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Abstract: This study reports the process of item reduction of the Enright Forgiveness Inventory – EFI, a measure of interpersonal forgiveness,
from 60 to 30 items for a more practical assessment of this construct. Data from the US were used in the creation of the new measure and
applied to seven nations: Austria, Brazil, Israel, South Korea, Norway, Pakistan, and Taiwan. The question was: do the best EFI-30 items from
the US have discriminative power in seven other cultures? Results provided the psychometric evidence for the reduced version of the EFI-30
across cultures. The discrimination values are positive, suggesting that the selected items have the sensitivity to differentiate accurately
people with different degrees of forgiveness and good psychometric properties of internal consistency.
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This study presents psychometric evidence of a short
version of the Enright Forgiveness Inventory (here and
thereafter, EFI; Subkoviak et al., 1995) reporting data from
the US and seven other countries: Austria, Brazil, Israel,
Korea, Norway, Pakistan, and Taiwan. The EFI has become
internationally available in several languages and applied to
human development and mental health research and treat-
ment (Baskin & Enright, 2004; Enright & Fitzgibbons,
2015; Hanke & Fisher, 2012; Lee & Enright, 2019; Rique
& Camino, 2010).

Enright and The Human Development Study Group
(1991) created the EFI to provide a psychological assess-
ment for Enright’s theory of interpersonal forgiveness
(see Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015). The theory defines

forgiveness as a moral response of goodness from the per-
spective of victims, toward the offending person, after
specific interpersonal injustices. Forgiveness is “a willing-
ness to abandon one’s right to resentment, negative judg-
ment, and indifferent behavior toward one who unjust
injured us while fostering the undeserved qualities of com-
passion, generosity, and even love toward him or her”
(Enright et al., 1998, pp. 46–47). Central to this definition
is that to forgive one should be able to separate offending
persons from their behavior, seeing them as fully human
and their actions as part of the human condition, without
condoning those actions. This is generosity and compassion
for others, a psychological response that requires victims to
overcome negative feelings, thoughts, and behaviors while
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cultivating positive feelings, thoughts, and behaviors toward
offenders.

The EFI is designed to assess these six psychological
stances of victims toward offenders: positive affect, nega-
tive affect, positive behavior, negative behavior, positive
cognition, and negative cognition. Subkoviak et al. (1995)
published the first empirical article using the EFI with US
American university students and their middle-aged par-
ents. The authors verified a significant negative relationship
between a person’s degree of forgiveness and a state of
anxiety. They compared groups of people by age, degree
of hurt, and kind of hurt in close relationships. Results
showed that a person who was hurt a great deal by some-
one close to them but forgave to a larger degree than
others, who were hurt a great deal by similar offenses,
had significantly lower state anxiety. These findings were
encouraging to apply Enright’s theory and definition in
many directions, including the theory supporting a thera-
peutic process model and a socio-cognitive developmental
model (Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015). For clinical psychol-
ogy, mental health professionals began to apply the process
model (Freedman & Enright, 2020) in forgiveness therapy
and verified the effectiveness of the virtue to reduce anger
and anxiety. There is now strong empirical evidence and
understanding that forgiveness interventions, when given
sufficient time beyond brief therapy, reduce residual resent-
ment, anxiety, and depression that can have debilitating
effects in physical health (e.g., Lee & Enright, 2019; Walt-
man et al., 2009) and in mental health (see, e.g., Akhtar
& Barlow, 2018; Freedman & Enright, 1996; Reed &
Enright, 2006). For researchers in human and social devel-
opment, forgiveness has been a dependent or criterion vari-
able in many correlational designs and clinical studies. For
many professionals in the US and abroad, the EFI has
become their measure of choice (McElroy-Heltzel et al.,
2020). The measure is suitable to verify affective, behav-
ioral, and cognitive changes in people who choose forgive-
ness for improvement of their well-being.

In the 1990s, theories and research on forgiveness went
beyond the borders of US American scientific psychology
and Enright and The Human Development Study Group
pioneered an international project to expand studies on for-
giveness to other nations. The EFI became central to
research on forgiveness outside of the US and has since
been translated from English (original language) into Brazil-
ian-Portuguese, Chinese, German, Hebrew, Korean, Dutch,
and other languages. Many international graduate students
dedicated to studying interpersonal forgiveness attested to
the reliability and validity of the EFI in Master’s theses,
doctoral dissertations, and empirical articles published in
the US and abroad (Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015; Worthing-
ton & Wade, 2020). However, across nations, researchers
and counseling psychologists applying the EFI in their

professions began to say that the measure was too long
(i.e., at least 5 pages long depending on the language into
which it has been translated). This is time-consuming and
expensive when professionals have to duplicate several
measures and participants needed to respond to the EFI
(60 items) together with other assessments or do multiple
assessments across time. The 60-item version was taking
more than twice as long as the 30-item version possibly
because of fatigue and having to contemplate so many
issues. The authors then decided to conceive a short ver-
sion of the EFI that could convey the same meaningful
information on the degree of interpersonal forgiveness
across the domains of affect, behavior, and cognition. In
other words, we now have a smaller scale that also presents
evidence of validation with the benefit of administration
time.

To attend to the demand of the construction of the EFI-
30, a stepwise process for conceptual and empirical analysis
was developed and is reported here. The first decision was
that the new EFI should maintain the theoretical model
conceived by Enright and The Human Development Study
Group (1991). In other words, data should fit the model that
interpersonal forgiveness is the degree to which a person’s
responses express a decrease in negative affect, negative
behavior, and negative cognition, and at the same time
express an increase in positive affect, positive behavior,
and positive cognition toward the other person who was
unjust in specific offenses. In addition, the six first-order
factors (Andrade, 2014; Rique Neto et al., 2009) should
show a positive correlation with the 1-Item Forgiveness
and no correlation with Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirabil-
ity scale (1960; Enright & Rique, 2004). The second deci-
sion was to reduce each of the six subscales of the EFI
from 10 to 5 items by following assumptions of the Item
Response Theory (IRT; Drasgow et al., 1995) applied to
data from the US sample and, finally, to test the power of
discrimination of those same items in data from seven
nations to verify if the best EFI-30 items from the US have
discriminative power and maintain its good psychometric
properties of internal consistency across cultures.

Method

Procedures

Subkoviak et al. (1995) collected data for the EFI (60 items)
in the US. Following this initial study, researchers from
Austria, Brazil, Israel, South Korea, Taiwan, and Norway
were invited to translate and validate the EFI (60 items)
into their language without modification of items or with
a few modifications as possible from its original version in
English. They followed a manual for translation that
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required them to use the translation-back translation
method and to follow similar procedures for data collection.
More recently, Pakistan provided data already using the
EFI (30 items). Participants in each nation, except for Nor-
way, also completed Crowne-Marlowe’s (1960) social desir-
ability scale. To reduce the EFI from 60 to 30 items, the
item analyses reported in this study were performed on
the dataset from the USA and, after, the chosen items were
tested in the international data collection from the seven
nations: Austria, Brazil, Israel, South Korea, Norway, Pak-
istan, and Taiwan.

Procedures for Scale Administration
Data analyzed in this article was from a database regarding
the EFI international project on forgiveness. The research-
ers recruited non-probabilistic convenience samples and
data were collected in colleges and universities. Instructions
asked students to volunteer for the study and then each stu-
dent approached one parent with a request to participate.
Standard instructions for researchers using the EFI across
nations were: the EFI should be paper-and-pencil adminis-
tered either in groups or individually, a sociodemographic
questionnaire should always be the first in a package. The
EFI, including the 1-Item Forgiveness as a final question
in this inventory and the social desirability scale, were ran-
domly placed to avoid the order effect.

Participants

Participants who provided data for item analysis were 372
Austrians [men (n = 186) and women (n = 186), average
age of 37 years (SD = 15.56)], 200 Brazilians [men (n =
100) and women (n = 100), average age of 36 years
(SD = 14.87)], 176 Israelis [men (n = 58) and women (n =
118), average age of 36 years (SD = 14.78)], 326 Koreans
[men (n = 161) men and women (n = 165), average age of
34 years (SD = 15.50)], 141 Norwegians [men (n = 52) and
women (n = 89), average age of 28 years (SD = 9.89)],
404 Pakistanis [men (n = 202) men and women (n = 202),
average age of 36 years (SD = 15.84)], 339 Taiwanese
[men (n = 157) and women (n = 182), average age of 33 years
(SD = 14.28)], and 394 US Americans [men (n = 190) and
women (n = 204), average age of 36 years (SD = 15.71)].

Instruments

Sociodemographic Information
This survey provided information on age and gender.

The Enright Forgiveness Inventory – EFI (60 Items)
The Enright Forgiveness Inventory – EFI (60 Items) is com-
posed of two sections: A Front Page that gathers informa-
tion about a specific situation of hurt from a particular

person and the Inventory with 60 items (originally). In
addition to the 60 items, the EFI has a pseudo-forgiveness
scale and the 1-Item Forgiveness scale that follows the
Inventory as independent measures for content validity.
The description of each scale follows:

The EFI Front Page. This is the first page of the EFI.
Instructions should accommodate particular counseling or
research interest with a particular kind of sample. For
example, a nonspecific set of instruction is:

“We are sometimes hurt by people, whether in fam-
ily, friendship, school, work, or other situations. We
ask you to think of the most recent experience of
someone hurting you unfairly and deeply. For a
few moments, visualize in your mind the events of
that interaction. Try to see the person and try to
experience what happened.”

The specific set of instructions is, for example, if counselors
or researchers are assessing the partnering relationship,
they might consider the following wording:

“We are sometimes hurt by people, whether in fam-
ily, friendship, school, work or other situations. We
ask you now to think of one particular situation in
which your partner hurt you the most unfairly and
deeply. For a few moments, visualize in your mind
once again the events of that interaction. Try to see
your partner and try to experience what happened.”

As another example, if counselors or researchers are assess-
ing Adverse Childhood Experiences, they might consider
the following wording:

“We are sometimes hurt by people, whether in fam-
ily, friendship, school, work, or other situations. We
ask you now to think of the one person who hurt
you the most unfairly and deeply when you were
a child. For a few moments, visualize in your mind
once again the events of that interaction. Try to see
the person and try to experience what happened.”

Following the instructions, the Front Page questions the
degree of hurt in a 5-point scale (1 = no hurt to 5 = a great
deal of hurt); the agent of hurt, that is, respondents should
identify offenders in nonspecific situations (e.g., child,
spouse, relatives, same-sex friend, friend of opposite sex,
employer, and others); the status of the agent of hurt that
asks whether the person is living (yes or no); time since
the hurt (days, months, weeks, or years) and, finally, a final,
open-ended question that asks respondents to describe the
offense briefly. Data from the Front Page on the demo-
graphics of specific events of injustice will not be reported
in this article that is about the psychometric evidence
of item reduction for a version of the EFI 30-Item
Inventory.

�2021 Hogrefe Publishing European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2021)
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The EFI – Inventory (60 items). The inventory was origi-
nally composed of six subscales with 10 items each for pos-
itive affect (e.g., tenderness), negative affect (e.g., cold),
positive behavior (e.g., show friendship), negative behavior
(e.g., avoid), positive cognition (e.g., a good person), and
negative cognition (e.g., a bad person) toward the offender.
Items were randomly placed within the subscales. For each
item, respondents indicate their agreement on a 6-point
scale that ranges from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly
agree. Each of the six subscale’s scores range from 10
to 60 points, with a high score representing high
forgiveness.

EFI Scoring System. The negative items of each subscale
should be reversed into positive to have a score result per
scale of affect, behavior, and cognition. That indicates the
absence of negative feelings, behaviors, and cognitions,
and the presence of positive feelings, behaviors, and
cognitions.

EFI Administration. The EFI is self-administered and
works well for both group and individual administrations;
the EFI should be introduced as an Attitude Scale that mea-
sures how people think about a hurtful interpersonal
offense. There is no mention of the word forgiveness; this
is technically not a measure of attitude, but the word “atti-
tude” is used so that participants cannot glean the demand
characteristics of this assessment. Respondents should
answer in the order of pages presented and the word “for-
giveness” should not be mentioned in oral or written
instructions to participants until respondents answer the
1-Item Forgiveness scale at the end. This latter instruction
intends to prevent respondents from seeing the 1-Item For-
giveness scale before answering the Inventory. Respon-
dents have reported that the instrument is easy to
complete and testing time per person is about 25 min for
the 60 items version but depends on the purpose of the
administration.

Pseudo-Forgiveness Scale
This scale is commonly placed after the EFI is completed as
the last five items to measure a degree of denial or condo-
nation, that is used for internal validation of the EFI.
Researchers should eliminate a participant’s data from
analysis when this scale has a score of 20 or higher. Clini-
cians might consider the information since a high pseudo-
forgiveness score suggests that the respondent does not
see an injustice or a serious problem with what occurred.

The 1-Item Forgiveness Scale
This is an independent measure used as a final question of
the EFI. It asks: To what extent have you forgiven the per-
son you rated on the attitude scale? Respondents rate their
answer on a 5-point scale that ranges from 1 = not at all to
5 = complete forgiveness.

Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirability Scale (Crowne &
Marlowe, 1960)
This is a 33-item true-false scale that measures the extent to
which a person is “faking good” on test items. This measure
provides construct validity for the EFI. A social desirability
total score ranges from 0 to 33.

Data Analysis

Procedures

The EFI data were tabulated by country in Microsoft Excel�

software. The R environment (version 2.15.1) and the ltm
package (Rizopoulos, 2006, 2015) were used to estimate
the GRM model (Samejima, 1969) for each of the six sub-
scales for each country. The fit of the model and its factorial
invariance between the eight countries was verified in
AMOS (v. 22, SPSS, @IBM Company, Chicago, IL). The
estimator used was the Maximum Likelihood (ML). Uni-
variate and multivariate normality was verified using the
asymmetry (|Sk| < 3.0) and kurtosis (|Ku| < 10) criteria of
Marôco (2014). The EFI variables showed |Sk| < 1.3 and
|Ku| < 1.5 with no severe violations of normality. Pearson’s
correlation and Cronbach’s α reliability analyses were per-
formed in SPSS. In the Electronic Supplementary Material
(ESM 1) readers find the inputs and outputs for the analyses
conducted.

IRT analyses were performed in two ways. First, analysis
was conducted to compare two models for best fit, one with
constant discrimination between the items of the EFI (the
most parsimonious model) and the other with variable dis-
crimination between the items of the EFI (more complex
model). The likelihood ratio, that is, the value that shows
the proximity of the data to the IRT assumptions between
the two models was used to decide which model was the
most appropriate for the data. Second, analyses considered
the w2 values of the frequencies of the observed response
patterns in relation to the frequencies predicted by IRT.
Values < 3.00 indicate that there is little difference between
the observed response patterns and the response patterns
expected by the model, thus a good fit (Drasgow et al.,
1995).

The results indicated that the model with changeable dis-
crimination presents the better fit, with only a few excep-
tions that will be highlighted in Tables 1 and 2. Besides
that, the frequencies of observed response patterns were
very close to zero, with all w2 values below 3.00, which indi-
cated a good fit of data to the parameters of IRT. There
were only minor exceptions (0.06% in Austria and Korea,
in the items of negative affect; 0.8% in Austria in the items
of negative behavior; and 0.1% in Brazil and Taiwan in the
items of positive cognition and negative cognition).

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2021) �2021 Hogrefe Publishing
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Items Selection for the EFI-30

Sample From the US
This study reports, first, the psychometric parameters of
the applied IRT for item selection of the EFI using the

EFI (60 items) data from the US original sample (Subkoviak
et al., 1995). The goal was to reduce the number of items in
each subscale from 10 to 5. The best items should show
the highest discriminative power in each subscale and
observe the Item Characteristic Curves to ascertain the best

Table 1. Parameters description of EFI-30 Items in the sample from the US

Subscale/Item b1 b2 b3 b4 b5 a

Negative Affect

Unloving �1.79 �1.10 �0.54 �0.23 0.36 2.89

Repulsed �1.98 �1.28 �0.69 �0.39 0.15 3.07

Cold �1.61 �0.87 �0.40 �0.03 0.64 4.22

Dislike �1.63 �1.07 �0.51 �0.22 0.42 4.44

Disgust �1.60 �1.00 �0.50 �0.20 0.42 2.94

Mean (SD) �1.72 (0.50) �1.06 (0.10) �0.53 (0.10) �0.21 (0.13) 0.40 (0.17) 3.51 (0.75)

Positive Affect*

Warm �1.02 �0.39 �0.06 0.48 1.20 4.00

Tender �1.06 �0.33 0.03 0.50 1.34 4.00

Caring �1.43 �0.73 �0.35 0.17 0.93 4.00

Affection �1.03 �0.42 �0.07 0.37 1.12 4.00

Friendly �1.30 �0.61 �0.23 0.33 1.12 4.00

Mean (SD) �1.16 (0.80) �0.49 (0.15) �0.13 (0.15) 0.37 (0.13) 1.14 (0.10) 4.00 (0.00)

Negative Behavior

Avoid �1.31 �0.73 �0.11 0.19 0.77 3.80

Ignore �1.54 �0.85 �0.33 0.01 0.73 3.62

Neglect �2.11 �1.24 �0.60 �0.15 0.74 2.76

Not attend to him/her �1.96 �1.24 �0.70 �0.24 0.69 2.36

Stay away �1.37 �0.81 �0.27 0.07 0.71 3.64

Mean (SD) �1.65 (0.5) �0.97 (0.25) �0.40 (0.24) �0.02 (0.17) 0.73 (0.02) 3.23 (0.63)

Positive Behavior

Show friendship �1.76 �1.28 �0.89 �0.30 0.68 2.84

Lend him/her a hand �1.85 �1.39 �1.04 �0.39 0.54 4.38

Establish good relations with him/her �1.97 �1.36 �0.95 �0.32 0.69 3.28

Do a favor �1.55 �1.07 �0.72 �0.16 0.73 4.26

Aid him/her when in trouble �1.84 �1.44 �1.18 �0.58 0.28 4.09

Mean (SD) �1.79 (0.50) �1.30 (0.14) �0.95 (0.17) �0.34 (0.15) 0.58 (0.18) 3.77 (0.67)

Negative Cognition

Horrible �1.64 �1.12 �0.72 �0.34 0.26 4.16

Dreadful �1.78 �1.15 �0.72 �0.42 0.27 4.35

Worthless �1.73 �1.38 �1.15 �0.78 �0.01 3.59

A bad person �1.64 �1.11 �0.82 �0.49 0.13 4.12

Disapprove of him/her �1.56 �0.74 �0.08 0.23 1.02 2.48

Mean (SD) �1.66 (0.80) �1.10 (0.22) �0.69 (0.39) �0.35 (0.40) 0.33 (0.40) 3.74 (0.76)

Positive Cognition*

Of good quality �2.01 �1.50 �1.05 �0.32 0.74 3.61

A good person �1.98 �1.40 �1.04 �0.48 0.62 3.61

Wish him/her well �2.27 �1.61 �1.24 �0.62 0.28 3.61

Think favorably of him/her �1.86 �1.24 �0.66 �0.06 0.91 3.61

Hope he/she succeeds �2.21 �1.80 �1.39 �0.81 0.07 3.61

Mean (SD) �2.06 (0.7) �1.51 (0.21) �1.07 (0.7) �0.45 (0.28) 0.52 (0.34) 3.61 (0.00)

Note. *Model with constant discrimination. See the last paragraph on the procedures for analysis.
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Table 2. Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of response thresholds for the EFI-30 from seven nations

b1 b2 b3 b4 b5 a

Nation/Scale M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Austria

Negative Affect �1.59 (0.42) �0.90 (0.50) �0.28 (0.44) 0.12 (0.55) 0.85 (0.69) 2.28* (0.00)

Positive Affect �1.58 (0.38) �0.94 (0.97) �0.32 (0.24) 0.19 (0.41) 0.89 (0.59) 2.50 (0.49)

Negative Behavior �1.88 (0.65) �1.43 (0.55) �0.85 (0.33) �0.31 (0.28) 0.47 (0.27) 2.48 (1.47)

Positive Behavior �2.16 (0.27) �1.60 (0.39) �1.11 (0.43) �0.53 (0.59) 0.37 (0.69) 2.37 (0.55)

Negative Cognition �1.82 (0.28) �1.34 (0.39) �0.83 (0.38) �0.27 (0.50) 0.47 (0.61) 2.85* (0.00)

Positive Cognition �1.97 (0.36) �1.40 (0.41) �0.90 (0.44) �0.41 (0.42) 0.31 (0.48) 2.59 (1.46)

Brazil

Negative Affect �1.86 (0.12) �1.15 (0.19) �0.63 (0.27) �0.39 (0.31) 0.44 (0.35) 2.91 (0.68)

Positive Affect �1.30 (0.17) �0.58 (0.08) �0.35 (0.06) 0.23 (0.15) 1.20 (0.27) 3.09 (0.67)

Negative Behavior �1.75 (0.37) �0.78 (0.37) �0.29 (0.34) �0.02 (0.30) 0.87 (0.66) 2.60 (1.09)

Positive Behavior �1.82 (0.14) �1.13 (0.12) �0.91 (0.22) �0.32 (0.17) 0.82 (0.19) 2.76 (0.79)

Negative Cognition �2.37 (0.23) �1.37 (0.39) �0.91 (0.49) �0.63 (0.56) 0.46 (0.60) 3.14 (0.00)

Positive Cognition �1.87 (0.22) �1.19 (0.37) �0.86 (0.35) �0.31 (0.36) 0.86 (0.22) 3.59 (0.67)

Israel

Negative Affect �1.62 (0.53) �0.77 (0.46) �0.19 (0.26) 0.16 (0.20) 0.77 (0.17) 2.50 (0.68)

Positive Affect �0.90 (0.17) �0.27 (0.15) 0.05 (0.19) 0.59 (0.22) 1.14 (0.26) 2.82 (0.69)

Negative Behavior �1.38 (0.39) �0.72 (0.36) �0.12 (0.30) 0.22 (0.29) 0.89 (1.09) 2.46 (0.37)

Positive Behavior �1.33 (0.24) �0.71 (0.34) �0.29 (0.41) 0.27 (0.31) 1.01 (0.35) 3.21 (0.87)

Negative Cognition �1.70 (0.23) �1.12 (0.23) �0.66 (0.20) �0.33 (0.23) 0.20 (0.26) 2.45 (0.14)

Positive Cognition �1.38 (0.12) �0.89 (0.18) �0.50 (0.23) 0.01 (0.27) 0.67 (0.30) 3.05 (0.95)

South Korea

Negative Affect �1.69 (0.18) �0.87 (0.16) �0.12 (0.27) 0.24 (0.33) 1.21 (0.45) 2.50 (0.68)

Positive Affect �1.16 (0.21) �0.23 (0.17) 0.23 (0.18) 0.95 (0.18) 1.88 (0.29) 2.82 (0.69)

Negative Behavior �1.93 (0.26) �0.94 (0.07) �0.19 (0.13) 0.13 (0.16) 1.11 (0.20) 2.46 (0.37)

Positive Behavior �1.74 (0.09) �0.82 (0.14) �0.40 (0.15) 0.30 (0.10) 1.44 (0.26) 3.21 (0.87)

Negative Cognition �2.02 (0.32) �1.40 (0.31) �0.81 (0.26) �0.47 (0.25) 0.65 (0.22) 2.45 (0.14)

Positive Cognition �1.64 (0.14) �0.79 (0.25) �0.24 (0.35) 0.43 (0.42) 1.52 (0.56) 3.05 (0.95)

Norway

Negative Affect �2.13 (0.23) �1.30 (0.30) �0.61 (0.23) �0.21 (0.27) 0.44 (0.40) 3.00 (1.25)

Positive Affect �1.32 (0.45) �0.55 (0.32) �0.12 (0.27) 0.53 (0.22) 1.29 (0.15) 3.27 (0.74)

Negative Behavior �1.82 (0.06) �1.12 (0.11) �0.72 (0.07) �0.43 (0.13) 0.25 (0.11) 4.22* (0.00)

Positive Behavior �1.86 (0.18) �1.12 (0.20) �0.59 (0.23) �0.01 (0.30) 0.90 (0.14) 3.36* (0.00)

Negative Cognition �2.41 (0.39) �1.87 (0.21) �1.38 (0.26) �0.90 (0.27) 0.12 (0.50) 2.64 (1.36)

Positive Cognition �2.38 (0.41) �1.65 (0.29) �1.16 (0.50) �0.45 (0.46) 0.59 (0.39) 3.51 (0.91)

Pakistan

Negative Affect �1.41 (0.57) �0.49 (0.20) 0.20 (0.21) 0.83 (0.34) 1.83 (0.75) 1.96 (0.95)

Positive Affect �1.73 (0.90) �0.73 (0.32) �0.07 (0.18) 0.83 (0.66) 2.01 (1.30) 1.65 (1.07)

Negative Behavior �1.11 (0.19) �0.31 (0.18) 0.23 (0.19) 0.78 (0.13) 1.58 (0.10) 2.42 (0.58)

Positive Behavior �1.30 (0.22) �0.61 (0.17) �0.07 (0.34) 0.49 (0.49) 1.28 (0.65) 2.56 (0.81)

Negative Cognition �1.51 (0.45) �0.76 (0.37) �0.18 (0.30) 0.45 (0.30) 1.15 (0.32) 2.19 (0.50)

Positive Cognition �1.51 (0.15) �0.88 (0.20) �0.34 (0.24) 0.26 (0.29) 0.99 (0.42) 2.54 (0.88)

Taiwan

Negative Affect �1.95 (0.36) �0.96 (0.17) �0.70 (0.15) 0.58 (0.17) 1.71 (0.23) 2.58 (0.79)

Positive Affect �1.29 (0.15) �0.31 (0.19) 0.28 (0.26) 1.00 (0.41) 1.94 (0.22) 2.60 (0.47)

Negative Behavior �2.28 (0.29) �1.00 (0.90) 0.30 (0.70) 0.69 (0.11) 1.88 (0.31) 2.04 (0.58)

Positive Behavior �1.79 (0.26) �0.99 (0.12) �0.36 (0.12) 0.51 (0.24) 1.74 (0.26) 2.62 (0.86)

Negative Cognition �2.40 (0.45) �1.32 (0.14) �0.43 (0.43) 0.30 (0.63) 1.40 (0.83) 2.21 (0.76)

Positive Cognition �2.40 (0.27) �1.40 (0.28) �0.26 (0.45) 0.61 (0.52) 1.76 (0.52) 2.34 (0.77)

Note. *Model with constant discrimination. See the last paragraph on the procedures for analysis.
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appropriateness of the response category. Figure 1 shows
examples, (A) is a curve model that would be chosen
because its response alternatives do not overlap, unlike
curve (B). Finally, the same items should perform with high
discriminative power in samples from the other countries.

Table 1 presents the parameters of the five selected items
in each subscale from the US American sample. Eighty per-
cent of the items’ discriminations were > 3.0. The averages
of the fifth response thresholds (b5), which show the levels
of difficulty of items’ responses, were always below 1.0
theta, with the exception of positive affect.

The Selected 30 Items Tested in Samples from Seven
Countries
The selected items from the US were tested in samples
from the seven countries defined previously. The six-factor
model showed an acceptable fit, w2(388) = 3,204.03; w2/df =
8.26; GFI = .90; AGFI = .88; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .056,
p(RMSEA < .001) = 90% CI [.054, .057], with correlations
between the residues of the items: “Wish him/her well”
with “Hope he/she succeeds” and between items
“Horrible” with “Dreadful”. The constrained model with
Measurement weights, Intercepts and Structural covari-
ances among the eight countries investigated showed a sta-
tistically significant difference with the free parameter
model, indicating that there is no factorial invariance that
ensures the comparison between the countries studied,
Δwλ(168) = 974.07; p < .001; Δwi(378) = 5,485.70; p <
.001; Δwcov(525) = 6,474.68; p < .001).

The analysis followed the same procedures for IRT, but
for parsimony and saving space, results will show the
means and standard deviations from each subscale per
country, which can be compared with the means from the
US presented in Table 1.

Table 2 shows the means of discrimination and the
response thresholds of the five items of the EFI-30 versions
for each of the six subscales in the seven countries. All

averages of discrimination were > 2.0, with 33% higher
than 3.0. Regarding the difficulty level of items, 90% of
the items in Korea and Taiwan had a response threshold
of five (b5) averages between 1.0 and 2.0. This pattern
was not found in the other countries in the study, which
presented 83% of the fifth response thresholds (b5) < 1.0.
The SDs also deserve to be highlighted, because the higher
the SD then the more the subscale items vary in the level of
difficulty, covering a larger amplitude of theta dimension.
In this sense, results showed that more than 90% were
below 0.7 SD.

Table 3 shows the reliability indexes assessed by
Cronbach’s α of the six subscales of the EFI-30 and
Pearson’s correlation with the 1-Item Forgiveness scale
and Crowne-Marlowe’s (1960) Social Desirability scale for
content validity.

Finally, the intent of developing the EFI-30 was to
answer the call from most users for a shorter scale rather
than a longer one. Nevertheless, there will be contexts in
which professionals would like to know how well individual
respondents would do across assessments or studies com-
paring long and short forms of scales. The IRT analysis
defines and tests characteristic curves for both forms (IRT

(A) (B)

Figure 1. Example of characteristic curves of items. (A) Curve model with response alternatives do not overlap. (B) Curve model with response
alternatives do overlap.

Figure 2. Characteristic curves for the long (60 items) and short (30
items) EFI.
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Table 3. Reliability and validity of the EFI-30 in eight nations

Pearson’s (r)

Nation Subscales of the EFI α 1-item forgiveness Social desirability

Austria (N = 372) Positive Affect .88 .760** .007
Negative Affect .85 .743** .045

Positive Behavior .83 .686** .102*

Negative Behavior .88 .717** .068

Positive Cognition .89 .715** .010

Negative Cognition .89 .715** �.026

Brazil (N = 200) Positive Affect .92 .599** �.063
Negative Affect .88 .653** .109

Positive Behavior .93 .679** .099

Negative Behavior .87 .600** .190**

Positive Cognition .91 .645** .027

Negative Cognition .87 .601** .048

Israel (N = 176) Positive Affect .91 .645** �.002
Negative Affect .82 .591** �.049

Positive Behavior .88 .590** .000

Negative Behavior .85 .594** �.033

Positive Cognition .91 .671** �.011

Negative Cognition .90 .621** .035

Korea (N = 326) Positive Affect .89 .593** �.037
Negative Affect .86 .607** �.011

Positive Behavior .91 .595** �.015

Negative Behavior .86 .549** .109*

Positive Cognition .90 .613** �.085

Negative Cognition .87 .512** �.101

Norway (N = 141) Positive Affect .92 .634** –

Negative Affect .87 .628** –

Positive Behavior .93 .674** –

Negative Behavior .94 .658** –

Positive Cognition .91 .647** –

Negative Cognition .83 .650** –

Pakistan (N = 404) Positive Affect .82 .421** .012
Negative Affect .80 .497** �.024

Positive Behavior .90 .537** .001

Negative Behavior .89 .443** �.028

Positive Cognition .89 .566** .041

Negative Cognition .87 .486** .049

Taiwan (N = 339) Positive Affect .88 .171** .052
Negative Affect .88 .176** .083

Positive Behavior .88 .155** .077

Negative Behavior .81 .070 .115*

Positive Cognition .84 .152** .057

Negative Cognition .81 .185** .032

USA (N = 392) Positive Affect .94 .683** �.042
Negative Affect .92 .689** �.014

Positive Behavior .95 .627** �.056

Negative Behavior .91 .610** .044

Positive Cognition .93 .651** �.030

Negative Cognition .90 .599** �.022

Note. The social desirability scale was not administered in Norway. *p < 0.05; **p < .001.

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2021) �2021 Hogrefe Publishing
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true score equating). Figure 2 shows test characteristic
curves for the long (60 items) and short (30 items) EFI
and a vertical line that identifies how matching scores
across the long and short form can be determined. Results
also indicate a linear relationship between scores of the
long- and short-EFI. A recommended linear regression
coefficient for the long-form (60 items) on the short-form
(30 items) to identify matching scores for when one does
not have a correspondence table is EFI = 7.333 + 1.933 �
Short-EFI. The new version short EFI (30 Items) and their
Scoring Key are available for users in ESMs 2 and 3.

Discussion

Results of this study provided the psychometric evidence
for the reduced version of the Enright Forgiveness Inven-
tory (EFI-30) with data from eight countries. Table 1 pre-
sented the five items selected based on the established
criteria. After presenting the choice of items in the first
analysis using the US American sample, Table 2 sets out
the means of discrimination and the response thresholds
of the five items in each of the six subscales. Even with
Hambleton et al. (1991) stating that it would be very diffi-
cult, or would be an exception, to find values greater than
2.00, this study showed that all means (a) were above this
value. However, most of the considerations on discrimina-
tion focused on dichotomous items and the weighted cut-
off points for these parameters need to increase according
to the number of options in the scale studied (Baker &
Kim, 2017). This is because, with the increase in the num-
ber of response options, there is a greater possibility that
the respondents distribute their responses among the differ-
ent options (Cavalcanti et al., 2016). Even with these obser-
vations, the discrimination values of the present study
appear to be particularly positive. This suggests that the
selected items have the sensitivity to differentiate accu-
rately people with different degrees of forgiveness.

Regarding the response thresholds, it was verified that
the thresholds were close to the value of �2.00, and con-
sidering the standard deviations, it is noticed that the items
cover the majority of people with low scores in the sub-
scales. At the other extreme, the results showed that the
means of the last thresholds (b5), for the most part, were
< 1.00. This indicates that subscales have more difficulty
to evaluating people with higher theta scores. To be more
specific, as theta is standardized on the z score, it is possible
to have an estimate of the percentage of people for whom
the scale would have less reliability in the assessment. As
the subscales estimate roughly even people with �2.00
theta, this indicates that their responses would be less pre-
cise in only about 2% of the people with the lowest degree
of forgiveness. At the opposite extreme, the means of the

subscales practically did not exceed 1.00 theta. This sug-
gests that it would have less capacity to evaluate, approxi-
mately, the 15% of the people with the highest degrees of
forgiveness. It is noteworthy for the b5 thresholds from
Taiwan and South Korea that these were the largest among
the eight countries. It suggests that the EFI-30 is able to
evaluate people with the greatest degree of forgiveness in
these two countries. In particular, Taiwan also has pre-
sented the b1 minors, having the highest breadth of evalua-
tion between b5 and b1, that is, the EFI-30, implying that
Taiwan can assess with more information the people with
the greatest differences in their degree of interpersonal
forgiveness.

Items on any scale hardly will have the same difficulty
and discrimination levels. The more items a scale has, the
greater is a chance of finding power to discriminate respon-
dents along the continuous theta. Thus, reducing items on a
scale impacts the power to discriminate items’ response
capacity, as seen in Figure 2. Another point that deserves
to be highlighted is that subscales are limited to evaluate
respondents with greater attitudes of forgiveness. That is
reflected in the fact that the test will classify people with
higher forgiveness responses within the same range of
scores. In general, researchers using paper-and-pencil
scales need to choose in which space of the continuous
theta they propose to better discriminate people. It is not
possible to have high discriminative power both at low
and high scores at the same time. The greater the attempt
to discriminate against respondents in a larger theta contin-
uum, then the lower the slope of the characteristic curves of
the items and the test will be.

The EFI scale has been extensively used in research and
counseling. For research, the consequences of working with
a short-version are mainly linked to the reduction of vari-
ability in people with a high score of forgiveness, which
may have an impact on the decrease in covariance with
other variables in a study. In relation to the field of counsel-
ing, it is necessary to understand that the EFI is relevant
because there is the possibility that clients may be having
difficulty positioning themselves in their responses for for-
giveness, so the scale is particularly useful when it accu-
rately assesses people with low degrees of forgiveness.
However, perhaps a way to be able to deliver the smallest
number of items, without losing discriminatory capacity in
specific parts of the theta, is to use adaptive testing by com-
puter so that the computer with a large bank of items deliv-
ers specific items to each person.

Results for internal reliability (Cronbach’s α) and
Pearson’s correlations between the six subscales with the
1-Item Forgiveness scale and Crowne-Marlowe’s (1960)
Social Desirability scale for concurrent validity showed
results in the expected direction in all countries with data
available. The EFI-30 has valid six subscales with strong
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internal consistency per subscale and positive correlations
with the 1-item forgiveness scale and no correlation with
the social desirability scale. A few exceptions occurred,
such as the Taiwanese sample showing no correlation
between positive behavior and 1-item forgiveness, and the
sample from Austria showing a positive correlation between
positive behavior and social desirability. The samples from
Brazil, South Korea, and Taiwan showed positive correla-
tions between negative behavior and social desirability.
Note that Taiwan and South Korea showed the highest
thresholds of item discrimination. As previously stated,
the EFI-30 is able to evaluate people with the greatest
degree of forgiveness in these two countries and these par-
ticular findings focused on the behavioral component of
responses that is the closest researchers can get to observed
behaviors in real life. Participants from these countries are
probably informing that to reduce the degree of avoiding
the other who offended unjustly and to start showing some
friendship is desirable because particular cultural social
norms apply to their behavioral expression of forgiveness.
In all cases, that is a question for future research on the cul-
tural sensitivity of the EFI across nations.

Mental health professionals and researchers in human
development now have a reliable measure in its short- or
long-forms to work within aiding clients to assess their
degree of forgiveness toward a person or persons who acted
unfairly toward that person. The EFI-30 is available in ESM
2 here and free for use. Researchers and counselors should
keep in mind that forgiveness implies a Self in equilibrium.
For a person to reduce, for example, negative judgments
about their offender is important but not enough if social
interactions with them raise anxiety. A decrease in negative
feelings, which sometimes happen to let off some steam
reducing internal pressure, is no indication of effective pro-
gress in the process if it happens unaccompanied by
changes in the other stances. Therefore, counselors and
researchers should interpret patterns of changes in the six
stances of forgiveness to have a better understanding of
the process.

Considering that more research is necessary to verify sim-
ilarities and differences for the forgiveness process in ther-
apy, education, human development, and cross-cultural
validation among countries, this work has furnished the field
with a parsimonious and valid tool for investigating people’s
interpersonal forgiveness across a wide variety of cultures.

Final Considerations

The results are satisfactory because they provide accurate
alternatives for researchers and mental health professionals
applying a scale of the degree of forgiveness in different
countries. However, it is necessary to take into account
some limitations of this study. Data analysis did not con-

sider age, degree of hurt, if the offender was alive, how
close victims were to offenders, socioeconomic level, educa-
tional background, peculiarities of cultures, and the reports
of hurt among other relevant variables to the study of for-
giveness. Therefore, subsequent studies that replicate the
estimates may consider these specific variables. The EFI-
30 should be tested against other measures of forgiveness
for concurrent and divergent validity. However, those com-
parisons should preserve some level of similarity between
operational definitions behind the assessment models,
otherwise, researchers will be comparing different phenom-
ena. If measures are translated across cultures, the process
of translation and validation also should be observed to pro-
vide sounds results. Finally, the EFI-30 now is available
with this article providing the opportunity for researchers
from all nations to begin addressing further these limita-
tions. The authors should be contacted for versions of the
EFI-30 in future researchers’ particular languages or to
obtain manuals for translations and administration accord-
ing to their specific research questions.

Electronic Supplementary Materials

The electronic supplementary material is available with
the online version of the article at https://doi.org/
10.1027/1015-5759/a000649
ESM 1. Inputs and outputs for the analyses conducted
ESM 2. EFI-30 scale
ESM 3. EFI-30 answer key
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