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[Abstract] Objective: To compare the effects of the forgiveness intervention and narrative intervention in reducing col-
lege students’ hostility. Methods: 18 college students with high hostility were chosen and randomly assigned to forgiveness
group intervention or narrative group intervention for ten sessions. The Forgiveness Likelihood Scale, the Forgiveness Scale,
and the Short Form Chinese Hostility Inventory were utilized to participants at three time points. Results: We found that
the forgiveness intervention group changed situational forgiveness and hostility significantly more than the narrative inter-
vention group, and this change was stable up to 3 months following the study, however, dispositional forgiveness of both

eroups have not changed too much. Conclusion: The study suggests that the forgiveness intervention is more effective than

the narrative intervention in reducing college students’ hostility.
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