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STRUCTURED ABSTRACT

There are many definitions of the concept of forgiveness made in
the related literature. Forgiveness is not condoning, forgetting or
ignoring a painful experience (Madsen, Gygi, Hammond and Plowman,
2009); it is “a willingness to abandon one's right to resentment, negative
judgment, and indifferent behaviour toward one who unjustly injured
us, while fostering the undeserved qualities of compassion, generosity
and even love toward him or her” (Enright and The Human
Development Study Group, 1996). Forgiveness includes an individual’s
forgiving himself (forgiveness of self) due to what he has done and one’s
forgiving another individual (forgiveness of others) who hurts himself
(Enright and Fitzgibbons, 2000).

That there are several scales abroad to determine the level of
forgiveness (Berry et al., 2001; Elliot, 2010; Thompson et al., 2005;
Enright, Rique and Coyle, 2000; Rye et al., 2001; Mauger et al., 1992;
Harris et al., 2006; Wade, 1989; McCullough, Worthington and Rachal,
1998) made contribution to doing many researches about forgiveness in
recent years and developing some models to describe the structure of
forgiveness concept. Some of these scales (Bugay and Demir, 2010;
Saricam and Akin, 2013; Saricam et al., 2012; Taysi, 2007; Yildirim,
2009) were adapted into Turkish. However; no forgiveness scale
developed in Turkish culture is observed in the literature review. It is
considered that the scale developed in this study will contribute to the
studies to be performed with respect to forgiveness.

The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measuring
instrument to be used for determining the level of forgiveness. Within
the development process of Forgiveness Scale, data were obtained from
476 undergraduate students in total, 333 (70%) of whom are females
and 143 of whom are males.
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In the first phase, an item pool form was prepared consisting of 49
items which are considered to include this definition with all properties
therewith within the “forgiveness” definition. This initial scale form is
designed so as to be submitted to expert judgments in order to examine
content validity and it was handed to seven experts whose professional
field is Psychological Counseling and Guidance and their judgments
were received. Based on the judgments from the experts, inconvenient
items are excluded and a test form consisting of 26 items was prepared
after required corrections were made. Placing an answering chart
consisting of seven options against each item in the test scale form, a 7-
point Likert-type scale was developed.

After the test scale form consisting of 26 items was applied to 197
students, item test correlations were calculated with respect to item
validity and homogeneity of the scale. The test scale form was reduced
to 21 items in total thereby eliminating 6 items, correlations of which
are under 0.30.

The test scale with 21-item was again applied to 195 students and
it was tested with Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Barlett
Sphericitiy. KMO sampling fitness coefficient was found as 0.829, x2
value for Barlett Sphericity test was found to be 1103,467 (p< .001).
Such results indicate that data fit is adequate to conduct factor
analysis. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with Varimax-rotation was
conducted on the test scale 21-items Forgiveness Scale and 8 items was
eliminated from the scale due to a loading below .30 on both factors.
Thus it was specified that remaining 13 items gathered in 2 subscales
as a result of exploratory factor analysis. These two factors explains
46,09% of total variance. The first subscale called as “Forgiveness of
Others” is composed of the last 10 items and the eigenvalue that gives
information about significance level and weight of each factor in the
structure was found to be 3.76. This first factor alone explains 28,98%
of the variance as regards forgiveness variable. The second subscale
called as “Self-Forgiveness” consists of the first 3 items and eigenvalue
concerning this factor was found as 2.22. This second factor alone
explains 17,1% of the variance as regards forgiveness variable.

In confirmatory factor analysis it has been found that two-
dimensional model is within acceptable fit limits (XZ/ sd=1.95, RMSEA=
.07, GFI= .91, AGFI= .87, SRMR= .06, NNFI= .89, CFI= .91). In this
case, the obtained values and factor loadings of the items indicate that
model is acceptable.

As regards the last phase, in the study for criterion-related
validity of the scale, “Tolerance Scale (Ersanl, 2014)” was applied as a
corresponding scale to 84 undergraduates. It was found out that there
is positive correlation between forgiveness and tolerance (r= .56,
p<.001). Internal consistency coefficient and split half reliability of the
scale were calculated on the data received from 476 undergraduate
students in total who were reached for validity and reliability analysis.
Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) coefficient obtained as a result
of this was .74. Internal consistency coefficient of first subscale which is
called as “Forgiveness of Other” was .76; and internal consistency
coefficient of second subscale which is called as “Forgiveness of Self”
was .82. And the split half reliability coefficient was found as .71 for the
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first half, and .77 for the second half. These results indicate an

adequate reliability for Forgiveness Scale.

According to all these results, it can be said that Forgiveness
Scale developed for Turkish Culture in order to determine forgiveness
level of undergraduates is a valid and reliable scale. The scale,
consisting of 13 items in total, is a Likert-type format with response
options ranging from 1 (minimum) to 7 (maximum). The first subscale
called as “Forgiveness of Others” consists of 10 items; whereas the
second subscale called as “Forgiveness of Self” consists of 3 items. Six
items in the scale are reverse scored. The lowest point and the highest
point to be taken from the scale are 13 and 91 respectively. The high
score obtained from the scale indicates a high level of forgiveness,
whereas the low total score is an indication of low level of forgiveness.

Forgiveness includes an individual’s forgiving himself (forgiveness
of self) and one’s forgiving another individual (forgiveness of others)
(Enright and Fitzgibbons, 2000). However; forgiveness has dimensions
according to Thompson et al., (2005) such as “forgiveness of others”,
forgiveness of self” and “forgiveness of situation”. Although there are no
items in this scale with respect to the dimension of “forgiveness of
situation”, explained variance is remarkable. This study was performed
along with the data obtained from wundergraduate students. Scale
versions appropriate for all age groups could be developed thereby
carrying out validity and reliability studies of the scale with different
groups and age ranges. Since this scale is two dimensional as
“forgiveness of others” and “forgiveness of self”, new studies can be
conducted in order to gain “forgiveness of situation” dimension to the

scale.

Key Words: Forgiveness, forgiveness of self, forgiveness of others,

scale development

AFFETME OLCEGIi: GECERLIK VE GUVENIRLIiK CALISMASI

OZET

Bu calismada Universite 6grencilerinin affetme dutizeylerini be-
lirlemeye yoénelik “Affetme Olcegi'nin gelistirilmesi amaclanmistir.
Arastirma, 3331 (%70) kiz, 1431 (%30) erkek olmak tizere, toplam 476
Universite 6grencisi Uzerinde yurutdlmusttr. Yedili Likert tipi olan
Olcekte tercih duizeyi, “1= en az ile 7= en cok” arasinda degismektedir.

Olcekten alinan puanin artmasi affetme diizeyinin de

gostermektedir. Affetme Olceginin faktér yapisini incelemek ve alt
boyutlarini belirleyebilmek amaciyla yapilan acimlayici faktér analizi
sonucunda 13 maddenin, toplam varyansin % 46,09’'unu acikladig ve
iki alt boyutta toplandigr gortlmustir. “Baskasini Affetme” olarak
adlandirilan birinci alt boyut 10 maddeden olusmaktadir ve affetme
degiskenine ait varyansin %28,98ini aciklamaktadir. “Kendini Affetme”
olarak adlandirilan ikinci alt boyut ise 3 maddeden olusmaktadir ve
varyansin %17,1%ini aciklamaktadir. Olcegi olusturan maddelere iliskin
faktér yukleri ise .538 ile .873 arasinda degismektedir. Dogrulayici
faktér analizinde iki boyutlu modelin kabul edilebilir uyum verdigi
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22 Kurtman ERSANLI — Meryem VURAL BATIK

goralmiistiir (x°/sd=1.95, RMSEA= .07, GFI= .91, AGFI= .87, SRMR=
.06, NNFI= .89, CFI= .91). Affetme Olgegi'nin i¢ tutarhlik gtivenirlik
katsayilar1 “Baskasini Affetme” alt 6lcegi icin .76, “Kendini Affetme” alt
Olcegi icin .82 ve 6lcegin butlinu icin .74°tGr. Es deger Olcek gecerligi
calismasinda Affetme Olcegi ile Tolerans Olgegi arasindaki korelasyon
hesaplanmis; affetme ile tolerans arasinda pozitif iliski oldugu
gorulmustir. Elde edilen bulgular Turk kultirtinde gelistirilen Affetme
Olceginin gecerli ve gtivenilir bir 6lcme araci oldugunu géstermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Affetme, kendini affetme, baskasini affetme,
gecerlik, glivenirlik

Introduction

It is stated that forgiveness has a history as long as that of human beings (Droll, 1984).
There are many definitions of the concept of forgiveness made in the related literature. Forgiveness
is not condoning, forgetting or ignoring a painful experience (Madsen, Gygi, Hammond and
Plowman, 2009); it is “a willingness to abandon one's right to resentment, negative judgment, and
indifferent behaviour toward one who unjustly injured us, while fostering the undeserved qualities
of compassion, generosity and even love toward him or her” (Enright and The Human
Development Study Group, 1996).

Forgiveness includes an individual’s forgiving himself (forgiveness of self) due to what he
has done and one’s forgiving another individual (forgiveness of others) who hurts himself (Enright
and Fitzgibbons, 2000). However; it is observed that mostly forgiving others is discussed in the
literature. According to Scobie and Scobie (1998), the following may be the reason why an
individual does not consciously use his right to reimburse and retaliate against someone else who
has acted damagingly towards himself; 1) Repairing and restoring the current or amended
relationship, 2) Reducing the adverse effects of harmful behaviours for the forgiver and forgiven,
3) The fact that forgiver does not have to act the role of a sufferer and that the forgiven makes up
for his mistakes, 4) Forgiver and forgiven gets rid of prevailing adverse effect of injurious
behaviour. In this forgiveness process, the individual consciously and willingly tries to develop
reactions that can result in favourable outcomes such as compassion, empathy and generosity
instead of negative reactions such as anger, disappointment and punishment (Enright and
Fitzgibbons, 2000).

Individuals can also exhibit different reactions in forgiveness process. In fact, McCullough
and Hoyt (2002) stated that some people are more inclined to forgiveness than others. It is asserted
that such difference stems from personal traits such as empathy, good sense, emotional maturity
and being resistant to attacks (Kamat, Jones and Row, 2006). Further, intimacy level in the
relationship is important for forgiveness (Alpay, 2009). However; Bugay and Demir (2011)
remarked that the characteristics of the offense predict forgiveness of others. According to this,
characteristics such as the scope of the offense (family, education, romantic relations, social,
financial, friendship), intensity (degree) of the offense, compensability of the offense,
deliberateness of the offense, the result of the offense, apologizing for the offense, who owns the
responsibility regarding the offense, and who did the offense affect forgiveness.

Forgiveness of others may be negotiated or unilateral (Andrews, 2000). In negotiated
forgiveness, the negotiation made with the wrongdoer creates an environment allowing the
realization of forgiveness and wrongdoer seeks for an opportunity to be forgiven (Enright,
Freedman and Rique, 1998). Whereas the unilateral forgiveness is completely related to the person,
itself. Nothing is expected from the wrongdoer. The wronged may offer forgiveness to the
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Development Of The Forgweness Scale: A Study Of Reliability And Validity 23

wrongdoer at a time he prefers (Andrews, 2000). It can be said that forgiveness intervention
programmes prepared to enhance forgiveness tendency, reduce negative thoughts and emotions
(Al-Mabuk, Enright and Cardis, 1995; Blocher and Wade, 2010; Bugay and Demir, 2012; Graham,
Enright and Klatt, 2012; Hall and Fincham, 2005; Harris et al., 2006; Hui and Chau, 2009;
Ingersoll-Dayton, Campbell and Jung-Hwa, 2009; Luskin, 2002; McCollough and Worthington,
1995; Sandage and Worthington, 2010; Worthington, 1998; Worthington et al., 2000) are based on
unilateral forgiveness. In such intervention programmes, it is aimed to eliminate or reduce negative
emotions such as anger and worry, thoughts such as revenge and behaviours such as avoidance and
uncover more positive emotions, thoughts, and behaviours against a specific hurtful event or
towards a transgressor (Enright and Fitzgibbons, 2000; Wade and Worthington, 2005; Worthington
and Wade, 1999).

According to Enright’s (1996) Process Model of Forgiveness which is widely
acknowledged in the literature, sessions in forgiveness interventions should be performed in
consideration of four phases of forgiveness (uncovering, deciding, working and deepening) and a
total of 20 units following each other within these phases. Process Model of Forgiveness has been
organized in two different ways for sub-dimensions of forgiveness of self and forgiveness of
others. In the Uncovering Phase (Units 1-8), which is the first phase, a person “gains insight into
whether and how the offense and subsequent injury have compromised his or her life” and
describes the pain experienced. Decision Phase (Units 9-11) is the phase in which a person thinks
“what forgiveness is and what it is not.” When a person decides to forgive, he experiences a
cognitive process. In the Work Phase (Units 12-15), a person “begins to view the offender as a
human-being beyond the offense performed.” He starts to have compassion for the offender and
develops a different perspective showing empathy towards him. In the Deepening Phase (Units 16-
20), which is the last phase, a person “finds new meanings and positive targets in the suffering and
injustice experienced, thinks whether there are times in the past in which he, himself wanted to be
forgiven and considers experiences regarding being forgiven.” Thus the person internalizes and
makes sense of the concept of forgiveness in all aspects rather well (Enright and Fitzgibbons,
2000). It is important to prepare and implement educational programmes to support this forgiveness
process. As a matter of fact, assessments with regard to the efficiency of forgiveness are observed
in family therapies, couple relations, and depression and anger treatments and in psychotherapy
studies carried out in different fields such as sexual abuse and personality disorders (Hargrave and
Sells, 1997; McCullough, Pargament and Thoresen, 2000). Besides Wade and Worthington (2005)
suggest that forgiveness could be used as a therapeutic treatment method for the bitter experiences
in the past. However, studies on enhancing forgiveness (Bugay and Demir, 2012; Cardak, 2012) are
very little in Turkey.

That there are several scales abroad to determine the level of forgiveness (Berry et al.,
2001; Elliot, 2010; Thompson et al., 2005; Enright, Rique and Coyle, 2000; Rye et al., 2001;
Mauger et al., 1992; Harris et al., 2006; Wade, 1989; McCullough, Worthington and Rachal, 1998)
made contribution to doing many researches about forgiveness in recent years and developing some
models to describe the structure of forgiveness concept. Some of these scales (Bugay and Demir,
2010; Sarigam and Akin, 2013; Sarigam et al., 2012; Taysi, 2007; Yildirim, 2009) were adapted
into Turkish. However; no forgiveness scale developed in Turkish culture is observed in the
literature review. It is considered that the scale developed in this study will contribute to the studies
to be performed with respect to forgiveness. The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable
measuring instrument to be used for determining the level of forgiveness.
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24 Kurtman ERSANLI — Meryem VURAL BATIK

Method
Participants

Within the development process of Forgiveness Scale, the aim of the study, data were
obtained from 476 undergraduate students in total, 333 (70%) of whom are females and 143 of
whom are males studying in Faculty of Education in Ondokuz Mayis University in spring term, in
2013-2014 academic year. Students’ age ranged between 17 and 39 (X=20.79; SS=1.94). Of the
students took part in the study, 60,9% (n=290) receives education in verbal courses; 12,4% (n=59)
in math-courses; 14,5% (n=69) in equally-weighted courses and 12,1% (n=58) in foreign languages
courses in Faculty of Education. Further, 35,9% (n=171) were first grade students; 26,7% (n=127)
were second grade students; 22,1% (n=105) were third-grade students and 15,3% (n=73) were
fourth-grade students among those who participated in the survey. Breakdown of study group
according to departments and classes are indicated in Table 1.

Table 1. Breakdown of sample according to departments

Department N %
Social Sciences Teacher Education 45 9,5
Teacher Education for Hearing Impaired 109 22,9
Verbal Courses Teacher Education for Mentally Challenged 30 6,3
Turkish Language Teacher Education 40 8,4
Primary Ethics and Religion Teacher Education 66 13,9
Math Courses Mgthematics Teacher E(_jucation 27 5,7
Science Teacher Education 32 6,7
Equally-Weighted Psychological Counseling and Guidance 20 4,2
Courses Primary School Teacher Education 49 10,3
Foreign Languages French Language Teacher Education 22 4,6
Courses German Language Teacher Education 36 7,6
Total | 476 100,0

Three study groups were created within the process of developing Forgiveness Scale.
These groups had the following characteristics:

The first study group: This group consists of 197 students in total that were reached to
examine item-test correlations of the items in the item pool produced. Of these students, 89 of
them were first-grade, 32 of them were second-grade, 48 of them were third-grade and 28 of them
were fourth-grade students; being 145 female and 52 male.

The second study group: This group consists of 195 students in total that were reached to
examine construct validity of the scale for exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Of these
students, 38 of them were first-grade, 62 of them were second-grade, 50 of them were third-grade
and 45 of them were fourth-grade students; being 132 female and 63 male.

The third study group: This group consists of 84 students who were reached to test examine
criterion validity of the scale. Of these students, 56 (66,7%) were female and 28 (33,3%) were
male.

Instruments

In the study, “Tolerance Scale” was used for criterion-related validity. Moreover,
demographic information was gathered via Personal Information Sheet.

Tolerance Scale: The scale, developed by Ersanli (2014) is an 11-item five-point Likert-
type measuring instrument. As a result of reliability analysis on the data gathered from 606
undergraduates, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was found to be .84. As regards the results of
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Development Of The Forgweness Scale: A Study Of Reliability And Validity 25

exploratory factor analysis, it is observed that the scale is one-dimensional and explains 39,37% of
the total variation; and following the results of confirmatory factor analysis it is seen that the model
exhibits adequate level of fit for survey data (RMSEA=.047,GFI=.97, CFI=.98, NFI=.97). Based
on these results, it can be said that the Tolerance Scale is a valid and reliable measuring instrument.

Procedure

In the first phase, an extensive literature review was performed with respect to
“forgiveness” theories to be measured, and a definition was created thereby examining related
publications from the dissertations and academic database. An item pool form was prepared
consisting of 49 items which are considered to include this definition with all properties therewith
within the “forgiveness” definition. This initial scale form is designed so as to be submitted to
expert judgments in order to examine content validity and it was handed to four experts whose
professional field is Psychological Counseling and Guidance and their judgments were received.
Such initial form is rearranged in accordance with the feedback received. This redrawn form is
again given to another three experts whose Professional field is Psychological Counseling and
Guidance and they were asked to evaluate it in terms of compliance with the age group, subject and
linguistic rules. Based on the judgments from the experts, inconvenient items are excluded and a
test form consisting of 26 items (11 positive and 15 negative) was prepared after required
corrections were made. Placing an answering chart consisting of seven options against each item in
the test scale form, a 7-point Likert-type scale was developed. Negative items are reverse scored.

In the second phase, the prepared test scale form was applied to 200 undergraduate
students, who were chosen by a proper sampling from non-probability sampling types, among the
students studying in 5 different departments of teacher education in Ondokuz May1s University in
spring term, in 2013-2014 academic year. Since 3 of them were not completely filled in, they were
excluded and the data belonging to 197 of them were analysed. Following the item analysis, 5 more
items were eliminated and 21 items remained.

As per the third phase, the test scale consisting of remaining 21 items, was applied to 200
undergraduates studying in 5 different departments of teacher education, who were selected via
proper sampling. 5 of them were not included in the analysis since they were not completed
properly. It was specified that remaining 13 items gathered in two subscales as a result of
exploratory factor analysis conducted on 195 data. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted in
order to determine whether this factor structure is verified on undergraduate students or not. As a
result, the first subscale called as “Forgiveness of Others” consists of 10 items. As regards the
second subscale called “Forgiveness of Self”, it consists of 3 items. The high score obtained from
the scale indicates a high level of forgiveness, whereas the low total score is an indication of low
level of forgiveness.

As regards the fourth phase, in order to determine criterion-related validity of the scale,
“Tolerance Scale (Ersanli, 2014)” was applied as a corresponding scale to 84 students who were
selected via proper sampling, among the undergraduates studying in 2 different departments of
teacher education.

Data Analysis

SPSS 17.0 and LISREL 8.51 package programmes were utilized to analyse the data. Item
analysis was conducted with regard to validity of items in the test scale form created. Fitness of
data for factor analysis was examined through Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Barlett
Spehericity test. Data obtained for construct validity of the Forgiveness Scale were submitted to
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). EFA aims to reach from
a large number of variables (items) to limited number of definable significant structures which can
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26 Kurtman ERSANLI — Meryem VURAL BATIK

be explained together by such variables (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011). Whereas CFA is utilized to evaluate
to what extent the factors formed from several variables accord with actual data based on
theoretical foundation. That is, it is examined in CFA, to what extent a predetermined or
fictionalized structure is verified with the data gathered (Siimer, 2000; Yilmaz and Celik, 2009).

Component matrix was investigated in the first analysis conducted for EFA within the
context of principal components analysis for all items and it is paid attention to the criteria that the
difference between the factor loading value of the first item and the loading values in other factors
must be at least 0.10 (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2009).

Then, CFA was conducted to test the model created via EFA. Standardized values and t-
values regarding the variables were controlled through the path diagram produced. Since latent
variables are fixed to 1, it is essential that standardized values regarding observed variables not be
greater than 1 (Simsek, 2007). It is controlled whether t values in respect of variables are
significant or not at the 0.05 level. Through goodness-of-fit criteria, it is controlled how consistent
the relations in the model are together with the data. The chi-square statistic (x?), RMSEA, GFl,
AGFI, SRMR, NNFI and CFI values are utilized hereunder. Finally, subscales of the scale which is
developed with EFA and tested with CFA were entitled in accordance with the properties of the
items.

Once and for all, criterion-related validity of Forgiveness Scale was tested with an
equivalent scale. As regards the reliability of the scale, it is tested with internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha) coefficient and split half technique.

The results of item analysis, exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and
reliability analysis were provided in findings section.

Results

The results of validity and reliability studies for “’Forgiveness Scale’” developed to
measure forgiveness level of undergraduates are as follows:

Results of Validity Study

Content and construct validity of the scale were examined within the validity analysis of
Forgiveness Scale. Related to this, the ideas of seven experts from the field of Psychological
Counseling and Guidance were asked for. 23 items were removed from the item pool consisting of
49 items in accordance with the feedback taken from the experts. After the test scale form
consisting of 26 items was applied to 197 students, item test correlations were calculated with
respect to item validity and homogeneity of the scale. The test scale form was reduced to 21 items
in total thereby eliminating 6 items, correlations of which are under 0.30.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

The test scale with 21-item was again applied to 195 students and it was tested with Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Barlett Sphericitiy test to see whether the data obtained from
retest are fit for factor analysis or not. For the fitness of data for factor analysis, it is essential that
KMO value be higher than .60 and Barlett Sphericitiy test be significant at p<.01 significance level
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011). In this study, KMO sampling fitness coefficient was found as 0.829, ? value
for Barlett Sphericity test was found to be 1103,467 (p< .001). Such results indicate that data fit is
adequate to conduct factor analysis.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with Varimax-rotation was conducted on the test scale
21-items Forgiveness Scale to identify the number of factors to retain and to examine the quality of
the items. 8 items was eliminated from the scale due to a loading below .30 on both factors. Thus
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Development Of The Forgweness Scale: A Study Of Reliability And Validity 27

13 items were included in the final scale. Factor loadings, eigenvalues and percentages of variance
accounted for by each factor are presented in Table 2.

Table 2.Factor Loadings, Eigenvalues and Percentages of Variance
Items 1.factor 2.factor
1 .698
2 .873
3 .854
4 .569
5 .627
6 .538
7 .632
8 .595
9 .619
10 .664
11 .629
12 .663
13 .585
Eigenvalue 3.76 2.22
Variance 28,98% 17,1%
Total Variance 46,09%

13 items are again subjected to exploratory factor analysis and a structure with 2 factors
was developed. These two factors explains 46,09% of total variance. The first subscale called as
“Forgiveness of Others” is composed of the last 10 items and the eigenvalue that gives information
about significance level and weight of each factor in the structure was found to be 3.76. This first
factor alone explains 28,98% of the variance as regards forgiveness variable. The second subscale
called as “Self-Forgiveness” consists of the first 3 items and eigenvalue concerning this factor was
found as 2.22. This second factor alone explains 17,1% of the variance as regards forgiveness
variable. And the factor loadings regarding the items that build up the scale range between .538 and
.873.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Model estimation process is very important in Structural Equation Modeling. Different
estimation methods have different distributional assumptions. When estimation process converges
to an acceptable solution, adequacy of model fit should be evaluated. The extent of fit of Structural
Equation Model to sampling data is defined with the concept of fit of model. In this study,
estimation method was determined considering the fact that data structure is ordinal.

After parameter estimations are obtained for the model developed, fit of the data to model
should be assessed. Most widely used model fit indices to assess this conformity are similarity rate
chi-square statistic (x?), RMSEA (Root-mean-square error approximation), SRMR (Standardized
Root Mean Square Residual), GFI (Goodness-of-fit index) and AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-of-fit
index), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index). It is estimated that factor
model being tested indicates perfect fit with the actual data in the event that the rate calculated with
structural equation modelling (5°/sd) is lower than 3; whereas it indicates medium fit in the event
that such rate is lower than 5 (Siimer, 2000). Measurement results regarding the suggested model
fit and acceptable limit values of fit criterion are given in Table 3.
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Table 3. Criterion for Goodness-of-Fit and Values Regarding the Model

Criterion for Values of Good Fit Values of Acceptable Fit | Values Regarding

Fitness Limits Limits This Model
RMSEA RMSEA<0.05 0.05<RMSEA<0.10 0.07
GFI 095<GFI<1 0.90 < GFI < 0.95 0.91
AGFI 095 < AGFI<1 0.90 < AGFI < 0.95 0.87
SRMR SRMR < 0.05 0.05 < SRMR < 0.10 0.06
NNFI 095 <NNFI<1 0.90 < NNFI < 0.95 0.89
CFI 095<CFI<1 0.90 < CFI < 0.95 0.91
¥*Isd ¥¥sd <3 3<y?/sd <5 1.95
p 005<p<1 0.00 < p <0.05 0.00

When the results of fit criterion are compared, it is seen that the model is within acceptable
fit limits. Statistical conformity of the model is tested with ¥%sd and it is concluded that the
calculated y*/sd=1.95< 5 ratio is compatible with the variance-covariance matrix main mass of the
variance covariance matrix of the model. It can be said that the model is statistically significant as
p=0.00< 0.05. Other values of model fit indices were found to be as: RMSEA= .07, GFI= .91,
AGFI= .87, SRMR= .06, NNFI= .89 and CFI= .91 (p< .00). Path analysis of the scale was
conducted and the results are given in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Standard Values and Path Diagram

As is seen in Figure 1, the values that belong to the coefficients of observed variables in the
model established for Forgiveness Scale are significant (p=.00). As a result the suggested model
with 13 observed and 2 latent variables was found significant. In the diagram, it was determined
that the values standardized values of which were indicated, are not over “1”. No discordance (in-
fit) was found between implicit and observed variables. In this case, the obtained values and factor
loadings of the items indicate that model is acceptable.
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Criterion-related Validity

In the study for criterion-related validity of the scale, “Tolerance Scale” (Ersanli, 2014)
together with “Forgiveness Scale” was applied to 84 students. It was found out that there is positive
correlation between forgiveness and tolerance (r= .56, p<.001).

Results of Reliability Study

Internal consistency coefficient and split half reliability of the scale were calculated on the
data received from 476 undergraduate students in total who were reached for validity and reliability
analysis in the first (n=197), second (n=195) and third (n=84) study group. Internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha) coefficient obtained as a result of this was .74. Internal consistency coefficient
of first subscale which is called as “Forgiveness of Other” was .76; and internal consistency
coefficient of second subscale which is called as “Forgiveness of Self” was .82. And the split half
reliability coefficient was found as .71 for the first half, and .77 for the second half. These results
indicate an adequate reliability for Forgiveness Scale.

Discussions and Suggestions

In this study it is aimed to develop a “Forgiveness Scale” to determine forgiveness levels of
undergraduates. Following the exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis conducted for
construct validity, it was found that the described variance ratio is 46,09%; and that the scale
indicates acceptable fit as two dimensional. Further it was concluded that the scale is valid as a
result of equivalent scale validity. When the results of reliability studies of Forgiveness Scale are
considered, it is observed that Cronbach’s alpha and item-test correlation coefficients are within the
acceptable matrix.

Forgiveness includes an individual’s forgiving himself (forgiveness of self) and one’s
forgiving another individual (forgiveness of others) (Enright and Fitzgibbons, 2000). However;
forgiveness has dimensions according to Thompson et al., (2005) such as “forgiveness of others”,
forgiveness of self” and “forgiveness of situation” Although there are no items in this scale with
respect to the dimension of “forgiveness of situation”, explained variance is remarkable. The first
subscale called as “Forgiveness of Others” consists of 10 items; whereas the second subscale called
as “Forgiveness of Self” consists of 3 items. The scale, consisting of 13 items in total, is a Likert-
type format with response options ranging from 1 (minimum) to 7 (maximum). 1., 2., 3., 6., 7. and
8™ items in the scale are reverse scored. The lowest point and the highest point to be taken from
the scale are 13 and 91 respectively. Higher the scores obtained from the scale indicates higher
level of forgiveness.

According to all these results, it can be said that Forgiveness Scale developed for Turkish
Culture in order to determine forgiveness level of undergraduates is a valid and reliable scale.

This study was performed along with the data obtained from undergraduate students. Scale
versions appropriate for all age groups could be developed thereby carrying out validity and
reliability studies of the scale with different groups and age ranges. Since this scale is two
dimensional as “forgiveness of others” and “forgiveness of self”, new studies can be conducted in
order to gain “forgiveness of situation” dimension to the scale.
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