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[ Abstract]
ness Scale(C—MOFS). Methods: Sample 1 (N=203) and sample 2 (N=337) were tested. Marital Adjustment Test and Self—

Objective: To test the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of The Marital Offence—Specific Forgive-

esteem Scale were chosen as the criterion—related indicators. 85 of the participants in sample 2 were retested four weeks lat-
er. Results: The exploratory factor analysis showed that, the scale consisted of 2 factors, accounting for 61.82% of the total
variance. And the confirmatory factor analysis showed that, the data fitted the two—factor model of C=MOFS well. The corre-
lation coefficients of marital forgiveness with marital satisfaction and self-esteem were 0.42 and 0.38(P<0.001), respective-
ly. The C=MOFS had good internal reliability with Cronbach’s a coefficients from 0.77 to 0.87, split—half reliability coeffi-
cients from 0.78 to 0.81 and retest reliability coefficients from 0.67 to 0.70 (P<0.001). Conclusion: The C-MOFS has good
reliability and validity, and it can be used as a tool for researching marital forgiveness.
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