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Background: The aim of this study was to examine the factor structure,
reliability, and validity of the Persian version of the Unforgiveness Scale among
Iranian university students.

Method: The present study was applied in terms of its objective and employed
a descriptive-correlational design for data collection. To this end, 450 students
from Jundishapur University of Medical Sciences in Ahvaz were selected using
a multistage cluster sampling method during the 2023-2024 academic year and
responded to the Unforgiveness Scale. The factor structure of the scale was
analyzed using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Internal
consistency was assessed through Cronbach’s alpha, and validity was examined
using convergent and divergent validity methods, employing the Resentment
Questionnaire and the Trait Forgiveness Scale, respectively.

Results: All confirmatory factor analysis indices, including CFI, NFI, TLI, and
IFI, indicated an acceptable and appropriate fit for the scale. The overall
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the scale was 0.93, demonstrating high internal
consistency. Statistically, all factor loadings were above 0.55 and significant at
the 0.001 level. Pearson’s correlation between the total score of this scale and
the Resentment Questionnaire was 0.65, while its correlation with the Trait
Forgiveness Scale was -0.59, both significant at the 0.001 level, indicating
satisfactory convergent and divergent validity.

Conclusion: Given the satisfactory model fit, appropriate validity and
reliability, and high credibility of the Unforgiveness Scale, it can be utilized for
assessing and measuring interpersonal unforgiveness in the Iranian population.
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Extended Abstract

Introduction

Unforgiveness is a crucial psychological
variable  that  significantly  affects
individuals’ mental health and the quality of
their interpersonal relationships. It is often
associated with persistent emotional distress,
unresolved conflicts, and a decline in life
satisfaction. In interpersonal settings,
unforgiveness can hinder the restoration of
damaged relationships and the rebuilding of
trust.  Experiencing chronic  negative
emotions such as anger, resentment, and
repetitive rumination about past offenses not
only damages social bonds but also
undermines one’s emotional stability.
Cognitive and moral-evaluative frameworks
that individuals use to interpret others’
behaviors, including their own, play a vital
role in either maintaining or reducing
unforgiveness. A person’s mental image of
the offender and how they reconstruct that
image over time (offender reappraisal) also
contributes to the intensity of unforgiveness.
Obstacles to forgiveness may exist on
emotional, cognitive, or value-based levels.
Based on these dimensions, unforgiveness
can be analyzed in three core domains:
emotional-ruminative, cognitive-evaluative,
and offender reconstruction. To investigate
this complex psychological construct, valid
and reliable tools are necessary. The
Unforgiveness Scale is one such instrument
developed to assess the various facets of
unforgiveness. However, the validity and
reliability of this scale have not been
sufficiently evaluated in non-English-
speaking populations. Given cultural
differences in how forgiveness is perceived
and practiced, it is essential to assess the
psychometric properties of this tool within
specific linguistic and cultural contexts. This
study aimed to examine the psychometric
characteristics and factor structure of the
Persian version of the Unforgiveness Scale
among lranian university students.
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Method

This research employed a descriptive-
correlational ~ design.  The  statistical
population included all students enrolled at
Ahvaz Jundishapur University of Medical
Sciences during the 2023-2024 academic
year. A stratified random sampling method
was used to select a sample of 450 students.
The inclusion criteria included proficiency
in Persian, no diagnosis of severe psychiatric
disorders, and willingness to participate.
Participants who submitted incomplete
responses or whose data contained outliers
were excluded from the final analysis. The
main instrument in this study was the
Unforgiveness Scale, consisting of 13 items

and three subscales. For evaluating
convergent and divergent validity, the
Resentment ~ Questionnaire and  the

Forgiveness Trait Scale were used. All
instruments were translated into Persian and
culturally adapted with input from experts in
psychology and psychometrics. Data were
analyzed using SPSS version 22 and AMOS
version 24. Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) was conducted to identify the
underlying structure of the scale, and
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
used to confirm the hypothesized three-
factor model. Internal consistency was
measured using Cronbach’s alpha. Model fit
indices such as RMSEA, CFI, NFI, and TLI
were used to evaluate the adequacy of the
model. Bootstrapping procedures were
applied to test the significance of model
paths.

Results

Prior to the main analyses, statistical
assumptions such as normality of data
distribution, adequacy of sample size, and
absence of multicollinearity were checked
and met. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure indicated sufficient sampling
adequacy, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity
was statistically significant. Exploratory
Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation
confirmed a three-factor structure for the
scale, consistent with its theoretical
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framework. The three extracted factors were:
emotional-ruminative unforgiveness,
cognitive-evaluative  unforgiveness, and
offender reconstruction. All items had factor
loadings above 0.55 and were statistically
significant at the 0.001 level, indicating that
each item effectively contributed to its
respective subscale. Confirmatory Factor
Analysis results supported the three-factor
model, with an RMSEA value below 0.06
and comparative fit indices (CFI, NFI, TLI,
IFI) all exceeding 0.90. These findings
indicated a good fit between the theoretical
model and the empirical data, suggesting the
structural validity of the scale in the Persian
context. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to
assess the internal consistency of the scale.
The total scale had an alpha of 0.93. The
subscale alphas were 0.95 for emotional-
ruminative  unforgiveness, 0.94  for
cognitive-evaluative  unforgiveness, and
0.92 for offender reconstruction. These
coefficients demonstrate high internal
reliability. For convergent validity, a
significant positive correlation (r= 0.65,
p< 0.001) was found between the
Unforgiveness Scale and the Resentment
Questionnaire. For divergent validity, a
significant negative correlation (r= —0.59,
p< 0.001) was observed with the
Forgiveness Trait Scale. These results
indicate acceptable construct validity of the
Persian version. In the structural equation
modeling, all three subscales were treated as
components of a higher-order unforgiveness
construct. Bootstrapping confirmed the
significance of all paths. Among the three
subscales, the emotional-ruminative
component had the highest factor loading,
suggesting that emotional and ruminative
reactions play a particularly important role in
the overall experience of unforgiveness.

Conclusion

The results of this study show that the
Persian version of the Unforgiveness Scale
possesses strong psychometric properties.
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The scale is reliable, valid, and structurally
sound for use among Persian-speaking
populations. The  three identified
dimensions—emotional-ruminative,
cognitive-evaluative, and offender
reconstruction—provide a comprehensive
understanding of unforgiveness as a
multifaceted construct. A central insight of
this study is that unforgiveness is not merely
a transient emotional reaction but a complex
psychological experience shaped by
cognitive evaluations and representations of
the offender. Accurate assessment of this
construct is particularly crucial in cultures
with distinct values and perspectives on
forgiveness. The validated scale can serve as
a valuable tool not only in psychological
research but also in applied fields such as
family therapy, forensic psychology, and
social psychology. The findings encourage
the broader use of this scale in future
research. It is recommended that additional
studies be conducted in non-student
populations and among clinical samples to
further assess the generalizability and utility
of the tool. Overall, the Persian version of
the  Unforgiveness  Scale  provides
researchers and clinicians with a culturally
relevant and psychometrically sound
instrument for exploring the dynamics of
unforgiveness.
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3. Bartlett Sphericity test
4. varimax rotation
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