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Abstract
The Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivations (TRIM) scale measures revenge, avoidance, and benevolence in response
to social transgressions that, typically, comprise acts of indirect aggression. We tailored the TRIM for use in forensic psychiatric
and victimological settings by slightly altering the instruction to include transgressions that comprise direct as well as indirect
aggression. In this study, we examined the factor structure and psychometric qualities of this adapted Dutch version of the TRIM.
Data was collected in adolescents from three different educational levels (N = 455) and in (ex)detainees (N = 65). Three unam-
biguous and internally consistent factors corroborated a priori conceptualizations. Associations with social desirability, disposi-
tional anger, dispositional vengeance, accomplished revenge, and accomplished forgiveness supported construct validity. Mean
scores from (ex)detainees did not differ from the student participants, although the former reportedmore incidents of physical and
sexual violence. Hence, the TRIM appears useful as an aid in risk assessment of known offenders, threat assessment of as yet
unknown offenders, and efforts to support victims of violence.
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Being harmed by another person generally elicits strong emo-
tions about the perpetrator(s) (Beck, 1999, 2002; Anderson &
Bushman, 2002). Among other coping efforts, the experience
may call for revenge (Worthington & Wade, 1999), i.e. ‘an
aggressive, often violent, response to intentional harm that has
been inflicted on the avengers and their families’ (Stuckless,
1996, p. 21). Revenge is by definition a form of aggression. In
‘revenge served cold’ the appraisal of being harmed is the
starting point of intense and persistent rumination about retal-
iatory action; in ‘hot-blooded revenge’ the score is evened in
conclusion of the harming incident (McCullough, 2008).
Hence, revenge comes in the guise of ‘cold’ (instrumental,
proactive, predatory) as well as ‘hot’ (affective, reactive, re-
taliatory) variants of aggression.

The ultimate goal of a vengeful act is to restore equity: One
has been made to suffer and demands retribution (Frijda,
1994; Baumeister, 1996). Whether and how equity is to be
restored depends on considerations regarding attributions of
blame (the extent to which the ‘harm doer’ is held responsible
for the suffering), proportionality (the extent to which the
magnitude of revenge equals the magnitude of the original
harm), and morality and justice (the extent to which revenge
is perceived as legitimate according to certain moral criteria)
(Barnoux & Gannon, 2013; Baumeister, 1996; Stillwell,
Baumeister & DelPriore, 2008).

Several formulations on violence picture revenge as a pri-
mary motive for violent offending in general (Gannon et al.,
2007; Denson, 2013), for firesetting (Barnoux & Gannon,
2013), sexual violence (Barnett, 2011), massmurder (Scheff,
2011), and (suicide) terrorism (Lankford &Hakim, 2011). In a
review of empirical findings by McCullough, Kurzban, and
Tabak (2013), revenge was put forward as a causal factor in
10% to 20% of the homicides worldwide, 61% of school
shootings, 27% of bombings, and as an inspiring factor for
recruitment in terrorist organizations.

While victims of violence or injustice may strive to restore
equity (Frijda, 1994; Baumeister, 1996), and generally expect
to experience relief and closure after a successful act of
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revenge (Carlsmith, Wilson & Gilbert, 2008), empirical stud-
ies have primarily reported detrimental effects (e.g.,
Schumann & Ross, 2010). Following up on the studies by
Bushman and colleagues (2001, 2002), who showed that
venting anger did not bring relief but more anger instead,
Carlsmith et al. (2008) demonstrated how taking revenge in-
creased rather than decreased angry rumination and aggres-
sion. Moreover, revenge appeared associated with complicat-
ed grief (Bloom, 2001; Van Denderen et al., 2014), symptoms
of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) (Kunst, 2011; Orth,
Montada, & Maercker, 2006; Van Denderen et al., 2014), and
cardiovascular problems (Miller, Smith, Turner, Guijarro, &
Hallet, 1996; Witvliet, Ludwig, & Van der Laan, 2001). It
seems that both harboring grudges as well as releasing them
by actually taking revenge appears harmful (Denson, 2013;
see however Strelan, DiFiore, & Van Prooijen, 2017).

To signal revenge motivation and possibly avoid or prevent
actual vengeful behaviour, a self-report instrument for the
standardized assessment of revenge motivation might be help-
ful in forensic psychiatric as well as victimological research
and practice. A self-report on revenge can contribute to risk
assessment and management in forensic settings, for instance
as a supplement to structured risk assessment by clinical fo-
rensic experts (e.g., Karsten et al., 2019). Furthermore, it may
be an aid in threat analysis (Meloy et al., 2012), for instance in
the context of workplace violence (e.g. Kausch & Resnick,
2001; Wang et al., 2018), terrorism (e.g., Lotto, 2017) or
school violence (Villaruel & Dunbar, 2006). Furthermore,
from a victimological stance, screening can be helpful in sig-
naling whether victims of criminal offenses might need sup-
port or counseling. Within a judicial context, an index of a
victim’s revenge motivation towards the perpetrator might
assist victim advocates in their task to inform and support
victims during the juridical proceedings, whereas it might also
contribute to discussions, decisions, and research in the con-
text of Restorative Justice interventions (Choi, Bazemoor &
Gilbert, 2012; Sherman & Strang, 2010; Worthington et al.,
2011).

The Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivation scale
(TRIM; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown
&High, 1998; McCullough, Root & Cohen, 2006) is a widely
used and well-researched self-report measure of revenge and
alternative ways of coping with victimization. McCullough
and colleagues summarized coping responses to social trans-
gressions in three dimensions of interpersonal motivation, i.e.
revenge, benevolence, and avoidance. Together, these dimen-
sions provide an index of forgiveness: High benevolence and
low revenge and avoidance motivation are conceptualized to
indicate forgiveness, and vice versa, low benevolence together
with high revenge and avoidance are presumed to index an
unforgiving stance toward the perpetrator. Factor analysis of
the TRIM corroborated this a priori conceptualization, with a
bipolar factor reflecting benevolent approach versus

avoidance of the perpetrator, and a second, unipolar, factor
reflecting revenge (McCullough et al., 2006; though see
Forster et al., 2019, for an alternative interpretation of the
dimensional structure that might underlie the forgiveness-
concept that is assessed with the TRIM).

The TRIM subscales showed excellent psychometric qual-
ities in a variety of (mainly student) samples, with internal
consistency coefficients well above the recommended
Cronbach’s alpha>.70 criterion (Nunnally, 1978), and it has
an extensive nomological network (e.g., McCullough,
Kurzban, & Tabak, 2013; Forster et al., 2019). Having been
investigated in primarily social psychological experiments,
the TRIM showed a theoretically meaningful pattern of asso-
ciations with a variety of variables such as relationship satis-
faction, relationship closeness, anger, rumination, apologies
and other reconciliatory behaviour (McCullough et al., 1998,
2014). In a general population sample, Ghaemmaghami et al.
(2011) showed that respondents’ age and gender did seem to
affect TRIM scores.

In view of the merits briefly summarized above, the TRIM
seems a suitable instrument for the assessment of revenge (and
alternative) motivation in both victims and perpetrators of
violence and aggression. McCullough et al.‘s formulations
and findings place revenge motivation in a theoretical frame-
work that could be a valuable guide for decisions in the con-
text of risk and threat assessment, and in the context of support
for victims of violence. Moreover, studying revenge motivat-
ed aggression conjointly with its functional opposite, forgive-
ness, may contribute to theories of aggression (Denson, 2013)
and justice restoration (Strelan et al., 2017).

In order to use the TRIM in forensic psychiatric and
victimological research and practice, the scale’s instruction
seems to require a slight adaptation. Originally (McCullough
et al., 2006), the questionnaire was designed to measure inter-
personal motivation in response to a social transgression in
close relationships (McCullough et al., 1998, 2006).
Recently, a TRIM version for Non-Close Others, the TRIM-
NCO, was also introduced (Forster et al., 2019). Both TRIM-
versions start with an incident registration: Respondents are
requested to recall a social transgression, i.e., an incident in
which one has been hurt by another person, that has occurred
during the past week(s) or month, and to briefly describe that
particular incident. Subsequently, respondents answer 18 self-
report questionnaire items about their revenge, avoidance, and
benevolence motivation towards the transgressor of that inci-
dent. Typically, with this instruction respondents report inci-
dents that involve social harms, such as insults, neglect, rejec-
tion, infidelity, betrayals of confidence, that do not involve
direct aggression or violence (see for instance McCullough
et al., 1998, 2006, 2014). To tailor the TRIM for use in foren-
sic psychiatric and victimological settings, that is, with victims
and perpetrators of criminal violence, the instrument would
need to be able to invite valid responses about a wider range of
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transgressive incidents, that is, incidents involving both direct
(and possibly penal) and indirect types of aggression. To this
aim we therefore slightly adapted the instruction and asked
respondents to recall an incident in which another person
inflicted some kind of injustice or violence, that has occurred
during one’s lifetime, and to briefly describe that particular
incident. Respondents answer the TRIM-items with this inci-
dent and transgressor in mind.

Objectives of the Current Study

The aims of the present study were (1) to translate the 18
TRIM-items into Dutch, (2) to adapt the scale’s incident reg-
istration to elicit transgressions that involve both indirect and
direct aggression, and (3) to evaluate its psychometric quali-
ties and usefulness in relevant populations in The Netherlands.

As to the first aim, it should be noted that an earlier and
shorter version of the TRIM (TRIM-12; McCullough et al.,
1998) was translated into Dutch byKarremans and Van Lange
(2004); however, this Dutch form did not include the
Benevolence subscale, and its factor structure and psychomet-
ric qualities were not formally evaluated. We translated the
current TRIM (TRIM-18, McCullough et al., 2006) with the
consent of McCullough and Karremans (personal
communication).

As to the second and third aim it is important to note that
we altered the original TRIM’s incident registration, exam-
ined to what extent the instrument actually does sample a wide
variety of transgressions, including direct, physical, and sex-
ual violence (see also Gerlsma, & Lugtmeyer, 2018), and than
evaluated the scale’s factor structure and psychometric quali-
ties. The rationale for this seemingly extensive evaluation of
an already well-established scale is that we cannot presume,
but have to empirically demonstrate, to what extent our ver-
sion, tailored for use in forensic psychiatric and victimological
settings, can be considered an analoque to the original TRIM
(see also Briggs & Cheek, 1986): It could make quite a dif-
ference whether one reports vengeful or avoidant motivation
in response to being beaten up in a robbery or raped by one’s
neighbour, as compared to being insulted by a colleague or
betrayed by one’s girlfriend (Carmody & Gordon, 2011;
Gerlsma & Lugtmeyer, 2018; McCullough, 2008; Rapske,
Boon, Alibhai & Kheong, 2010; Worthington & Wade,
1999).

The considerations raised above led us to sample our data
in sentenced offenders as well as in adolescents from the gen-
eral community. There is, generally, a high rate of victimiza-
tion among individuals who are sentenced for violent offences
(e.g., Dutton & Hart, 1992; Jennings, Piquero, & Reingle,
2012; Mulford et al., 2018; Widom, 1989). Furthermore, the
risk of becoming the victim or perpetrator of injustice or ag-
gression appears to peak in adolescence (Cops & Pleysier,

2014). Victimization in adolescence may then set the stage
for a host of adverse developmental consequences (e.g.,
DeCamp, Zaykowski, & Lunn, 2018; Turner, Shattuck,
Finkelhor, & Hamby, 2015; Turner, Shattuck, Hamby, &
Finkelhor, 2013), including the risk of escalating cycles of
violence and victimization (e.g., Dodge, Bates, & Pettit,
1990; Leary, Kowalski, Smith, & Phillips, 2003; Stillwell,
Baumeister, & Del Priore, 2008; Widom, 1989). Both sen-
tenced offenders and adolescents from the general community
are therefore among the most relevant populations for our
aims.

We expected this version of the TRIM-18 to show an
interpretable factor structure, sufficient internal consisten-
cy of the subscales (Cronbach’s alpha’s >.70, cf.
Nunnally, 1978), and a sensical pattern of correlations
with related constructs, such as dispositional hostility
and vengeance, accomplished forgiveness and vengeance,
and social desirability response bias (i.e., the tendency to
give overly positive self-descriptions). While any signifi-
cant association of the TRIM with social desirability
might be considered to contribute to measurement bias,
the TRIM’s relationship with dispositional vengeance
and hostility, as well as accomplished forgiveness, would
reflect meaningful relationships within the nomological
forgiveness network (e.g. , Forster et al . , 2019;
McCullough et al., 2006). With regard to this construct
validational pattern, we expect that unforgiving motiva-
tions (i.e. high revenge and avoidance, and low benevo-
lence) relate negatively with accomplished forgiveness
and with social desirability response bias, whereas posi-
tive associations with accomplished revenge, dispositional
anger and dispositional vengeance are expected (e.g.,
McCullough et al., 2006). We expect stable findings
across gender and educational level, and between adoles-
cents from the general community and individuals who
have been sentenced for committing a violent offense.
Stability of findings will bolster the generalizability and
construct validity of this TRIM.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Data was collected in three educational settings, and two fo-
rensic settings.

Educational Settings The dataset collected in the educa-
tional settings (also included in Gerlsma & Lugtmeyer,
2018) was provided by students from three different
educational levels that together provide a fair represen-
tation of the educational range offered in our country.
Participants were 188 secondary school students (106
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female, 75 male, 7 missing; mean age = 17.2 years,
SD = 1.5), 163 students in secondary vocational educa-
tion (68 female, 94 male, 1 missing; mean age =
18.1 years, SD = 1.9), and 104 undergraduate psycholo-
gy students (80 female, 24 male; mean age = 19.4 years,
SD = 1.5). The undergraduate psychology students re-
ceived credits for a course and the students in second-
ary vocational education and secondary school received
a small treat for their enrollment.

The data was collected bymeans of a questionnaire booklet
containing a few demographic questions, and the self-report
questionnaires pertinent to our research questions (see below);
the booklet finished with a mood repair (sorting comic strips)
and thanks. The undergraduate psychology students read and
signed an informed consent form and filled in the booklet
digitally and on-line; the other participants received the in-
formed consent and booklet on paper during school hours,
and filled in the questionnaires in the presence of a research
assistant.

Forensic Settings A total of 65 detainees participated, i.e. 30
male forensic psychiatric patients who had been sentenced
with a treatment order, and 35 (ex)detainees (32 male).
Mean age of the participants was 36.6 years (SD = 10.5, range
from 19 to 62).

The 30 forensic psychiatric patients were treated in the
‘Forensic Psychiatric Centre NN’. To maximize response
rate, we did not ask any questions about their criminal and
psychiatric history. In general, a treatment order in our
country involves offenses with a sentence of at least
4 years, such as (sexual) assault, rape, murder, (serial) fire
setting. The data was collected by a member of the
‘Forensic Psychiatric Center NN’ research team and the
third author of this paper. In a 2 month period, they visited
all units to invite patients to participate and provided (and
if necessary clarified) the informed consent and question-
naires; participants completed these in their own or in the
communal room. These participants received 2.50 Euros
for their cooperation.

The 35 (ex)detainees (had) served sentences from 0.1 to
11 years, with a mean of 2.6 years (SD = 2.7). Their
sentences involved assault (43%), theft (40%), drugs deal-
ing (37%), attempted murder (34%), threats (20%), rob-
bery (11.4%), fire setting (3%), and murder (3%); 68%
were sentenced for multiple offences. At the time of the
data collection, 13 of them were on conditional leave and
participated in a training program for social reintegration
and rehabilitation (‘Rehabilitation program NN’); the other
22 were ex-detainees who participated as hands-on experts
in an educational program (organized by ‘Educational pro-
gram NN’). The data was collected in a 2 month period by
a research assistant of our Psychology Department, who
visited the training centers and asked the (ex)detainees

for their participation, answered questions and provided
them with informed consent and questionnaires. It should
be noted that in both forensic populations the response rate
was very low (approximately 10%).

Measures

Revenge, Avoidance, and Benevolence Motivations

The Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivation scale
(TRIM; McCullough et al., 2006) measures revenge, avoid-
ance, and benevolence in response to social transgressions. A
combined score of the three subscales is an index of forgive-
ness (e.g., McCullough, 2008; McCullough et al., 2006). The
TRIM was translated into Dutch by the first two authors, and
translated back to English by a native speaker (cf. De
Figueiredo & Lemkau, 1980). Differences in wording and
meaning that transpired were discussed, resulting in a consen-
sus version (available upon request to the first author). The
translated questionnaire starts with an incident registration, in
which respondents answer the open ended question: “Many
people experience injustice or violence at some time in their
life. Please think of the person who has hurt you in this way.
What kind(s) of injustice or violence did he/she do to you?”
Subsequently, respondents are asked to keep the reported in-
cident in mind while answering 18 items about their motiva-
tions towards the perpetrator, .i.e. Revenge (5 items, e.g., “I’m
going to get even”), Avoidance (7 items, e.g., “I am trying to
keep as much distance between us as possible”), and
Benevolence (6 items, e.g., “Despite what he/she did, I want
us to have a positive relation again”). All items are rated on a
7-point Likert-type scale, anchored 1 = ‘strongly disagree’ to
7 = ‘strongly agree’. Internal consistency coefficients will be
reported in the Results section, since the composition of scales
is contingent upon the factor structure found in our data
analyses.

Accomplished Revenge and Forgiveness Two items were
added to the Dutch TRIM as single item measures of accom-
plished Forgiveness (“I have forgiven him/her”, Subkoviak
et al., 1995) and accomplished Revenge (“I have taken my
revenge on him/her”). These items were translated into
Dutch, and had the same 7-point response format as was de-
scribed above for the TRIM-items.

Dispositional Vengeance The Vengeance Scale (VS;
Stuckless & Goranson, 1992; Dutch version described in
van Denderen et al., 2014) was used to assess individual dif-
ferences in the attitude toward revenge. It consists of 20 items
(e.g., “It is important for me to get back at people who have
hurt me”) that respondents answer on a 7-point Likert scale
anchored (1) ‘Disagree strongly’ to (7) ‘Agree strongly’.
Internal consistency in this study was good (α >.80).
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Dispositional Anger We used the trait version of the
Spielberger State-Trait Anger Scale (SSTAS; Spielberger,
1980; Dutch version by Van der Ploeg, Defares, &
Spielberger, 1982) to assess dispositional anger. The scale
consists of 10 short self report items (e.g., “When I get frus-
trated, I feel like hitting someone”), to be answered on a 4-
point Likert scale anchored (1) ‘hardly ever ‘to (4) ‘nearly
always’. Internal consistency in this study was adequate (α
>.70).

Social Desirability The shortened Marlowe Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (MCSDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960;
Dutch version by Nederhof, 1985) was used to assess re-
sponse bias due to favorable self-presentation. The scale con-
sists of 10 self-report items (e.g., “I have never intensely
disliked anyone”), with the response format True/Untrue.
Internal consistency in this study was adequate (α >.70).

Results

Description of Reported Incidents

The verbatim descriptions of experiences with injustice or
violence were categorized in four types of incidents, i.e.
‘physical violence’ (all kinds of (non-sexual) assault resulting
in physical harm), ‘sexual violence’ (all kinds of sexual as-
sault and maltreatment), direct, and indirect aggression. For
the operationalization of the latter two general types of aggres-
sion we used the defining criteria described by Card, Stucky,
Sawalari and Little (2008), with ‘direct aggression’ for ‘phys-
ical reacts such as hitting, pushing, and tripping as well as
overt verbal attacks such as name calling, taunting, and threat-
ening’ (p. 1186), and ‘indirect aggression’ for ‘hurtful manip-
ulation of relationships (e.g., sabotaging the target’s friend-
ships or romantic relationships) and damaging the target’s
social position (e.g., spreading gossip, excluding from activi-
ties) often through indirect or covert means’ (p. 1186). All
categories were coded as dichotomous dummy variables with
value 1 if the respondents reported an incident that fitted the
category, and value 0 if the incident did not fit the category; it
should be noted that the categories were non-exclusive. Codes
were based on the consensus of the first two authors. Table 1
provides a summary of descriptive figures.

In the three student groups, 24 participants (i.e. 5.3% of the
total N = 455 group) explicitly stated they had never been
victimized in any way; these respondents were excluded from
the analyses. Seventy-six participants (i.e. 16.7%) refrained
from answering the incident question, whereas they did an-
swer the revenge, avoidance, and benevolence items; these
respondents were included in the analyses and fell in the cat-
egory ‘Declined to answer’. The remaining respondents re-
ported between 1 and 9 incidents, with mean 1.72 (SD 1.53).

The students reported experiences with direct aggression
(37.6%) as well as experiences with indirect aggression
(34.5%), whereas 18.5% reported physical or sexual violence.
Within the student group, the students in the secondary voca-
tional education level reportedmore incidents of direct aggres-
sion than the other two levels (χ2 = 7.95; df = 2, p = .02). The
women reported less physical violence than the men (χ2 =
9.86, df = 1, p = .002), and less incidents that involved direct
aggression (χ2 = 9.00, df = 1, p = .003).

In the forensic group, two participants could not recall any
incident, whereas 12 participants declined to describe the
recalled incident but did rate the TRIM-items. The remaining
51 (ex)detainees reported incidents in all four categories.
Compared to the students, the (ex)detainees reported signifi-
cantly (p < .001) more incidents involving physical and sexual
violence (55.4% versus 18.3%), while the proportion of inci-
dents involving indirect aggression was smaller (20% versus
34.5%).

Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency

We examined the factor structure of the Dutch TRIM in the
pooled student data, in order to have a sufficiently large and
homogeneous dataset (according to practical guidelines sam-
ple size should preferably be >300 or reflect an item: respon-
dent ratio of at least 1:10 (e.g., Bryant & Yarnold, 1995;
Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007)) to increase the reliability and gen-
eralizability of findings. The internal consistency of the
(sub)scales was investigated in all subgroups as well, includ-
ing the (ex)detainees.

We performed an exploratory principal component analy-
sis (PCA) with orthogonal (Varimax) rotation to estimate the
factor structure of the TRIM without any pre-set limitations.

Table 1 Categories of experiences with injustice and violence reported
by students and (ex)detainees

Students N = 455 (ex)detainees N = 65

TRIMa responses: N %b N %b

Categories of experiences:

Direct aggression 171 37.6 32 49.2

Indirect aggression 157 34.5 13 20.0

Physical violence 69 15.2 26 40.0

Sexual violence 14 3.1 10 15.4

0 experiences 24 5.3 2 3.1

Declined to answer 76 16.7 12 18.5

a TRIM: Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivations (McCullough
et al., 2006)
b Percentage of the total number of participants in this group (Note: be-
cause respondents could mention more than one experience, the percent-
ages add up to >100%)
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This approach will indicate to what extent we can reliably use
the subscales as indices of revenge, avoidance, and benevo-
lence in The Netherlands in forensic and adolescent popula-
tions (Briggs & Cheek, 1986), which is our main research
interest. We chose an exploratory rather than a confirmatory
approach in view of the higher order dimensional structure of
the TRIM, which suggested multiple solutions (see
McCullough et al., 2006; Forster et al., 2019), with the prob-
ability that secondary loadings would limit or complicate the
data fit (Church & Burke, 1994). Moreover, we felt that a
replication of the three factor solution in new data in another
culture and without any force or constraint would provide the
strongest support for the scale (e.g., Briggs & Cheek, 1986;
Church & Burke, 1994).

The data proved to be suitable for factor analysis with a
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient of .89 (close to ‘mar-
velous’ according to Kaiser’s (1974) criteria), and a signifi-
cant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < .0001). The exploratory
principal component analysis yielded three factors with an

eigenvalue >1, which explained 59% of the variance. Factor
loadings are presented in Table 2. The first factor (Eigenvalue
6.20; 34.5% variance) held 8 items with loadings >.52; all but
one were Avoidance items. One item from the a priori
Benevolence scale also ‘strayed’ in this factor, with a loading
of −.52, equal to its loading on the Benevolence factor. The
second factor (Eigenvalue 2.90; 16.1% variance) held five
Revenge items; loadings were > .68. The third factor
(Eigenvalue 1.52; 8.5% variance) held only Benevolence
items; loadings >.46. Summarizing, factor analyses yielded a
clear three-factor solution that fairly replicated the a priori
scales, with only one item with substantial loadings on a sec-
ondary factor. Inter scale correlations showed a moderate as-
sociation between Revenge and Benevolence (r = −.51,
p < .001), and small to moderate associations between
Revenge and Avoidance (r = −.28, p < .001), and between
Avoidance and Benevolence (r = .39, p < .001).

As is summarized in Table 3, the reliability of the three
TRIM subscales was good in all groups investigated, with

Table 2 Factor loadings of the TRIMa items in an exploratory factor analysis after orthogonal (Varimax) rotation in a three factor solution

TRIMa-items Factor 1:
Avoidance

Factor 2:
Revenge

Factor 3:
Benevolence

1 I’ll make him/her pay .76

2 I am trying to keep as much distance between us as possible .77

3 Even though his/her actions hurt me, I have goodwill for him/her
.46

4 I wish that something bad would happen to him/her .75

5 I am living as if he/she doesn’t exist, isn’t around .72

6 I want us to bury the hatchet and move forward with our relationship
.70

7 I don’t trust him/her .63

8 Despite what he/she did, I want us to have a positive relationship again −.52
.52

9 I want him/her to get what he/she deserves .68

10 I am finding it hard to act warmly toward him/her .59

11 I am avoiding him/her .80

12 Although he/she hurt me, I am putting the hurts aside so we could resume our
relationship .73

13 I’m going to get even .75

14 I forgive him/her for what he/she did to me
.67

15 I cut off the relationship with him/her .79

16 I have released my anger so I can work on restoring our relationship to health
.69

17 I want to see him/her hurt and miserable .81

18 I withdraw from him/her .79

a Notes: TRIM = Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivation scale (McCullough et al., 2006), b Only factor loadings >.40 are shown in the table
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Conbach’s α’s ranging from .73 to .91. Nunnally (1978) rec-
ommended a minimum of α = .70 for scales intended to mea-
sure psychological concepts in the context of research.
Because Cronbach’s α’s depend on the homogeneity as well
as on the number of items within a scale, an α > .70 can be
interpreted as (very) good in a short scale (such as the TRIM-
subscales) (Briggs & Cheek, 1986).

Construct Validity of the TRIM

We examined the construct validity of the three TRIM sub-
scales by means of their bivariate correlations with four con-
ceptually relevant variables (i.e., Accomplished Forgiveness,
Accomplished Revenge, Dispositional Vengeance, and
Dispositional Anger), and one variable indicative of measure-
ment bias (Social Desirability response bias). While neither of
these variables strictly qualify as indices of convergent or
discriminant validity, support for the applicability of the
TRIM scales with victims and offenders will be most persua-
sive when a meaningful correlational pattern is replicated in
all groups. As noted in the introduction section, we expect that
unforgiving motivations (i.e. high Revenge and Avoidance,
and low Benevolence) relate negatively with Accomplished
Forgiveness and with Social Desirability response bias,
whereas positive associations with Accomplished Revenge,
Dispositional Anger and Dispositional Vengeance are expect-
ed (e.g., McCullough et al., 2006).

The correlational pattern, summarized in Table 4, corrobo-
rated McCullough et al.’s (1998, 2006) conceptualization of
Forgiveness as reflecting low Revenge and Avoidance, and
high Benevolence motivation: in all subgroups, the correla-
tions between Accomplished Forgiveness and TRIM-scales
were all in the expected direction, statistically significant and
with, on average, moderate effects sizes (|.28| < r < |.67|,
p < .001).

Revenge motivation showed moderate to strong positive
associations with Accomplished Revenge in all groups (cor-
relations from r = .33 to r = .58, p < .001), and slightly smaller
and negative associations with Accomplished Forgiveness

(from r = −.32 to r = −.38, p < .001). Revenge motivation
was most strongly associated, in all groups, with
Dispositional Vengeance (correlations from r = .49 to
r = .67, p < .001) and Dispositional Anger (with correlations
from r = .27 to r = .79, p < .001). Revenge motivation was not
significantly associated with Social Desirability response bias,
except in the female students (r = −.24, p < .001).

Avoidant motivation only showed significant and moder-
ate associations with Accomplished Forgiveness (correlations
from r = −34 to r = −.48, p < .001), suggesting that people
who have forgiven the perpetrator are less motivated to avoid
him or her. Avoidance appeared unrelated to Dispositional
Anger and Vengeance, Accomplished Revenge, and Social
Desirability.

Benevolent motivation was, in all groups, negatively asso-
ciated with Accomplished Revenge (with correlations from
r = −.24 to r = −.29, p < .001) and with Dispositional
Vengeance (with correlations from r = −.36 to r = −.63,
p < .001), whereas we found positive associations with
Accomplished Forgiveness (with correlations from r = .28 to
r = .67, p < .001). Benevolence was not significantly associat-
ed with Dispositional Anger, except in the case of the de-
tainees (r = −.63, p < .001). Benevolence was not related to a
Social Desirability response bias in any group (r < .19,
p > .05).

Differences in TRIM-Scores Between Adolescents and
(ex)Detainees

Table 5 summarizes the means and standard deviations of the
TRIM-scores in the various groups of participants (adoles-
cents, men, women, ex-detainees). In a multivariate analysis
of covariance, with the three TRIM scales as dependent vari-
ables, group (students versus (ex)detainees) as between sub-
jects factor, and with the covariates gender, whether or not
physical and sexual violence was reported, we found no mul-
tivariate difference between the two groups (F(3,309) = 2.44,
p = .065), indicating that (ex)detainees and adolescents from
the general community did not significantly differ in Revenge,

Table 3 Internal consistency
(Cronbach’s α) of the TRIM-
scales for revenge, avoidance, and
benevolence motivation in stu-
dents from three educational
levels, male and female students,
and ex-detainees

Interpersonal
motivation

Secondary
school
N=188a

Secondary
vocational school
N=163a

University
N = 104

Male
students
N=193a

Female
students
N=254a

(Ex-
)detainees
N = 65

Revenge .86 .82 .82 .82 .85 .87

Avoidance .89 .83 .91 .84 .90 .85

Benevolence .73 .78 .79 .82 .73 .85

a Because data on gender was missing in one student from the secondary vocational school and seven secondary
school students the numbers do not exactly add up
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Avoidance, and Benevolent motivation when gender and of-
fense type was controlled. All covariate effects were, howev-
er, significant (F(3,309) = 7.06, p < .001 for gender;
F(3,309) = 2.91, p = .035 for physical violence; F(3,309) =
6.06, p = .001 for sexual violence) and indicated more
Revenge motivation for men than women (F(1,311) = 9.06,
p = .003), more Revenge (F(1,311) = 3.99, p = .047) and less
Benevolence (F(1,311) = 8.17; p = .005) after incidents in-
volving physical violence, and more Avoidance (F(1,311) =
15.72, p < .001) after sexual violence.

Discussion

Victimization by aggression and violence is a prevalent theme
in the autobiographies of perpetrators of violence, including
convicted offenders (e.g., Jennings et al., 2012; Mulford et al.,
2018). Across one’s lifetime, the risk of victimization appears
highest during adolescence (Cops & Pleysier, 2014).
Victimization during that vulnerable age can instigate a cas-
cade of negative developmental consequences, including the
risk of escalating cycles of violent offending and re-
victimization (e.g., DeCamp et al., 2018; Turner et al., 2015;
Stillwell et al., 2008; Widom, 1989). Standardized (and easy)
assessment of interpersonal motivation after victimization
(e.g., revenge) might then be an aid in risk assessment and
threat analysis by signaling potentially (very) aggressive be-
havior, in forensic settings (Meloy et al., 2012), but also in
schools or at the workplace (e.g. Kausch & Resnick, 2001;
Villaruel & Dunbar, 2006; Wang et al., 2018). In view of its
causal role in capital offenses (McCullough et al., 2013), re-
venge certainly merits close monitoring. Furthermore, and
from a victimological point of view, indices of victims’ inter-
personal motivations toward the perpetrator of their harm
might signal possible needs for support, and could inform
discussions and decisions in the context of Restorative
Justice interventions (Adams, 2016; Choi, Bazemoor &
Gilbert, 2012; Sherman & Strang, 2010).

In this study, we explored the suitability of a Dutch version
of the Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivations scale
(TRIM;McCullough et al., 1998, 2006) as a self-report instru-
ment for revenge, avoidance, and benevolence towards the
perpetrator in people who are victimized by social transgres-
sion, including (criminal) aggression and violence. We trans-
lated the TRIM-18 (McCullough et al., 2006; Forster et al.,
2019) according to conventional guidelines laid down in the
literature on cross-cultural psychology (DeFiguieredo &
Lemkau, 1980) and slightly adapted the instruction. We col-
lected data on this version of the TRIM in adolescents from
the general community and detainees who were convicted for
violent offences. We expected that this Dutch TRIM would
sample a sufficiently broad variety of experiences with vic-
timization. Furthermore, we expected this Dutch TRIM toTa
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have adequate psychometric properties, i.e., an interpretable
factor structure that corroborates the a priori scales, with all
scales showing sufficient internal consistency and construct
validity.

The TRIMwas designed to assess interpersonal motivation
after a social transgression, i.e., the experience of being hurt
by somebody else (McCullough et al., 1998, 2006). It most
commonly yields interpersonal responses after relatively mild
transgressions. To explore the suitability of the scale as a
screening instrument for victimization by aggression and vio-
lence, including criminal offenses, we were particularly inter-
ested in the extent to which participants might report incidents
involving various types of aggression, including both indirect
as well as direct aggression, and within the latter category,
both physical and sexual violence. Therefore, we slightly al-
tered the TRIM instruction, by explicitly asking respondents
for their experiences with injustice or violence (rather than
their experience with being hurt by someone close cf. the
original TRIM). This yielded responses about a wide variety
of victimizing incidents, including penal offences like physi-
cal and sexual violence: A substantial proportion (that is, al-
most 1 in 5) of the adolescents from the general community
reported incidents that involved physical and/or sexual vio-
lence, whereas 65% of the (ex)detainees reported such expe-
riences. These relatively high percentages for the adolescents
in our study do not deviate grossly from those found in prev-
alence studies on victimization of adolescents in the
Netherlands, which appear to range between 10% and 30%
(reviewed in Ten Boom & Wittebrood, 2019), and substanti-
ate the suitability of the TRIM for victims of violence.

It should be noted that about 1 in 6 of our respondents
declined to describe and specify the victimizing incident that
had hurt them, while they did answer the TRIM items on
revenge, avoidance, and benevolence. We can only speculate
on the composition of this group in terms of experienced vic-
timization, personal characteristics and circumstances, and
how their reluctance to write about the incident might have
affected their TRIM responses. Furthermore, as one anony-
mous reviewer noted, respondents who did describe the vic-
timizing incident may have been primed by the writing, which
possibly affected their responses to the TRIM. As a post hoc
exploration, we compared the ‘Declined to answer’ group
with the group that did describe the incident, on all variables

included in the study, and found only one statistically signif-
icant difference, i.e., the ‘Declined to answer’ group reported
on average somewhat less Avoidance motivation (t(360) =
2.75, p = .006). This is hardly illuminating and, if anything,
slightly counterintuitive. The questionwhy respondents some-
times refrain from describing a victimizing incident is intrigu-
ing, but cannot be answered on the basis of our data; we will
need future studies to address this.

Exploratory factor analyses of the 18 TRIM-items yielded
three unambiguous and internally consistent components, i.e.
revenge, avoidance, and benevolence. This factorial structure
corroborated the a priori scales of the original TRIM
(McCullough et al., 1998, 2006). It should be noted, however,
that both McCullough et al. (2006) and more recently Forster
et al. (2019) found a substantial negative association between
benevolence and avoidance motivation, with revenge having a
more orthogonal contribution to their forgiveness construct.
Interestingly, Nouri et al. (2019) reported similar interscale
relationships in their Persian version of the TRIM, while we
found, in our Dutch version, a relatively small association
between benevolence and avoidance (less than 10% of shared
variance) and a moderately strong negative association be-
tween benevolence and revenge (25% of shared variance),
suggesting a ‘friendly to hostile approach – avoidance’ struc-
ture underlying our data. While the difference in findings is
interesting from a theoretical stance, it should be noted that
our study was not designed as a study of the forgiveness con-
struct, nor as a replication trial of theMcCullough et al. (2006)
and Forster et al. (2019) studies. Future studies, designed with
a focus on these issues, are needed to elucidate and replicate
findings, and it will be interesting to examine to what extent
cross-cultural generalizability can be found.

To investigate the construct validity of the three TRIM
scales, associations with social desirability response bias, dis-
positional vengeance and anger, and accomplished revenge
and forgiveness were tested. Revenge motivation was posi-
tively and substantially related to respondents’ dispositional
vengeance and anger, while the association with social desir-
ability response bias appeared negligent. Benevolent motiva-
tion showed a similar (but reverse-signed) correlational pat-
tern. Avoidant motivation was not significantly related to dis-
positional anger and vengeance. A strong negative association
was, however, found with accomplished forgiveness: In line

Table 5 Means and SD for TRIM Revenge, Avoidance, and Benevolence scores in three samples of students, male and female students, and
(ex)detainees

Secondary school Secondary vocational school University Male students Female students (Ex)detainees

mean SD mean SD Mean SD mean SD mean SD mean SD

Revenge 3.20 1.40 3.57 1.47 3.12 1.30 3.50 1.53 3.07 1.36 3.00 1.74

Avoidance 4.22 1.63 3.61 1.23 3.88 1.34 3.73 1.43 4.08 1.43 4.09 1.56

Benevolence 4.11 1.23 3.72 1.21 4.09 1.20 3.80 1.42 4.07 1.18 3.85 1.78
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with theoretical conceptualizations (McCullough et al., 1998;
McCullough, 2008; Barnes et al., 2009), respondents who
claimed to have forgiven the incident, reported less motivation
to avoid the perpetrator. All in all, the correlational pattern
generally seems to underpin the TRIMs construct validity.
Moreover, the pattern was remarkably stable across the vari-
ous groups of respondents (i.e., across different educational
levels, genders, students and (ex)detainees), which certainly
bolsters the generalizability of findings and the suitability of
the TRIM for the target populations. Nevertheless, as one
anonymous reviewer suggested, future studies in relevant
populations can help bolster the scale’s convergent validity
by relating the TRIM scores to analogue self reports, while
predictive validity can be underpinned by the TRIM’s associ-
ations with behavioral measures.

One intriguing finding in the realm of construct validity
merits mention, i.e. the rather strong and positive correlation
between accomplished revenge and current revenge motiva-
tion. It suggests that respondents who claimed to have
avenged the harm inflicted on them, still harbored vengeful
thoughts and feelings. At first sight this finding seems some-
what counterintuitive, since restoring the balance in power
and suffering by means of revenge might be expected to re-
solve the motivation to avenge yet again (Frijda, 1994). Our
finding does, however, corroborate experimental studies that
have shown similarly paradoxical consequences of revenge,
i.e. that avengers appear to continue to ruminate about the
original perpetrator, while people who do not avenge but
‘move on’ tend to think less about the offender and the offense
(Carlsmith et al., 2008).

There were a few remarkable differences between the var-
ious groups of respondents in this study. Firstly, the
(ex)detainees reported more incidents involving physical
and/or sexual violence than the various student samples did.
Statistically controlling for this difference in incident registra-
tion, their mean scores for revenge, avoidance, and benevo-
lence motivation did not differ significantly from the student
participants. Secondly, the men appeared to report more re-
venge and less benevolence than the women, in line with
meta-analytic findings (Miller, Worthington & McDaniel,
2008; Fehr et al., 2010). Finally, as was investigated with a
finer grained approach in Gerlsma and Lugtmeyer (2018),
different offense types appeared to elicit differences in re-
venge, avoidance, and benevolence. In particular, physical
violence seemed to elicit higher revenge scores than other
types of incidents, whereas sexual violence elicited more
avoidance.

Several methodological limitations should be taken into
account in the interpretation of this study’s findings. For
one thing, the data relies on self-report: We cannot be sure
that the reported incidents actually did happen, and that
they merit the descriptions provided. However true or bi-
ased, these reports are part of participants’ narratives about

their experiences with victimization and, as such, should
be a subject if not the prime focus of investigation (e.g.,
Pemberton, Aarten & Mulder, 2019). Furthermore, the
sample consisted of a rather imbalanced set of subgroups.
The data for the adolescents of the general community was
collected in students only, albeit from various educational
levels, while working adolescents were not included.
Findings may fail to generalize here and we would recom-
mend additional data from a more representative sample of
the general population to further bolster the suitability of
the TRIM. The same limitation and recommendation
should be noted, a fortiori, with regard to the forensic
group. The two samples of (ex) detainees together yielded
a fairly heterogeneous group. Together with the possibly
confounding influence of psychiatric problems and the
smallish sample size, this may compromise replicability
and generalizability. On the other hand, the robustness of
the pattern, the effect sizes and significance levels may
somewhat shore confidence in our findings.

Notwithstanding the limitations and need for more data
mentioned above, this version of the TRIM does seem to be
an informative and psychometrically sound instrument that
could well be a valuable aid in risk assessment and risk man-
agement of known offenders, in threat assessment of as yet
unknown offenders, and in efforts to support victims of vio-
lence. In particular, this data provides useful information for
researchers and practitioners who want to assess targeted re-
venge, avoidance, and benevolence motivation in Dutch
speaking adolescents and adults, as well as for researchers
and practitioners across the world whowant to assess revenge,
avoidance, and benevolence in response to:

& Awide range of interpersonal transgressions, that is, trans-
gressions that involve both direct and indirect forms of
aggression;

& The interpersonal transgressions that might be experi-
enced by victims and perpetrators of severe and criminal
offenses;

& An interpersonal transgression that a respondent selects
from their lifetime experiences instead of their experiences
during the past week or month.

In sum, the TRIM appears to be a reliable yardstick to
estimate revenge, avoidance, and benevolence in response to
all sorts of transgressions, be they social harms or criminal
offenses.
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