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Abstract
The adaptation of the Forgivingness Questionnaire (FQ) has been performed for different languages and with diverse samples. 
So far, no psychometric properties were evaluated for a Spanish version of the FQ. The main aim of the current study was to 
examine the psychometric properties of the FQ in two Spanish samples: adolescents and emerging adults. A total of 1,076 
participants: 419 adolescents (56% females;  Mage = 13.78 years) and 657 emerging adults (64% females;  Mage = 21.06 years) 
completed the Spanish version of FQ and other measures. The results of confirmatory factor analysis indicated a good fit for 
the three-factor model of the FQ, and high reliability for both samples. Convergent validity was supported and multi-group 
analyses showed the invariance of the factor structure of FQ across gender. These results provide evidence of good psycho-
metric properties of the FQ as a tool to measure dispositional forgiveness among Spanish adolescents and emerging adults.
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Forgiveness has become a frequent theme of research in the 
past two decades (Worthington & Wade, 2020). From the 
individual to the international levels, persons’ relationships 
with other people are widely established by their proneness 
to forgive the individuals or groups who have intentionally 
or unintentionally harmed them. Willingness to forgive may 
have relevant impacts on the attitudes about family (e.g., 
family violence), organisations (e.g., justice system), and 
international occurrences (e.g., truth commissions) (e.g., 
Ghobari et  al., 2020; Neto et al., 2011; Worthington & 
Wade, 2020).

Forgiveness is the ‘forswearing of negative and judgment 
by viewing the wrongdoer with compassion and love, in the 
face of a wrongdoer’s considerable injustice’ (Enright & 
Human Development Study Group, 1991, p. 123). A key 
aspect about forgiveness is that to forgive does not include 

pardoning, condoning, excusing, justifying, or reconciling 
(Worthington & Wade, 2020). Forgiveness should be care-
fully differentiated from forgivingness. Forgivingness is “the 
disposition to abort one’s anger (or altogether to miss getting 
angry) at persons one takes to have wronged one culpably, 
by seeing them in the benevolent terms provided by reasons 
characteristic of forgiving” (Roberts, 1995, p. 290). Thus, 
in other words, forgivingness is the disposition to forgive in 
general, that is, applied to most circumstances in life, while 
forgiveness only applies to specific circumstances (e.g., a 
specific offense) (Worthington et al., 2015).

Taken together, forgiveness is a multifaceted construct 
that includes emotional, cognitive, behavioural, decisional 
and motivational aspects (McCullough et al., 2006). As a 
result of its complexity, many measures have been devel-
oped to assess several types and aspects of forgiveness, 
such as Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS); Enright For-
giveness Inventory (EFI); Transgression-Related Inter-
personal Motivations inventory (TRIM-18), among many 
others (for a review see: Fernández-Capo et al., 2017a). 
They have targeted three levels of measurement specific-
ity: (1) forgiveness of a specific offense and transgressor; 
(2) relationship-specific forgiveness across offenses by the 
same transgressor; and (3) trait forgivingness as a disposi-
tion across offenses and transgressors (Worthington et al., 
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2015). One of the most commonly used instruments is the 
Forgivingness Questionnaire (FQ; Mullet et al., 2003). This 
questionnaire was developed to assess forgivingness in 
diverse cultural contexts, for instance, France, Indonesia, 
Italy, Iran, Cape Verde, Angola, or Portugal, among others 
(see, e.g., Barcaccia et al., 2018; Bugay & Mullet, 2013; 
Nateghian et al., 2009; Neto & Pinto, 2010; Suwartono et al., 
2007; Wilks et al., 2015). It was grounded on general agree-
ment about the process of dispositional forgiveness (Wade 
& Worthington, 2003).

Mullet et al., 1998 (see also Mullet et al., 2003), using 
factorial techniques, evidenced a ternary structure of for-
giveness. They showed that individual distinctions about the 
intensity of resentment were enough substantial to support 
the identification of a factor labelled Lasting Resentment. 
This aspect expresses the initial stress reaction to a trans-
gression and the tendency to possess negative emotions, 
negative cognitions, and displaying avoidance behaviours 
in relation to offenders, even when positive circumstances 
are present (e.g., ‘As far as I am concerned, I stay/remain 
resentful even if the offender has begged for forgiveness’). 
This aspect is evocative of the concept of unforgiveness 
proposed by Worthington and Wade (1999). It is usually 
more highly related to sociodemographic characteristics 
and personality (Neto & Mullet, 2004). The individual dif-
ferentiations regarding sensitivity to personal and circum-
stances were enough relevant to support the identification 
of another factor labelled Sensitivity to Circumstances. This 
factor exhibits the ability to examine the pros and cons of 
pernicious situations and to rely upon the diverse circum-
stances of these situations in determining whether to forgive 
or not forgive (e.g., ‘As far as I am concerned, I more eas-
ily forgive a member of my family than anyone else’). This 
aspect, for example, comes linked to religious background 
(Mullet & Azar, 2009). Finally, the third factor was labelled 
Unconditional Forgiveness. This factor denotes the tendency 
to cover positive attitudes in relation to the offender even 
when positive circumstances are not present (e.g., ‘As far as 
I am concerned, I can easily forgive, even if the offender has 
not begged for forgiveness’). This aspect is highly evocative 
of the concept of dissipation suggested by Caprara (1986). It 
can be regarded as relatively independent of external influ-
ences, and the Kantian component that allows forgiving even 
in desperate contexts.

This psychological tripartite structure of forgiving-
ness has also emerged in non-western cultures: in Congo 
(Kadima Kadiangandu et al., 2001), Lebanon (Azar & Mul-
let, 2002), Macao (Paz et al., 2007), Indonesia (Suwartono 
et al., 2007), Iran (Nateghian et al., 2009), Angola (Neto 
& Pinto, 2010), Turkey (Bugay & Mullet, 2013), and Cape 
Verde (Wilks et al., 2015). The psychological structure of 
forgivingness seems to be similar among the diverse sam-
ples. The mean scores on lasting resentment were usually 

low although they varied across samples. For instance, when 
African samples were considered, resentment scores were 
slightly lower than those of comparable samples of west-
ern Europeans and Middle-Easterners. Sensitivity to Cir-
cumstances was frequently found, and scores were always 
higher than resentment scores. Finally, Unconditional For-
giveness was frequently found, and scores were intermediate 
between resentment and sensitivity scores, and were higher 
among Africans than among Middle-Easterners and among 
Westerners.

Several studies have demonstrated a significant relation-
ship between forgiveness and well-being and emotional 
functioning in different age groups. For instance, a higher 
disposition to forgive is associated with greater satisfaction 
with life and lower suicidal ideation (e.g., Quintana-Orts 
& Rey, 2018; Webb & Toussaint, 2020; Yao et al., 2017), 
higher emotional intelligence (Wilks et al., 2015), lower 
revenge and avoidance motivations (e.g., Barcaccia et al., 
2018, 2021). By contrast, lasting resentment is negatively 
linked to satisfaction with life (e.g., Sastre et al., 2003) and 
positively related to avoidance and revenge motivations 
(Barcaccia et al., 2018, 2021; Wade & Worthington, 2003). 
Thus, previous research usually indicates that FQ measure 
has a good convergent validity as it correlates with other 
well-known constructs.

The Present Study

As was mentioned above, the translation and adaptation 
of the FQ has been performed to different languages and 
socio-cultural contexts. So far, there has been no trans-
lated Spanish version of the FQ. In Spanish context, there 
are scarce scales measuring dispositional forgiveness and 
allowing cross-cultural comparison (Fernández-Capo et al., 
2017a). In addition, given that adolescents seem to present 
differences in forgiveness compared to adults (e.g., Girard & 
Mullet, 1997), there is a need for available scales allowing 
age-related sample comparisons. Therefore, we attempted 
to explore the basic psychometric properties of the Span-
ish version of FQ with two age samples. Specifically, this 
study presents three main objectives. Firstly, to examine 
whether the factor structure found in other versions of the 
FQ would replicate for the Spanish version in adolescents 
and emerging adults. We expected the three-factor struc-
ture of the FQ would be repeatable in both Spanish samples 
through the Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (CFA). Sec-
ondly, to investigate factorial invariance to explore the gen-
der- and age-related differences in the instrument’s structure. 
We hypothesised FQ measurement invariance would hold 
across gender and age groups. Thirdly, to verify the relation-
ship of FQ with other related constructs (e.g., emotional 
functioning and mental health factors) to add evidence of 
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convergent validity. We expected to find relationships in line 
with existing literature (e.g., Barcaccia et al., 2021; Webb 
& Toussaint, 2020; Wilks et al., 2015) in order to test the 
convergent validity.

Method

Participants

A normative sample took part in this study, given that the FQ 
measure was designed for use in general population samples 
(Girard & Mullet, 1997). The sample size was calculated 
using G* Power. In line with Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), 
the sample size was calculated using the desired power and 
alpha level using Green's (1991) rule of thumb. The use of 
G* Power was applied with the following parameters to 
establish a sample size: 95% Confidence level ± 5% error 
rate. The result indicated that 410 participants were needed 
to detect a small effect (r = 0.10) with a power of 0.95 and a 
significance level of 0.05 with a two-tailed test (Faul et al., 
2009). Based on these parameters, the study samples were 
originally 433 adolescents and 659 emerging adults (total 
N = 1,092). Of these initial samples, 14 adolescents and 2 
emerging adults did not complete some or many of the ques-
tionnaires and were excluded.

The final total sample comprised 1,076 participants (618 
women), composed of the two different samples: adoles-
cents (N = 419; 56% females and mean age = 13.78 years, 
SD = 1.27) and emerging adults (N = 657; 64% females and 
mean age = 21.06, SD = 1.96). To control potential differ-
ences due to the size of the group samples, sensitivity power 
analyses were performed using G* Power. The results of the 
gender (618 females and 457 males) and age (419 adoles-
cents and 657 emerging adults) groups showed relatively 
low effect size (d = 0.22) due to differences in sample sizes.

Most of the participants were Spanish (95.2% of adoles-
cents; 97.6% of adults). The rest of the non-Spanish adoles-
cents who participated in the study had a fluent understand-
ing of the Spanish language. Adolescents came from two 
high schools in central Spain attending between the first year 
and the fourth of compulsory secondary education. Emerg-
ing adults were undergraduate or master’s degree students 
from the University of Malaga and the National Distance 
Education University (UNED).

Instruments

The Forgivingness Questionnaire (FQ; Mullet et  al., 
2003): This scale comprises 17 items expressing willing-
ness to forgive under various conditions: five items for 
Lasting Resentment, seven items for Sensitivity to Cir-
cumstances, and five items for Willingness to Forgive. All 

items are rated on a seven-point Likert-type response scale 
(1 = completely disagree to 7= completely agree). The FQ 
was translated into Spanish (see the appendix) using the 
back translation method.

Transgression-related interpersonal motivations scale 
(TRIM; McCullough et  al., 2006; Spanish version by 
Fernández-Capo et al., 2017b). This scale comprises a 
seven-item TRIM-Avoidance subscale and a five-item 
TRIM-Revenge subscale measuring the degree to which 
the offended party intends to reduce contact with the 
transgressor and to seek revenge on the transgressor, 
respectively. All items are rated on a five-point Likert-
type response scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree).

The Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale 
(Wong & Law, 2002; Spanish version by Extremera et al., 
2019): In this scale, participants indicate four aspects of 
emotional intelligence (i.e., self-emotion appraisal, oth-
er’s emotion appraisal, use of emotion, and regulation of 
emotion) through 16 items with a seven-point Likert-type 
response scale (1 = totally disagree to 7 = totally agree), 
providing a global score for self-reported emotional 
intelligence.

Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et  al., 1985; 
Spanish version by Atienza et al., 2003): This scale is a 
self-report scale including five items aimed at assessing 
overall satisfaction with one’s life. All items are rated on 
a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 
5 = strongly agree).

Frequency of Suicidal Ideation Inventory (FSII; Chang 
& Chang, 2016; Spanish version by Sánchez-Álvarez et al., 
2020): The FSII comprises five items that assesses the fre-
quency of suicide ideation over the past year using a five-
point Likert-type scale (1 = never to 5 = almost every day). In 
general, higher scores on the FSII are indicative of a greater 
frequency of suicide ideation.

Procedure

The adolescent participant sample were recruited by an 
undergraduate student who distributed the battery of ques-
tionnaires. Previously, parents were informed of participa-
tion and gave their informed consent to the school. There 
was no parental refusal for any adolescent’s participation. 
The emerging adult sample were recruited via an online 
questionnaire disseminated during lectures at university. 
During data collection for both samples, the objectives of 
the research were described, and the confidentiality and ano-
nymity of the answers were underlined.

The study was carried out in accordance with the Ethical 
Committee of the University of Malaga and the Declaration 
of Helsinki (2013).
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Data analysis

Statistical analyses were carried out using the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS; IBM, 2015) and 
Rstudio (Rosseel, 2012). For confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) and multiple group confirmatory factor analysis (MG-
CFA), we used the Laavaan, semPlot, polycor, and semTools 
packages, using the unweighted least squares mean and 
variance adjusted methods. Model fit was tested using χ2, 
the comparative fit index (CFI), and the root mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA) index, with values of CFI 
above 0.90 and RMSEA below 0.08 indicating a good fit 
(Kline, 2015). The percentage of missing data was accept-
able (1.46%). Thus, before running the data analyses, the 
missing values were imputed using the imputation algorithm 
of expectation–maximisation (EM) (Liang & Bentler, 2004). 
To examine the factorial invariance across gender and age 
groups and also considering together, an MG-CFA was 
conducted through four factorial invariance levels: configu-
ral invariance, metric factorial invariance, scalar factorial 
invariance, and full factorial invariance (Timmons, 2010).

Results

Descriptive Statistics of the Items

Table 1 shows the descriptive characteristics of the FQ 
items. A series of preliminary analyses were conducted to 
explore the correct distribution of items. The skewness and 
kurtosis for FQ items were in an acceptable range (between 
-2, 2), showing a normal distribution of all items (Shap-
iro–Wilk statistic). Possible differences between gender 
and age groups were examined using independent samples 
t-tests. The results showed significant differences in some of 
the FQ item scores, with females scoring higher on item 5 
compared to males. In comparison to females, males scored 
higher on item 7, item 9, item 12, item 13, and item 15. In 
addition, the results showed significant differences between 
age groups, with adolescents scoring higher on item 1, item 
4, item 7, item 8, item 9, item 10, item 11, item 12, item 13, 
and item 15 than emerging adults. Emerging adults scored 
significantly higher on item 5 than adolescents.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Following the FQ original structural factor (Mullet et al., 
1998), the three first-order factors model was successful for 
both samples, indicating good fit indexes for adolescents 
[χ2(84) = 200.07, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.05] and 
for emerging adults [χ2(84) = 407.098, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.91; 

RMSEA = 0.07]. The estimation of the reliability showed 
good internal consistency: for adolescents, the Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficient was α = 0.79, and McDonald’s omega coef-
ficient was ω = 0.80; for emerging adults, Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient was α = 0.81, and McDonald’s omega coefficient 
was ω = 0.82. Moreover, all factor loadings were significant 
at p < 0.001 and varied between 0.32 and 0.94, with a mean 
of 0.64.

Multiple Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The multiple-group analyses are presented in Table  2. 
First, the configural fit model provided the baseline value. 
The analysis across age groups (adolescents vs. emerging 
adults) showed invariance results, with the discrepancy for 
full invariance and possible residual differences in item 16. 
Therefore, the residual variances of the observed scores that 
are not accounted for by the factors are equal across groups. 
Then, there are some differences in the level of ease to for-
give when feeling bad between adolescent and emerging 
adults groups. Regarding invariance analysis across gender 
(males vs. females), only full invariance showed discrep-
ancy, and residual differences were in items 7 and 1. Finally, 
the gender and age group model comparison (adolescent 
females vs. males vs. emerging adult females vs. males) was 
examined with a discrepancy in metric invariance. Partial 
metric invariance was achieved liberating factor loading of 
items 3 and 6. This discrepancy showed that items 3 and 6 
do not contribute to the latent construct at similar degree 
considering both gender and age groups. Also, partial scalar 
invariance was achieved liberating thresholds of item 7, indi-
cating that intercepts were not equivalent in the four groups. 
Full invariance model was not achieved, showing residual 
differences for item 7.

Therefore, similar latent structure, loadings, thresholds, 
and residuals can be assumed between adolescents and 
adults except for item 16, and between males and females 
except for items 7 and 1. Lastly, the gender and age group 
model comparison showed that an equal latent structure, 
loadings (except for items 3 and 6), thresholds, and residuals 
(except for item 7) could be assumed, allowing comparisons 
across gender and age groups.

Convergent Validity

Pearson’s correlations between FQ (total score and subdi-
mensions) and all the other constructs by adolescents and 
emerging adults are presented separately in Table 3. In sup-
port of convergent validity in both samples, the FQ scores 
were positive and significantly correlated with emotional 
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intelligence and satisfaction with life, and negatively cor-
related with revenge, avoidance, and suicide ideations. The 
internal consistency values showed appropriate reliability 
for all instruments, ranging from 0.71 to 0.91.

Discussion

The present research examined the psychometric proper-
ties of the Spanish version of the Forgiveness Question-
naire (FQ) in two different samples. Firstly, the results 
indicated that the FQ demonstrated good psychometric 
properties that confirm its reliability as a measure of the 
willingness to forgiveness, with the expected distribu-
tion of three-factor structure (i.e., propensity to lasting 
resentment, sensitivity to circumstances, and willingness 
to forgive) and items equally distributed in each scale in 
emerging adults and adolescents samples. Secondly, its 
measurement invariance across gender and age groups 
was confirmed for both samples. However, it was found 
some discrepancies in the invariance across gender- and 
age- groups and differences in the correlations between 
factors, which mirrors previous research suggesting vari-
ations in the conceptualisation and use of forgiveness 
(Garthe & Guz, 2020; Mullet et al., 2003; Silton et al., 
2013). Thirdly, similarly to previous studies, the results 
of this study verified the convergent validity of the FQ 
among adolescents and emerging adults.

The measurement invariance of the FQ across age 
group (adolescents vs. emerging adults) was tested. 
Altought taken together, the FQ did assess the same 
structure of the different age groups, the analysis also 
showed invariance results, with the discrepancy for full 
invariance and possible residual differences in item 16. 
It is possible that for adolescents forgive when they are 
feeling bad would be more or less easily depending on 
the relational context factors (e.g., attitude of others, 
social proximity, the existence of apologies) (Mullet, 
2021). Regarding the differences between emerging 
adult and adolescent responses in the relations between 
forgiveness and sensitivity to circumstances, a possible 
explanation could rely on the process of reasoning on 
forgiveness (Enright et al., 1989), grounded in cognitive 
and moral development. Enright and colleagues (Enright 
et al., 1989) found differences in how children, adoles-
cents, and adults consider forgiveness, i.e. older subjects 
tend to think that forgiveness is something that is based 
around maintaining social relationships, as consequence 
of philosophical/spiritual attitudes, without interventions 
from friends or family, and regardless of whether restitu-
tion occurred. Based on these previous findings, Girard 
and Mullet (2012) also found differences in the develop-
ment of the willingness to forgive among young and old 
adolescents (aged 11 to 18) considering seven situational 
factors (e.g., cancellation of consequences or the effect 
of the intention).

Table 2  Tests for invariance 
of FQ

Model X2 df CFI RMSEA Comparison ΔCFI ΔRMSEA

Adolescents vs Emerging adults
Model 1. Configural 574.42 170 0.931 0.066 - - -
Model 2. Metric 646.39 184 0.921 0.068 2 vs 1 0.010 0.002
Model 3. Scalar 715.48 198 0.912 0.070 3 vs 2 0.009 0.002
Model 4. Full 1101.10 246 0.855 0.080 4 vs 3 0.057 0.010
Males vs Females
Model 1. Configural 680.105 172 0.911 0.074 - - -
Model 2. Metric 706.13 186 0.909 0.072 2 vs 1 0.002 0.002
Model 3. Scalar 757.23 200 0.902 0.072 3 vs 2 0.007 0.000
Model 4. Full 930.92 247 0.880 0.072 4 vs 3 0.022 0.000
Adolescents Females vs Males vs Emerging adults Females vs Males
Model 1. Configural 966.25 352 0.898 0.081 - - -
Model 2. Metric 1077.61 394 0.887 0.080 2 vs 1 0.011 0.001
Model 2P. Partial Metric 951.12 386 0.906 0.074 2P vs 1 0.006 0.007
Model 3. Scalar 1090.83 428 0.890 0.076 3 vs 2P 0.016 0.002
Model 3P. Partial Scalar 1011.73 408 0.900 0.074 3P vs 2P 0.006 0.000
Model 4. Full 1616.58 564 0.826 0.083 4 vs 3P 0.074 0.009
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Some researchers found that adolescents were less 
willing to forgive compared to older age groups (Kaleta 
& Mroz, 2018; Steiner et al., 2011). Based on Erick-
son’s psychosocial developmental theory, previous 
results suggest that age might be related to the way 
people face interpersonal conflict, with adults being 
more prone to move from a self-centred orientation to 
another-centred orientation (Kaleta & Mroz, 2018). As 
per Garthe and Guz (2020), the conceptualisation and 
use of forgiveness may develop in line with develop-
mental processes: self-regulation, socialisation pro-
cesses, and coping strategies. Children and adolescents 
would increasingly be able to use a greater number or 
regulation and coping strategies with age, simultaneous 
to their exposure to socialisation models and experi-
ences (Garthe & Guz, 2020), achieving mature self-
regulation strategies at approximately the end of one’s 
twenties (Arnett, 2015; Garnefski et al., 2002).

It is suggested that, during adolescence, where stressful 
and conflict situations increase, young people will develop 
changes and try new coping strategies more focused on 
problem-solving and lower on modifying the situation and 
avoiding (Eschenbeck et al., 2018; Zimmermann & Iwanski, 
2014). With age, adults are more able to employ complex 
emotional processes and be less emotionally strained due to 
the use of a wider variety of active and constructive strate-
gies (e.g., Flannery et al., 2018; Zimmermann & Iwanski, 
2014). In the same vein, results have shown that, as people 
age, they tend to reduce their hostile emotions and resent-
ment toward offenders in a variety of situations (Steiner et al., 
2011). McCullough et al. (2003) discussed that a forgiving 
attitude after an interpersonal transgression is more laboured, 
complex, and/or time-consuming than just reducing hostility 
and unforgiving. So, in the case of adults, it may be that there 
exists an internal shift from negative emotions (i.e., resent-
ment) to more neutral or positive emotions (i.e., empathy, 
respect, and compassion). By contrast, adolescents would 
make the choice not to retaliate or exact revenge, consist-
ing of cognitive judgments and decisions without an emo-
tional shift to more neutral or positive feelings towards the 
perpetrator.

Measurement invariance analyses regarding participant 
gender were performed for both samples across three different 
levels (i.e., configural, metric, scalar). Our results show that 
the measures are variant. In particular, items 1 and 7 residu-
als were constrained, and re-testing model showed a partially 
full invariant. Both items were included in lasting resentment. 
Also item 16, related to sensitivity to circumstances, presents 
differences between groups. This could be in line with previ-
ous research suggesting gender differences in the levels of 
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forgiveness and unforgiveness by both men and women, with 
men generally being a little less forgiving and more resentful 
than women (e.g., Neto & Mullet, 2004; Romero & Mitchell, 
2008). These differences may also be related to other factors 
such as the severity of the offense, the existence of apologies, 
the level of anger after the aggression, or age (Mullet, 2021). 
Johnson et al. (2013) found that the use of forgiveness may not 
differ for girls and boys, but the factors predicting this use do. 
Considering the items 1, 7, and 16, our results suggest that the 
differences between males and females may be more related to 
the circumstances of harmful situations for deciding whether 
to forgive or not the offender such as the mood, the exist-
ence of apologies and some believes and cognitive judgments 
affecting resentment. Furthermore, Mullet (2021) argued that 
these factors may impact forgiveness as a function of age.

Besides, the gender and age group model comparison 
(adolescent females vs. males vs. emerging adult females vs. 
males) was examined with a discrepancy in metric invariance, 
suggesting that the scores in some items of the four particular 
groups (e.g., emerging adults females) are differently distrib-
uted in comparison to others groups. These differences were 
found in items 3 and 6, which describe the level of uncon-
ditional forgiving attitude related to the cancellation of the 
consequences and the severity of the offense, as well as in 
item 7 referring to lasting resentment. These discrepancies 
between groups’ scores are in line with Romero and Mitch-
ell (2008) who found differences between older and younger 
women, with the oldest being more forgiving. Thus, our find-
ings highlight that, although there are not big differences 
regarding gender and age groups, there are some important 
factors underlying the level of forgiveness development and 
the use of forgiveness. In future research it is needed to trace 
the development of forgiveness considering aspects of gender 
socialization, as well as emotional, and cognitive development 
(Mullet, 2021). Taking into account the results of this study, 
the FQ is an instrument that may help in these first steps in 
the field of understanding the development of forgiveness.

Regarding the third objective, convergent validity was 
supported and correlations between the subscales of the 
FQ and other variables were consistent with earlier studies 
on adolescent and adult samples. Firstly, in line with 
previous studies for both samples, emotional intelligence 
and satisfaction with life correlations were found with 
forgivingness (Wilks et  al., 2015; Yao et  al., 2017) and 
lasting resentment (Sastre et al., 2003). In addition, negative 
associations were found between avoidance and revenge and 
forgivingness, as well as positive associations with lasting 

resentment (e.g., Barcaccia et  al., 2018, 2021; Wade & 
Worthington, 2003). Likewise, negative associations with 
suicidal ideation were in accordance with previous research 
(Quintana-Orts & Rey, 2018; Webb & Toussaint, 2020). 
These results indicated that FQ has a good convergent validity, 
suggesting that it is a valid instrument to assess three aspects 
of dispositional forgiveness in Spanish-speaking adolescents 
and emerging adults.

Limitations and Future Studies

Some limitations to this research and future research lines 
should be acknowledged. The main limitation relates to the 
convenience sample, which might reduce the generalisa-
tion power of our findings. The cross-sectional nature of the 
measurement invariance data made it impossible to indicate 
the effectiveness of the instrument at different times, so lon-
gitudinal data is needed to address this issue. In addition, 
although this study considered two age groups (i.e., adoles-
cents and emerging adults), it did not take into account the 
differences in the adolescent age group. Previous research 
reported differences during adolescence and adulthood (e.g., 
Girard & Mullet, 2012; Wainryb et al., 2020), so age-related 
differences and shifts in the response of forgiveness should 
be the focus of future studies.

Despite these limitations, the main purpose of this study 
was achieved, providing psychometric evidence for the 
FQ measure in Spanish adolescents and emerging adults, 
which allows us to use this instrument in further studies. 
Considering that, in Spain, there are relatively few measures 
of forgiveness, the examination of the psychometric 
properties of the FQ in two Spanish samples reveals some 
strengths and implications to Spanish research and clinical 
and educational contexts. For instance, our findings provide 
empirical support for the robustness of this measure across 
language groups, in this case with a sample of Spanish-
speaking adolescents and emerging adults. Moreover, it 
will allow researchers to further develop cross-cultural 
work comparing FQ levels in different Spanish-speaking 
populations. Also, related to health and educational 
contexts, FQ could help professionals design appropriate 
therapeutic intervention and educational programs. In 
sum, the present study has replicated the factorial model 
of the original scale and provides promising and consistent 
evidence that the FQ is a reliable instrument to be used in 
the Spanish context to assess three aspects of dispositional 
forgiveness.
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Table 4  Items of the Spanish version of Forgiveness Questionnaire (FQ)

Note. Lasting resentment: items 1, 4, 7, 10, 13; sensitivity to circumstances: items 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 16, 17; unconditional forgiveness: items 3, 6, 9, 
12, 15

1. Sigo sintiendo resentimiento incluso si la persona que me hizo daño viene a pedirme perdón [I feel unable to forgive even if the offender has 
begged for forgiveness]

2. Perdono más fácilmente cuando me siento de buen humor y cuando todo va bien [I can forgive more easily when I feel good]
3. Puedo perdonar fácilmente aunque las consecuencias del daño que me hicieron no hayan desaparecido [I can forgive easily even if the conse-

quences of harm have not been canceled]
4. No me siento capaz de perdonar aunque la persona que me hizo daño se haya disculpado [I feel unable to forgive even if the offender has 

apologized]
5. Puedo perdonar más fácilmente cuando las consecuencias del daño que me hicieron han desaparecido [I feel it is easier to forgive once the 

consequences of harm have been canceled]
6. Puedo perdonar de verdad incluso cuando las consecuencias del daño que me hicieron son graves [I can truly forgive even if the consequences 

of harm are serious]
7. Mi forma de ver el mundo me lleva a que nunca perdone nada [The way I consider the world has brought me to never forgive]
8. Me es más fácil perdonar si mi familia o mis amigos me animan a eso [I feel it is easier to forgive when my family or my friends have invited 

me to do so]
9. Perdono fácilmente incluso cuando la persona que me hizo daño no me pidió perdón [I can easily forgive even when the offender has not 

apologized]
10. Sigo sintiendo resentimiento incluso cuando las consecuencias del daño que me hicieron son mínimas [I cannot forgive even if the conse-

quences of the harm are minimal]
11. Me es más fácil perdonar a un miembro de mi familia que a cualquier otra persona [It is easier to forgive a member of the family than some-

one else]
12. Perdono fácilmente incluso cuando la persona que me hizo daño no se ha disculpado [I can easily forgive even when the offender has not 

apologized]
13. No me siento capaz de perdonar aunque desaparezcan las consecuencias del daño que me hicieron [I do not feel able to forgive even if the 

consequences of the harm have been canceled]
14. Me es más fácil perdonar a alguien que conozco bien que a alguien que no conozco [I feel it is easier to forgive somebody I know well than 

somebody I do not know well]
15. Puedo perdonar de verdad incluso cuando la persona que me hizo daño lo hizo de manera intencionada [I can truly forgive even if the 

offender did harm intentionally]
16. Me cuesta más perdonar cuando estoy de mal humor y siento que todo va mal [I forgive less easily when I feel bad]
17. Perdono más fácilmente cuando una persona que me hizo daño ha venido a pedirme perdón [I forgive more easily if the offender has begged 

for forgiveness]
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