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Interpersonal forgiving was conceptualized in the context of a 2-factor motivational system that 
governs people's responses to interpersonal offenses. Four studies were conducted to examine the 
extent to which forgiving could be predicted with relationship-level variables such as satisfaction, 
commitment, and closeness; offense-level variables such as apology and impact of the offense; and 
social-cognitive variables such as offunder-focused empathy and rumination about the offense. Also 
described is the development of the transgression-related interpersonal motivations inventory--a 
self-report measure designed to assess the 2-component motivational system (Avoidance and Re- 
venge) posited to underlie forgiving. The measure demonstrated a variety of desirable psychometric 
properties, commending its use for future research. As predicted, empathy, apology, rumination, and 
several indexes of relationship closeness were associated with self-reported forgiving. 

The concept of forgiving, although not a traditional focus of 
personality and social psychology, has been of passing theoreti- 
cal and empirical interest to the discipline for 40 years. In a 
chapter on benefit and harm in The Psychology oflnterpersonal 
Relations, Heider (1958) outlined a variety of attributional prin- 
ciples that underlie the quest for revenge after one has incurred 
an interpersonal transgression. In this context, Heider described 
forgiving as the forgoing of vengeful behavior, which he posited 
to be an implicit expression of the victim's self-worth. However, 
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the concept of forgiving received no explicit theoretical 
attention. 

In the spirit of Heider's (1958) theoretical work, a variety of 
researchers have explored forgiving as an attributional phenome- 
non. Most notably, Boon and Sulsky (1997); Darby and 
Schlenker (1982); Girard and Mullet (1997); and Weiner, Gra- 
ham, Peter, and Zmuidinas (1991) used attributional constructs 
to explore the social-cognitive determinants of forgiving. These 
studies have found that people's willingness to forgive an of- 
fender can be explained by variables of a social-cognitive na- 
ture, such as the offender's perceived responsibility, intentional- 
ity, and motives (Darby & Schlenker, 1982) and the severity of 
the offense (Boon & Sulsky, 1997). 

Other researchers (e.g., Gahagan & Tedeschi, 1968; Horai, 
Lindskold, Gahagan, & Tedeschi, 1969) have conceptualized 
forgiving as a cooperative response following a competitive re- 
sponse in the prisoner's dilemma game. Several studies demon- 
strate that relatively forgiving strategies for competing in such 
mixed-motive games fare well in many environments (Axelrod, 
1980a, 1980b; Wu & Axelrod, 1995), especially in environments 
characterized by uncertainty about other people's motivations 
(Bendor, Kramer, & Stout, 1991; Wu & Axelrod, 1995). Such 
strategies also promote greater cooperation between interaction 
partners (Komorita, Hilty, & Parks, 1991). 

In spite of these two interesting bodies of research, little theo- 
retical work has explicitly examined the social-psychological na- 
ture of forgiveness until quite recently. In the present article, we 
elaborate on the social-psychological conceptualization of forgiv- 
ing that we articulated in McCullough, Worthington, and Rachal 
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(1997). In particular, our goals are to (a) elaborate a theoretical 
model that locates forgiving in the context of a basic motivational 
system that governs people's responses to interpersonal offenses, 
(b) report on our empirical examination of several of the social 
and psychological variables that were expected to influence the 
capacity to forgive a particular transgression, and (c) describe 
the development and evaluation of a short battery of self-report 
measures for the assessment of forgiving. 

Two Emotional Responses to Negative 
Relationship Events 

Gottman (1993) examined couples' self-reports of their emo- 
tional experiences during their most positive and most negative 
moments during their interactions in a laboratory setting. He 
reported that couples' ratings on an affect checklist factored 
into three kinds of emotional responses. The first affective re- 
sponse is a general positive feeling, which is accompanied by 
friendly, loving, and relationship-constructive behavior. Gottman 
identified the second affective response to relational events as 
Hurt-Perceived Attack. This affective response is characterized 
by internal whining, innocent victirnhood, fear, and worry. Gott- 
man called the third affective response to relational events Righ- 
teous Indignation, which is characterized by anger, contempt, 
and thoughts of retaliation toward the partner. 

A Two-Component Motivational System 
Underlies Forgiving 

We assume that the two negative affective states that charac- 
terize interpersonal interactions around relationship events 
(Gottman, 1993) correspond to two elements of a motivational 
system governing people's responses to interpersonal offenses. 
Specifically, we posit that (a) feelings of hurt-perceived attack 
correspond to a motivation to avoid personal and psychological 
contact with the offender (i.e., Avoidance) and (b) feelings of 
righteous indignation correspond to a motivation to seek revenge 
or see harm come to the offender (i.e., Revenge). These distinct 
motivations work together to create the psychological state that 
people refer to as forgiveness. When an offended relationship 
partner reports that he or she has not forgiven a close relationship 
partner for a hurtful action, the offended partner's perception 
of the offense is stimulating relationship-destructive levels of 
the two motivational states; that is, (a) high motivation to avoid 
contact with the offending partner and (b) high motivation to 
seek revenge or see harm come to the offending partner. Con- 
versely, when an offended relationship partner indicates that he 
or she has forgiven, his or her perceptions of the offense and 
offender no longer create motivations to avoid the offender and 
seek revenge. Rather, the victim experiences relationship-con- 
structive transformations in these motivations. Because of the 
human inclination toward reciprocity in relationships, we be- 
lieve that the tendency to avoid further harm and seek opportuni- 
ties to harm one's offending partner in kind are basic. 

Forgiving, Like Accommodation and Willingness to 
Sacrifice, Is Relationship-Constructive 

Forgiving--or the reduction in avoidance motivation and re- 
venge motivation following an interpersonal offense--is similar 

to other relationship-constructive transformations that occur in 
close relationships, such as accommodation (Rusbult, Verette, 
Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991) and willingness to sacrifice 
(Van Lange et al., 1997). Prom the perspective of close relation- 
ships, all three concepts can be understood using interdepen- 
dence theory (e.g., Kelley & Thibault, 1978). Accommodation 
in close relationships is the inhibition of destructive responses 
and the enacting of constructive responses following the destruc- 
tive interpersonal behavior of a relationship partner (Rusbult et 
al., 1991). Willingness to sacrifice in close relationships is "the 
propensity to forego immediate self-interest to promote the well- 
being of a partner or relationship" (Van Lange et al., 1997, 
p. 1374). What forgiving, accommodation, and willingness to 
sacrifice all have in common is that in each phenomenon, a 
relationship partner experiences a transformation that causes 
him or her (a) to refrain from taking actions that might be 
perceived as protective of his or her self-interests but ultimately 
destructive for the relationship and, instead, (b) to engage in 
actions that contribute to relational health (McCullough; Wor- 
thington, & Rachal, 1997; Rusbult et al., 1991; Van Lange et 
al., 1997). 

Determinants of  Interpersonal Forgiving 

The determinants of interpersonal forgiving can be theoreti- 
cally located in four conceptual categories. We posit that the 
most proximal determinants of forgiving are social-cognitive 
(or affective) variables related to the way the offended partner 
thinks and feels about the offender and the offense. A moderately 
proximal set of variables includes features of the offense itself. 
A moderately distal set of determinants of forgiving includes 
the qualities of the interpersonal relationship in which the of- 
fense takes place. The most causally distal determinants of for- 
giving are personality traits or cognitive processes. We elaborate 
on these four sets of determinants below. 

Social- Cognitive Determinants of Forgiving 

A variety of social-cognitive variables are associated with 
forgiving specific relationship partners. Affective empathy to- 
ward the offender appears to be a crucial social-cognitive deter- 
minant of forgiving, explaining considerable variability in peo- 
ple's self-reported forgiving of a transgressor. Forgiving also 
appears to be facilitated by several attributional variables, in- 
cluding judgments of responsibility and blame, perceived inten- 
tionality, severity (Girard & Mullet, 1997; Weiner, 1995), and 
avoidability of the offense (Boon & Sulsky, 1997). The work 
of Weiner suggests that attributional activity would be causally 
prior to both empathy and forgiving (see also McCullough, 
Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). 

Another cognitive variable that is a likely determinant of 
forgiving is rumination about the offense. Given the apparent 
role of rumination in perpetuating psychological distress follow- 
ing interpersonal stressors (Greenberg, 1995; Holman & Silver, 
1996) and in promoting aggression following insults and self- 
esteem threats (Caprara, 1986; Collins & Bell, 1997), it would 
seem that rumination over intrusive thoughts, images, and af- 
fects related to the interpersonal offense would maintain peo- 
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pie's distress regarding the offense and, quite possibly, maintain 
their motivations to avoid contact with and seek revenge against 
their offenders. 

Offense-Related Determinants of Forgiving 

We posit that a variety of variables related to the nature of the 
transgression would be more distal determinants of forgiving. 
Obviously, the perceived severity of the offense--and its imme- 
diate consequences for the relationship--should influence for- 
giving (Girard & Mullet, 1997; Ohbuchi, Kameda, & Agaric, 
1989), with more severe offenses being more difficult to forgive. 
In addition, the extent to which an offender apologizes and seeks 
forgiveness for the offense is another offense-related determi- 
nant of forgiving. The apology-forgiving link appears to be 
robust (e.g., Darby & Schlenker, 1982; McCullough, Worthing- 
ton, & Rachal, 1997; Weiner et al., 1991) and mediated through 
largely social-cognitive pathways such as empathy (McCul- 
lough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). 

Relational Determinants of Forgiving 

Even more distal than the social-cognitive and offense-level 
determinants of forgiving are qualities of the interpersonal rela- 
tionship in which forgiving is occasioned. It is in considering 
these variables that our theorizing is most heavily shaped by 
interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibault, 1978). Because for- 
giving is understood as a relationship-constructive set of motiva- 
tionai changes following an interpersonal offense, partners' level 
of intimacy or closeness should be positively related to forgiving. 
Several studies (Nelson, 1993; Rackley, 1993; Roloff & Janis- 
zewski, 1989; Woodman, 1991) indicate that partners are more 
willing to forgive one another for interpersonal offenses in rela- 
tionships that are characterized by high satisfaction, closeness, 
and commitment (but see also Roloff & Janiszewski, 1989, for 
evidence that people are actually less likely to forgive in intimate 
relationships if the offense is the refusal of a relatively low-cost 
favor). 

We believe that relational quality is linked with forgiving in 
seven ways. Four of these links are derived from Rusbult et al.'s 
( 1991 ) and Van Lange et al.'s (1997) interdependence analysis 
of accommodation and willingness to sacrifice. First, partners 
in close relationships are more willing to forgive because they 
are highly motivated to preserve relationships in which they 
have considerable resources invested and on which they rely 
for a variety of resources. Second, partners in high-quality rela- 
tionships have a long-term orientation that might motivate them 
to overlook hurts in order to maximize the likelihood of preserv- 
ing the relationship. Third, in high-quality relationships, inter- 
ests of oneself and one's partner may become merged. Fourth, 
relational quality may bring about a collectivistic orientation 
that promotes a willingness to act in ways that are beneficial 
for the relationship partner, even if they involve some cost to 
the self. 

We would add three additional links between relational qual- 
ity and forgiving. First, because offended relationship partners 
in high-quality relationships might have more shared history 
with their partners and have access to the inner thoughts, feel- 

ings, and motivations of their partners (as well as a working 
knowledge of their partners' shortcomings and limitations), they 
might find more resources for experiencing empathy for their 
relationship partners (Batson & Shaw, 1991; Cialdini, Brown, 
Lewis, Luce,& Neuberg, 1997). Second, in high-quality rela- 
tionships, a victim is more likely to be able to reinterpret some 
"transgressions" as having been for his or her own good 
(Heider, 1958). For instance, a high-quality relationship partner 
can offer painful but true criticisms of an individual in such a 
way that it is interpreted as being "for one's own good," 
whereas similar criticisms by a partner in a lower quality rela- 
tionship might be interpreted as having been cruel and inappro- 
priate. Third, in high-quality relationships, offenders might be 
more likely to apologize or communicate remorse (verbally or 
nonverbally) and attempt to remediate the effects of their offense 
than would offenders in noncommitted relationships (Hodgins, 
Liebeskind, & Schwartz, 1996). Presumably, offenders in com- 
mitted relationships have much more to lose by the dissolution 
of their relationship, so we expect that they would engage in 
efforts to confess and apologize for their wrongdoings. They 
might also be motivated by greater guilt, prompting confession 
and apology (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994; Tang- 
ney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996), which are likely to have 
a positive effect on the offended partner's abilities to empathize 
with, and thus forgive, the offending partner. 

Personality-Level Determinants of Forgiving 

Operating most distally in the "causal chain, we hypothesize, 
are a variety of personality processes. For instance, preliminary 
research suggests that the disposition to forgive others loads 
on the Agreeableness factor of the Big Five (Manger, Saxon, 
Hamill, & Pannell, 1996). Other such variables might include 
the sophistication of one's reasoning about forgiveness (e.g., 
Enright, Santos, & AI-Mabuk, 1989), dissipation-rumination 
(Caprara, 1986; Caprara, BarbaraneUi, & Comrey, 1992), atti- 
tudes toward revenge (Emmons, 1992; Stuckless & Goranson, 
1992), and general styles of responding to anger (e.g., Tangney, 
Wagner, Hill-Barlow, Marschall, & Gramzow, 1996). These per- 
sonality processes might influence forgiving by facilitating cer- 
tain relational styles (Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998) or by dispos- 
ing people to experience some cognitions (e.g., attributions) or 
affects (e.g., empathy) regarding an interpersonal offense or 
offender (while restraining them from experiencing others). Fi- 
nally, variables such as religiousness might reinforce a view 
of forgiving as a normative means for resolving interpersonal 
transgressions (Heider, 1958; McCullough & Worthington, in 
press). 

Empathy as Governor of Forgiving 

Although we have posited (and reviewed evidence that sug- 
gests) that social-cognitive, offense-level, relationship-level, 
and personality-level variables might facilitate forgiving, our 
view of forgiving as a primarily empathy-driven motivational 
phenomenon (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997) leads 
us to hypothesize that empathy is one of the most important 
mediators of forgiving. Thus, although some social-cognitive, 
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offense-level, relationship-level, and personality-level variables 
might be associated with forgiving, we hypothesize that the 
associations of  such variables with forgiving tend to be relatively 
small after controlling the indirect effects that they have on 
forgiving by means of  their effects on empathy for the offender 

Potent ia l  Re la t iona l  C o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  

In te rpersona l  Forg iv ing  

Forgiving, accommodation, and willingness to sacrifice all 
share one other important quality. Just as accommodation and 
willingness to sacrifice are expected to be predictive of  higher 
levels of  relationship adjustment (Rusbult et al., 1991; Van 
Lange et al., 1997), forgiving a relational offense is hypothe- 
sized to contribute to restored relational closeness following the 
offender' s relationship-destructive behavior. Thus, we expect the 
relationship-constructive motivations toward the offender that 
are associated with forgiving (low avoidance and low revenge) 
to be related to higher reported closeness to the offending rela- 
tionship partner following an offense. Also, consistent with pre- 
vious studies (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997), we 
expect forgiving to be related to more positive and less negative 
behavior toward the offending partner In addition, forgiving is 
expected to help restore cooperation between relationship part- 
ners after an offense (Komorita et al., 1991). 

O v e r v i e w  o f  the Four  Present  S tudies  

In the remainder of  the article, we report the results of  four 
studies with several practical and theoretical objectives. First, 
we developed a short set of  self-report measures of  forgiving 
that mapped onto the conceptual framework of  forgiving set up 
in the present article and in McCullough, Worthington, and 
Rachal (1997). Second, we examined the construct validity and 
reliability o f  these measures. Third, we inquired into the rela- 
tionship among relational closeness, apology, empathy, rumina- 
tion about the offense, and forgiveness. 

S tudy  1 

In Study 1, we developed short self-report measures for as- 
sessing avoidance motivation and revenge mot ivat ion-- the  key 
constructs that we hypothesize to be foundational to forgiving. 

Method 

Participants and Index Offenders 

Participants (N = 239) were 131 female and 108 male university 
undergraduates (mean age = 19; 83% Caucasian, 14% African Ameri- 
can, and 3% other) from a moderately sized southern university. Partici- 
pants received a small amount of extra course credit for their participa- 
tion. Those who participated were instructed to think of a specific person 
who had hurt them significantly at some time in their life and to complete 
the items described below. 

Participants reported that they had incurred a wide variety of interper- 
sonal injuries. Some examples include the following: "My boyfriend 
and I broke up before we went to college. He said we would not date 
other people for a while, but now he is dating one of my best friends." 
"My father left my mother, sister, and me." "One night my boyfriend 

was drinking a lot, and he said things that hurt my feelings. When I 
began crying, he hit me so I would shut up, and then he broke up with 
me.' ' 

Initial Item Pool 

our initial item pool consisted of 18 items from the Avoidance and 
Revenge subscales of Wade's (1989) Forgiveness Scale. Wade (1987) 
sought to develop an operational definition of forgiving by interviewing 
20 clinical psychologists, academic psychologists, and clergype~ons 
about what they believed forgiving to be. From her analysis of these 
interviews, Wade (1987) derived 23 conceptual dimensions of forgiving. 
On the basis of these 23 dimensions, Wade generated 600 questionnaire 
items. 

Wade (1989) then reduced the 600 items to an 83-item scale con- 
sisting of nine factors. Each of the 83 items that were retained had the 
unique property of discriminating between a group of respondents who 
completed the items as they thought about an offending relationship 
partner whom they had forgiven and a group of respondents who com- 
pleted the items as they thought about an offending relationship partner 
whom they had not forgiven. 

Although many of the factors on Wade's (1989) Forgiveness Scale 
appear to describe phenomena that are related to forgiveness, only two of 
the scales appeared to capture distinct aspects of people's interpersonal 
motivations regarding the offense and offender--the Avoidance and Re- 
venge subscales. Thus, we argue, only this smaller set of two subscales 
is directly assessing the motivational system that we assume to underlie 
forgiving. Items were endorsed on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = 
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 

Procedure 

Participants were recruited from introductory psychology courses to 
participate in a study of student lifestyles and relationships. Measures 
were distributed individually, completed outside of the classroom, and 
returned anonymously to an instructor. After providing demographic 
information, participants read the following: 

We ask you to think of one person who you experienced as treating 
you unfairly and hurting you at some point in the past. For a 
moment, visualize in your mind the events and the interactions you 
may have had with the person who offended you. Try to visualize 
the person and recall what happened. Below is a set of questions 
about the person (offender) we have asked you to think about. In 
thinking about the one person who hurt you, please consider the 
following questions. 

Similar instructions were used by Subkoviak et al. (1995) in developing 
and validating the Enright Forgiveness Inventory (EFI). Participants 
then completed the items from our item pool and a series of measures 
not related to the present study (see McCullough, Worthington, & Ra- 
chal, 1997; Study 1 ). 

Results 

Preliminary Factor Analysis 

An initial principal-components factor analysis was con- 
ducted on the 18 items. "l~vo factors with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.0 were extracted, which explained 68% of  the total item 
variance. Examination of  the communalities led to the removal 
of  items from both subscales. We retained 7 items for the Avoid- 
an te  subscale and 5 items for the Revenge subscale. 
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Structural Equation Models  

We examined the validity of  a two-factor solution for describ- 
ing the relationships among the 12 retained items through a 
series of  structural equation models. Models were estimated 
with maximum likelihood estimation using EQS Version 5 (Ben- 
tier & Wu, 1995). Goodness of  fit was evaluated with the chi- 
square statistic (Jtireskog & SOrbom, 1984) and the comparative 
fit index (CFI; Bentier, 1990). A significant chi-square statistic 
may indicate that the hypothesized model does not fit the ob- 
served data. Howeve~ because the chi-square statistic is sensitive 
to sample size,  alternative fit indexes are generally used. The 
CFI compares the fit of  the hypothesized model with a "null  
mode l"  that assumes that no two observed variables are related 
to each other. CFI values can range from 0.0 (indicating ex- 
tremely poor fit) to 1.0 (indicating perfect fit). CFI values of  
.90 or greater are generally considered to reflect an adequate 
model fit; values of  less than .90 reflect that the hypothesized 
model does not adequately fit the observed data. 

The first measurement model tested the hypothesis that the 
relationships among the 12 indicators were the product of  two 
correlated latent variables (avoidance and revenge). For this 
model, the chi-square value was high, X2(53, N = 238) = 
190.53, p < .001, but the CFI was also quite high (CFI = .94), 
indicating that the two-factor model fit the data well. The two 
factors were correlated at r = .67. 

We also tested an alternative measurement model that hypoth- 
esized that a single latent variable produced the covariances 
among the 12 indicators. This model fit the data poorly, X2(54, 
N = 238) = 613.07, p < .001; CFI = .76. 

Items that loaded on the two factors were summed to produce 
subscale scores. Internal consistency reliability was estimated 
for each subscale using Cron.bach' s alpha. Scale means, standard 
deviations, and internal consistency reliabilities appear in 
Table 1. 

Discussion 

We refined measures of  Avoidance and Revenge motivations 
in Study 1. The subscales on the resulting measu re - -wh ich  we 
are calling the transgression-related interpersonal motivations 
(TRIM) inventory (see the A p p e n d i x ) - - h a d  acceptable levels 
of internal consistency reliability (alphas of  .86 and .90, respec- 
tively) and were moderately correlated. 

Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistency 
Reliabilities for  the Subscales o f  the Transgression-Related 
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (Study 1) 

Subscale M SD ot 

Avoidance a 18.14 8.35 .86 
Revenge b 8.68 4.46 .90 

• Seven items; range = 7 to 35; higher scores indicate higher avoidance. 
b Five items; range = 5 to 25; higher scores indicate higher revenge. 

S tudy  2 

In Study 2, we administered the TRIM to a group of  people 
who were recently hurt (i.e., in the previous 16 weeks) by a 
relationship partner. Second, we administered the TRIM to a 
group of  people who had indicated their interest in participating 
in an intervention to help them forgive a relationship partner 
who had hurt them in the past. Because people in the early 
aftermath of  an interpersonal offense and people with long- 
standing difficulties forgiving are two major populations to 
which such measures are likely to be applied in future studies, 
it was important to verify that the measures have accept- 
able psychometric properties in samples representing both 
populations. 

Method  

Participants and Index Of fenders -Of fenses  

Recent victims. Participants were 74 volunteers from introductory 
psychology courses (38% male and 62% female; 77% White, 20% Black, 
and 3% Hispanic). Participants indicated that they had been seriously 
injured or hurt by someone in the previous 4 months (i.e., 16 weeks). 
Offenders included girlfriends or boyfriends (30%), friends of the same 
gender (26%), friends of the other gender ( 12% ), other relatives ( 10% ), 
and others (approximately 22%). The mean length of time since the 
transgression was 5.7 weeks. Using an item from Subkoviak et al. 
(1995), the mean degree of hurt (rated on a 1-5 scale, where 1 = no 
hurt and 5 = a great deal of hurt) was 3.58 ( SD = 1.27). The offenses 
reported were largely accounts of sexual infidelity, betrayal by a friend 
or roommate, or painful disagreements with a friend or loved one. 

People with longstanding difficulty forgiving. Participants were 36 
students (mean age = 20.3, SD = 4.9) representing several ethnic groups 
(38.9% Caucasian, 27.8% African American, 19.4% Asian American, 
5.6% Hispanic, and 8.3% other) and both genders (80.6% female and 
19.4% male). Participants were recruited from introductory psychology 
courses and indicated their interest in participating in an intervention 
designed to help them forgive a significant other who had hurt or injured 
them in the past. 

Participants were directed to think of one significant other who had 
offended or hurt them at some time in the past whom they had not yet 
forgiven. Offenders included relatives (27.8%), friends of the same gen- 
der (25.0%), friends of the other gender (22.2%), spouses (8.3%), 
employers (5.6%), and others ( 11.1% ). The offenses incurred by most 
participants occurred "months ago" (25.0%) or "years ago" (38.9%). 
The mean degree of hurt caused by the offense was 4.03 (SD = 0.94), 
suggesting that participants' index offenses were substantial and painful. 

Other  Instruments  

Along with the TRIM, participants completed a set of demographic 
items and a single-item measure with which they indicated the extent 
to which they had forgiven their offender. Scores ranged from 0 (none) 
to 5 (completely). Similar items have been used to assess forgiving in 
research by Boon and Sulsky (1997), Darby and Schlenker (1982), and 
Weiner et al. (1991) and in psychometric research on forgiving by 
Subkoviak et al. (1995). Participants in both samples also completed 
other self-report measures that are not germane to the present study. 

Procedure 

Recent victims. Packets were distributed to participants in introduc- 
tory psychology courses; participants completed them individually and 
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then returned them to an investigator. Eight weeks later, 50 of the 74 
participants (68%) were recontaeted. At that time, the participants re- 
ceived follow-up packets containing the TRIM and other measures unre- 
lated to this study. On completing the follow-up questionnaires individu- 
ally, participants returned them to the investigator. 

People with difficulty forgiving. Participants volunteered to partici- 
pate in an intervention that was designed to help them forgive a person 
whom they had wanted, but had been unable, to forgive. The participants 
in the current study were randomly assigned to a waiting-list control 
group. Participants completed the TRIM, a set of demographic items, 
the single-item measure of forgiving, and a variety of measures unrelated 
to the present study at an initial screening. Roughly 3 and 9 weeks after 
the initial screening (during which time participants were still on a 
waiting list to participate in the intervention), participants were re- 
contacted. At this time, they were given second and third packets of 
questionnaires. Then, participants individually completed the TRIM, the 
single-item measure of forgiving, and the other measures again and 
returned their completed questionnaires to the investigator. Additional 
procedural details are reported in Sandage (1997). 

Results 

Reliabilities and Correlations Among Measures: 
Recent Victims 

The TRIM subscales had high internal consistency reliabili- 
ties, with alphas ranging from .86 to .93 at the two administra- 
tions. Using data from the first administration, we found that the 
Avoidance subscale was moderately correlated with the Revenge 
subscale, r (74)  = .50. The Avoidance and Revenge subscales 
had correlations of r (73)  = - .41  and - . 6 7  with the single- 
item measure of forgiving, respectively. In a rrmltiple regression 
equation, the two subscales of the TRIM were regressed on 
the single-item measure of forgiving and predicted 48% of the 
variance in the single-item measure (R = .69)• This equation 
was significant, F (2 ,  70) = 31.90, p < .0001. The Revenge 
subscale had a significant unique relationship with the single- 
item measure of forgiving (/~ = - .64 ,  p < .0001), but the 
Avoidance subscale did not (/~ = - . 09 ,  p > .10). 

Using data from the first and second administrations to com- 
pute the test-retest  reliabilities for the Avoidance and Revenge 
subscales, we found that r (49)  = .44 and .53, respectively, p s  
< .01. For the test-retest  reliability for the single-item measure 
of forgiving, r (49)  = .31, p < .05. 

Reliabilities and Correlations Among Measures: 
People With Difficulty Forgiving 

Internal consistencies for the subscales of the TRIM were 
acceptable; alphas ranged from .84 to .92. As shown in Table 
2, our measures of Avoidance and Revenge were highly corre- 
lated with each other and with the single-item measure of forgiv- 
ing. When the single-item measure of forgiving was regressed 
on the two subscales of the TRIM, we found that R(2, 33) = 
.62, which was significant, F(3 ,  32) = 10.41, p < .001. The 
Avoidance subscale predicted unique variance in the single-item 
measure of forgiving (/~ = - . 46 ,  p < .001). The Revenge 
subscale predicted a marginally significant amount of unique 
variance in the single-item measure (/~ = - .29 ,  p < .10). The 
TRIM subscales also manifested moderate 3-week test-retest  
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reliabilities ( rs  = .86 and .79) and 9-week test-retest  reliabili- 
ties ( rs  = .64 and .65). For the 3-week and 9-week test-retest  
reliabilities for the single-item measure of forgiving, r (35)  = 
.48 and .45, ps  < .01. 

Discussion 

The main goal of  Study 2 was to assess the reliability and 
validity of  the TRIM in two independent and considerably differ- 
ent samples. In these samples, the TRIM subscales manifested 
adequate internal consistency reliabilities, moderate test-retest  
reliabilities (with substantial decay in stability as the length of  
time between assessments increased), and moderate correlations 
with each other and a single-item measure of  forgiving. Thus, 
the TRIM subscales appear to manifest adequate reliability and 
validity coefficients in samples representing two of the major 
populations to which such measures might be applied in future 
studies. 

One unexpected finding of potential theoretical interest should 
be noted. In both samples, the two subscales of the TRIM pre- 
dicted approximately the same proportion of  the variability in 
the single-item measure of  forgiving. However, in the sample 
of  recent victims, only the Revenge subscale predicted unique 
variance in the single-item measure, whereas in the sample of  
people who expressed difficulty forgiving, only the Avoidance 
subscale predicted unique variance in the single-item measure 
of  forgiving, This difference in the two samples might suggest 
that the experience of  forgiving is more closely identified with 
the experience of  retaliation and desire for revenge in the early 
aftermath of  an interpersonal offense, whereas over time, it be- 
comes more closely identified with the experience of  avoidance 
and estrangement from the offender. Obviously, this interpreta- 
tion is extremely speculative and should be examined more 
intensively. 

S tudy  3 

Study 3 was an intensive look at the association of  forgiving 
with measures of  relational commitment and adjustment. We 
asked both members of  couples in romantic relationships to 
indicate the extent to which they had forgiven their relationship 
partners for two separate interpersonal offenses, and both mem- 
bers also completed assessments of  relationship commitment 
and adjustment. We hypothesized that scores on the TRIM sub- 
scales would be correlated with the measures of  relational com- 
mitment and adjustment not only within persons but across rela- 
tionship partners as well (which allowed us to rule out the 
possibility that the correlations were solely an artifact of  mono- 
method confounding). 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were the male and female members of 116 heterosexual 
couples. These couples were recruited by distributing 200 packets of 
questionnaires to persons in introductory psychology classes who were 
involved in ongoing heterosexual relationships. In only four cases were 
both partners students. Each participant was instructed to complete the 

questionnaire and have his or her partner complete the packet as well. 
Of the 200 individuals to whom questionnaires were distributed, 121 
(61% ) returned usable questionnaires, although complete demographic 
data for both partners were obtained for only 114 couples. Of these 
couples, 13 were married, 22 were engaged, 18 were cohabiting, and 
61 were dating. Among the male partners, the mean age was 22.1 (SD 
= 7.2) and among female partners the mean age was 21.1 (SD = 7.9). 
Approximately 60% of the people in the sample were White-Caucasian, 
27% were Black-African American, approximately 6% were Asian 
American, and approximately 3% were Latino-Latina. Approximately 
5% indicated that they were of another ethnicity or did not respond to 
the ethnicity item. 

Instruments 

TRIM. Participants completed two forms of the TRIM. They were 
instructed first to think of the most severe offense that their relationship 
partner had ever caused them and then to complete the items on the 
TRIM to indicate their thoughts and feelings toward their partner in 
light of this offense. Participants were also instructed to recall the most 
recent serious hurt that their partner had caused them and to complete 
the TRIM to indicate their thoughts and feelings regarding their partner 
in light of that offense. Participants did not report any additional data 
on the exact nature of the offenses to which they were responding. 
Because a single partner was handling both partners' data in order to 
return it to investigators, this procedure helped to protect the confidenti- 
ality of participants' reports. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS, Spanier, 1976). The DAS is a 32- 
item instrument that assesses the quality of marital or romantic relation- 
ships. The items on this scale are divided into four subscales to measure 
degree of dyadic consensus, affectional expression, dyadic satisfaction, 
and dyadic cohesion. Some research suggests that the total score is more 
reliable and valid than the individual subscales (Cohen, 1985), so we 
used only the full-scaie score. Coefficient alphas for the total DAS score 
often exceed .90 (Spanier, 1976). 

Commitment Inventory (Stanley & Markman, 1992). The Commit- 
ment Inventory assesses two aspects of individuals' commitment to their 
close relationships. The dedication subscale assesses individuals' com- 
mitments to their relationships based on their desire to maintain or 
improve the quality of the relationship for the benefit of both partners. 
The constraint subscale assesses commitment based on individuals' per- 
ceptions of feeling constrained to stay in a relationship based on internal 
or external pressures. Coefficient alphas for the constraint and commit- 
ment subscaies exceed .90 and correlate substantially (e.g., .85 and .69) 
with Rusbult's four-item measure of commitment (Stanley & Markman, 
1992). 

Procedure 

Interested students were invited to participate in a study leading to 
the development of new measures of marital functioning. After interested 
students were given the questionnaire packets, they took them home, 
gave questionnaires to their partners, and participants completed the 
questionnaires individually. The student members of each dyad then 
returned both partners' packets to the investigators. 

Resul~  

Means and standard deviations for major study variables ap- 
pear in Table 3. W e  conducted a series of  seven paired t tests 
in which the DAS, constraint commitment, dedication commit- 
ment, and the two TRIM subscale scores for the two offense 
scenarios (i.e., worst offense ever and most severe recent of- 
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fense) were the dependent variables. Male and female partners' 
respective scores were paired measures for all seven analyses. 
Male participants showed higher levels of  constraint Commit-  
ment than did female participants, t ( l 1 5 )  = -3 .37 ,  p < .001, 
d = - .31 .  We found no evidence of  gender differences on the 
other six dependent variables (all p s  > .10). 

Data Reduction 

Because the DAS, constraint commitment, and dedication 
commitment scales were substantially intercorrelated ( rs  rang- 
ing from .37 to .62), we standardized the scale scores on these 
three variables and created a linear composite (Dawes, 1979; 
Wainer, 1976). This linear composite was used as an overall 
rating of  dyadic satisfaction-commitment.  1 

Correlations o f  Forgiving With Dyadic Satisfaction- 
Commitment 

The TRIM subscales were substantially associated with dy- 
adic sa t s facf ion-commitment  within persons. More important, 
however, the TRIM subscales were also associated with the 
scores on measures of  dyadic sat isfact ion-commitment across 
persons. That is, two of the four male partners' reports of  the 
extent to which they had forgiven their female partners for the 
worst offense ever and the most severe recent offense were 
significantly correlated with female partners' reports of  dyadic 
satisfaction-commitment.  All four female partners' reports of 
the extent to which they had forgiven their male partners for the 
worst offense ever and the most severe recent offense were 
significantly correlated with male partners' reports of  dyadic 
sat isfact ion-commitment  (see Table 4).  Even where nonsig- 
nificant, all correlation coefficients were in the theoretically 
expected direction (i.e., greater forgiving was associated with 
higher degrees of dyadic sat isfact ion-commitment) .  

Discussion 

As predicted, forgiving appears to be substantially correlated 
with dyadic satisfaction-commitment.  Whereas the association 

Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations for Relationship Variables 
and Forgiving for Male and Female Partners (Study 3) 

Male partners Female partners 

Relationship variable M SD M SD 

Dyadic adjustment 118.07 15.19 117.96 15.97 
Constraint 155.03 27.28 146.08 27.58 a 
Dedication 80.23 14.27 80.20 13.05 
Avoidance--recent hurt 12.89 5.02 12.40 5.21 
Revenge--recent hurt 7.86 3.25 7.49 3.30 
Avoidance--worst hurt 14.99 7.57 17.19 14.51 
Revenge--worst hurt 7.66 3.27 8.10 4.25 

a Men scored significantly higher on constraint commitment than did 
women, t(l15) = -3.37, p < .001. No other within-couples gender 
differences were detected (all ps > .10). 

Table 4 
Within-Partner and Cross-Partner Correlations of 
Forgiveness Variables and Dyadic Satisfaction- 
Commitment Scores (Study 3) 

Dyadic satisfaction-commitment 

Forgiveness Male partners Female partners 

Male partners 
Avoidance--recent hurt -.35*** -.11 
Revenge--recent hurt -.32** -.29** 
Avoidance--worst hurt - .31"* -.03 
Revenge--worst hurt -.40*** -.37*** 

Female partners 
Avoidance--recent hurt -.38*** -.47*** 
Revenge--recent hurt -.44*** -.47*** 
Avoidance--worst hurt - .21" -.13 
Revenge--worst hurt -.46*** -.34** 

Note. Ns ranged from 102 to 106 for each correlation. Values are 
Pearson product-moment correlations. 
*p <.05.  * * p < . 0 1 .  ***p< .001 .  

of  forgiving and dyadic sat isfact ion-commitment was strong 
within persons, their association also manifested itself across 
informants, suggesting it is generally robust and cannot be ex- 
plained solely as an artifact of  mono-method bias. These findings 
gave some encouraging support for our conceptualization of  
forgiving as a motivational transformation that occurs more 
readily in satisfactory, committed relationships. Of  course, the 
cross-sectional nature of  these findings limits our ability to dis- 
cem whether relational closeness causes forgiving, or vice versa, 
or whether a third variable is responsible for both relational 
sat isfact ion-commitment and forgiving. 

S tudy 4 

Given the links between relational sat isfact ion-commitment 
and forgiving from Study 3, we investigated whether the associa- 
tions of  measures of  relational quality could be explained using 
a mediational model that posited that pre-offense relational 
closeness provided a setting in which forgiving was made more 
likely (by making apologies more likely and facilitating of- 
fender-focused empathy),  thereby leading to greater restorations 
in interpersonal closeness following an interpersonal offense. 
Given our theorizing about the proximal role that empathy plays 
as a mediator of  more distal variables that are associated with 

~We also conducted these analyses using a factor score based on 
principal-axis factor analyses of these three variables. A single factor 
was extracted that accounted for more than 55% of the variance in the 
three variables. Scores on the DAS, constraint, and dedication scales 
were correlated with the common factor with (rs = .67, .56, and .92, 
respectively). Thus, their common factor appears to be most strongly 
related to partners' satisfaction with the quality of the relationship and 
desire to maintain the relationship. When the factor score was used as 
an overall rating of dyadic satisfaction-commitment, we found results 
that were nearly identical to those obtained when unit weighting was 
used to create the linear composite. 
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forgiving, we posited that the effects of  interpersonal closeness 
and apology on forgiveness would be largely mediated by 
empathy. 

Consistent with our theorizing about the role of  rumination 
about intrusive thoughts, images, and affects as an inhibitor of  
forgiving, we also hypothesized that rumination about the of- 
fense would inhibit the experience of  empathy for the offender, 
and thus, forgiveness as well. We also hypothesized that offenses 
in close relationships create less ruminative thought regarding 
the offense. Our hypotheses about the structural relations among 
pre-offense relational closeness, apology, rumination regarding 
the offense, empathy, forgiveness, and current relational close- 
ness are displayed in schematic form in Figure 1. 

In addition, basic questions about the construct validity of  
the TRIM remained. To the extent that people 's  scores on the 
Avoidance and Revenge subscales reflect people 's  motivations 
toward relationship partners who have offended them (rather 
than global personality tendencies), the TRIM subscales should 
manifest low correlations with measures of  respondents' global 
affectivity (both positive and negative) and tendency to respond 
in a socially desirable light. We examined all of  these hypotheses 
in Study 4. 

M e t h o d  

Par t i c ipan t s  and  Index  Offenders  

The 187 participants (59 men and 128 women) were students in 
introductory psychology courses at a medium-sized midwestern univer- 
sity. Participants were predominantly White (90%). Small proportions 
of participants were Black (8%) and members of other ethnic groups 
(2%). 

Most participants indicated that the people who had injured them 
were girlfriends or boyfriends (49.4%). Another large proportion of 
participants indicated that a friend of the same gender (11.8%) or friend 

of the opposite gender (9.1%) had injured them. The remaining partici- 
pants (29.6%) indicated that relatives, children, employers, and other 
nonrelatives were the people who had injured them. Participants had 
known their offenders an average of 8.25 years (SD = 8.69). Offenses 
had occurred an average of 2.65 years (SD = 4.71 ) prior to data collec- 
tion, but some had occurred as much as 35 years prior to the study. On 
a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = no hurt, 5 = a great deal of hurt), 
participants responded to an item that read, "How deeply were you hurt 
when the incident occurred?" The mean score on this item, which was 
also used in research on forgiveness by Subkoviak et al. (1995), was 
4.31 (SD = .84). 

Addi t iona l  Ins t ruments  

Relational closeness. Relational closeness was measured with Aron, 
Aron, and Smollan's (1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS) Scale. 
This single-item, visual analogue measure consists of seven Venn dia- 
grams, each of which consists of two circles marked "se l f "  and 
"other." The seven pictures portray progressively increasing degrees of 
overlap between the circles to symbolize varying degrees of closeness 
that someone might experience toward another person. Aron et al. found 
that the IOS Scale had high test-retest reliabilifies, had high correlations 
with other measures of relational closeness, and was sensitive to experi- 
mental manipulations designed to manipulate relational closeness. 

In the present study, participants completed the IOS Scale under three 
sets of instructions. First, they used the IOS Scale to indicate the degree 
of closeness that they experienced with their offender before the offense 
ever occurred. Second, they completed the insmunent to indicate their 
closeness to the offender after the offense occurred. Later in the survey, 
they were instructed to indicate their current closeness with their of- 
fender using the lOS Scale. 

Degree of apology. The extent to which participants perceived that 
their offenders apologized for the offense was measured with a scale 
previously used by McCullough, Worthington, and Rachal (1997). This 
scale consisted of two 5-point Likert-type items that ranged from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Items elicited the degree to 
which participants perceived that their offenders apologized for and 

APOLOGY } ~ [ AVOIDANCE 

C ) I 

RUIVIINATION 

Figure 1. Hypothesized structural relations among Pre-Offense Closeness, Apology, Rumination, Empathy, 
Avoidance, Revenge, and Current Closeness. 
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attempted to explain their hurtful behavior. In the McCullough, Wor- 
thington, and Rachal study, this measure had an internal consistency 
reliability of .79. 

Rumination. The seven-item intrusiveness subscale from the Impact 
of Event Scale (Horowitz, Wilner, & Alvarez, 1979) was used to measure 
participants' rumination about intrusive thoughts, affects, and imagery 
related to the offense (e.g., "I  thought about it when I didn't mean to" 
and "I  had trouble falling asleep or staying asleep because of pictures 
or thoughts that came into my mind" ). Participants rated items on a 5- 
point Likert-type scale, indicating how frequently they experienced each 
of the intrusive experiences at the time of the assessment ( 1 = not at 
all, 5 = often). Internal consistency reliabilities frequently exceed .85 
for this subscale (Zilberg, Weiss, & Horowitz, 1982). 

Offender-focused affective empathy. The eight-item empathy mea- 
sure used by Batson and colleagues (Coke, Batson, & McDavis, 1978; 
Toi & Batson, 1982) consists of eight affect adjectives that participants 
rated on a 6-point scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) to 
indicate the degree to which they felt each affect for their offender at 
the time of the rating. In the present study, we used a four-item version 
of this scale (empathic, concerned, moved, and softhearted). In previous 
studies, the short form's internal consistency was estimated at .88 
(McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). 

Single-item measure of forgiving. We also measured forgiving with 
a single-item measure like the single-item measure used in Study 2. 
Scores ranged from 1 (not at all) to 6 (completely). 

Positive and negative affectivity. We measured respondents' tenden- 
cies to experience positive and negative affect using Watson, Clark, and 
Tellegen' s ( 1988 ) Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS). The 
PANAS consists of 20 adjectives that are indicative of positive affect 
and negative affect. Respondents indicate their tendency toward positive 
and negative affect by using a 5-point Liken-type scale to indicate how 
much they generally experience each feeling ( 1 = very slightly or not 
at all, 5 = extremely). Internal consistency reliabilities (alpha) and 
test-retest reliabilities are high for both measures. PANAS scores tend 
to be moderately related to measures of general psychological symptoms 
and depression (Watson et al., 1988). 

Self-deception. We measured respondents' tendency to avoid ac- 
knowledging that they possess negative or unflattering personality traits 
with Paulhus's (1984) 10-item measure of self-deception. Items (e.g., 
"I  sometimes enjoy my own bowel movements") were endorsed on a 
7-point Likert-type scale (1 = agree, 7 = disagree). 

Impression management. We measured respondents' tendency to 
maintain a positive public impression with items from Panlhus's (1984) 
impression management scale. Items (e.g., "Once in a while I laugh at 
a dirty joke" ) were endorsed on a 7-point Likert-type scale ( 1 = agree, 
7 = disagree). To raise the internal consistency of this scale, we had 
to delete 5 of the 10 constituent items. Even then, the internal consistency 
of this scale in the present study only reached .52. 

Procedure 

Aside from the additional measures that participants completed, the 
procedure was similar to that of Study 1. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

We determined through a series of  t tests that males and 
females participants' scores on the TRIM subscales and the 
single-item measure of  forgiving did not differ (all p s  > .05). 
Thus, we conducted all analyses simultaneously for both males 
and female participants. Means, standard deviations, and internal 

Table 5 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistency 
Reliabilities of  Major Study Variables (Study 4) 

Variable M SD a 

Closeness before offense" 4.70 1.86 - -  
Closeness after offense" 1.79 1.26 - -  
Apology 8.61 4.18 .84 
Rumination 16.07 9.50 .88 
Empathy 11.00 5.49 .90 
Avoidance 19.87 8.69 .94 
Revenge 8.23 4.05 .90 
Single-item forgiveness measure a 3.73 1.63 - -  
Current closeness a 2.63 2.02 - -  
Positive affectivity 34.86 5.68 .85 
Negative affectivity 20.00 6.11 .85 
Self-deception 26.35 8.97 .77 
Impression management 20.73 4.70 .52 

"Because scale was a single item, internal consistency could not be 
estimated. 

consistency reliability estimates (alpha) for the major study 
variables appear in Table 5. 

Relationship Among  TRIM Subscales, Positive 
Affectivity, Negative Affectivity, and Social Desirability 

We correlated the TRIM subscales with positive affectivity, 
negative affectivity, self-deception, and impression management 
measures (see Table 6).  Only the Revenge subscale was substan- 
tially correlated with any of  the response bias measures. It was 
positively correlated with negative affectivity (/- = .32, p < 
.001), positively correlated with self-deception ( r  = .30, p < 
.001), and negatively correlated with impression management 
( r  = - . 17 ,  p < .01). To determine the extent of  the overlap 
between Revenge, negative affectivity, self-deception, and im- 
pression management, we regressed Revenge scores on the other 
four variables. The multiple correlation was .37 (R 2 = .14), p 
< .001. 

Variations in Closeness Before and After  Interpersonal 
Transgressions 

Our theorizing about forgiving and restoration of  closeness 
following interpersonal transgressions presupposes that the in- 
terpersona! offenses that people experienced were substantial 
enough to create at least a short-term disruption in relational 
closeness. We tested this assumption by conducting a within- 
subjects analysis of  variance (ANOVA) with closeness ( IOS)  
scores before the offense and after the offense as the two levels 
of  the dependent variable. IOS scores prior to the offense (M 
= 4.7, SD = 1.86) were significantly higher than were IOS 
scores following the offense (M = 1.79, SD = 1.26), t (184)  
= 21.39, p < .001, d = 1.57. 

Structural Relations Among  Pre-Offense Closeness, 
Apology, Intrusiveness, Forgiveness, and Current 
Closeness 

To test whether the structural relations among pre-offense 
closeness, apology, empathy, rumination, and current closeness 
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Table 6 
Correlations of Transgression-Related Interpersonal 
Motivations Inventory Subscales With Positive Affectivity, 
Negative Affectivity, Self-Deception, and Impression 
Management (Study 4) 

Positive Negative Impression 
Subscale affectivity affectivity Self-deception management 

Avoidance - .  12 .13 .12 .03 
Revenge -.10 .32*** .30*** -.17" 

*p < .05. ***p < .001. 

were consistent with hypotheses, we conducted a series of struc- 
tural equation models using Lisrel 8.12a (JOreskog & Strbom, 
1993). In these models, the single-item measures of pre-offense 
closeness and current closeness were the only indicators of their 
respective latent traits, so we fixed their loadings to unity and 
their residuals to zero (Maruyama, 1998). 

First, we estimated a measurement model with oblique fac- 
tors. The measurement model was adequate, X2(305, N = 187) 
= 554.23, p < .05. The CFI (Bentler, 1990) for this model 
was .93. The factor scores for pre-offense closeness, apology, 
rumination, forgiveness (Avoidance and Revenge), and current 
closeness were moderately correlated (see Table 7).  

We then set out to test the viability of our theoretical model for 
the structural relations among pre-offense closeness, apology, 
intrusiveness, forgiveness (i.e., Avoidance and Revenge) and 
current closeness. Goodness of model fit was assessed in two 
ways. First, we used the chi-square test and the CFI to assess 
the absolute goodness of fit of each respective model. Second, 
we used nested chi-square tests to assess the relative changes 
in goodness of fit associated with the addition or removal of 
paths between constructs (Byrne, 1994; Hoyle & Panter, 1995) .  
The nested chi-square (or change in chi-square) results from 
evaluating the difference of the chi-square value obtained for a 
given model and the chi-square value for a competing model 
(with exactly one path added or subtracted from the previous 
model).  The significance of the difference in chi-square values 
for the two competing models is evaluated against the chi-square 
distribution with one degree of freedom. The model with sig- 
nificantly better fit is retained as the best description of the 

observed data. If models are not significantly different, then the 
law of parsimony suggests that the model with fewer paths is a 
superior description of the structural relations among the con- 
structs in the model. 

Base model. We first estimated the fit for the model speci- 
fied in Figure 1. This model fit the data acceptably, X2(315, N 
= 187) = 609.6, p < .05, CFI = .93. However, many near- 
zero paths remained in the model, and many paths that were 
constrained to zero appeared to be significant. Thus, we esti- 
mated the importance of these apparently misspecified paths 
through a series of alternative models. 

Alternative Model 1. We first removed the path from rumi- 
nation to empathy (/~ = - . 0 4 ) .  The resulting model fit the data 
acceptably, X2(316, N = 187) = 609.9, p < .05, CFI = .92. 
Because the difference in chi-square values between Alternative 
Model 1 and the base model ( A x  2 = 0.3) was not significant, 
Alternative Model 1 was deemed an improvement in model fit. 

Alternative Model 2. We then added a path from rumination 
to Avoidance. Although the resulting model fit acceptably, 
X2(315, N = 187) = 607.8, p < .05, CFI = .92, it was not a 
significant improvement in model fit, X 2 = 2.1. Thus, Alternative 
Model 2 was rejected. 

Alternative Model 3. We then added a path from rumination 
to Revenge. This model fit acceptably, X2(315, N =  187) = 
596.9, p < .05, CFI = .92, and was a significant improvement 
over Alternative Model 1, AX 2 = 13.0. Thus, the path from 
Intrusiveness to Avoidance was deemed necessary for an accu- 
rate description of the data. 

Alternative Model 4. We then removed the path from Pre- 
Offense Closeness to Current Closeness (~  = .06). This model 
fit the data acceptably, X2(316, N = 187) = 598.9, p < .05, 
CFI = .92. The difference in chi-square values between Alterna- 
tive Model 4 and Alternative Model 3 was not significant, A X 2 
= 2.0. Thus, Alternative Model 4 (with no direct path from pre- 
offense closeness to current closeness) was deemed an improve- 
ment in model fit. 

Alternative Model 5. We then added a direct path from em- 
pathy to current closeness. This model fit the data acceptably 
X2(315, N = 187) = 583.8,p < .05, CFI = .93. The difference 
in chi-square values between Alternative Model 5 and Alterna- 
tive Model 4 was significant, AX 2 = 15.1. Thus, Alternative 
Model 5 was deemed an improvement in model fit. 

Table 7 
Intercorrelations of Factors Included in Structural Equation Models 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Closeness before offense 
2. Apology .24 - -  
3. Rumination .22 .04 - -  
4. Empathy .27 .56 .05 - -  
5. Avoidance -.38 -.51 -.08 - .80 
6. Revenge -.13 - .32 .27 - .46 .53 
7. Current closeness .34 .41 - .06 .73 -.75 - .35  

Note. Coefficients greater than .14 are significant at p < .05. Coefficients greater than .18 are significant 
at p < .01. Coefficients greater than .24 are significant at p < .001. 
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Alternative Model 6. We then removed the path from Re- 
venge to current closeness (/3 = .06). This model fit the data 
acceptably, X2(316, N = 187) = 585.7, p < .05, CFI = .93. 
Because the difference in chi-square values for Alternative 
Model 5 and Alternative Model 6 was not significant, AX 2 = 
1.9, Alternative Model 6 was deemed a significant improvement 
in model fit. 

Alternative Model 7. Alternative Models 7 and 8 were de- 
signed to test whether the apology-forgiveness relationship ap- 
peared to be completely mediated by the effects of apologies 
in facilitating empathy. Previous research (McCullough, Wor- 
thington, & Rachal, 1997) indicated that the apology-forgive- 
ness relationship was only partially mediated by empathy. In 
Alternative Model 7, we added a path from apology to Avoid- 
ance. The resulting model fit the data acceptably, X2(315, N = 
187) = 584.6, p < .05, CFI = .93. However, the addition of 
this path did not significantly increase the goodness of fit, AX 2 
= 1.1, ns. In addition, the path from apology to Avoidance (fl 
= - . 0 9 )  was not significant (p > .05). 

Alternative Model 8. We then added a path from apology 
to Revenge. The resulting model was an acceptable fit to the 
data, X2(315, N = 187) = 584.5, p < .05, CFI = .93. However, 
the addition of this path did not significantly increase the good- 
ness of fit, AX 2 = 1.2, ns. In addition, the path from apology 
to Revenge (/~ = - . 0 9 )  was not significant (p > .05). 

Alternative Model 9. We then added a path from pre-offense 
closeness to Avoidance. The resulting model fit the data accepta- 
bly, X2(315, N = 187) = 575.5, p < .05, CFI = .93. The 
addition of this path increased the goodness of fit with respect 
to Alternative Model 6, AX2 = 10.2, p < .05. The path from 
pre-offense closeness to Avoidance was significant (fl = - .27,  
p < .05). Thus, Model 9 was deemed an improvement in model 
fit. 

Alternative Model 10. Finally, we added a path from pre- 
offense closeness to Revenge. The resulting model fit the data 
acceptably, X2(314, N = 187) = 574.9, p < ,05, CFI = .93. 

The addition of this path (/3 = - .06 ,  ns) did not significantly 
increase the model's goodness of fit with respect to Model 9, 
AX 2 = 0.6. No other modifications were made to the model, 
and Alternative Model 9, as depicted in Figure 2, was deemed 
the best fitting description of the structural relations among the 
constructs. 

Discussion 

In Study 4, we cross-validated a two-factor measurement 
model comprising the 12 items on the TRIM. Analyses indicated 
that positive affectivity, negative affectivity, self-deception, and 
impression management were only weakly related to scores on 
Avoidance and Revenge subscales. Only the Revenge subscale 
had significant correlations with more than one of these vari- 
ables, and regression analyses indicated that these variables pre- 
dicted only a small amount (approximately 14%) of variance 
in Revenge scores. Given the small correlations of these potential 
response artifacts with the TRIM subscales, and given recent 
arguments (e.g., Dienei; Sandvik, Pavot, & GaUagher, 1991; 
Pavot & Diener, 1993) that social desirability represents a sub- 
stantive component of personality that shapes social interac- 
t ion- inc luding ,  perhaps, forgiveness--future research using 
the TRIM might not need to control for the effects of positive 
affectivity, negative affectivity, self-deception, and impression 
management. 

Structural Relations Among Closeness, Apology, 
Rumination, Empathy, and Forgiveness 

In addition to these basic correlational findings, we examined 
the structural relations among closeness, apology, rumination, 
empathy, and forgiveness among people who had suffered a 
transgression so substantial that it created a disturbance in rela- 
tional closeness with the offending partner. We find it easiest to 
discuss the findings from our series of structural equation rood- 

AVOIDANCE 

.18 

.29 APOLOGY ) 

RUMINATION ~ REVENGE 

Figure 2. Best fitting model of structural relations among Pre-Offense Closeness, Apology, Empathy, 
Rumination, Avoidance, Revenge, and Current Closeness (Alternative Model 9). 
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els in terms of (a) the closeness ~ apology ~ empathy --, forgive- 
ness sequence and (b) the intrusiveness --, revenge sequence, 
both of which appear to operate independently of each other. 

Closeness and the apology -~ empathy ~ forgiveness se- 

quence. Pre-offense relational closeness appears to facilitate 
forgiving, at least in part, by making apologies more likely. 
Offended people in relationships with initially high levels of 
closeness were more likely to have reported that their offenders 
apologized, and they were more likely to experience empathy 
for their offenders. Those increases in empathy were related to 
reductions in both avoidance motivations and revenge motiva- 
tions, as well as to greater current closeness. Thus, pre-offense 
relational closeness appears to be an important context for facili- 
tating the apology ~ empathy ~ forgiveness sequence that we 
examined in earlier research (MeCullough, Worthington, & Ra- 
chal, 1997). 

Indeed, in contrast to previous findings, we found that the 
apology --* forgiveness relationship was mediated completely, 
rather than partially, by empathy. We suspect that this difference 
between the present study and our previous work actually re- 
fleets a refinement in our measurement of forgiveness. In previ- 
ous studies (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997), we 
measured forgiveness with a five-item measure that was based 
on items from the EFI. 2 The items on the five-item index we 
used previously were highly cognitive in nature, and as such, 
perhaps measured something in addition to (or as a proxy for) 
the basic motivations that we believe to be the essence of forgive- 
ness (i.e., Avoidance and Revenge), which we attempted to 
measure in the present set o f  studies. Thus, we think that the 
discrepancy in results might reflect the theoretical and empirical 
progress that occurs when measures are designed with appro- 
priate theoretical considerations in mind. Alternatively, the dis- 
crepancies might simply reflect the vagaries of sampling error 
(Hunter & Schmidt, 1990). 

Comparison of competing structural equation models (Alter- 
native Models 3 and 4) suggested that the zero-order relationship 
of pre-offense closeness and current closeness was completely 
mediated by the apology ~ empathy ~ forgiving sequence. This 
finding leads us to the following conclusion: Pre-offense close- 
ness appears to be associated with current closeness because 
relational closeness facilitates prosocial processes in the of- 
fender (apology) and the offended partner (empathy and reduc- 
tions in Avoidance motivations) that foster the reestablishment 
of closeness. Thus, the apology ~ empathy ~ forgiving sequence 
may be an important mechanism that helps to maintain continu- 
ity in close relationships that have been damaged by a significant 
relational offense. The present findings parallel findings from 
other cross-sectional studies showing that romantic partners who 
tend to forgive each other tend to report higher overall levels 
of relationship adjustment (e.g., Nelson, 1993; Rackley, 1993; 
Woodman, 1991) and our Study 3 findings suggesting that the 
association of forgiveness and closeness obtains both within 
partners and across partners (i.e., actor effects and partner ef- 
fects). Whether forgiveness actually facilitates restored rela- 
tional closeness in damaged interpersonal relationships should 
be studied in more rigorous (i.e., longitudinal or experimental) 
research. 

The rumination --* revenge sequence. Whereas pre-offense 

closeness predicted the apology --, empathy ~ forgiveness se- 
quence, rumination about intrusive thoughts, affects, and images 
regarding the interpersonal offense appears to have been related 
to forgiveness (i.e., Revenge motivations) through an indepen- 
dent pathway. Contrary to predictions, relational closeness was 
related to more frequent, rather than less frequent, intrusive 
thoughts and images regarding the offender and the offense 
(although revenge itself had very little relationship with pre- 
offense closeness). Perhaps people in close relationships with 
their offenders prior to the offenses continued to maintain a 
degree of contact with their offenders in the aftermath of the 
offenses in comparison to people in more distant relationships. 
If so, then these additional interactions with offending relation- 
ship partners might have provided the offended partners with 
more raw material about which they were able to ruminate. 

The fact that the rumination ~ revenge pathway appears to 
exist in relative isolation from other constructs in the model is 
potentially important. The near-zero associations of rumination 
with apology, empathy, and current closeness suggest that the 
rumination --, revenge pathway operates more or less indepen- 
dently of the apology-empathy relations that we have found in 
this and previous studies. These findings contradict our predic- 
tion that the association of rumination and forgiveness would 
be mediated by the effects of rumination on empathy for the 
offending relationship partner (see Figure 1 ). 

We suspect that the rumination ~ revenge path reflects the 
dispositional tendency to ruminate about interpersonal trans- 
gressions that predict aggressive behavior following provoca- 
tions and self-esteem threats in laboratory studies (e.g., Caprara, 
1986; Collins & Bell, 1997). These studies and others indicate 
that people who experience--and are unable to dissipate-- 
high degrees of residual, intrusive, negative feelings and images 
regarding interpersonal offenses are significantly more likely to 
commit acts of aggression against someone whom they per- 
ceived to have transgressed against them. Given the perva- 
siveness of ruminative processes (Gold & Wegner, 1995), their 
pervasive effects (Greenberg, 1995), and their sensitivity to at- 
tachment-related differences in interpersonal relationships 
(Wegner & Gold, 1995), it would not be surprising if this psy- 
chological system, along with the closeness-empathy system, 
played a causal role in shaping people's inclinations to forgive. 

General Discussion 

Forgiving is a lay term or "folk concept" (Manger et al., 
1991) that, according to our theorizing, resides at the level of 
people's basic motivations toward an offending relationship 
partner (MeCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). When 
people forgive, they manifest relationship-constructix;e levels of 
two motivations regarding an offender: They experience a low 

2The 5-item index used in McCullough, Worthington, and Rachal 
(1997) consisted of 4 items from the 60-item EFI, plus a 5th item that 
Subkoviak et al. (1995) used to provide evidence for the validity of the 
EFI. We failed to cite Subkoviak et al. appropriately in our description 
of these items and their instructions, which we humbly acknowledge 
here. Dr. Endght has requested that the 5-item index not be used in 
future research in isolation from the full, 60-item EFI. 



INTERPERSONAL FORGIVING 1599 

motivation to avoid the offender and a low motivation to seek 
revenge against the offender. On the basis of existing research 
on the psychology of close relationships (Gottman, 1993; Rus- 
bur  et al., 1991; Van Lange et al., 1997) and our own theorizing 
regarding interpersonal forgiving (McCullough, Worthington, & 
Rachal, 1997), in the present studies we developed a two-factor 
measure of forgiving and evaluated the relation of forgiving to 
a variety of relationship-level and social-cognitive variables. 

Measurement Issues 

The TRIM inventory--our inventory for assessing the moti- 
vations assumed to underlie forgiving--demonstrated a variety 
of desirable psychometric properties, including adequate inter- 
nal consistency, modera~ temporal stability, and a robust two- 
factor structure. In addition, the TRIM subscales manifested 
their discriminant validity through small correlations with mea- 
sures of positive affectivity, negative affectivity, and social desir- 
ability (even though correlations with social desirability scales 
do not necessarily call the construct validity of a self-report 
measure into question; see Diener et al., 1991). The TRIM 
subscales are correlated with a variety of relationship-specific 
variables (relational satisfaction, commitment, and closeness), 
offense-specific variables (degree of apology), and social-cog- 
nitive variables (e.g., empathy for the offender and rumination 
about the offense). They also demonstrated strong relationships 
to a single-item measure of forgiving. Thus, the TRIM thus 
appears to be useful for assessing forgiving through self-report. 

Theoretical Findings 

These initial investigations using the TRIM reveal three sets 
of theoretically important findings regarding interpersonal for- 
giving that merit future exploration. 

Forgiveness and the Closeness-Empathy System 

First, we found additional (albeit correlational) evidence that 
empathy can be considered one of the most proximal determi- 
nants of the capacity to forgive others (McCullough, Worthing- 
ton, & Rachal, 1997) and that pre-offense closeness, apology, 
empathy, and forgiveness appear to be highly interrelated. Two 
mechanisms appear to be partially responsible for why people 
are more likely to forgive in close, committed, satisfactory rela- 
tionships: First, our data indicate that in close relationships, 
transgressors are more likely to offer apologies for their actions. 
Transgressors in close relationships might be more likely to 
apologize out of a sense of guilt that arises from their own 
empathy toward the offender ol; perhaps, out of their own con- 
ceres about the loss of a valued relationship (Baumeister et al., 
1994; Tangney, Miller; et al., 1996). 

Second, victims are more likely to develop empathy for their 
transgressors when their relationship is close, committed, and 
satisfactory. In part, the association of closeness and empathy 
appears to be mediated by variables such as apology. However, 
pre-offense closeness predicted unique variance in empathy, 
even after controlling for the apology --, empathy relationship. 
In addition, there is some theoretical precedent for thinking that 

relational closeness itself is a unique determinant of empathy. 
Batson (1991; Batson & Shaw, 1991) has hypothesized that 
people develop empathy as a function of attachment (see also 
Cialdini et al., 1997). To the extent that our measures of dyadic 
satisfaction-commitment and closeness are attachment-related 
constructs, then relational satisfaction, commitment, and close- 
ness might facilitate an affective identification with an offender 
that is not so easy for people to acquire in less satisfactory, 
less committed, more distant relationships. Structural equation 
models in Study 4 suggest that pre-offense closeness, apology, 
empathy, forgiveness, and post-offense relational closeness ap- 
pear to be closely related, leading us to posit that the closeness- 
empathy system is a crucial psychological system underlying 
the human capacity for interpersonal forgiving. 

Forgiveness and the Rumination System 

We initially hypothesized that rumination over intrusive 
thoughts, images, and affects would be negatively related to 
forgiving by virtue of the effects of rumination in inhibiting 
empathic affect toward the offender. This hypothesis was not 
supported by the data. Although intrusive rumination was asso- 
ciated with higher levels of pre-offense closeness, it was uncor- 
related with apology, empathy, avoidance, and current ratings 
of relational closeness (thus disconfirming the role of empathy 
as the ultimate governor over the forgiveness process). Intrusive 
rumination was related to participants' self-reported motivations 
to seek revenge against their offenders, 

The unique importance of rumination for predicting Revenge 
motivations in our cross-sectional data leads us to conclude that 
rumination--which seems to come so naturally in the aftermath 
of negative life eventshmight play an important role in perpetu- 
ating interpersonal distress following interpersonal events, just 
as it appears to perpetuate psychological distress (Greenberg, 
1995; Holman & Silver, 1996). This conclusion is consonant 
with a decade of research (e.g., Caprara, 1986; Collins & Bell, 
1997; Emmons, 1992; Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) indicating 
that people who report favorable attitudes toward revenge are 
inclined toward cognitive rumination and are also more likely 
to  retaliate following self-esteem threats. Along with further 
exploration of the closeness-empathy system and its contribu- 
tion to forgiving, further exploration of the role of ruminative 
processes should be a priority in future research on forgiving. 

Forgiveness and the Restoration of Interpersonal 
Closeness 

The present findings augment earlier findings by providing 
evidence that forgiving not only occurs more frequently in the 
context of satisfactory, committed, close relationships but also 
can be understood as a psychological factor that is associated 
with restored relational closeness following an interpersonal 
transgression, just as it apparently leads to the inhibition of 
avoidant behaviors and the facilitation of conciliatory behaviors 
(McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997), as well as cooper- 
ation (Komorita et al., 1991) following interpersonal offenses. 
The present correlational data appear to be consistent with a 
conceptualization of forgiving that emphasizes its potential ef- 
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fects in regulating and reconciling interpersonal relations that 
have been damaged by the injurious behavior of a relationship 
partner (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). These 
observations merit further investigation in longitudinal or exper- 
imental research. 

Directions for Future Research 

Although the potential value of forgiving in restoring harmo- 
nious interpersonal relations is noteworthy in the context of 
close relations (e.g., marriages, families, romantic relationships, 
and friendships), it seems reasonable that forgiving might have 
similar effects in restoring positive social relations among any 
two people whose relations have become destructive following 
a perceived interpersonal transgression. Such contexts might 
include coworker relationships; employee-employer relation- 
ships; and the relationships among perpetrators of violence, the 
victims, and their loved ones. Our basic findings should be 
subjected to scrutiny in nonstudent samples as well, because 
the range of offenses that students are likely to encounter in 
their interpersonal relations might be relatively restricted (even 
though a considerable number of participants reported parental 
abandonment, relationship violence, and romantic infidelity-- 
all serious, painful life events--as the offenses that they had 
incurred). 

In addition, some research suggests that forgiveness might 
be a marker for relational disturbance in some relationships, 
including relationships characterized by physical abuse (Katz, 
Street, & Arias, 1995). The possibility that forgiving--that is, 
ceasing to be motivated to avoid contact with and see harm 
come to a violent partner--is a marker for relational and psy- 
chological difficulties must be taken more seriously (as a poten- 
tially sinister aspect of forgiveness) in future research (McCul- 
lough, Rachal, Sandage, & Worthington, 1997). Longitudinal 
research is needed to augment the cross-sectional and retrospec- 
tive findings in the present research, as well as the cross-sec- 
tional and experimental data from our previous work (McCul- 
lough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). Such research would 
allow for more intensive examination of the unfolding of forgiv- 
ing in specific relational contexts--and its links with both posi- 
tive and negative relational or psychological outcomes in those 
contexts. 

Only a small proportion of people in the U.S. population 
(approximately 8%) indicate that they try to "get even" when 
people intentionally injure them (Gorsuch & Hao, 1993). How- 
ever, this figure might be deceptively low: Other data suggest 
that nearly half of all interpersonal delinquency (e.g., a serious 
fight at work or school, hurting someone badly enough to require 
medical attention, e tc . ) - -at  least in student samples--is moti- 
vated by anger and revenge (Pfefferbaum & Wood, 1994). Also, 
people who endorse vengeance have higher levels of retaliatory 
behavior in the laboratory, on the highways, and in their personal 
lives (Caprara, 1986; Collins & Bell, 1997; Stuckless & Goran- 
son, 1992). Thus, although the base rate of seeking revenge 
might be rather low among all people, it seems that a substantial 
amount of human misery could potentially be attributed to the 
motive to seek revenge. To the extent that revenge is a causal 
motive for these acts of interpersonal violence, rather than an 

epiphenomenal, post hoc rationalization for acts of counterag- 
gression, then forgiving might be an important variable to study 
in the context of interpersonal conflict, aggression, and violence 
(McCuUough, Sandage, & Worthington, 1997). The present 
findings yield some interesting initial clues about revenge that 
merit further investigation. 

At the present time, laboratory studies might provide the most 
efficient settings for examining the role of forgiving in deterring 
aggression and violence following interpersonal conflict or prov- 
ocation (e.g., Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Caprara, 1986; 
Collins & Bell, 1997). Whether it is through the intensive study 
of particular interpersonal situations or experimental laboratory 
research involving the creation of actual offense scenarios, mov- 
ing from the broad-based examinations of forgiving that we 
have conducted to the intensive study of particular interpersonal 
environments is an important priority and a potentially promis- 
ing direction for future research on forgiving. 

Although the present studies are helpful for illuminating the 
relationship-level, offense-level, and social-cognitive variables 
that shape specific instances of interpersonal forgiving, much 
work remains to be done in illuminating the personality charac- 
teristics and cognitive processes that characterize the person 
who is inclined to forgive. In a related vein, it should also be 
recognized that the present studies examined forgiving single, 
isolated actions. Although this approach to examining forgiving 
is by far the most common protocol in the extant research on 
forgiving, it is not the only possible approach (McCuUough & 
Worthington, in press). To study why people sacrifice in close 
relationships, for instance, Van Lange et al. (1997) assessed 
sacrifice as a general tendency to sacrifice for the sake of one's 
relationship partner. Similarly, we could have assessed forgiving 
as a general tendency to forgive one's relationship partner. Fur- 
ther, the willingness to forgive can be conceptualized even more 
generally as a personality-level variable that transcends both 
isolated offenders and specific offenses (see, e.g., Caprara, 
1986; Emmons, 1992; Mauger et al., 1991). Future research 
might focus on developing or refining instruments for operation- 
alizing willingness to forgive at both the relationship and person- 
ality levels, and then examining the associations of those mea- 
sures with other personality-level traits or measures of cognitive 
processes (e.g., Mauger et al., 1996; see McCullough, Rachal, & 
Hoyt, 1998). 

A final direction for future research is the study of forgiving 
as a health-relevant phenomenon (e.g., Strasser, 1984). Some 
scholars (e.g., Kaplan, 1992; Thoresen, Luskin, & Harris, 1998) 
have suggested that the capacity to forgive others might modu- 
late the effects of interpersonal stress on physical health. Given 
the clear role of hostility as a predictor of cardiovascular disease 
and all-cause mortality (Miller, Smith, Turner, Guijarro, & Hal- 
let, 1996), any variable that helps people to modulate their 
hostility might be an important facilitator of physical health. 
Furthermore, if forgiving is an alternative to cognitive rumina- 
tion, the forgiving might also help to mitigate the negative ef- 
fects of ruminating about negative life events (i.e., interpersonal 
offenses) on measures of mental health and distress (Greenberg, 
1995). The health-relevant aspects of forgiving have yet to be 
explored in any intensive empirical fashion. Nevertheless, the 
relationship of forgiving to better (or, possibly, worse) mental 
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and physical health remains a potentially interesting topic for 
future research. 

Conclusions 

Although developmental and clinical research on forgiveness 
is growing admirably through the work of Euright and his col- 
leagues (e.g.; A1-Mabuk, Enright, & Cardis, 1995; Coyle & 
Enright, 1997; Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992; Enright & Human 
Development Study Group, 1996; Enright et al., 1989; Freed- 
man & Enright, 1996; Hebl & Enright, 1993; see also MeCul- 
lough & Worthington, 1995), scientific progress in the social- 
psychological study of interpersonal forgiving has been slow 
(Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer, 1998; McCullough, Exline, & 
Baumeister, 1998; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, & Worthing- 
ton, 1997; McCullough & Worthington, I994a, 1994b). We be- 
lieve that along with the slow development of theory, the slow 
development of psychometric instruments to measure forgiving 
has also been a major barrier to scientific progress in social and 
personality psychology (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 
1997). The present set of  studies are intended to help remedy 
both deficits in the social-psychological literature on forgiving 
so that we can gain further insight into this important, but poorly 
understood, aspect of human functioning. 
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Appendix 

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory 

For the questions on this page, please indicate your current thoughts and feelings about the person who recently hurt you. Use the following scale 
to indicate your agreement with each of the questions. 

1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly agree 

1. I'll make him/her pay. (R) 7. 
2. ~ I  wish that something bad would happen to him/her. (R) 8. 
3. _ _ . I  want him/her to get what he/she deserves. (R) 9. _ _  
4. _ _ . I ' m  going to get even. (R) 10. 
5. I want to see him/her hurt and miserable. (R) 11. _ _  
6. I keep as much distance between us as possible. (A) 12. 

I live as if he/she doesn't exist, isn't around. (A) 
I don't trust him/her. (A) 
I find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her. (A) 
1 avoid him/her. (A) 
I cut off the relationship with him/her. (A) 
I withdraw from him/her. (A) 

Note. Items on the Avoidance and Revenge subscales are denoted with (A) and(R), respectively. 
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