depth under-
standing of the phenomenon include the differences in 
cultural value systems, the existence or absence of 
a particular philosophical system, and the economics of 
a given country.17 For example, considering the differ-
ences between cultures, Western cultures, in general, are 
characterized by individualism, which promotes values 
such as self-confidence, achievement, and independence; 
whereas Eastern cultures are predominantly characterized 
by collectivism, which stresses the importance of obedi-
ence, social rules, and interdependence.18,19 In Taiwan, 
there is a prevalence of collectivism, with roots in 
Confucianism.20,21 Based on this belief system, one’s com-
plete dedication to life responsibilities and self-sacrifice 
are highly praised and regarded as high moral attainments. 
Not only do these factors affect individuals in Taiwan, but 
the ideals of face preservation and forbearance also play 
key roles in everyday life. Therefore, it can be inferred that 
achieving a state of self-forgiveness after committing 
a mistake, especially when something is important, may 
not be easy. People still share similar stressful situations 
worldwide, but culture plays a pivotal role in understand-
ing the same psychological concept. Consequently, it has 
been speculated that culture may have a distinct effect on 
how a mistake is experienced among people in collectivist 
contexts; self-sacrifice and refraining from mistakes while 
maintaining unconditional empathy for specific persons 
are expected, mainly because according to the tenets of 
Confucianism, pain and suffering are to be kept to oneself 

and endured.22 Furthermore, differences among Western 
and East Asian emotional styles have been noted. 
Compared to members of Western countries, members of 
East Asian countries on average tend to employ more 
dialectical emotions that are characterized by the “middle 
way” or a “dialectical emotional style” rather than the 
emotional extremes of their Western counterparts.14,23 

Hence, based on Confucianism, the structure of the con-
cept of self- forgiveness would contain not only a hedonic 
tendency, but also an un-hedonic mental state, which may 
reflect an aspect of the complexity of self-forgiveness not 
found in Western societies. In addition, it has long been 
too “WEIRD” (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, 
and Democratic) in psychology researches.24 Therefore, 
a better understanding of self-forgiveness from different 
cultural contexts will provide a valuable reference for the 
development of an appropriate measurement tool, cross- 
cultural comparisons, and theory construction for future 
studies. The trend towards globalization and establishing 
value on the findings from non-Western countries in posi-
tive psychology can truly make this field authentically 
positive.25

The Current Status of 
Self-Forgiveness Measurement
In the past, multiple measurements of self-forgiveness 
have been developed. Mauger et al developed the 
Forgiveness of Self Subscale (FOSS),26 which is one of 
the dimensions measured on the Forgiveness Scale. 
Thompson et al27 developed the Heartland Forgiveness 
Scale (HFS), with one subscale designed to assess self- 
forgiveness. A scenario-based measurement, the 
Multidimensional Forgiveness Scale (MFS), was devel-
oped by Tangney, Boone, Fee and Reinsmith;28 this scale 
is composed of eight different scenarios and participants 
answer according to the likelihood of forgiving them-
selves in potential situations. As Strelan29 indicates, self- 
forgiveness is multi-faceted and of a complex nature. 
However, the FOSS and HFS are dispositional 
approaches and focus on reducing self-condemnation, 
which is only one particular facet of self-forgiveness, 
whereas the MFS has no clear theoretical basis when 
scoring. All three measures have limitations. The State 
Self-Forgiveness Scale (SSFS; Wohl et al8) consists of 
two subscales with a total of 17 items to assess the 
feelings, actions, and beliefs toward self-forgiveness 
when making a mistake. The SSFS has been the most 
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used measure since its creation and the items use 
a situational approach, which may apply to societies 
that value contextual premises. However, this measure 
lacks a conceptualization procedure as the basis for com-
piling the items. Thus, the present research sought to 
develop an optional measure that includes a conceptual 
analysis process that can increase the bandwidth of the 
assessment of self- forgiveness but also ameliorate the 
acquiescence of cultural bias in existing measures derived 
from Western perspectives.

The Relationships Among 
Self-Forgiveness, Self-Control, and 
Resilience
As external criteria of the current measurement develop-
ment, variables that can indicate a person’s capacity to 
change and adjust to pursue compatibility between the 
self and the world were chosen for assessment: self- 
control and resilience. Previous studies have identified 
that self-control and resilience can regulate negative 
emotions.30,31 Furthermore, self-control is a good indicator 
of self-regulation, and predicts a person’s resilience.32 

Identifying influential factors that promote resilience is 
an essential task in the field of psychology and behavioral 
management. Hence, as self- forgiveness is also a type of 
self-regulation, we may expect that by adding self- 
forgiveness as a predictor for resilience, there will be 
benefits in the explanation of the existing variance. 
Moreover, although a person with high self-control may 
feel upset when making a mistake, they tend to treat 
negative situations as chances to grow, which can encou-
rage (or force) the self to place a greater focus on achiev-
ing goals, and they will subsequently “bounce back” from 
frustrations in the long run. Thus, self-forgiveness, self- 
control, and resilience can be treated as human strengths in 
positive psychology and share similar effectiveness on 
self-healing through the maintenance of a growth mindset. 
Accordingly, self-control can positively predict resilience, 
whereas self-forgiveness may enhance the relationship 
between self-control and resilience. In addition, self- 
control is a highly praised virtue in Eastern cultures, 
representing a person’s hardy personality when facing 
stressful situations33,34 and the cultivation of self to 
avoid indulgences or depravities. Thus, self-control and 
resilience were selected as external criteria for validity 
measurements.

Present Study
With the rapid growth in self-forgiveness research, it is 
important to reflect on the problem regarding the lack of 
conceptual analysis of self-forgiveness, and the scarcity of 
measures derived from the samples from collectivistic socie-
ties. Hence, the psychological meaning of self-forgiveness 
was examined among Taiwanese participants to enhance 
conceptualization and further develop an optional measure 
called the Self-Forgiveness Scale (SFS) containing cultural- 
related features and testable psychometric properties. 
Accordingly, three studies were conducted to construct the 
theoretical concepts of self-forgiveness (Study 1), generate 
the items (Study 2), examine reliability and validity, and 
explore the association between the SFS, self-control, and 
resilience (Study 3).

Study 1: Theoretical Construction 
of the Dimensionality of 
Self-Forgiveness
Methods
Participants and Procedure
The purpose of Study 1 was to examine the psychological 
constructs of self-forgiveness. Participants were instructed 
to complete an online free association task. They were 
presented with the term “self-forgiveness” and asked to 
provide as many answers as possible when thinking about 
it. Next, the word association analysis paradigm was 
adopted to select the most important and frequently used 
response words, after which, collaborative analysts were 
invited to categorize these words along with the 
researcher. The collaborative analysts yielded from various 
professional backgrounds (one clinical psychologist, one 
social psychologist, one associate professor, one assistant 
professor, two Ph.D. candidates with excellent data analy-
sis skills, and three employees with bachelor’s degrees). 
They ranged from 28 to 46 years of age. The study was 
implemented in compliance with the principles of the 
Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the National 
Cheng Kung University Governance Framework for 
Human Research Ethics in Taiwan, and all participants 
provided informed consent.

The words were integrated into common themes after 
a consensus was reached among all analysts. Afterward, the 
researcher designed a pairwise pairing concept rating scale 
based on the elements, and the collaborative analysts helped 
rate the similarity between each pair of phrases. 
Subsequently, the obtained data were entered into the 

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14                                                                    https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S336900                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

DovePress                                                                                                                       
2061

Dovepress                                                                                                                                                                    Hsu

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


statistical software and analyzed by adopting non-metric 
multidimensional scaling (MDS). By using perceptual 
maps, complex data can be extracted and represented by 
spatial dimensions. Study 1 employed a community sample 
of 232 Taiwanese adults (186 females), aged 21–62 years 
(M = 32.82, SD = 8.57). The average working experience 
was seven years (SD = 6.58). Altogether, 57% had 
a religious affiliation, 39% had no religious affiliation, and 
for 4%, the religious affiliation was unknown.

Materials
Word-Association Task. The design and procedure of this task 
were adapted from the word association paradigm. Participants 
were presented with the term “self-forgiveness” in Chinese 
(ziwokuanshu) to elicit specific perceptions associated with the 
term in question. Participants were instructed to respond using 
any words, sentences, or thoughts that came to their mind using 
the online form, containing 15 blank spaces, following the 
order in which those words, sentences, or thoughts appeared 
in their minds. This task required the order of words to be 
written as they were thought, ie, the first thought was to be 
written in the first blank, second in the second blank, etc. The 
rationale behind such a strategy is that the thoughts written out 
first are more strongly associated with the given term and 
dominate those written in subsequent blanks. Participants 

were encouraged to start forming free associations and writing 
as many answers as possible to the stimulus word until no more 
ideas came to their minds. The original data gathered a total of 
737 response items. On average, each person provided 3.18 
items. After merging the repeated responses and deleting the 
apparently meaningless words that were beyond the scope of 
the instructions given to participants, the set was reduced to 
360 independent response words. Subsequently, the responses 
that only appeared once and had the lowest score after weight-
ing were omitted, and hence the final set included 77 associated 
words employed in deep structure analysis. Self-Forgiveness 
Concept Rating Scale. Through discussions with co-analysts 
and by integrating the response words, the emerging categories 
were classified and sorted into the following six themes: 
“transformation”, “tolerance”, “action”, “enhancement”, “con-
frontation”, and “religion”. Based on these six elements 
(Table 1), a pairwise match was designed, resulting in a total 
of fifteen pairs. By utilizing a 5-point Likert scale, the rating 
scale was developed. The co-analysts were instructed to do the 
similarity assessment for each pair of concepts and assign it 
a point value ranging from 1 to 5. The lower scores revealed 
that the concepts in the given pair were closely related having 
a similar meaning, whereas the higher scores signified the 
emergence of distinct meanings among the concepts.

Table 1 Classifications and Definition of the Associated Words for Self-Forgiveness

Classifications Definition/Associated Words Number Frequency Weighted %

1 Transformation Processes or consequences of the mind and emotions positively changing: 

forgive, let off, let pass, relax, take on, accept, release, empathy, relief, 

lenient, catholic, freedom, understanding, it’s ok, understand, reconcile, 
magnanimous, let go, do not worry, past, do best, not asking much, not 

forced, permit, comfortable, compromise, I am not God, quiet, seek for help, 

cozy, smile, open minded, excuse, open, explore

35 309 1158 72.8

2 Tolerance Coping strategies when facing stress or negative emotions: Imperfect, self- 

accusation, guilt, sufferance, giving up, cry, tears, forgive others but not 
yourself, tolerance, escape, helpless, repent, atonement

13 38 137 8.6

3 Action Taking actions to treat oneself kindly: self-healing, love yourself, comfort, self- 
talk, deep breath, relieve stress, pamper yourself, give myself a break, take care, 

help others by helping oneself, self-compassion, be kind to treat myself

12 42 146 9.2

4 Enhancement Future oriented enhancement of inner mentality or changing of external 

behaviors: growth, work, self-worth, hope, improve, expectation

6 13 34 2.1

5 Confrontation Awareness of reality and problem situations: introspection, awareness, face 

the music, reflection, make mistakes, self-awareness

6 20 74 4.7

6 Religion Terms or imagery of religion or belief: God, redemption, philanthropism, 

holy light, pardon

5 12 41 2.6

Total 77 434 1590 100
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Results
Through the analysis of the word association paradigm, 77 
response words were identified regarding self-forgiveness. 
They were classified into six categories: “transformation” 
(35 items), “tolerance” (13 items), “action” (12 items), 
“enhancement” (6 items), “confrontation” (6 items), and 
“religion” (5 items). The judgment based on the elements 
derived from the psychological meaning of self-forgiveness 
in the population of adults. Further, the MDS results indicated 
that a three- dimensional solution provided the most concise 
representation of the data and the proper related values (stress 
= 0.15, RSQ = 51%) for interpreting the results of Study 1.

As displayed in Table 2 and Figure 1, the numbers of each 
vector represented the stimulus coordinates used for grouping. 
Accordingly, “enhancement” and “action” can be grouped and 
named “positive change”; “transformation” and “religion” can 
collectively be named “wisdom growth”; and “tolerance” and 
“confrontation” can be integrated into “embodied awareness”. 

To be more precise, “positive change” was defined here as the 
change that occurs through externalizing and positive beha-
viors; “wisdom growth” as growth through the realization of 
one’s inner peace and spiritual transformation; and “embodied 
awareness” as learning through the awareness of one’s own 
non- hedonic mind-body experiences, which may stir some 
negative feelings or thoughts. Therefore, three essential psy-
chological constructs of self-forgiveness among the Taiwanese 
population were identified in Study 1.

Study 2: Item Generation, Item 
Analysis, and Verification of the 
Factor Structure
Methods
Participants and Procedure
The purpose of Study 2 was to develop a brief and optional 
measure, the Self-Forgiveness Scale (SFS), for people living 
in collectivist contexts. The first step was to generate and 
evaluate the question items and verify the three components 
found in study 1. Related literature was also reviewed and the 
initial question item pool was generated based on the con-
cepts derived from the three aspects. Then, the items were 
revised and modified by consulting one clinical psychologist 
and two social psychologists. After that, fifteen items were 
developed to assess the quality through item analysis. The 
participants (N = 231) were recruited from local commu-
nities. The average age was 46.93 years (SD = 14.87), among 
which 134 were females (58%), and 23 participants (10%) 
did not provide this demographic characteristic. Participants 
completed the question items online, rated on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
The study was implemented in compliance with the princi-
ples of the Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the 
National Cheng Kung University Governance Framework 
for Human Research Ethics in Taiwan, and all participants 
provided informed consent.

Table 2 The Stimulus Coordinates of Three Spatial Dimensions of Self-Forgiveness

Three Dimensions Vector 1 Vector 2 Vector 3

Six Elements Positive Change Wisdom Growth Embodied Awareness

1 Transformation 0.3026 0.8743 1.3932

2 Tolerance −1.6517 −0.6280 0.7130
3 Action 1.0548 −0.8418 −0.5082

4 Enhancement 1.5232 0.7114 0.1043

5 Confrontation −0.2707 −1.4606 −0.4813
6 Religion −0.9581 1.3448 −1.2210

Figure 1 The three spatial vectors of self-forgiveness.
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Results
Item Analysis
Comparisons of extreme groups and corrected item-total 
correlations were utilized to check for discrimination and 
homogeneity. The t-tests for the discrimination index of 
the three aspects of the original 15 items were statistically 
significant, all ps <0.001. However, two items were 
deleted from subsequent data analysis; one because of 
a higher measure of internal consistency after deletion 
and another for its low correlation coefficient (ie, r = 
0.19). Thus, 13 items were retained to verify the factor 
structure found in Study 1 through factor analysis.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and 
Internal Consistency
The principal axis factoring (PAF) was conducted by follow-
ing a direct oblimin method for oblique rotation. For the first 
round of EFA, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index (KMO) was 
0.85 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (78) 
= 1373.51, p < 0.001. The results of Study 1 guided a three- 
factor structure extraction. The analysis showed that one 
item was not kept in its original component, so it was 
removed. Twelve items remained for the second run of 
EFA. The Kaiser-MeyerOlkin index (KMO) was 0.83, and 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 (66) = 
1217.97, p < 0.001. The analysis indicated that each factor 
contained the expected initial items, and the factor loadings 
ranged from 0.39 to 0.86. Hence, a three-factor structure 
extraction was confirmed, and the factor solution explained 
52.78% of the variance. The internal consistency was mea-
sured to evaluate the reliability with Cronbach’s alpha for 

the 12-item SFS (α = 0.86) and each sub-factor: embodied 
awareness (α = 0.77), positive change (α = 0.85), and wis-
dom growth (α = 0.72). Table 3 goes here. Self-Forgiveness 
Scale item pool.

Study 3: Replication of the Factor 
Structure, Validity Investigation, 
Association with Other Variables, 
and Test-Retest Reliability
Methods
Participants and Procedure
There were three phases in Study 3. In Phase 1, the aim 
was to replicate the three-factor structure and measure 
the validity of the SFS. A sample of 276 participants 
(55.8% female) was selected for confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA). The participants’ average age was 
21.54 years (SD = 4.44). In Phase 2, additional commu-
nity participants were recruited to measure the validity 
and explore the association between the SFS and other 
psychological measures. A total of 429 participants (58% 
female) took part in phase 2. The participants’ average 
age was 31.82 years (SD = 15.1). In Phase 3, the aim 
was to offer evidence for the temporal stability of the 
SFS and to assess the test-retest reliability for scores on 
two-week interval measures. A sample of 100 new par-
ticipants, among which 66 were female, completed the 
scale twice. The participants’ average age was 21.0 years 
(SD = 1.01). The study was implemented in compliance 
with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki and 
approved by the National Cheng Kung University 

Table 3 Self-Forgiveness Scale Item Pool

Dimension Number Item Factor Loading Item Total r

Embodied awareness 1 When I think I was wrong, I will face the fact that I have done something wrong 0.52 0.76
2 When I think I was wrong, I will reflect on my mistakes 0.60 0.80

3 When I think I was wrong, I feel guilty 0.71 0.82

4 When I think I was wrong, I feel negative emotions 0.60 0.71

Positive change 5 When I think I was wrong, I will try to improve 0.74 0.81
6 When I think I was wrong, I will take part in stress relief activities 0.63 0.81

7 When I think I was wrong, I will remain hopeful 0.78 0.86

8 When I think I was wrong, I will try my best to take care of myself 0.86 0.85

Wisdom growth 9 When I think I was wrong, I believe that God is testing me 0.47 0.74

10 When I think I was wrong, I believe I deserve to be forgiven 0.71 0.74
11 When I think I was wrong, I believe I should forgive myself 0.81 0.75

12 When I think I was wrong, I think faith can help me get through the difficulties 0.39 0.73

Notes: All ps < 0.001. The Chinese version is available via email.
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Governance Framework for Human Research Ethics in 
Taiwan, and all participants provided informed consent.

Materials
Self-Forgiveness Scale (SFS). The author designed this 
measurement to assess self-forgiveness among Taiwanese 
adults. It contains twelve items on a 5-point Likert scale 
with endpoints 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. 
The scale is composed of three domains: embodied aware-
ness (α = 0.72), positive change (α = 0.70), and wisdom 
growth (α = 0.66). The total Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77. 
Higher total scores reflect greater levels of self-forgiveness 
(Table 3). State Self-Forgiveness Scale (SSFS; Wohl et al).8 

Since the SSFS has been the dominant measure and the 
items are of a situational orientation, the SSFS was selected 
as the indicator of convergence validity for the study. The 
state of self-forgiveness was assessed with 17 items and 
composed of two subscales, self-forgiving feelings and 
actions (α = 0.64) and self-forgiving beliefs (α = 0.84). 
Participants were instructed to complete each item on 
a 5-point rating scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 
(completely). The total Cronbach’s alpha was 0.86. Higher 
scores reflect greater levels of self-forgiveness, and nine 
items were reverse scored. Brief Resilience Scale (BRS; 
Smith et al).35 Resilience was selected as an external criter-
ion for validity measurement. The BRS was used to evaluate 
the ability to bounce back or recover from adversity. It 
contains a unitary construct with six items responded on 
a 5-point scale with endpoints 1 = strongly disagree and 5 
= strongly agree. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77. Higher 
scores reflect greater levels of resilience, and three items 
were reverse scored. Brief Self-Control Scale (BSCS; 
Tangney et al).36 Self-control was also selected as an exter-
nal criterion for validity measurement. The BSCS, a 13-item 
measure, was used to assess self-control. Items were scored 
on 5-point scales (1 = strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree). 
The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.68. Higher scores reflect greater 
levels of self-control, and there were seven items reverse 
scored.

Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis and 
Construct Validity
In phase 1, the researcher performed CFAs on the 12-item 
SFS with Amos 23.0 to test whether the three-factor solution 
fit the data and to confirm the final selection of the items. 
Maximum likelihood estimates were used, and the model 
was modified based on the modification indices (MI). 

Finally, the three-factor CFA with correlated residuals (con-
strained to be equal) between e3 and e4 as well as e9 and e12 
(Figure 2) revealed an acceptable fit based on the standards 
of past literature;37,38 the χ2/df = 2.69, goodness of fit index 
(GFI) = 0.92, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.92, and root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.078, 
90% confidence interval (CI) of RMSEA [0.062, 0.095] 
suggesting items tapped three latent factors. The final set 
of SFS items is presented in Table 3. The researcher con-
ducted the subsequent analyses in phase 2 using this 12-item 
scale. Figure 2 goes here. Confirmatory factor analysis of the 
modified model of self-forgiveness scale and the three first- 
order factors (N = 276).

Associations Between the SFS and Other 
Variables
In phase 2, to test the convergent and criterion validity of 
the SFS, a bivariate correlational analysis with the SSFS, 
the SCS, and the BRS was conducted (see Table 4). As 
expected, the SFS was correlated with the SSFS, r (403) = 
0.23, p < 0.001, which supports the convergent validity 

Figure 2 Confirmatory factor analysis of the modified model of self-forgiveness 
scale and the three first-order factors (N = 276). 
Notes: Factor1 = embodied awareness; Factor2 = positive change; Factor3 = 
wisdom growth.
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because these two measures were designed to assess 
a similar mental concept. The SCS, r (414) = 0.20, p < 
0.001, and BRS, r (417) = 0.19, p < 0.001, were also 
associated with the SFS, which supports the concurrent 
validity. Furthermore, a hierarchical regression analysis 
was conducted to assess the incremental validity39,40 of 
the SFS based on how well it predicted the intensity of 
resilience with self-control (see Table 5). In the analysis, 
Model 1 had self-control as a predictor, and Model 2 
included self- forgiveness as an additional predictor. By 
comparing Model 2 against Model 1, the result indicated 
that self-forgiveness explained an additional 1.6% (ΔR2 = 
0.016, ΔF2 (1, 411) = 7.87, p = 0.005) of the variance of 
resilience beyond what was already explained by the trait 
of self-control.

Test-Retest Reliability
In phase 3, the Pearson correlation coefficient of the first 
test was positively associated with that at the time of 
the second test (r = 0.72, p < 0.001). The scores of all 
three factors on the first test were positively associated 
with their corresponding scores on the second test: embo-
died awareness (r = 0.57, p < 0.001), positive change (r = 
0.73, p < 0.001), and wisdom growth (r = 0.66, p < 0.001). 
The findings indicated that the stability of the scale is good 
over time.

General Discussion
Existing measures regarding self-forgiveness from Western 
societies only focus on the construct of self-regard and have 
lacked a process of conceptualization coming from an analysis 
of the perspectives of the target groups when generating the 
items. As noted earlier, the structure of the concept of self- 
forgiveness was predicted to contain a hedonic tendency and 
an un-hedonic mental state in Eastern societies based on the 
tenets of Confucianism. In addition, self-forgiveness could be 
understood by being treated as a situational strength rather than 
a disposition. Therefore, because the sample comprised mem-
bers of a collectivist society, the researcher expected that 
perceived un- hedonic self-cultivation could be one aspect of 
the constructs regarding self-forgiveness among Taiwanese 
participants. Furthermore, when coming face to face with 
feelings of remorse or self- condemnation, self-forgiveness 
does not represent an instant change of mindset; instead, it 
seems that the healing process takes time and must incorporate 
at least some degree of pain and negative feelings in order for 
the actor to take responsibility, which is a key point if one is to 
benefit from and increase the process of genuine self- 
forgiveness.41 That is, “well-being is not the absence of 
distress”,42 and there is no quick fix when it comes to con-
valescing. Accordingly, the construct of self-forgiveness found 
in the study exhibited a factor called “embodied awareness,” 
which contained two un-hedonic elements: “tolerance” and 

Table 4 Descriptive Data and Correlations Between the SFS and Other Psychological Measures

Variables n M SD α 1 2 3 4

1. SFS 423 45.52 6.79 0.77 —
2. SSFS 411 55.75 9.74 0.86 0.23 —

3. Self-Control Scale 421 41.01 6.48 0.68 0.20 0.36 —

4. Brief Resilience Scale 425 18.61 4.13 0.77 0.19 0.49 0.36 —

Note: All ps < 0.001. 
Abbreviations: α, Cronbach’s alpha; SFS, Self-Forgiveness Scale; SSFS, State Self-Forgiveness Scale.

Table 5 Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of the Two Predictive Models of Resilience (n = 429)

Variables Model 1 Model 2

B SE t p 95% CI B SE t p 95% CI

Constant 9.22 1.22 7.54 <0.001 [6.81, 11.66] 6.26 1.61 3.90 <0.001 [3.11, 9.42]

Trait self -control 0.23 0.03 <0.001 [0.17, 0.29] 0.21 0.03 7.19 <0.001 [0.16, 0.27]

SFS 0.08 0.03 2.81 0.005 [0.02, 0.14]
R² 0.13 0.15

F 61.1 <0.001 34.99 <0.001

ΔR² 0.13 0.02
ΔF 61.1 <0.001 7.87 <0.001

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; SFS, self-forgiveness scale.

https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S336900                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

DovePress                                                                                                                         

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14 2066

Hsu                                                                                                                                                                     Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


“confrontation”. It signifies learning through the awareness of 
one’s un-hedonic mind-body experiences, which may spawn 
certain negative feelings or thoughts. Despite such elements, 
this component of self- forgiveness could still be of great 
importance and may reflect the evidence put forth by some 
previous studies, namely that self-forgiveness can sometimes 
be heart-rending and uncomfortable.43 It also represents that 
people in collectivist contexts are frequently requested to make 
self-sacrifices and refrain from mistakes through experiencing 
pain and suffering,22 which reflects an essential aspect of self- 
forgiveness not found in Western studies. In addition, self- 
forgiveness can be treated as “positive change” and “wisdom 
growth”; the former is the process of changing through exter-
nalizing and positive behaviors, and the latter involves the 
process of growing through the realization of one’s inner 
peace and spiritual transformation. These two factors imply 
that the hedonic element (via self-compassion) and religious 
beliefs (via divine forgiveness) regulate emotion, which was 
also suggested by related literature.42,43 In this study, three 
essential psychological constructs of self-forgiveness were 
identified among the Taiwanese population. Based on these 
three aspects, the initial item pool of the measurement tool 
consisted of 15 items representing the attributes of self- 
forgiveness in a collectivist context, but three items were 
subsequently eliminated based on the EFA results. The three- 
factor CFA with correlated residuals revealed an acceptable fit 
and the final 12-item SFS was established. The results showed 
adequate test-retest reliability and provided support for the 
preliminary psychometric investigation. Self-forgiveness is 
an important character and a healing strategy for people 
taken to diminish the difficulties in emotion regulation.12,44 It 
has been defined as “a willingness to abandon self- resentment 
in the face of one’s own acknowledged wrong, while fostering 
compassion, generosity, and love toward oneself”.45 

Apparently, self-forgiveness is closely related to the factors 
which can indicate a person’s capacity to change and adjust to 
pursue compatibility between the self and the world. Previous 
studies have identified that self-control and resilience can 
regulate negative emotions.30,31 Thus, they were selected as 
external criteria for validity measurements. In the current 
study, the findings indicated that self-forgiveness is related to 
self-control and resilience, which support the convergent and 
concurrent validity. Consistent with the findings of past studies, 
greater self-forgiveness correlates with specific traits and 
higher emotion regulation ability.7,46 In addition, as self- 
forgiveness is also a type of self-regulation, the result indicated 
that self-forgiveness explained an additional variance of resi-
lience beyond what was already explained by self-control. This 

study has several limitations. First, the researcher invited aca-
demic experts and community participants to score in Study 1. 
Due to different training and living backgrounds, the experts 
may have had different mindsets when scoring. If different 
weighting scores were given to distinct groups of raters, the 
bias may have been reduced and the classifications made more 
stable in the long run. Second, the results indicated that self- 
control and resilience were positively correlated with self- 
forgiveness with a small effect size (|r| < 0.30), which might 
be due to the larger sample size, self- report bias, or the 
common method variance. For example, the current SFS was 
designed with no reverse-scored items, and the criterion vari-
ables were all assessed with the same 5-point Likert scale. In 
addition, self-control and resilience were high with inherent 
features, while self-forgiveness is more suitable for being 
a situational strength because of its complex conceptual char-
acteristics. As such, self-control and resilience were positively 
correlated with self-forgiveness with a small effect size. With 
regards to the quality and enhancement of SFS, further devel-
opment could use various data collecting methods, continue to 
enlarge the item pool, and verify the construct based on greater 
theoretical clarity.

Conclusions
People from non-Western societies may have different men-
talities on the concept of self- forgiveness. Hence, the current 
research aims to explore and define the psychological meaning 
of self-forgiveness via construct analysis in a collectivist con-
text. The results do not only provide a standard protocol for 
future researchers to develop a measurement to assess the 
subjective experience of self-forgiveness in different cultural 
societies, but also expand the literature of the concept of self- 
forgiveness with a different standpoint. In addition, the current 
study indicated not only the reflections on the related past 
research, but further added the indispensable cultural perspec-
tive. All things considered, the preliminary findings of the 
current study indicate that the construct of self-forgiveness 
among a sample in Taiwan has three basic psychological mean-
ings: positive change, wisdom growth, and embodied aware-
ness. The designed measure is with adequate psychometric 
evidences, and it can be an optional measurement for assessing 
self-forgiveness in collectivist contexts. The results highlight 
the value of self-forgiveness–related research for understand-
ing individual differences in non-Western cultural societies. 
Further research is suggested to augment the understanding of 
this area through cross-culture studies and scenario design, as 
well as to provide additional empirical validation and metho-
dological refinement within different target groups or 

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2021:14                                                                    https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S336900                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

DovePress                                                                                                                       
2067

Dovepress                                                                                                                                                                    Hsu

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


investigate intra-individual positive strength change for the 
improvement and practical application of the current 
measurement.
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