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Abstract
This study aimed to understand the relationship between marital forgiveness and human values and
to discover the latter’s power to predict whether a marriage will recover. The study included 313
participants who were married or in a long-term relationship, 70% from the state of Paraíba and 30%
from the state of Piauí. The participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 70 years (M = 35.0; SD = 11.41), the
majority being female (67.7%). The participants answered three questionnaires: the Marital OffenceSpecific Forgiveness Scale, the Basic Values Questionnaire, and a sociodemographic questionnaire. Two
stepwise multiple linear regression analyses were conducted. The first, which took the value subfunctions
as the predictive variables, found that the interactive subfunction explains marital forgiveness, directly
contributing to the explanation of whether forgiveness is granted between couples. The second analysis
took the type of orientation as explanatory variables. It found that social values directly contribute to
explaining whether the marriage recovers. In light of these results, one may conclude that individuals
who prioritize social values are more disposed to grant forgiveness within a marriage.
Keywords: Forgiveness, human values, marital relationship.
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Perdão Conjugal: Uma Explicação
a partir dos Valores Humanos
Resumo
Teve-se como objetivo conhecer a relação entre o perdão conjugal e os valores humanos, bem como
verificar o poder deste último em predizer a remissão marital. Para isso, contou-se com 313 pessoas,
casadas ou em união estável, do estado da Paraíba (70%) e do Piauí (30%). As idades variaram de 18
a 70 anos (M = 35,00; DP = 11,41), sendo a maioria do sexo feminino (67,7%). Estes responderam
os instrumentos: Escala de Perdão Conjugal, Questionário de Valores Básicos e um Questionário
Sociodemográfico. Foram executadas duas Análises de Regressão Linear Múltipla (método Stepwise).
Na primeira, tendo como variáveis previsoras as subfunções valorativas, constatou-se que a subfunção
interativa explica o perdão conjugal. Contribuindo de forma direta na explicação da concessão do perdão
entre casais. Na segunda, fixaram-se como variáveis explicativas os tipos de orientação. Esta revelou
que os valores sociais explicam a remissão matrimonial, contribuindo de forma direta. Diante destes
resultados, conclui-se que os indivíduos que priorizam valores sociais encontram-se mais predispostos
a conceder o perdão dentro do casamento.
Palavras-chave: Perdão, valores humanos, conjugalidade.

Perdón Civil: Una Explicación
a partir de los Valores Humanos
Resumen
Se objetivó conocer la relación entre perdón conyugal y valores humanos, y se buscó verificar el poder
de este último para predecir la remisión marital. Se contó con 313 personas, casadas o en unión estable,
del estado de Paraíba (70%) y Piauí (30%). Las edades oscilaron entre 18 y 70 años (M = 35,00; DE =
11,41), la mayoría mujeres (67,7%). Ellos respondieron: Escala de Perdón Conyugal, Cuestionario sobre
los Valores Básicos y el Cuestionario sociodemografico. Se realizaron dos Análisis de Regresión Lineal
Múltiple (método Stepwise). En el primero, se considero como las variables predictoras las subfunciones
valorativas, se encontró que la subfunción interactiva explica el perdón conyugal. Contribuyendo
directamente en la explicación de la concesión del perdón entre las parejas. En el segundo, se fijaron
como variables explicativas los tipos de orientación. Esto reveló que los valores sociales son responsables
por explicar la remisión marital, lo que contribuye directamente. Teniendo en cuenta estos resultados,
se concluye que las personas que dan prioridad a los valores sociales son más propensos a conceder el
perdón en el matrimonio.
Palabras clave: Perdón, valores humanos, conyugalidad.
According to Bueno, Souza, Monteiro, and
Teixeira (2013), marriage can be understood
as the emergence of a new generation and the
beginning of a new household. Day- to-day
problems cannot entirely be avoided, but the
manner in which a couple addresses adversity
may contribute to instability or harmony within
the relationship (Wagner & Mosmann, 2012).
Fincham, Hall, and Beach (2006) indicate
that forgiveness is an excellent strategy for

maintaining a marital relationship because it
helps reduce the impact of negative perceptions
of the other and enhances conflict resolution and
the stability of the marriage. However, although
forgiveness has long been recognized as very
important for the conservation of relationships,
only in recent years has it caught the attention
of researchers (Lin et al., 2014; Peets, Hodges,
& Salmivalli, 2013; Strelan, McKee, Claic,
Cook, & Shaw, 2013) as a result of the benefits
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that derive from the act of forgiveness, such as
well-being (Allemand, Steiner, & Hill, 2013),
mental and physical health (Calo-Blanco, 2014),
emotional stability (Lander, 2012), and marital
satisfaction (Witvliet, 2001).
A growing body of research on this topic has
led to the development of studies that seek to understand how it relates to other variables such as
moral thought (Abreu, 2013), satisfaction with
general health (Sales, 2014), and human values
(Barbosa, 2015). Currently, this latter construct
has led to a field of extensive research, primarily
because it has been presented as a variable that
explains several socio-psychological phenomena (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003) such as polyamory
(Freire, 2015) and willingness to forgive (Barbosa, 2015).
A recent study on willingness to forgive and
human values using an explicit measurement
has found negative correlations between willingness to forgive and personal values (achievement and experimentation); that is, the more
individuals prioritize values such as pleasure,
success, and power, the less willing they are to
forgive. Nevertheless, when implicit measures
are used, the results show a direct correlation between willingness to forgive and social values
(normative and interactive; Barbosa, 2015).
Although Barbosa (2015) assesses the relationship between values and forgiveness,
it should be noted that this study is based on
samples drawn from the general population and
academics. In light of this generalization, one
may ask how these variables would function in
specific samples, such as couples, specifically
in predicting whether the transgressing partner
is forgiven. Against this backdrop, the present
article addresses marital forgiveness and its relationship with human values.

Marital Forgiveness
Forgiveness can be defined as a person’s desire to forego his or her right to resentment, negative judgment, and indifferent behavior toward
the offender, nurturing compassion, generosity,
and love toward that person (Enright, Rique, &
Coyle, 2000). Forgiveness, then, can be understood as a process of transformation in which
negative and vindictive responses are replaced
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by positive responses (McCullough et al., 1998).
Fincham, Paleari, and Regalia (2002) understand forgiveness as a change in motivation that occurs in interpersonal relations; that
is, recovery is a process in which the desires
to get revenge or to leave have subsided and
the benevolent and conciliatory desires toward
the offender are elevated. In this sense, forgiveness can be understood as a structure with two
dimensions: (a) a negative dimension, characterized by wishing for revenge or punishment
of the offender; and (b) a positive dimension,
marked by increased empathy and a release
from the anger, leading to a greater willingness
to forgive (Fincham & Beach, 2002; Worthington, 2003). Considering these two dimensions,
Worthington (2005) suggests that when a relationship has ended, healing occurs by reducing
the negative dimension. However, Fincham et
al. (2006) indicate that, in ongoing relationships, a reduction in the negative dimension
must be accompanied by a simultaneous increase in the positive dimension for forgiveness
to be granted.
The concept of forgiveness within a marriage
is not different from that in other interpersonal
relationships. In principle, it requires that one of
the spouses feels injured or wronged by the other
(Enright & Coyle, 1998), either by a deliberate
act or through negligence (Downie, 1965). Next,
the victim understands his or her right to express
these negative thoughts and emotions toward the
offender. If the offender wants to preserve the
relationship, then he or she must demonstrate
remorse and be patient, waiting for the partner’s
negative thoughts, feelings, and behavior to cool
down (North, 1998).
The existence of instability in the marriage
resulting from transgressions (such as betrayals,
physical abuse, or verbal abuse) can lead to
negative emotions and even result in the breakup
of the marriage (Fincham, Beach, & Davila,
2004). In this context, forgiveness can be
viewed as a method of avoiding the dissolution
of the marriage because it directly and positively
affects conjugal satisfaction (Chung, 2014;
Pelucchi, Paleari, Regalia, & Fincham, 2013),
conflict resolution (Fife, Weeks, & StellbergFilbert, 2013), longevity (Toussaint, Owen, &
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Cheadle, 2012) and the quality of the marriage
(Fincham, Beach, & Davila, 2007).
However, it is worth emphasizing that, despite the growing literature on marital forgiveness (Braithwaite, Selby, & Fincham, 2011;
Calo-Blanco, 2014; Hall & Fincham, 2006;
Pelucchi et al., 2013), new research is still needed to contribute to the scientific framework on
the subject. The present study, for example, aims
to discover the power of human values to predict
the willingness of the offended partner to grant
forgiveness.

Functionalist Theory of Human Values
The Functionalist Theory of Human Values
proposed by Gouveia (1998, 2003, 2013) is an
integrating parsimonious model that focuses on
the functions of values. According to the author
(Gouveia, 1998, 2003, 2013), values have two
joined functions: (a) to guide human actions
(type of orientation; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz,
1992) and (b) to express their needs (type of motivation; Inglehart, 1977; Maslow, 1954).
The two functional dimensions of values
constitute the two main axes in the representation of the proposed structure: the horizontal
axis corresponds to the type of orientation, and
the vertical axis represents the type of motivation. Orientation values may be social, personal,
or central. Individuals guided by social values
are focused on society and living with others;
individuals who prioritize personal values tend
to be more self-centered and pursue their own
interests and benefits; and individuals who share
elements of these two categories are described
as having central values, an innovation of the
model. Thus, central values are not restricted to
the dichotomy of self-centered interests (intrapersonal focus) or other-centered interests (interpersonal focus); they represent a middle position
with respect to other values, serving as a type of
“backbone” (Gouveia, 2013).
Motivational values can be classified as materialistic (pragmatic), implying an orientation
toward specific objectives and normative rules,
typical of individuals concerned with the biological aspects of survival such as health and stability; and idealistic (humanitarian), which, unlike

materialistic values, are based on more abstract
principles and ideas (such as knowledge and maturity) associated with creativity and openness of
spirit, suggesting lower dependence on worldly
goods (Gouveia, Milfont, & Guerra, 2014).
The intersection of these two axes results
in six value subfunctions: (a) experimentation
(personal-humanitarian), which encompasses
the physiological need for satisfaction in a broad
sense, consisting of the values of pleasure, excitement, and sexuality; (b) achievement (personal-materialistic), which encompasses the
need for self-esteem, consisting of the values of
success, power, and prestige; (c) existence (central-materialistic), which refers to most basic
physiological and security needs, consisting of
the values of health, survival, and personal stability; (d) suprapersonal (central-humanitarian),
concerned with the needs of aesthetics and cognition, consisting of the values of knowledge,
maturity, and beauty; (e) interactive (social-humanitarian), which represents the needs of belonging, love, and affiliation, consisting of the
values of affection, social support, and coexistence; and (f) normative (social-materialistic),
reflecting the importance of preserving the culture and conventional standards, consisting of
the values of religion, tradition, and obedience
(Gouveia, 2013).
The model proposed by Gouveia (1998)
works well with various constructs such as
willingness to forgive (Barbosa, 2015) and
presents psychometric indicators that are
appropriate at the national and international
levels (e.g., Freire, 2015; Melo, 2014; Monteiro,
2014; Nascimento, 2015); however, it is not
intended to replace other existing theories
but rather to provide a theoretical option for
conducting studies in this field.
In light of this, the use of the model described in this study appears to be justified. It
is hoped that social values (Hypothesis 1) and
central values (Hypothesis 2), together with their
respective subfunctions, directly explain forgiveness within a marital relationship and that
personal values (Hypothesis 3) and their subfunctions inversely explain the same construct.
Other hypotheses warrant mention, namely, that

Marital Forgiveness: An Explanation Based on Human Values.

there will be differences between participants
with regard to the two dimensions of marital forgiveness for the following variables: (a) gender,
with women being expected to score higher than
men (Hypothesis 4); (b) age, with older people
being expected to score higher (Hypothesis 5);
(c) level of religiosity, with participants with
higher levels of religiosity being expected to be
more likely to forgive (Hypothesis 6); (d) length
of the marriage, with spouses who have been
married longer being expected to forgive more
(Hypothesis 7); and (e) level of education, with
people who have more schooling being expected
to score higher on forgiveness (Hypothesis 8).

Method
Participants
The study is based on a non-probability convenience sample consisting of 313 individuals
who are married or in a long-term relationship in
the states of Paraíba (n = 219; 70%) and Piauí (n
= 94; 30%). The participants ranged in age from
18 to 70 years (M = 35.00; SD = 11.41); the majority were female (n = 212, 67.7%), were lower
middle class (n = 113; 36.1%), had children (n
= 229; 73.6%), had some graduate school education (n = 79; 25.2%), and had been in their relationship from 1 to 3 years (n = 93; 29.7%). They
described themselves as moderately religious (M
= 3.67; SD = 1.19) on a scale ranging from 1 (not
at all religious) to 5 (completely religious).

Instruments
The participants answered a questionnaire
composed of the following instruments:
The Marital Offence-Specific Forgiveness
Scale (MOFS) developed by Paleari, Regalia,
and Fincham (2009) and adapted to the Brazilian
context by Lopes, Fonsêca, Medeiros, Almeida,
and Gouveia (2016). This scale comprises 10
items originally divided as follows: four items
evaluate benevolent motivations (such as Item
2: “Although (s)he hurt me, I definitely put what
happened aside so that we could resume our relationship”), and six items evaluate the motivations of resentment and revenge (such as Item
3: “Since my spouse behaved that way, I get
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annoyed with him/her more easily”). All of the
questions are answered on a seven-point Likerttype scale, ranging from 1 (total disagreement)
to 7 (total agreement). The version adapted for
Brazil presents acceptable evidence of trustworthiness (Benevolence: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.65,
rm.i = 0.31 and Composite Reliability = 0.66; Avoidance-Resentment:
alpha = 0.80, rm.i = 0.40 and Composite Reliability =
Cronbach’s
0.81; Lopes et al., 2016).

Basic Values Questionnaire (BVQ-18). In
its updated version, this instrument comprises
18 items or specific values (Gouveia, 2013). For
each item, two descriptors are presented in an
attempt to represent the inherent content of the
value (for example, health is described in item 9
as “being concerned with your health before you
get sick” and “not being sick”). These questions
are answered using a seven-point scale ranging
from 1 (completely unimportant) to 7 (completely important). The instrument used by Medeiros
(2011) throughout Brazil shows alphas ranging
from 0.48 (interactive) to 0.63 (normative) and
a homogeneity index (r.m.i) ranging from 0.24
(interactive) to 0.38 (normative) for the Brazilian context; it also shows favorable goodness
of fit indices [x² = 949.75, goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = 0.92; comparative fit index (CFI) =
0.81; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = 0.07 (90% confidence interval (CI)
= 0.07-0.08)].
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. The participants answered a series of demographic questions, such as (a) age; (b) gender; (c) duration of
the marriage or long-term-relationship, classified using an interval scale: 1-3 years, 4-7 years,
8-13 years, 14-16 years, and over 17 years; (d)
number of children; (e) education: complete elementary, incomplete elementary, complete high
school, incomplete high school, complete college, incomplete college, and graduate school;
(f) self-perception of religiosity, expressed in a
single item, on a five-point scale, ranging from 1
(not at all religious) to 5 (completely religious);
(g) social class; and (h) monthly household income, expressed on a six-point scale [(1) 0 to R$
788; (2) R$ 789 to R$ 1,576; (3) R$1,577 to R$
2,364; (4) R$ 2,365 to R$ 4,728; (5) R$ 4,729 to
R$ 7,092; (6) above $7.093].
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Data Collection Procedures
Data were collected in two ways: by pencil
and paper and online. There is evidence that data
collected in person, by the traditional pencil and
paper method, is adequately equivalent to data
collected online (Brock, Barry, Lawrence, Dey,
& Rolffs, 2012). Data were collected by the first
method (n = 143) in public locations such as
town squares, parks and shopping malls. Data
were collected by the second method through
a questionnaire using the Google Drive online
platform. Social networks such as Facebook
were used to contact potential participants (n
= 170) in the online data collection. Data collection by both methods yielded a total of 313
participants. In both methods, care was taken to
explain the general purpose of the study and to
clarify that participation was voluntary, without
any type of benefit or sanction, and that the participants were free to quit at any time without
risking any loss. The average response time was
approximately 15 minutes.

Data Analysis
Date were organized and analyzed using
the SPSS statistical package, version 20, which
was employed to perform descriptive statistics
(e.g., mean, median, and standard deviation),

multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs),
correlations (Pearson’s r) and stepwise multiple
linear regression analyses.

Ethical Procedures
The project was initially developed and
submitted to the Research Ethics Committee
of the Center for Health Sciences of the Federal University of Paraíba (Centro de Ciências
da Saúde da Universidade Federal da Paraíba
[CEP/CCS]), having been approved under Protocol 0150/15. Finally, it is emphasized that the
study was performed following all guidelines established in National Health Council resolution
466/12 on research involving human beings.

Results
Correlations between Marital
Forgiveness and Human Values
Pearson’s correlation coefficient (Pearson’s
r or the product-moment correlation) was calculated in an effort to understand how the dimensions of the MOFS and the general factor
(calculated as the sum of the two items of the
benevolence and avoidance-resentment dimensions, with the inversion of the latter) are related
to the types of orientation and their subfunctions.
The results are described in Table 1.

Table 1
Correlations between Human Values and Marital Forgiveness
Benevolence

Avoidance-Resentment

General Factor (Marital
Forgiveness)

M (SD)

4.46 (1.40)

3.34 (1.39)

4.55 (1.18)

5.66 (0.79)

0.26**

0.04

0.17*

Interactive

5.66 (0.86)

0.26**

-0.13*

0.23**

Normative

5.64 (1.02)

0.19**

0.03

0.09

5.68 (0.79)

0.17*

0.001

0.20

Suprapersonal

5.42 (0.85)

0.16**

-0.05

0.13*

Existence

5.94 (0.92)

0.14*

0.05

0.05

4.66 (0.92)

0.10

0.06

0.02

Experimentation

4.78 (1.01)

0.07

0.03

0.01

Achievement

4.56 (1.09)

0.11

0.07

0.01

Human Values

Social

Central

Personal

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.
* p < .05; ** p < .001.
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Table 1 shows that the benevolence dimension and the general factor have significant and
positive correlations with four and two value
subfunctions, respectively. The benevolence
dimension is correlated with the interactive
subfunction (r = 0.26; p < .001); the normative
subfunction (r = 0.19; p < .001); the suprapersonal subfunction (r = 0.16; p < .001); and the
existence subfunction (r = 0.14; p = .01). The
general factor is correlated with the interactive
subfunction (r = 0.23; p < .001) and the suprapersonal subfunction (r = 0.13; p = .03). The
avoidance-resentment dimension shows only an
inverse correlation with the interactive subfunction (r = -0.13; p = .02).
With regard to the types of orientation, a
significant and positive correlation is observed
between the benevolence dimension and two
types of orientation: social orientation (r = 0.26;
p < .001) and central orientation (r = 0.17; p =
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.01). In contrast, the avoidance-resentment dimension shows no correlation with any type of
orientation. The general factor exhibits a significant and positive correlation only with the social
type of orientation (r = 0.17; p = .01).

Human Values as Predictors of Marital
Forgiveness
To determine the predictive power of orientation types and value subfunctions on marital
forgiveness, two stepwise multiple linear regression analyses were conducted to reduce the potential for variable multicollinearity problems
(Field, 2005). The value subfunctions were the
predictor variables in the first analysis, and the
orientation types were the predictor variables in
the second analysis. The general factor, marital
forgiveness, was the criterion variable in both
analyses. The results of these analyses are detailed in Table 2.

Table 2
Multiple Regressions between Human Values and Marital Forgiveness
Predictors
Types of Orientation
Social values

R² Adjusted

F

β Standardized

t

p

0.03

F(1, 303) = 9.55

0.17

6.32

.001

0.05

F(1, 303) = 15.74

0.22

3.97

.001

Subfunctions
Interactive

The first analysis shows that the interactive subfunction [F(1, 303) = 15.74; p < .001]
explains 5% of the total variance of marital
forgiveness. It directly contributes (βStandardized =
0.22) to explaining whether forgiveness between
couples is granted, exhibiting significant indicators (p < .05). The second regression reveals that
social values [F(1, 303) = 9.55; p < .001] explain
3% of marriage recovery, making this explanation significant (t > 1.96) and direct (βStandardized =
0.17).

Marital Forgiveness
and Sociodemographic Variables
To learn whether gender, education, age,
duration of the relationship, and level of religi-

osity make a significant difference, MANOVAs
were performed based on the test of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices (Box’s M
test), which yielded a non-significant associated
p-value (p = .85). Thus, although the samples
were of different sizes, the assumption of homogeneity was guaranteed. It was determined
that gender influenced the participants’ scores
in both dimensions [Wilks’s lambda distribution
= 0.94, F(2, 306) = 9.09; p < .001; η² = 0.06].
Specifically, women scored higher (M = 3.51;
SD = 1.45) than men (M = 3.00; SD = 1.24)
on the avoidance-resentment dimension [F(1,
307) = 9.14; p = .003]; an inverse relationship
was observed for the benevolence dimension, on
which men scored higher (M = 4.91; SD = 1.30)
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than women (M = 4.24; SD = 1.40) [F(1, 307) =
15.90; p < .001].
It is observed that level of education
[Wilks’s lambda = 0.91; F(12, 602) = 2.29; p =
.007; η² = 0.04] makes a difference only to the
avoidance-resentment dimension [F(6, 302) =
3.12; p = .006]. Specifically, a comparison of the
groups using the Bonferroni post hoc test shows
that individuals with an incomplete elementary
education (M = 4.38; SD = 1.54) score higher
than those with a college degree (M = 3.16; SD
= 1.28) or graduate study (M = 3.04; SD = 1.38).
The likelihood of marital forgiveness does not
appear to be significantly influenced by the duration of the relationship [Wilks’s Lambda =
0.97; F(10, 544) = 0.75; p = .67; η² = 0.01], age
[Wilks’s Lambda = 0.99; F(4, 610) = 0.71; p =
.59; η² = 0.005], or self-perception of religiosity
[Wilks’s Lambda = 0.99; F(2, 229) = 0.45; p =
.64; η² = 0.004].

Discussion
As noted above in the discussion of the
correlations, the results demonstrate that social
values are good predictors of marriage recovery,
corroborating hypothesis 1. This finding matches
studies on pro-social behaviors (Dalbert, 2002;
Strelan, 2007) because the interactive subfunction represents individuals who express concern
for others, expressing feelings of care and affection; and the normative subfunction is characteristic of religious people who fulfill their obligations, promote social harmony (Gouveia, 2003,
2013), and foster closer, more well-adjusted relationships, avoiding feelings of avoidance and
resentment (Gordon & Baucom, 1998). In this
sense, people guided by social values are more
predisposed to grant forgiveness, corroborating
the findings of Strelan and McKee (2014).
Moreover, it is found that the subfunction
that best explains recovery of the marital relationship is the interactive subfunction, supporting the hypothesis discussed above. This finding
can be explained by the nature of this subfunction, which is essential to the establishment,
regulation, and maintenance of interpersonal re-

lationships (Gouveia, 2013), such as a marriage
(Hook, Worthington, Utsey, Davis, & Bumette,
2012).
Central values and their subfunctions do not
prove to be good predictors of marital forgiveness, disproving hypothesis 2. However, it is
possible to verify that the existence subfunction
shows a significant positive correlation with the
benevolence dimension and the general factor
(marital forgiveness). According to some authors
(Lawler-Row, Scott, Rains, Edlis-Matityahou, &
Moore, 2007; Younger, Piferi, Jobe, & Lawler,
2004), victims of offenses may view forgiveness
as a factor that will benefit them more than situations of intense negative feelings toward the aggressor, coming to understand recovery as selfhealing.
In turn, the suprapersonal subfunction
shows a positive correlation with the benevolence dimension. This relationship can be explained by the theoretical nature of the subfunction, which expresses the importance of abstract
ideas (Inglehart, 1991), emphasizing thought in
a broader sense (Schwartz, 1992). Thus, forgiveness can be viewed as an intrapersonal process
leading the subject to self-actualization (Braithwaite & Law, 1985).
The findings show that personal values, including their subfunctions (experimentation and
fulfillment), are not good predictors of marriage
recovery, disproving hypothesis 3, and they bear
no significant relation to marital forgiveness and
its dimensions. Nevertheless, it was expected
that people guided by personal values would
demonstrate a low ability to grant their partners
forgiveness due to the egocentric nature of individuals guided by these values (Gouveia, 2013;
Gouveia, Fonsêca, Milfont, & Fischer, 2011),
surmising that little concern for others would
translate into little disposition to forgive (Strelan
& McKee, 2014).
It is believed that the findings of this study
do not match those of other studies in the literature due to the characteristics of this study’s
sample: the majority of the participants in this
study report being in their current marriage or relationship between one and three years. Accord-
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ing to Wagner, Ribeiro, Arteche, and Bornholdt
(1999), the early stage of marriage is marked by
efforts by both partners to strengthen unity and
love, often foregoing personal desires for the
good of the couple, reflecting an increase in tolerance, understanding, and forgiveness.
Finally, it should be noted that the values
noted and discussed above regarding relationships are considered significantly weak (less
than 0.30) based on the magnitudes considered
(Cohen, 1998). Nevertheless, the malleability
of the constructs used should be considered because, according to Hemphill (2003), finding
correlations above 0.30 in psychology seem to
be an exception rather than the rule. The results,
then, should be viewed as exploratory and subject to replication.
Among the sociodemographic variables
(gender, education, age, duration of marriage,
level of religiosity), it is shown that only gender
and education significantly influence the subjects with regard to marital forgiveness, supporting only hypotheses 4 and 8. In relation to gender, it is found that men are more benevolent and
that women are more likely to display behaviors
of avoidance and resentment.
This pattern is also found in the study by Sales
(2014) but is not corroborated by most findings
in the literature (McCullough, Bellah, Kilpatrick,
& Johnson, 2001; Mullet, Houdbine, Laumonier,
& Girard, 1998), which indicate that women are
more predisposed to recover the marriage in
view of their desire to establish and maintain
harmonious relations in their interactions. Men
present a more vindictive profile, being able to
express aggressive behavior and take justice
into their own hands. However, it is necessary
to consider the cultural context of northeastern
Brazil, where this study was performed, because
the behavioral differences regarding forgiveness
most likely vary from culture to culture (Sandage
& Williamson, 2005).
The factor of education displays only a
negative correlation because subjects with incomplete elementary school score higher than
those with a college degree or graduate study.
This finding expresses the influence of maturity
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acquired during the course of education (Souza
& Wechsler, 2013), which is an important factor
in the decision of whether to forgive (Allemand
& Steiner, 2012).
With regard to age, this study corroborates
the findings by Sandage, Worthington, Hight,
and Berry (2000) that there is no relationship between age and forgiveness. Nevertheless, some
authors (Allemand, 2008; Ghaemmaghami, Allemand, & Martin, 2011; Steiner, Allemand, &
McCullough, 2012) indicate that older people
tend to have a greater ability to forgive than
do younger people, contradicting hypothesis 5.
This can be a result of older individuals’ greater experience with interpersonal problems and
transgressions over the course of their lives (Allemand & Steiner, 2012), leading people with
more experience to concentrate on more significant emotional aspects, such as the maintenance of relationships, allowing them to grant
their offender forgiveness more easily (Lang &
Carstensen, 2002).
Religiosity also has no influence on the participants’ scores with regard to marital forgiveness, disproving hypothesis 6. This result corresponds to the findings of Rique and Camino
(2010), who note a lack of correlation between
different levels of religiosity and forgiveness in
a Brazilian sample. This may be a result of using
only a single item (Gouveia et al., 2009), similar
to that employed in the present study. However,
it was expected that people with higher levels of
religiosity would be more likely to grant forgiveness, considering they believe that marriage is
sacred and its dissolution is an act of disrespect
toward divine order (Krumrei, Mahoney, & Pargament, 2011).
Moreover, the duration of the relationship
also shows no significant difference between
the averages for the benevolence and avoidanceresentment dimensions, differing in this respect
from some studies (Guilford & Bengton, 1979;
Rollins & Feldman, 1970), which indicate that
those in comparatively recent relationships (1-3
years) and long-term relationships (over 17
years) are more likely to forgive the partner over
time and in different situations to preserve har-
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mony and maintain the relationship (Guilford &
Bengton, 1979; Rollins & Feldman, 1970). Thus,
the findings do not corroborate hypothesis 7.
In light of these results, it is believed that
social values are important predictors for marital
forgiveness, providing an empirical framework
to develop clinical techniques and interventions
that aim to solve problems and/or conflicts stemming from marital interactions. Although the
proposed objectives have been achieved, possible limitations must also be acknowledged.
For example, the use of a non-probability convenience sample (Cozby, 2003) restricts the ability
to generalize the findings. However, this issue
does not invalidate or undermine the results,
given that the study was not designed for that
purpose.
Another important point to consider is the
possibility that the participants’ answers may
have been influenced by social desirability; that
is, the respondents may have claimed to be more
willing to forgive than they actually are, having
given what they consider to be more socially acceptable responses. This pattern is common with
measures that rely on self-reporting (Anastasi &
Urbina, 2000) such as those used in the present
study (the Marital Offense-Specific Forgiveness
Scale and the Basic Values Questionnaire).
In light of these results, it is hoped that this
article contributes to the literature on the constructs addressed here; however, given the limitations of this study, it is suggested that further
research on this theme be undertaken. It is recommended that future studies use a larger and
more diverse sample that has been chosen randomly, including individuals from a variety of
Brazilian states, because it is understood that
cultural orientation can vary from one region in
Brazil to another (Gouveia, Albuquerque, Clemente, & Espinosa, 2002; Hofstede, Hofstede, &
Minkov, 2010), which may have an impact on
marital forgiveness and human values.
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