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ABSTRACT
Trust iswidely understood to bacritical component of interpersonal relationshipsan effort
to understand this complex construbg tajority of research on dyadic trust has focused on the
decision to trusand theinteractionsetween a trustor and trusty, witlstaongbent tovard
understandingthe r ust or 0 sSusnsipgdylittie is knowen about the experience of the
trusty, or the recipient of trusivhichif not remediednay result in erroneous assumptions about
the experience of the trusty or an obscuration ofeteional dynamics surrounding trust as a
whole Usingqualitative heuristicmethodology t he aut hor sought to
intrapersonal and interpersomadperiencs of being trusted by their wivdsy allowing them
opportunity to articulate aepresent the depth of such experiemeeluding indepth,
semistructured interviewdmmersionin thedata provided by the eesearchersevealeceight

primary themes with associated thiames The primary themes that emerged were: deep

satisfactionan under standing that his wifeds trust

validation through positive regard; affirmation of doing what is right; peace and security;
intimacy; experience of grace; and freedohesefindingsbegin to fill a voidin the literature,
illuminating the experience of trusties ftirte benefit of not only those in relationshiput those
tasked with supporting relationships as w&lmbedded within existing theoretical frameworks,
the results of this study provide botlkeeper understanding of the trusty experience as well as a
springboard for further related research.

Keywords trust, trusty(or trustee)trustor, interpersonahtrapersonalheuristic
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

ATrust opens up new and uni magined p
0 Robert C. Solomon

Scottish author and Chtian ministerGeorge MacDonald (1879)nc e wr ot e, ATo
trusted is a great er p.8%.njudh semienant may ledrue fot manyhb e | o
yet those on the receiving end of trust have received surprisingly little attention in scholarly
literature. What follows is an introduction to a study of husbands as trusties, or the recipients of
trust, in a marital relationshipThis introduction includes a brief explication of the problem this
study addreses, the purpose and natoféhe study, resarch questions and objectives, and a
conceptual framework supporting and justifying the study. Key terms are operatasfaisd,
assumptions and limitations are discussed, and the significance of the study is addressed.

Significance of the Problem

Trust is regarded by many as one of the most important components of a lappy,
and wellfunctioningrelationship (Fehr, 198&ottman, 2011Regan, Kocan, & Whitlock, 1998
Simpson, 2007) The ability to trust others, according to renowned developahpeychologist
Eri k Erikson, is the Afir st Astaalsldkexptorfes thehverld,e g o 0
he or she must be emotionalthered to a caregiver by way of trust (Bowlby639 When
increasinglymature interpersonal relationphliare developing, one must learn to trust as an
aspect of intimacy (Sternberg, 1986). When i
the vicissitudes of another, one must grapple with trust (Roberts, \tBers, Finkenauer, &

Hawk, 2010. When commitment to relational exclusivity is considered, trust must be assessed
(Larzelere & Huston, 1980). When confidence in the love of a partner is shattered, one must
struggle with how much to trust (Mikulincer, 1998). And when a relationship has ¢ghoaugh

many years of trials and triumphs, one may learn to rest in the security oGoashén, 2011,



Larzelere & Huston, 1980 Trustcarriesgreat value; value carefully consideffeaim the
perspective of the giver as well thait ofthe receiverbothin its presence andbsenc€Hosking,
2014)

We are born into a world of objects, both human and material, that we must learn to trust
for survival. To avoid living in constant feawe must learn to trusts one of the first tasks in
life, even n the presence of uncertaintWe quickly become aware at some lgheltdepending
on others is a matter of life or deagiven before trust becomes a matter of conscious choice
The amygdala, or thtreatsensing smoke detector of the brain (van dalkk2014), is fully
developed at birth (Cozolino, 200&Yhich means that fear may precede even the first experience
of trust in life Trust is not so much an act that produces vulnerahititiier, trust is first an act
necessitatedy vulnerability.

Trust involves riston the part of the giverThe willingness to be vulnerable in the act of
trusting appears to be commomtany if not alldefinitions and conceptualizations of trust
(Gottman, 2011JohnsorGeorge & Swap, 1982; Rousseau, Sitkin, B&rCamerer, 1998).

The trusty, orthe recipient of trustmay choose to exploit the trustor for personal gain; a fact the
trustor must consider in the decision to trukt. withhold trust may be to protect oneself from
harm, and to give trust may be tekgersonal gairsuch as securignd satisfactionSuch
considerations are certainly relevant in the studyust andappear to have dominated the
literature and researchvet the recipient of trusas a key player in these interpersonal

dynamicsmust be considered as well.

Y'n t hi s pélpral,trystiedyillle wilizeg to refer to the recipient of trust. In the
|l iterature, Atrusteed i s sometimes uaslegal t o

r e

ratherthanihner per sonal connotation. ATrustyo carr.i

2



Unfortunately, in an effort to minimize personal risk, a trustor may not fully consider the
benefit of trust for its recipienDunning, Anderson, Schlosser, Ehlebracht, & Fetchenhauer,
2014;Gilovich, Kruger, & Savitsky, 199lalhotra, 2003 In the absete of dramatic acts of
betrayal trust is relatively stable over time, forming a filter through which one interprets the
actions of his or her partner (Rempel, Ross, & Holmes, 2001). Giveisklgsnature of trust,
one may beempted to think of this stability exclusively in terms of its protective funairon
personal benefitkor the trustor. Yetperhaps there could be an alternate considerafisn.

Miller and Rempel (2004) discoverddjsting a partner can lead to m@atnerenhancing
attributions, which can, in turn, increase
motives that exceed h e p avident teustwosthy behavior. Furthermore, such partner
enhancing attributions, which are associatét trust, appear to promote stability or increase in
marital trust over tim¢Miller & Rempel, 2004. Thus, worth considering is the possibility that
trust produces benefits for its recipient that enhance relational stability and satisfaction.

Historically, research has focused on trust and mistpuisharily emphasizing their
impact on the trustor. A problem that must be addressed is how little is known about the
recipient of trust.The problemaddressed heis not mistrust and its consequentmsthe trusty
per se but the lack of knowledgaboutthe experience of being trusted whba trusty believes
such trust existsThe research study described in this dissertatioestigates the possibility that
being the beneficiary of trust majlow one tohavea range of unique and meaningful
perceptions andxperiencs, perhapsncluding those that codlenhance personal wedkeing as

well as relational strength and satisfaction.

o
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Summary of the Problem
As long as relationships exist, coupled ¥eice challenges of trust. Theoreti¢Bowlby,
1969; Gottman, 2011; Siegel, 2010; Simpson, 2@@d)empirica(Luchies et al., 2013; Miller
& Rempel, 2004; Murray & Holmes, 2011; Rempehl.,2001; Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster, &
Agnew, 1999)nquirieshave produced knowledge about the construct of trust that may assist
those in relationships or those seeking to provide guidance or cowvisiéd an understanding

of trust is important fte vast majority outhors on the subjedhtentionally or ng emphasize

the experience of the trustor versus that of the trusty, even when the focus is on interpersonal or

interdependent relationshipt his insightful and forwardhinking comments on trust in

society, Gambetta ( 109tRs, putivmayphke equalyirhportant®obd mp or t

trustedo ( BOyeaZzshdve passedNieca Gadmpetta wrote these words, yet little has
been done to study the importance of being trusted.

Trust or a lack thereof, isften treated as anvariableeffectimprintedu pon oned s
as the result of the actions or inactions of others (Gottman, 2011; Wiesetqlist999). For
example Kohn (2008), a neurobiologist writing on the issue of trust, goes so far as to state that
trust is involuntary; ondoes not consciously choose to trust or distré&shpirical evidence
certainly points to trust being conditional conditionedunder certain circumstances (Ahn,
Ostrom, Schmidt, & Walker, 200&ckel & Wilson 2003 Walker & Ostrom, 20083 but perhaps
it need not be so under all circumstancétile Walker and Ostrom (2003)ased on their
review of the literaturegzonclude that trust isften conditionaly determinedthey admit that
future research must acc o3 orthevariosmul t i pl e
characteristics and combination of characteristics exhibited in the ttustoy relationship

Previous research has utilized theories and methodpitestipposa great deal of selhterest

mi
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in its playersparticularly selinteres on the part of the trustor that magpearto lead to
automatic responses to a trusty/orth considering is whetheertain players, or trustors, may
chooseo trust for the benefit of the trusty in response to a perceived benefit to the trusiy
consequentially, involuntarily, or out of obligationparreself-interest.

I f an unchallenged understanding of trust
actions thabnebeaslittle control overor responsibilityfor, then it makes senseattthe
responsibility for the reestablishment of trust, or the earning of trust, would fall entirely on the
trusty. Yet this may be a faulty and potentially damaging concl@siorell An excessive
burden of responsibility may be placed on the trusgll eyond that ohreasonable
expectation ofrustworthiness. The trusty could potentially be treated as if he or she were fully
responsible for the thoughts and feelings of the trugiso, an assumption may be tlzat
trustor will functioninevitably, primarily, or exclusively out ofeflexive self-interest
Subsequentlyhie trustor may not be challenged to choose trust as an act of beneficence or love.
Thus, tension exists between the acknowledgment that trust is linked to the thoughts aggl feelin
of the trustor and t he c¢ommemductoftheé actronsiofh at one
another. And if trust is treated purely as an effect or consequence, conditioned entirely by the
actions of the trusty, then it makes sense why little attemias been given the experience of
being trustédor tohow the choice to trust may impact the recipient of such trust.

A focus on the experience of ttreisty, or theecipient of trust, has the potential to
deepen our understanding of trust, perhapgays that challenge more popular, traditional, or
simplisticconsiderations With this ultimate goal in mind, it is helpful fo'st look at key terms
and their definitionsthenlook at the foundation of trust research that has been laid, attending to

the clear trajectory of knowledge that justifies a focus on the trusty at this point i hise.



literature reflects the following themebke generalkconcept of trustinterpersonal/dyadic trust,
influences on trust, the practice of trust, the benefiteust, and the recipient of trust.
Key Terms

Prior to proceeding with a mone-depthdiscussion of trust, a few key termeed tdbe
defined. The termsustor andtrustymust be clearly defined moving forward as they are the key
players in trustelevant interactions. The conceptdifferentiationalso contributes to a more
complete understanding of the approach to trust explored in this study and will be more fully
explicated in what followsTrustitself is clearly the most critical term to aptionally define
and will require the most attention in what follows
Trustor and Trusty

For the purposes of this study, the terastor will be used to describe a person that
experiences or chooses to trust. Given that trust is experienced sebjeantiat in varying
degrees, the tertnustor will refer to an individual that truse&ong a spectrum from lot to very
little, or not at allithat is,assuming the trustor is in a position to do so. The tersty, while a
less commonly used word, acately describes a recipient of trust, or the individual a trustor
would trust. Atrustyis a person that may be or is able to be trystiéein characterized by some
level of trustworthiness. The tennustee despite its frequent usage in social sdfient
literature, tends to carry a more legal or administrative connotation that is less suitable to
interpersonal relationships. In sum, a trustor interacts with a trusty based on varying experiences
and degrees of trust.
Differentiation

Murray Bowen 1965, 1978) introduced the concept of differentiation of self as a way of

understanding the dialectical tension that exists between autonomy and connection with others,



particularly at emotional and intellectual levelsccording to Nichols and Schwartz (200
di fferentiation of sel f i nvodndtebsflexableprmiact on 6 s
wisely, regardless of internal or external emotional pressure. A differentiated individual is able
to take personal responsibility for his or her thlots, feelings, perceptions, and actions (Corey,
2013). Differentiation is a healthy condition reflecting both autonomy and interdependence. A
tendency toward fusioor enmeshmergxists when a person finds it difficult to maintain his or
her own autonom particularly when facing issues of anxi€¢iichols & Schwartz, 2004;
Simpson, 2007)By implication, an individual should be responsible for his or her decision to
acttrusingly, even if the cognitive and emotional aspects of trust have many dedatmin
Highly differentiated people, given their ability to remain relationally connected without
enmeshment, may be able to intentionally engage in trusting interactions, understanding the risks
necessary to pursue deeper levels of intimacy (Simpson).2007

Empirically, differentiation of self is supported as a valid construct in the literature
(Charles, 2001; Jankowski & Hooper, 2012). Therapeutiddyenian,Gestalt, Existential,
Adlerian, and Human Validation Process Model principles all in their way emphasize
differentiation, includingpersonal responsibilityas a critical aspect of individual and relational
health (Corey, 2013). For example, Virginia SEt®64)postulated thgbersonal maturity is
characterized by being fully in chargeameself beingable to make decisions based on accurate
perceptions of self, otherand the context. Furthermore, the mature, differentiated individual
accepts personal responsibility for the choices he or she makest mustby definition
maintainthis well-founded emphasis dadifferentiation angersonal responsibility with an

awareness of various influences on the decision to trust or not trust.
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Trust

Trust is a multifaceted, complex construct, making it difficult to define and
operationalize.Prior to the 1980s, trust was studied primarily as a personal disposition entailing
gener al beliefs and attitudes about peopl eds
studying trust within dyadic relationships (Simpson, 2007). Despitegoghess in the study of
trust, a move from generalized trust to trust in dyadic relationships only complicated the matter
of definition and study even further. As Hardin (2003) pointed out, studying trust became
particularly difficult in that it involve three componenisl trustyouto doX. Further study has
revealed even more components. Two multidimensional individuals interact around a trust
relevant situation influenced by past, present, future, thoughts, feelingssagtials, other
contextuéfactors, and the interactions of all of these variables and more.

Numerous definitionsf trust have beeput forth by researchers and theoreticians alike,
primarily throughout the lagt0years. Trust in general tends to involve the level of confielenc
people have that others will consistently respond to their needs and desires (Larzelere & Huston,
1980; Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985). Interpersonally, this trust includes the appraisal of a
partner as reliable and predictable, the belief thatthegart i s concerned with
can be counted on in times of need, and feelings of confidence in the strength of the relationship
(Rempelet al, 1985). Holmes and Rempel (1989) simplified these dynamics into a tripartite
model of trust involving pedictability, dependability, and faith. They suggested that grows
when a partneror the trustyyoluntarily alters his or her preferred course of action for the sake
ofthet r u swelbheibgs si mi | ar t o Gott manos atiprRobtrust.) mor e
MacKinnon and Boon (2012) suggest that trust is a continuum along which an individual may

move higher or | ower depe nhkactiogs ofoarpartoene 6s per so



Furthermore,rustcan be thought ads a basic apprehensiohgain or loss through dependence
on a partner (Murray et al., 2014n0d represents a set of cognitive and emotional expectations
for what will occur in the future (Miller & Rempel, 2004).

This emphasis on the notion of an uncertain fuisieecentrafocus of most definitions
of trust. According to Sztompka (1999), trust is a bet about the future contingent actions of
others, a strategy for dealing with an uncertain and uncontrollable future. As he puts it, the risk
of not knowing the future is trad for the risk to trust. Miller and Rempel (2004) state that trust
involves security and certainty in responsétte vagaries of an uncertain futurproviding a
sense of confidenda both present and future interactiqps 703). Luchies et al. (28) retain
this emphasis on the future by suggesting that trust is the expectation that a partner can be relied
upontoberespon@ t o oneds needs and to promote oneds
future. Not only is trust a risk taken relatecatouncertain future, but the risk to trust may alter
oneds expectations for the future and memori e
influence onebés decision to trust in the pres
(1995) t it most simply when they proposed that trust is the antithesis of doubt. Whether that
doubt is rooted in the past, present or futur
experience of doubt in the past, present or future, trust does apjbesa relational
phenomenon that, in one way or another, i mpac
perhaps on the part of both the trustor and trusty.

In one of the most recent renderings of a definition of trust, Murray and Holmes (2011)
suwggest thatrust in essence tells one when to risk approaching his or her partesr.
understandingosit trust within the mind of an interdependent perseith a recognition of

many personal, relational, and historical contributors to suchtrustt Ar di ng t o Got t me



(2011)recent work on marital trustrust means that img particular interactiononecan rely on
apartner to behave inawaytmia x i mi z e s o0 3uehbustingrediance fs behaviorally
manifestand is a characteristid an interaction, rather thaimply a thought, personality trait,
or characteristic of a relationship or a pers®ension exists between thesmtemporary
renderingof trust. For Murray and Holmes (2011), trissan individua] relationallyinfluenced
capacityused toassess relational interactions. But for Gottptiarst appears to be an
interactivelydeterminedability toactivelyr e | y o n 0 n e@raducipoacortsegqeence ofa by
the partnero6s behaviors. F oaf its tbatributiagyfactare,d Ho | me
exists within an individual as a guide for interactianseparable from but not fully determined
by the interdependence in the relationshior Gottman, truss a type of interpersonal reliance,
most likely behaviorallexhibited,resulting from and determined by thehaviors of another.

Murray and Holmes (2011)itimatelyprovidea more palpabldefinition of interpersonal
trust since it allows for a persém determindo some extent his or hewn level of trustthat is,
an allowance consistent with differentiaion Got t manés definition woul
our understanding of the value of personal choice and responsiHlilityst is considered a by
product of the decisions of another, as Gottman s¢éesigggest, then differentiation is
compromi sed; onebds trust bePasomandfelatoeadV-t o t he
being tend to suffer as fusion @verdependence characterize a relationsygb weltbeing may
be enhanced as a resultdifferentiation, or healthy interdependence (Murray & Holmes, 2011).

Given these definitional consideratioMurray and Holne s (@011)simple yet broadly
applicabledefinition of trust asan individual relationallyinfluencedcapacityused toasses
relational interactionseems most suited to provide the basis for an operational definition of trust

moving forward. Therefordguilt upon their thinking but supplemented with the work of others,
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the operational definition dfustwill be as follows:a situationally and relationalinfluenced
per sonal di sposition toward oneds partner tha
present and futureriented regulation of interpersonal risk, manifesting in trektted actions,
reactions, and teractions.
The General Concept of Trust

The concept of trust has historically drawn a great deal of attention as a central and
critical component of any society.hrough the centuriédsfromeconomist Adam Smith (1776),
philosopher David Humely37), psydologistWilliam Jameg18%), developmental
psychologist Erik Erikson (1950), and ancient biblical authors Solomon aagdbktePaul to
the more contemponahistorian Geoffrey Hosking (2014), neuroeconomist Paul Zak (2012),
author and analyst Ulrichd®er (2014), marital researcher John Gottman (2011), and
psychologists Sandra Murray and John Holmes (2D1¢ concept of trust has captured our
multidisciplinary attention.Yet despite itsmportance and intrigue, interpersonal trust has
receivedmuch esstheoretical and empirical attentitiman might be expectd®ousseaet al,
1998;Simpson, 200AVatson, 200b

Trustds complex and mul t i dadrthmelackdf aitendioh nat ur
Watson (2005), in her multidisciplinary invesdt@gn of various definitions of trustver a decade
agq identified22 definitions presented by a range of theoreticians and researétseirsdicated
in the previous sectiomustcanbe studiedrom many anglesuchas a core beliefjispositional
perspective motivational thought, abstruse feeling, gdakcted action, or even the desired
result of a salesriented strategyln his recent exposition on the history of trust, Hosking (2014)
recognized how trust can be conceptualized@ersonafeelng, attitude, or relationshjpften

recognized in actianYet when he reflected on his studidssking (2014 highlighted the fact

11



thathwe are alléiTnustdependent al i ngredient 1in
4). While much could b written about thenore individualized, personal aspeotdrust, such a

task would go well beyond the scope of tthispter and will be addressed more in the weaé

the literature irChapter Two In what follows, the emphasis is placed on the reteii or

interpersonal dynamics of trust, with increasing attention given to the role and experience of the
trusty.

Int erpersonal and Intrapersonal Trust

|l nterpersonal, dyadic trust is a more refi
trust apartner, the impact of the level of trustworthiness by a partner, as well as the relational
determinants and consequences of trust and trustworthimésgoersonal, oryhdic trust is
more than simply the beliefs one person has about armttiee adons henceforthWhile trust
may be gauged by how ottgnks,feels or actsin relation to another, it is certainly not limited
to personal thoughts, feelings, and actioReople differ in thetrapersonaimeanings attached
to trust, emotions experieaed when trust is challenged, and the thoughts and behaviors
experienced around these challengesl these meanings are clearly negotiated and adopted
within interpersonatelationshipgEvans & Krueger, 2015; Larzelere & Huston, 1980;

Mikulincer, 1998 Simpson, 2007Sztompka, 1999\Vieselquistet al, 1999)

I n Simpsonés (2007) review of the foundat:i
scholars have identified various aspects of corgpatific definitions of trust, which include
expectationsheliefs, and attributions that may be directed toward people in general or applied to
individual partners in a relationship. What is striking about these aspects of trust is that they all
tend toreside in the mind of the individual tasked with choosotyust or not trustFor

example, if one has been hurt in a previous relationship, one may be particularly cautious when
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choosing to trust oneds present partner. Or
among significant adults or caigers in his or her life, then one may develop doubt about the
feasibility of trust in generalEven though trust is clearly a relational phenomemmxtricably
linked to interpersonal processasist or distrust in large part apps#y originate fran the
hearts and minds of the individual actohs.efforts to define trust, there is little doubt that the
trustor, influenced by past and present relatidyabmics bearssome level opersonal
responsibility for onebitensexpectations, belief
Further Influences on Trust

The study of various influences on such tigmes leyond simply studying theheer
existence of trust withian individual ora relationship With regard to oneods
partner, Murray et al. (2011)tablished alualprocess model of trust involving impulsive trust,
or oneb6s amwdmMaitows atetsistude toward oneds par:t
reflective trushel oarbelnieédfss coameswt otulse ystrengt |
commi t ment, rooted in oneds experiences with
personal capacity for sefegulation, one influence may override the other, leading to a decision
to act ineithera trusting or untrusting mannerhis duatprocess model is quite similar to
Wil son, Lindsey, and Schoolerés (20nplit di scus
attitudes may be stable, habitual forms of evaluationaifedtiggered automatically, while
explicit attitudes are more ctaxt-sensitive personatonstructions. Wilson, Lindsey, and
Schooler suggest thhbththese attitudes exist simultaneously within an individual, impacting
decisions in various ways under various circumstanthsy also discuss what they call
fimotivated overrided a process in which one consciously overrides an implicit attitude with a

more satisfactory explicit attitudp. 106) As applied to trust, oneo:
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low trust, while one may seek to override such low trust with an éxgtitude of higher trust
or vice versa Murray et al.(2011) and Wilsoret al.(2000)provide refreshing perspectsen
trust that allow for influences on oneds abil
awarenessas well as a more consds element related to the choice to trust.

In a study conducted by Murray et al. (2011) in which participants were led to believe
that their partners were compiling lists of complaints against them, impulsive trust regulated self
protection in responde reflective trust concerns. In other words, those low in impulsive trust
automatically distanced themselves, whereas those high in impulsive trust seeraepable
of resisting an urge to sgpirotect. This study providesvidence that psychologicatocesses
within the individual c¢choosing to trust, even
profound impact on the trust given to a potential recipamdthat trustworthiness is not the
only determinant of h e t ghility to trustdlrsa related studyMurray et al.(2011) found
t hat when oneds working memory capacitg is | o
or herimpulse rather than reflection since he or she was too mentally taxed to override impulsive
trustinclingions. Ar guabl y, i f oneds i mpulsive trust 1is
her partnerés efforts at tr usearnimgtrustlevemititiss may
well deserved.

Well established in the study of trust is the ieflige of attachment stylédikulincer
(1998) examined whether there are attachrsgyié differences in truselated goals and
strategies, or what benefits woudd soughby trustingaromantic partnerHe found that secure
individuals would trust a parer to pursue an increase in intimaagxiousambivalent
individualsemphasized security seekjrajnd avoidant participanggenerallysought to attain

control in the relationship. T hiparticdar udy 11 | u
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personabispositiont owar d i nterper sonal relationships, m
and behaviors apart from the trustworthiness of a partner and in a way thaoteratyally
influence oneds p aAdditioealstudies, wkiah ibd addnessedanorewa y s .
extensively inChapterTwo, have established attachment style as a significant factor in
interpersonal, dyadic trust.

Deutsch (1973), in what many consider foundational woektireoretical understanding
of trust, suggested that thereais assortment of motivational reasons to trust. These include
despair, social conformity, innocence, impulsiveness, virtue, masochism, faith, confidence, or a
desire forrisk-taking. For the purposes of this proposal, virtue, faith, confidencejskraking
stand out as particularly relevant. These motivations demonstratedvaleie choices to trust.
Motivated by a belief system that promotes or celebrates-omered values, one may choose
to trust as an act of virtue, fajthind confidence,cknowledging the risk of potential harm to self
as an acceptable potentialitguch motives could drive the choice to trust even when such
choice could appear illogical or foolish to others. Yet the choice is clearly that of the trustor.
Thisunderstandng of trust i s consistent with Simpson
trust may be based on personal goals, or the idea that the choice to trust will achieve for self,
other, or the relationship that which the trustor desires to achimmilsive trust
notwithstanding,fi o0 n e édsivervnaofivatien and goal is to love, care for, or serve the
recipient of trust, then the decision to trust becomes less dependent on trustworthiness and
i ncreasingly dependent o0 Buchdeosiors copléhavwean a l bel i

profound impact on a trusty.
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The Practice of Trust

Worth highlighting briefly is the importance of the practice of tréir trust, or a lack
thereof, to leave its mark on a relationship, it must exit the realm of thangteeling and enter
the behavioral realm of relational interactions. As Wieselgiat.(1999) suggested after
reviewing the literature, trust is usually treated as a disposition toward a partner that involves a
sense of predictability, dependabilignd faith. A person will typically act in accordance with
oneds di s ppasnidt itchmato fp etrrsuwosntés partner will act
trustworthiness. The practice of trustetionally reciprocal, a manifestation wdrying levels
of interdependencand a sense of personal or relational rewards and costs (i.e., social exchange)
One partner assesses trustworthineseagdgesimne 6s | evel of trusting
other partner assesses trust andages im n e &t of trustworthy actions. These processes
are uniquely individualmpulsesandchoices linked by inseparable, interdependent processes.

A focus on thepractice of trustnay look atacts of commissiomersusomission, or
choosing to trusin actionversus choosing not taCounterintuitively,distrustcan lead to
receptivity to advice and more accurate relationship judgmesisting in commensurate trust
related practicesIn a series of experiments, Schul and Perlfp@emonstrated that when
interacting with harmful partners, participants were more careful and accurate in their decision
making. They also demonstrated that people are more receptive to advice when independently
activated into a mental state of distrust.an unanticipated way, thiinding demonstrates how
distrust can be the impetus for increased reflective clamdeelated actigrauniqueconclusion
that runs counter to the belief that trust is merely an involuntary response to theWhsggy.
this type ofdistrust may prowe certain benefitfor the trustoy peoplegenerallyseek the

benefits that trugh actionmay provide even when trust requires riskking
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The Benefits of Trust
Beyond felt and anecdotal evidence of the benefits of trust, regeasdisa host of
benefits related to the existence of trust intrapersonally and interpersonally. Righetti, Balliet,
Visserman, and Hofmann (2015) demonstratedHiggttrust individuals were less likely to
suppress their emotions during relational sacrifices done fartago, were more satisfied with
the outcome of their sacrifice, and were more satisfied in their relationship. This provides
evidence that healthy emotion regulation helps individuals make sacrifices for a partner rooted in
trust. The findingalso suggsts that relationship satisfactidaself, a recursively influenced
individual perspectivenaybe influenced by the choice to trust rather than just the
trustworthiness of the trusty. To carry this implication further, relationship satisfaction typically
involves satisfying interactions. Perhaps choosing to trust produces reactions by the trusty that
produce more satisfying interactions; possible evidence of the benefit of trust for the recipient.
In a study of 81 couples by Miller and Rempel (2004 @te/o-year period, the authors
found that partneenhancement, or having positive beliefs and expectations of a partner, and
trust are mutually reinforcing in established relationships. Not only are they reinforcing, but
there appeared to be a bottaimprocess in which partnemhancing attributions promoted
marital trust. Furthermore, they found that changes in trust over time were related te partner
enhancing attribution of positive motives to a partner that exceeded the assessment of the
p ar t rctaat belsavioa. In other words, there is evidence that attributions influence trust in a

significant way, just as trust may influence partner attributions. If this is the case, the recipient

of trust <clearly does notusthbywayofactthggimee r mi ne hi
trustworthy manner . The decision to trust I
partner in oneb6és own mind.
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Reciprocity may also be a factor at play in trust interactions. Research suggests that trust
and regprocity are correlated and the amount of reciprocity may be a function of the level of
trust (Berg et al., 1995; Pillutla, Malhotra, & Murnighan, 2008jalker and Ostrom (2003)
edited a text titled’rust and Reciprocitin which all the authors shatéhe following definition
of trust: Athe willingness to take some ri sk
the others wil | Wheaherirgeipracityadserves s(ch a pragnBeénd place in the
definition of trust or not, its certainly worth consideringn a fascinating set of studies,

Malhotra (2004) attempted to illuminate the nature of this relationship between trust and
reciprocity. Malhotra concluded that trustors focused more on the risk involved in trusting than
onany benefits that such trust might provide for the trustideewise, te trustesfocused more

on their own benefit than on the risk of the trustors. While stiehtan to risk by the trustor

may seem reasonable, it also appeared to be somewhaefgelfing since the trystddscision

to reciprocatedespite his or her own seifterestwas significantlyaffected by the benefits

received from being trusted.hese results are both consistent and somewhat inconsistent with
previous research thatuond that trusted parties often reciprocate even when it is costly, and such
reciprocity was more frequent and sizable when trustors had taken large rather than small risks
(Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995; Pilluté al, 2003). This empirical evidence pvides

further incentive to investigate more fully the experiences of the trusty in a relationship.

Reciprocity itself may be embedded in broader pattefircular interactionsin their
study on commitment and trust, Wieselgeisal.(1999) found hat strong trust by one partner
yields enhanced commitment by the other partner by way of producing enhanced dependence
commitment, and preelationship behavior on the part of the trustStated another way,

trusting by Partner A leads to ancreasedense of dependenammmitment, and pro
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relationship behavidoy Partner A, which appears to increase the commitment level of Partner B

by way of the trust that observing prelationship behavior by Partner A can engender

Wieselquist et al. (1999) colucledt hat At rust i s a function of th

partner, and t h@omglementirg this finding, Munpay and Holmgs. (2011)

point out howPartner A will assess the commitment level of Partner B to gauge how much trus

should be granted. These interactions would appear to create a synergistinfeetfiing spiral

of more commitmenand trust Perhaps Murray and Holmes put it best when they wrote,
Wi t nes s i ng [behbveoralgliaptays mffespdnsiveneds o onebdés goal to
behaviorlb ol st ers onebs own trust in the partne
for ms. Greater trust in the partner in tu
motivation to be responsi gtenreinfGroesthes own gr

partnerds trust and strengthens the partne

This empirical literature reveals thtae dynamics of trust are truly dyadic, established in the
interdependence and circular interactions of a couple. Whileoenépaer may say
or Al domwdétt htirsuskatssyeou i on i s inextricably |
dynamics of the relationshifurther challenging the notion that trustsimply an earned by

product of trustworthinesa simplstically linear conceptualization of the construct.

Discoveries irbiology have recently begun tthuminate various dynamics of trust

Interestingly, genetic heritability has been found to constitute a significant proportion of variance

in trust in twinstudies utilizing eithea Trust Game behavior measurement or questionnaires

capturing participanérust beliefs (Cesarini et al., 2008; Sturgis et al., 20R&uter et al.

2 The Trust Gamea monetary exchange game often used in trust research, will be explained in
Chapter Two; se Berg et al., 1995, fdrust Gamerocedures
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(2009) found that those with a particular variant of the oxytocin recepteregdmbited more
trust while participating in @rust Game This is consistent with the fact that oxytocin plays a
role intrustrelatedsocial behaviors such as maternal attachment and pair bonding (Donaldson &
Young, 2008).These findings suggest thargetic factors may produce a genotypic trust
predisposition that produces phenotypic trust manifestations in combination with relational and
socialization experiences.

Furthermore, acial experiencethemselvesppear to produce neurophysiological eect
In another study on the effects of oxytocin, Kostahdl associatg2005) discovered that nasally
administered, or exogengusXx yt oci n i ncr eas esy &k Kurzbatamdr 6 s t r u
Matzneret (2004, 2005), utilizing tAHeust Gameto measre the behavior of the recipients of
trust, found that the perception of a signal of trust increasgsgenousxytocin levels in the
trusty, which in turn leads to trustworthy behaviénd of particular interest is that oxytocin
may produce much ofgteffects in brain regions associated with automatic and intuitive
processes (Baumgartner et al ., 200H8)concept di sco
of impulsive trust. The combination of these findingaggests synergistic, positive febdck
loop of trust and trustworthiness, attributed in no small part to the experience of the trusty.
These results also clearly associate pair bonding, or attachment, and the giving and receiving of
trust.

Other studies on neurobiological aspects of thast found correlations between a
higher trust disposition and reduced social stredaced cortisofor a trustor(Heinrichs,
Baumgartner, Kirschbaum, & Ehle&003; Takahashi et al. 2005) as well as correlations
between serotonin levels and the reducof negative emotionf®r a trustoy which plays a role

in trust situations (CrocketClark, Tabibnia, Lieberman, & Robbins, 2008). Cleanrgividual
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neurobiological phenomena affect and are affected by relationafotation as social behaviors
interact with neurotransmitter and hormonal levels within the individuals involved. For example,
if a trustor is able to experience reduced negative emotions by the presence of adequate serotonin
and a higher trust disposition involving lower cortisol Isyéhen she may be more likely to trust
her husband. When she then chooses to trust, influenced not only by circumstances or her
husbandds trustworthiness, but by her own gen
experience increased levels of oxytoand perhaps less cortisol due to decrebeseslis of stress
in the relationship (Gottman, 2011)is neurophysiological reactions may then produce more
trustworthy behavior that subsequently reinforces positive surges of bonding neurohormones in
his wife.

Yet despite the aforementioned evidence of personal benefit to the recipient of trust,
researchers still tend to draw conclusions primarily about the trustorexample, mincrease
in oxytocin and trustworthiness in a trusty is interprgtecharily as a payoff for the trustor by
way of reciprocity (Riedl & Javor, 2012). Ri
goal of trusting another individual -focesed o r ea
gain on the part of thtrustor and severe neglect of the benefits unique to the apstars
unfortunate indeed.
The Recipient of Trust

Despite being a key player in the relational manifestation of trust, the recipient of trust
has received little attention in the trusétature. The benefits of trust for the trustor and for the
relationship are relatively clear, yet the potential ben&fitghe trusty, theecipient of trustare
less clear. In a study B§im et al.(2015) the authors discovered that when at leastpartner

lacks trust, the result is less forgiveness, more contempt, and less closeness following conflict.
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Studies have also shown that those with medium to low trust may approach their relationship
partners with hypervigilance and suspicious, nonimgdiehavior that may confirm or even elicit
the untrustworthy behavior they expect to find (Holmes & Rempel, 1988i)e these resuls
illuminate consequences of low trugteyalso reveal a dyadic impact on the recipient of trust, or
the individualwho interacts with dow-trust partner. As Hoskin@014)succinctly stated,
ATrustworthiness cannot be Idotherovordsejusttad by a | a
trustworthiness inspires trust, trust in some ways may prove to inspire trustwortnipessaps
make its existence more apparent to a trustor

Mikulincer (1998), in his discussiarf hisresearch on attachment style and trust,
observed thagecure individuals seemed more capable of actively caring for their partners than
prioritizing thar personal need for care and comforinding afisecurebas@in a trustworthy
partnercertainlymay provide the security necessary to develop trust, yet attachment style may

impact the welbeing of a trusty as the trustor strategically provides tnuatlack thereof

primarily for the sake of meeting onebs perso
trust, a personds way of coping with this bet
betrayal as an att ac knodelandas a efecionaftvariaus h ment wor

attachment style, truselated coping strategies (Mikulincer, 1998). AnguastionMikulincer
(1998)has entertained is whether intimacy is a precondition for trust or whether trust is a means
for strengthening inthacy. This question allows for the option that the choice to trust may help
to produce the@eryintimacy that one seeks as a basis for the risk tottustgin with a
nonlinear, reciprocal phenomenon (Mikulincer, 1998).

To further elaborate on thagrcular dynamic of trust and intimacy, Gottman (20&tjte

about numerous consequences for aftrstmetnocs e of o
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that he describes in his bgdkhe Science of TrusBottman (2011pp.41i 81) completed
computatbns using couples that participated in his lab studies. He found that for married
couples, when a husband trusts his wife, her relationship satisfaction increases, she is less
negative when talking about the history of their relationship, and he engaggsificantly
greater emotional attunement. When a wife trusts her husband, he uses less aggressive language,
expresses less disgust and contempt, and is less prone to emotional and physical violence, as well
as less degradation of his wife. When shsts him, she is significantly less depressed, is less
prone to flooding during conflict, and hieverthoughts of divorce and separation. As
evidenced by these studies, onebds decision to
spousé for onesediand the relationship. Ironically, Gottman sees this as a confirmation of his
trust metric that is rooted in a definition of trust that seems to place the responsibility for trusting
squarely on the shoulders of the trusBuen when evidence exists thmoints to benefits for a
trusty, interpretation tends to lean toward an emphasis on the actions of the trusty for the sake of
the trustor

The review of previous studies on trust res@adt howlittle attention is given to the
experiences of the trystor the recipient of trust. The literature is not devoid of such references
to trusty experiencg®.g.,Gottman, 2011; Riedl, 2013; Riedl & Javor, 208#npson, 2007)
yet they are generally indirect and-emphasized as compared to the experiencégedfustor
and the impact on the relationship as a whé@ecouragingly, those that have most recently
reviewed the history and trajectory of trust research and literature recognize the need to
investigate the experience of the trusty. For exampleking$2014) recognized how trusting
can elicit reciprocal trust, thus requiring the trustor to be as equally trustworthy as he or she

would wish the trusty to ben his explication of his sociological theory of trust, Sztompka
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(1999) also recognized hawstseems telicit trust,andheadds how trust may be a
prerequisite for trustworthines&y implication,both Hosking and Sztompka recognize the
necessity of looking at the experience of the trusty. More specifically, Simpson (2007)
concludes his @gnsive review of the history of trust research by suggesting that more
understanding is neededoobdbr whaw hel atal bsshppr
how theother, including the recipient of trughinks, feek, and behawin trustrelevant
situations (p. 604). After looking at the research on the biology of trust, Riedl and Javor (2012)
state fAAnother finding of our review is that research has focused on the trustor rather than the
trusteedo (p. 84), a fbinsaf toustéteraturec Asra sesult, theyredll wi t h
for more investigations that focus on the trusty, as well as the interaoétwsen them. Given
these explicitly recognized and implicit or implied gaps in the literatuesearch study
designed toap into the experiences of the trustyhereforgustified.
Nature of the Study

The methodology proposed for this study is heuristic inquitguristic inquiryrequires
the researcher to develop a question that is clear and concise yet holds gréat futen
understanding the experiences of he-researchers(i.e., the research participants)
(Moustakas, 199(.46). Given the paucity of literature on the experiences of the trusty,
heuristic inquiry is uniquely suited to provide an oeled oppaunity for trusties to express
their perceptions andxperiences without preconceived notions or limitations placed on them.
The root meaning dieuristicis to discover or to fingMoustakas, 1990which is exactly what
is neededo understanthe expeiences of the trustyAnother justification for the use of
heuristic inquiry is its emphasis on the experiences and input of the researcher himself, which is

then combined with the expressions of theesearchers. As Moustk(1990) puts it, the
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invest i gat ebeinyss brought te lbear on the inquirfhisinner, or tacit, knowledge is
combined with that oftheeo e s ear cher sdé expressions of persot
meanings that may lie within (Sef&mith, 2002).As mentioned ea#r, everyone must wrestle
with what it means to trust and be trusted as essential elements of relationships in this life. As
the researcher in this study, | cannot escape or separate myself from what it has meant for me to
be trusted. To attempbmplet objectivity could obscure the results by the denial of how my
own experiences may shape my interactions with ragesearchers and their responses.
Ironically, in an effort to understand the experiences of a trusty, researchermsgaachers
must tlemselves trust entering the unknown to allow new, unbiased knowledge to emerge.

In heuristic inquiry, the research question isimhostimportance.The researcher
according to Moustakas (199@), s not only inti matel gtheand aut o
guestion but | ear(m43). fThe questionéor thishstdyisesoe of yeare n 0
of contemplation and experiences, which have ledp@ssionate pursuit of understandihg
experiences of a trusty in marriagg€et humilityand eflexivity must characterize the research
process. While personal experiences, thoygints feelings have contributed to the development
of the question, | as the researctiesiretofi s u r r ethe djuestioasoahat a personal
transformation can takgace (Selesmith, 2002 p.69). | must bring tdhis researctwhol am
as a result of my experiences, including the question that burns within me, yet remain open to the
transformative process of heuristic inquiwherein collaboration with researchriigpants
enlarges both them and nig@quglass & Moustakas, 1985; Moustakas, 1990;-Setéh, 2002.

The research question in this study is designed to adhere to Mass{@R90)defining

characteristics of heuristic inquiry:
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(1) to reveal more fily the essence or meaning of a phenomenon of human experience;
(2) to discover the qualitative aspects, rather than quantitative dimensions, of the
phenomenon; (3) to engage oneds total self
involvement and active pattpation in the process; (4) to not seek to predict or to
determine causal relationships; and (5) to illuminate through careful descriptions,
illustrations, metaphors, poetry, dialogue, and other creative renderings rather than by
measurements, ratings sgores(p. 42)

The carefully crafted research question becatinesltimportant beginning to the process of

discovery in heuristic inquirgMoustakas, 1990). After much reflection, journajiagd editing,

the research question for this studyliisa committed, marital relationship, what is the

experience of ausband when he believes he is trusted by his Wwiteffring about this impact

in an operended way ismappropriatglace to start in deepening our understanding of the

experience of the redignt of trust. As previously stated, @have learneduite a bit about the

experiences of the one struggling to trysrhaps as a collective expression of our desioe to

ableto do so The significance of this study is that it will provide a venueafajuiringmore

knowledgeabout the experiences of the one receiving tthetvalue of which is perhaps so

taken for granted that we assume it is undedinore than it actually isProviding time and

space for the trusty to speak and represent lpisreencesnay allow him to reflecin a novel

way on what it means to be trusted, an emphasis that is often overshadowed if not neglected by

the exhortationo trusties to earhy their trustworthinesthefull measure of trust that they

receive
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to develop intentional awareness of heuristic knowledge
related to a husbandds perceptions and exper.i
him. To put it simply, the purpose is to know more dlbeperceptions andxperiencef
husbands as threcipiens of trust.As statechumerous timeghe recipient of trust has been
givenlittle attention placing, ast seems, much of the emphasis on the experiences of the trustor
in a relationship. Yeds evidenced in the aforementioned reseascivell as that to come in
Chapter Twoeven if indirectly or implicitly, the recipient of trust has a unique,
phenomenological perspective on being trusted or on the impact of trust on the relationship as a
whole. The experiences of wives notwithstanding, talking with husbands about their experiences
is a place to start.

To further clarify theparametersf the study, iwill be limited to husbandsecause¢he
literature points to the possibility that husbansy experience trust in a marriage differently
than their wives (Gottman, 20jldndthat trust may be experienced differently in marriage as
opposed to nonmarital relationships (Larzelere & Huston, 1988inpbell, Simpson, Boldry,
and Rubin (2010) haveisgyge st ed based on their research t h;:
more of an impact than that of men since women usually influence the affective tone of
relationships more than metudying99 engaged, married, or divorced couples, Butler (1986)
found t hat male partner trust was best explaine:
factors. Limiting co-researchers to husbanill alsoallow for more refined interpretation and
identification of themes. Factors such as neurophysiology, cultudtegendeisocialization may
impact the experience of men and women differently as truptescularly within committed,

marital relationshipsinvolving exclusivelymarriedmen as caesearchers, including the fact
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that | as the primary reseassfam amarriedman,will produceresults less likely confounded by
factorsgenerally unrelated to trusin other words, the experienceshfsbandss trusties will
likely be more similar t@ne awther asnarriedmen than their experiences may be to that of
women.Research on wivéexperiencef being trusteds also neded,whichwill be touchedon
in ChapterFive.
Conceptual Framework

An integrative conceptual framework of various theories, models, and concepts can be
utilized to consider the experienceglgerceptions of a trusty. In an effort to understand trust,
one can start by placing it at the center of multiple layers of theoretical and empirical
contributions (se€igure 11). This trust flows between two individuals, Person A and Person B,
thatact as both trustor and trusty simakausly Trust between individuals becomes a
behavioral manifestation @ognitiveattribution of the internal dispositions. Thibaut and
Kell eyds (1959) |rooteckimshaaperchathgencepesuahds peosongl and
relational reward, cost, and profit (BuHill, Nye, & Reiss, 1979; Van Lange & Balliet, 2015),
lays a solid theoretical foundation for emphasizing how individuals interdependently seek
relational closeness. Within this theory, sociéiiaction, such as a dyadic trust interaction, may
be understood as a function of Person A, Pers@am@the relational situatioh | nt er act i on =
A, B)] (Van Lange & Balliet, 2015)From this perspective, trust interactions involve not only
what is wthin individuals and what flows between them, but also situational and contextual

factors contributing to the trust perceptions and experiences.
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vulnerahbility, prorelosonship behesion

Figure 1.1: Conceptual framework

The social interaction represented in inteetegence theory includes both distal and

proximal determinamstof social interactions that influence Person A and Person B. Various

distal determinants of trystuch as attachment style, personality variables, impulsive trust, and
relational commitmentare taken into account, as well as proximal variables suetmasons

and cognitions that determine and are determined by the trust interaction (Van Lange & Balliet,

2015). By treating trust interactions as a function, a wide array of individual as well as

situational inputs are linked interdependently to detegrttie interaction outcome; an approach
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to understanding trust that arguably integrates intrapersonal as well as interpersonal
conceptualizations of trust.

Among the myriad internal, dispositional
attachment style ahlevel of differentiation play significant roles in determining how trust is
given or received. 69 d@tachnendt theor primaipleBooiginkllpg gpplied ( 1 9
to parervchild relationships, Mikulincer (1998) has done research to illumimate ©f the
associations between attachment and trust in dyadic adult relationkhips.discussion on
attachment and trust, Mikulincer (1998) recognizes that trust and intimacy may be reciprocally
related in that trust may promote intimaend intimag, in turn, may increase trust. Each
individual copes with trustelevant situations based on his or her attachment style, a trust
orientation that is likely to influence both the decision to tamsithe experience of being
trusted.

Bowen (19661978 and more recently Bartle (199&hd Simpson2007)demonstrate
how differentiation of self can play a role in the mental, emotional, and interpersonal dynamics
of an interdependent relationship with strong implications for trusting or being trusted.

Diff erentiation of self emphasizes a healthy balance of relational togetherness and individuality
all owing for autonomous choice rather than f
and behaviors (Bowen, 1966; Kerr & Bowen, 1988; Nichols & Schwabt )R With this

differentiation in mind, the experiences of the trusty may be appropriately conceptualized apart
from thet r u sdedsiordt trust, rather than a fuseddrgduct of the trustworthiness of the

trusty. Stated differently, trusting andibg trusted can be understood in a balanced,

differentiated sense recognizing both a connectedness and separateness in the experiences of the

actors involved. The significance of differentiation should not be underestimated. If the
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experiencef the tristorcan be uderstood both in its connection to as well as separateness from
the trusty, then it is reasonable to inquire about its converse, the personal experiences of the
trusty as they are connected to as well as separate from the choices of dhe trust

Working outwardly through the concentric layerste conceptual framework for trust
(seeFigure 11), Murray and Holmeg§2011, 2009)along with various other colleagues, have
contributed closelyelated trust dynamic models to further illuminatestrelated tendencies
and choices: the motivation management theory of mutual responsiveness and model of risk
regulation in close relationship&€4vallo, Fizsimons, Holmes, 200@avallo, Murray, &

Holmes, 2014Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006; Murrayt al., 2011; Murraet al, 2013).

Assuming the interdependence explicated by Thibaut and Kelley (1959), these frameworks
provide a deeper understanding of personal risk and motivation as well as choices to connect or
selfprotect. These frameworks algmvide the greatest justification for seeing trust as a
significant regulatory system for dyadic dependence, commitment, and intimacy. Prior to the
development of these models, Wieselquist et al. (1999) developed their model of mutual cyclical
growth. This model also captures relational elements such as dependence, commitment,
vulnerability, and praelationship behavior related to the experience of dyadic trust while
incorporatingthe critical element of transformation of motivation, a process in whiokediate
selfinterest is sacrificed for broader relationship considerations.

Moving further out concentrically in the conceptual framework Eegere 11),
Simpsonbés dyadic model of trust provides even
processes and normative relationship components that impact trust. According to Simpson
(2007), trust diagnostic situations provide opportunities for trust to develop influenced by

dispositional, interpersonal, and situational/contextual factors, harkemtkgolbce again to the
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foundational interdependence theory laid ouhimbroader conceptual frameworkVithout

going into unnecessary detail, thé@sguences on trusire conceptual elements necessary to
consider in trust interactions between partndrsemseeking to determine relational outcomes,
such as perceptions of trust, perceptions of felt security, and the necessity of entering trust
situations togetherMoving back toward center, trust, as mentioned earlier, acts as an
intrapersonal regulatorgystem that impactmomentby-moment trustdriven interpersonal
behaviors Cavalloet al, 2014) As a whole, this conceptual framework reflects the complex,
systemic nature of trust linking intrapersonal, interpersonal, and contextual (includingaiktori
processes.

Overall, perhaps the conceptual framework is better understood as nested cups fitting
inside of each other and relating to each other conceptually, rather than a unidimensional image
of concentric circles. Each level, or cup, may be exadindividually, yet when all levels are
nested together, a more profound understanding of dyadic trust emerges. Also, given that
relationships are not static, all of these theories, models, and frameworks contribute to a
deepening understanding of varsgoossible relational trajectories into the future as well as
retrospective perceptions of oneds relationsh
robust understanding is developing of the perceptions and experiences of trust primaitihefrom
vantage point of the trustawith strong yet infrequently recognized implications for the
perceptions and experiences of the trusty. The relatively neglected perceptions and experiences
of the trusty are what the proposed study seeks to address.

Assumptions and Limitations
This study, as is true of all research, is predicated on a certain set of assumptions. These

assumptions about trust and its related interactive features are drawn from both empirical and
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theoretical literature and set the stagetti@ proposed heuristic inquiry. The assumptions are as
follows: (1) Trust is an essential element in any dyadic relationship, particularly that between
husband and wife (Gottman, 201H5rzelere & Huston, 1980; Wieselquedtal., B99). (2)

Trust is mth an internal disposition and a relational experiavite personal experiences wfist
inextricably linked tothe interdependere of maritalpartnergCavalloet al, 2014;Miller &

Rempel, 2004; Murray & Holmes, 2011; Simpson, 200Hus, trust maype examined both
intrapersonally and interpersonal() Since trust can be treated as a relational phenomenon,
there is value in examining the experiences of both the trustor and trusty, wituthis

designed to examine the experiences of the trustyisively (Gottman, 2011; Murray &

Holmes, 2011; Riedl & Javor, 2012; Siegel, 2010; Simpson, 2007etZak 2009. (4) Finally,
knowing more about the experience of what it means to be trusted as a husband can contribute to
education, enrichment, amaterventionefforts for those seeking to experience maximized
relational satisfaction within marriag&ottman, 2011; Simpson, 2007).

A heuristic inquiry such as this study is as unique as the individuals that participate
(Moustakas, 1990)The resarcheb perspective on trust is like no other, and eachesearcher
has perceptions and experiences of being trusted that are deeply personal. Since internal,
subjective experience, including tacit and intuitive knowledge, is the focus of inquiry, the
purpose of the study is not to generalize the findings to any broader pop(Bdtiomberg &
Volpe, 2012; Creswell, 2009; Moustakas, 1990) fact, any attempt to generalize in such a
fashion would be a great injustice, a minimizing of the unique pkeosxhofthe researcheand
co-researchersYet trustworthines®f the findings will be maximized as the researcher

responsibly and vigilantly engages with the literature, data, anelsearchers throughout the
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studyand seeks to make the results pal&ablprospective readefigloustakas, 1990)Methods
to do so will be explicated further @hapterThree

That which is tacitly within us guides and reveals heuristic discovery (Moustakas, 1990).
Tacit knowl edge i s fAt ha tfeelingydan@meariny joiptbgaticeeto wh e r e
form both a picture of the wo+Sinith 2008,¢. 6@Soway t o
while a limitation of this study is that it will not result in empirical evidence producing
positivisticand generaliZale results, it will provide a transformative window into the lived
experiences of those that participate. This limitation notwithstanding, in many ways this inquiry
is limitless as it reaches, throughselh qui ry and di al ogue®fmeaning o t he
and knowledgeo as they relate to the percepti
1990, p. 15).0nce these perceptions and experiences are captured and encapsulated at the
conclusion of the study, the transferability of the findimgay apply most uniquely to husbands
like those in the studyyhich mayin some waygonstitute a weakness of the studyetthe
results mayprovide a springboard fduture studies of various other trusty populations.

Finally, understanding the experies of trusties may provide valuable knowledge, but it
will not provide concrete conclusions for how to influence or enhance such experiences. Given
t r u s t-armd inferpersonal complexity, such conclusions will require further research into
how theg results may be integrated with previous knowledge on trust or how to identify
effective education or intervention toward trostevant personal and relational satisfaction.

Significance of the Study

The case has been made that the experignte tristy hadheen deemphasized or

neglected in the trust literature to date. Given this fact, a somewhat surprising implication is that

the proposed study need not go further than asking trusties about their perceptions and
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experiences of being trusted. Asgting as it may b pursue greater complexjtg basic
foundation of knowledge related to the trusty must be laid prior to investigating additional, more
complex relational experiences such as broken and renewetl ruetm t he tr ustyds p
theimpact the experiences of the trusty may have on the trustor, or the relationship between
trustworthiness and the expressed experiences of a trusty. Patience is ssgagecdot put
the fabled cart before the horse in our understanding of the rgagbigust. A number of local,
professionaland social change applications may result frasisaiplined study of trusties.

The significance of a study on the experiences of trusties bedooneasinglyclear
when one looks at evidence associahigi+-trustrelationships with increased satisfaction
(Evans & Kreuger, 2015). Gottman (2011), in his most recent work on the science of trust,
reported how when a husband trusts his wife, her relationship satisfaction is significantly higher
and when sheusts him, he engages in afetverunloving acts. Also, how much a wife trusts
her husband correlates strongly to slower blood velocity for both partners, a physiological sign
t hat they feel calm and secur e ifWBododsnmoahave 2011
the same effect. Here, yet again, we find an example of an effect that trust can have on the
recipient, not just on the one doing the trus
emphasis, despite these findings, remains almagdtsively on how one partner can facilitate
trust in the other. What it means to be trusted gethalarlynod and a wink but isltimately
relegated to a position of importance far below that of what it means to be able to trust.

Beyond the bends trusting has for the one doing the trusting, trust also seems to carry a
load of benefits for its recipient. In other words, trust may not primarily be an experience of an
individual, but a dyadic phenomenon that provides mutual, even if differingfitseior those

involved. As previously statedhe vast majority of the literature focuses on the definition of
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trust or the experience of the one doing the trusting, or the one whose trust has been violated
which neglects the perceptions and experigrddhe trusty The proposed study would take an
initial step toward solving this problem by illuminating perceptions and experiences of the co
researchergsaining an understanding of the perceptions and experiences of the recipient of trust
may provideuseful insight for those that wish to receive trust, those that must grapple with
giving it, and those that work on helping people restore trust, such as counselors, therapists, or
clergy. As Bartle (1996) has suggested, if trust begets trust in aoeaipsr complexly circular
fashion, then Athis | eads to implications for
Increased knowledge about the trusty could arm individuals and couples with information to
maximize healthy dynamigcsuch aempathy, decisiomaking, and reconciliation.
Furthermore, deeper understanding of the trusty may facilitate equitable treatment of the parties,
both prior to and after relational transgressions.

Everyone finds himself or herself on the giving and reéngiend of interpersonal trust.
Just as Watzlawick, BeaviBavelas, and Jackson (1967) believed that an axiom of human
communication is that one cannot not communiqaehapone also cannot not give or receive
trustto some degreeTo trust is certaily itself a vulnerable risk worth studyingut gudying
what it means to be trusted, to be the beneficiary of aushy gift of trust may also prove
valuable in the scholarly pursuit of knowledgene ofmy primary motivations for conducting
this stdy was witnessing trust dynamics and conversations between couples in therapy. The
imbalance in the literature toward the experiences of the trustor often seemed reflected in the
couplesd discussions about t ationalhealthsyetivraay be. Tr
possible that presuppositions and assumptions about how it is perceived and experienced could

hinder optimal trust developmeifatr couples and optimal assessment and intervention among
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professionals Just as increased knowtgrdabout the trusty could help individuals and couples,
such knowledge could help counselors, therapists, and other professionals more competently
assist those seeking to develop healthy levels of trust in their relationships.
Chapter Summary

This chaper included an introduction to a proposed study of husbands as trusties, looking
at their experiences abBxplicagedinthis ohaptersverdedf t hei r w
problem this study address&sy terms and definitionghe purpose andatureof the study,
research questions and objectives, and a conceptual framework supporting and justifying the
study; all sufficiently addressed to lay the groundwork for such a studgt, assumptions,
limitations, and significance of the study were discdsda the next chapter, an extensive
review of relevant trustelated empirical literature will be presented that further justifies and
undergirds the need for a heuristic study foc

their wives.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

i Tr upgoterd s
0 Duracell motto 2018

In ChapterOne, a case was made for conducting a heuristic study on husbands as the
recipients of trust, showing that little attention has been given to recipients in the scholarly
literat ur e. A conceptual framework was presentec
(1959) interdependence t he-loaseg yndeMiardingoftmust,er 6 s (
Bowends (1966) concept of di fsf20ll)enodelofaiski on of
regul ation, Wi eselquist et al. (1999) model 0
dyadic model of trust. This conceptual framework grounds this study on the principle that trust
in marriage is complex and involves interpersonaldssuch as interdependence and risk
regulation, as well astrapersonalgdispositional issuesuch as attachment and differentiation.
In order to provide a historical context and establish the need for this €hatyterTwo focuses
on the empiricaltatus of intrapersonal and interpersonal trust in dyadic relationships, including
marriage, and clarifies the need for research focusing on the experience of trust for the trusty,
particularly for husbands. The experience of the trusty is a missing pieugch of the current
literature on marital trust. This literature review provides a critical analysis and synthesis of
previous studies based on the aforementioned conceptual framework and thegefoezaly
organized according the following primahemes: (1}he intrapersonal experiences of the
trustor and trusty and (#)e interpersonal experience of trust, with references to studies that
directly or indirectly address the experience of the tragig. literature review will also provide
relevantempirical support for the proposed heuristic methodology.

In an effort to obtain the previous empirical literature, various key words and phrases

were utilized as academic database search qusuies as: interpersonal trust, marital trust,
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relational tust, marriage and trust, interpersonal trust, intrapersonal trust, influences on trust, the
practice of trust, the benefits of trust, the experience of trust, and the recipient of trust. These
searches were conducted through EBSCO Academic Search Cqrapletell as by taking
advantage of theearchoption to choose all databases for possible results. Google Scholar and
references from pertinent literature were also used.

A few notable trends became evident in the literature search. First, trusehas be
traditionally difficult to define, which contributes to an unfortunate lack of clarity and
cohesiveness in the trust literature (Evans & Krueger, 2015; Ranakl1985 Simpson, 2007;
Wieselquistet al, 1999). Second, the preponderance of trisg#aieeh was conducted in the last
45years or so when trust, within the social science literature, became relatively more clearly
defined (Evans & Krueger, 2015; Larzalere & Huston, 1980; Regt] 1985; Simpson,

2007). Third, in efforts to understandterpersonal and intrapersonal experiences of trust, nearly
all studies emphasize either the experiences of the trustor or the interpersonal dynamics that
ensue when trust becomes a relational goal (Murray, Derrick, L&déoimes 2008; Rempebt

al., 1985; Shallcross & Simpson, 2012; Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994). Even when the recipient of
trust is considered an interdependent actor
interests tended to be minimized (e.g., Larzalere & Huston, Fe8pelet al, 2010;Riedl &

Javor, 2012; Wieselquist al, 1999). This observation clarified the need for a study that

focused on the experience of trusties, or the recipients of trust.

This review of empirical literature parses the experience of tnestvay that
oversimplifies its nature yet is necessary for organization and understanding. One of the reasons
trust is so complex is that it must be understood both in relational terms and as a personal

perspective within an individual, influenced by numes factors, including time. The past
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clearly influences trust, not just by way of evidence of dependability, but in how it influences
oneds memories, percept hiesatd, 2013 Mider &aRempeci pat ed
2004; Rempett al, 2010;Si mpson, 2007) . Oneds present int.
memories of the past and thoughts about the future, even to the extent that present thoughts and
feelings may alter memories, in essence changing history in the mind of the indiBial, (
1996; Gottman, 2011). Trust also launches one into a risky, unknown future that may take on
predicted, anticipated, believeat expected characteristics that have not yet happened or may
never happen. Arguably, trust provides a bulwark of sgcwithin space and time, built up or
torn down as the past, present, and future constantly collide. This complexity and multiplicity
arewhat make trust challenging to define and study.

Before proceeding further into an explication of relevant rebe#tte operational
definition of dyadic trust is presented, as it appea@hispterOne. This definition incorporates
trustds multifaceted nature and is applicable
operational definition of trust for thistudy isa situationally and relationalipfluenced personal
di sposition toward oneds partner that informs
future-oriented regulation of interpersonal risk, manifesting in {retted actions, redons,
and interactionsAs time and various interactions unfold, perceptual proclivities and behavioral
propensities develd@pthe intrapersonal dimensions of trush. this section intrapersonal
processes that produce various perceptual tendencies within@ined, including empirical
support for the existence of such tendencies.

At numerous points throughout the following literature review,Tthest Gamas noted
as a part of the methodology of many trust research studies.eBar(fL995) designed thnow

famous twepersonTrust Gameo study trust and reciprocity in an investment setting, and it has

40



become one of the most utilized meastdioe®valuatinghe behaviors and attitudes of trustors
and trusties in various fields of study. In the gamay@t 1 decides to give a certain amount of
money to Player 2, knowing that Player 2 will have the option of giving money Battk
players theoretically trying to maximize what they have left after the exchésegeBerget al,
1995 forthe Trust Gameorocedure). The amount given by Player 1 was originally interpreted as
a manifestation of trust and the amount returned or reciprocated by Player 2 as a manifestation of
trustworthines®r reciprocal trust As will become evident in what follows, on odcasthese
initial interpretations have been refined and reinterpreted based on the results of subsequent
research studies.
The Intrapersonal Experience of the Trustorin Relation to the Trusty

In the following section, various aspects of the intrapersexyarience of trust are
consideregdincluding trust as a regulatory system; impulsive and reflective trust; personal
motives, values, and goals; trust and attachment; trust and differentiation of self; and additional
individual dispositions and attributis. Given the emphasis within the literature on the
experiences of the trustor, possible implications of the research for the trusty are considered
providing a rationale for th study
Trust as a Regulatory System

Trust is a critical intrapersonal disgition impacting and impacted by interpersonal
dynamics. Recently, Cavaltd al.(2014), seeking to incorporate previous trust research,
described trust or distrust asegyulatory systemsed to reconcile the tension between approach
oriented connectiogoals and avoidanagiented seHprotection goals within a relationship.
Incorporating both dispositional and relational dynamics, this regulatory system helps one assess

for interpersonal safety or a lack thereof. Cavallo et al. describe internalizedised to make
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these decisions, one of whichisone s partner i s accepting, the
distancei(e.,protectones e | f ) . I f a partner complies with
increases. The fact that trusay constitute such a critical intrapersonal regulatory system is
central to an understanding of trust and demonstrates how interpersonal and intrapersonal trust
determinants intersect.

Shininga spotlight on intrapersonal aspects of trust helps to reegatrust is not
simply the conseque Ravaloadl (2814)tstate that opgniive dnd h av i or
behavioral strategies may be used to cast aside concerns about the breaking of the acceptance
rule, as well as other riglegulation rules. Thipossibility of intentional or reflective override is
a critically important contribution to a def.i
disposition ignfluencedby relational interactions but ndeterminedy them. Risk regulation
thoughts and actions may be unconscious, or reflexive, but they may also be consciously or
reflectively chosen, influenced in part by on
differentiation; intrapersonal determinants that will be considered [aterse facts become
particularly relevant in looking at the experience of the trusty, who is not merely the causative
agent of the trustor 0s -kHasedidedisionsthatthe teustos makds.he r e
Impulsive and ReflectiveTrust

In an effort to illuminate the multifaceted nature of trust, Wilsbal.(2000) introduced
the dualattitude model of trust. As discussed in Chaftee they argue that implicit and
explicit attitudes toward t he .slaphodattitudgsect can
have an unknown origin, activate automatically outside of awareness, and influence implicit
responses beyond oneds control. Explicit att

relate to experiences one is consciously awaramf influence actions over which one has more
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control. Explicit attitudes can change quickly and easily based on new circumstances and
experiences, whereas implicit attitudes tend to persist and change slowly. There has been little
research done to sumy this unique distinction as it pertains to trust, yet it corresponds rather
l ogically with dbatprocesy modd of impulsidesand (refe@tiettrust,
introduced in Chaptédne

Murray et al. (2011) conducted a fascinating seriesxafetated studies meant to
illuminate impulsive and reflective trust. In the first two studies involving the subliminal
conditioning of college studentsd thoughts in
evidence that associating positveo r ds wi t h a partner6s name, eVe
was associated with increased reflective trust in that partner, as well as an increased sense of
cl oseness. Of equal i mportance is that such
of a partnerds gener al desirability. I n the
found that participants high in impulsive trust not only were more willing to enter situations in
which a partner may be more selfish or nonresponsivehbutalso were less likely to be self
protective from a partner they perceived as rejecting. In the fifth and sixth studies, they found
thataspects ofvorking memory (i.e., reflective trust) and impulsive trust levels worked together
to influence apprazh or withdrawal tendencies. Those low on impulsive trust and short on
working memory (i.e., cognitively taxed) distandbdmselvesrom a rejecting partneand
were slow to identify positive traits and fast to identify negative traits. But thosénhigh
impulsive trust and short on working memory approached a rejecting partderere faster to
identify positive traits and slower to identify negative traits.

Of particular interest in this series of studies is the knowledge of how impulsive tyust ma

i nteract with both reflective trust and wor ki
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conclusions is that low impulsive trust and depleted working memory may disrupt the benefits of
higher reflective trust, even as a partner may present as trustworthgsaodsive. These

results lend a great deal of support to the idea that trusting a partner has to do with what is
occurring both consciously and unconsciously within a trustor and may be only loosely related to
the characteristics and actions of a trulftguch is the case, understanding more about how the
trusty experiences the behavior this produces in a trustor may be of great value.

In a similar vein to impulsive and reflective trust, Falvello, Vinson, Ferrari, and Todorov
(2015) looked athow i r st i mpressions of faces may infl uc¢
presented 100 to 500 faces to 34 male Princeton students, each face paired with positive, neutral,
or negative behavior descriptions, and for only four and a half seconds eachplé shthose
faces was shown agdio the participantsvithout a corresponding behavioral descriptemd
the participants were then asked to judge the trustworthiness of the person. They found that
facespreviouslypaired with positive and neutral bet@ral descriptions were quickly
recognized and deemed more trustwagrfages with negative description&eredeemed more
untrustworthy, even though the faces and descriptions had only been seen once, were among
anywhere from 100 to 500 faces, and hag &elen paired with a single behavioral act. Faces
paired with negative behaviors also seemed to create a larger inference effect. Falvello et al.
interpreted this to mean that negative behaviors left a stronger impression on the participants,
leading then to recall it more readily and with more certainty than the positive or neutral
behaviors.

Chang, Dol I, van 06 t(20M)misd lgoked at laow kustwaatiingéss Sa n f e
of faces impacts the decision to trust. They presented sets opfavesisly judged as

trustworthy or untrustworthy to 61 undergraduate students in the initial investment position of
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the aforementioned@irust Game Participants saw faces that they assumed were their partners

andthen decided how much of an initial allegnt of $10 they would give to the partners. The
researchers mani pul ated the partnersé recipro
or high or low amount given back. After multiple trials per participant, Chang et al. found that
facialtu st wort hiness did influence participantsé
trustworthy faces may lead one to predict or expect more reciprocity. In addition, the researchers
also discovered that in repeated trials, experience of reciprocithack thereof quickly

overrode oneds initial prediction based on fa
generous reciprocity led one to invest more in subsequent rounds, even with those that had
untrustworthy faces. Chang et al. concludet tvhile fast automatic judgments of

trustworthiness do appear to occur as a risk belief, akin to impulsive trust, experiences of

trustworthy behavior by a partner may override such judgments rather quickly, akin to reflective

trust.

Similarly, DeBruing(2002) conducted a creative study in which he took 40% of a
participantdés face and digitally morphed it w
the Trust Game In his trials with 24 college students at an Ontario university, he found that
paticipants trusted partners who resembled themselves ifrtis¢ Gamesignificantly more
than they trusted other opponents, but they did not reward trusting moves by their partner any
di fferentl y. Falvello et alifedg20a60l t €£haaonm
Winston, Strange, O6Doherty, and Dolandéds (200
when judging a face as untrustworthy versus trustworthy. Activity in the amygdala, orbitofrontal
cortex, right insula, and superiomporal sulcus was associated with visual judgments of

untrustworthyfaceg ct i vi ty that may indicate the braind
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threat and the intentionality of others (i.e.
etal . 6s, and Winston et al.o6s research combine
outside of oneds conscious awa rrelated kebayviorgire s ul t i
response to something as simple as the appearance aia@parb s f ac e . Given t h;
were conducted with strangers as partneragot r anger 6 s f ace mor phed wi
further evidence that a trusty may experience
his relationship dynaros.
Personal Motives, Values, and Goals

Personal motives may also influence oneds
proposed a set of motives for trusting that I
maxi mi zati on, a nizitiom amorgrothes comlanations of the above.
McClintock recognized in this early theoretic
gain maximization allowed for the most trust in another person. Stated another way,
collaboration and othesrient at i on pai d dividends in the form
trust. Deutsch (1973) speculated that trust resulted from a host of motivatiocmuldatclude
despair, social conformity, innocence, impulsiveness, virtue, masochism, faith, coefidea
desire for risktaking. Regardless of the type of motivati@eutsch believed that an oxiding
motivation is seHinterest. Even when virtue is the motivation, Deutsch thought that choosing to
trust may be pr i mar ioteyalueso Fadhf Whilerappeadngetttes per s on
centered, may motivate trust in the hope that one may personally never experience dreaded
consequences of a lack of trustworthiness. Given the findings of studies that will be discussed

later,in some respestandunder certain conditionbe may have been quite accurate in his
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assertions of such setiterested motives. Unfortunately, Deutsch did not include a form of
motivation that 1 nvol vweei-bemg ncere i nterest in
Simpson (2007), in his dyadmodel of trust discussed in Chapfame suggests that
personal, moral, and structural goals and motives may come into play when deciding to trust.
One may trust knowing that one is |l oved and c
committeddo hi s or her promises, or knowing that t|
possessions may be damaged if he or she does not fulfill promises or obligations. As insightful
as Si mps on 06 s-centerer gaals and ractivatmns lare mot seriouslgidered in his
recent work, as it was in McCIlintcenereds much e
interpretations of motiveappear tdave fallen out of favor in the literature over the last couple
of decades. The prospect is rarely if ever mentdhat one may trust as an otloeintered act
of love, with little to no selinterest involved. Yet this possibility as a motive for trusting must
be considered alongside other more-gekrest motives as a foundation for studying the effects
that trus may have on a trusty.
In a series of six studies conducted with Cornell University students, Duetrdthg
(2014) examined whether trust behavior could be a fyimen behavior and whether, if so, this
norm invol ves r es p erclnamhaa@nalysihiofthetdataifom hesessixc har ac
studies, all of which utilized some form of theust Gamethey found that trust was neither
completely instrumental nor consequentialist in nature. People appeared to trust more than what
one would expet because it was what they felt trehoulddo and a way for them to avoid
negative feelings associated witkingl ess trusting, a finding cons
theoretical speculation decades earlier. The choice to trust was associafgubitiite feelings,

but there was a stronger association between trust and the avoidance of emotions such as guilt
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and anxiety. Il n terms of respect for the tru
two studies indicated that trusting betwaiwas driven by the wish to avoid showing disrespect
for the character of their interaction partners. In other words, trust was not related to treating the
trustydés character as a prerequisite f@or trus
as a respectful choice; a decision that could be interpreted -aargltir otheicentered.

The aforementioned di s c oV ecorisistentwithotteewesultsa t r u s
of aTrust Gamestudy by Yamagishi et al. (2015) in which they foundtttrustrelated decisions
were based on beliefs about trustworthiness as well as preferences for being a trustful person. Of
particular interest is the fact that some of the data from these studies indicated that the decision
to trust was driven more @an internal, moral standard than an external, societal norm. At times,
even when the participant believed that others would not trust or trust would not be expected of
them, he or she still chose to trust. Add to this the fact that the social expetttatiappeared
to have the greatest impact on the choice to trust was the expectation that the other person would
reciprocattand one may conclude that a decision to
convictions as well as the expectation that thetyrwdl alsoact with moral integrity.

To add to the complexity of understanding trustor motives;emand Halldorsson
(2010) studied the motives of undergraduate students at the University of Minnesota and found
thattheamount sent by Player 1 ingfirust Gameelated only to unconditional kindness as
opposed to various other possible attitudes and views that could have exerted an jrdudnce
as risk attitudes, optimism, or faith in God. They also found that for trusties, the amount sent
back ly Player 2 did not relate to the amount sent by the trustor or to any reciprocity variables
measured but instead to a sense oBuchanpl|l i gati on

Croson, and Solnick (2008), using theist Gamgwhich they called thenvestment Game) with
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754 undergraduate economics and business students, also found that the norm of obligation was
a significant motivator behind trustworthiness and trusting alike. While this motivation is
discussed here as an intrapersonal determinanguably could be framed as an exogenous
variable that is internalized as a contributor to the decision to t8tiditleft to the imagination is
how a trusty might experience trust rooted in such motivations.

In the literature, trust that may appearthe surface as somewhat othentered may in
actuality be quite selfentered, confounding both an understanding of the trustor as well as the
possi ble experiences of a trusty. Studying g
based asssment about the trustworthiness of other people, Yamagishi et al. (2015) found that
pro-sociality of participants mediated the correlation found between an attitudinal measure of
general trust and behavioral trust. Their participants seemed to prefergrmot as a means to
a consequentialist end (i.e., what he, she, or the partner could get out of it) but out of a preference
for being a trustful person and acting in a t
trust o as fpeopledervaftorn acfing io & trustful manner and being a trustful
persod thatis,tohaveaselfdent ity as a trustful persono (p
research needs to be done on this nonconsequentialist aspect of trust. If such a preference fo
trust exists as a motivator, then the trusty could be impacted by the manifestations of such a
motive apart from the results of his or her personal trustworthiness.
Trust and Attachment

Another intrapersonal disposition and internal form of motivatiaghendecision to trust
is onebs attachment style or working model
oneds attachment working models are formed th

particularly early in life. These working modelsmttion throughout life to organize cognition,
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affect, and behavior in close relationships. These concepts are easily integrated with the
aforementioned discoveries about impulsive and reflective trust as well as motivations that reside
within the trustor For example, selfsteem, as an intrapersonal disposition, is a mediator

between attachment and rejection sensitivity (Ishag &-fihidaque, 2015), dispositional

gratitude (Zhang, Zhang, Yang, & Li, 2017), and trust (Catlial, 2014; Murray, Holmeg, &

Griffin, 2000), as well as a moderator between attachment orientation and subjectiveingll

(Li & Zheng, 2014). The significance of selfteem as it relates to interpersonal risk regulation

will be discussed in more detail later as it appeal®tstrongly associated with both attachment

andr i sk regul ation, and wultimately trust. Al t c
decision to trust.

In a relatively early study looking at the relationship between attachment and
interpersonktrust, Fuller and Fincham (1995) obtained conflicting results about the relationship
between attachment and trud¢pending on what measure of attachment was utilized. For
exampl e, using Hazan and Shaver 6s wdedifs8cdrg cat e
attachment style and lower levels of trust was somewhat supported for hyshamit wives.

When Barthol omewdés (1990) di mensional measur e
attachment style and trust strongly associated, but not foehds. These results are worth

noting early in this discussion given that a great deal of attachment research uses one or both of
these measures (e.g., Fuller & Fincham, 1995; Keelan, Dion, & Dion, 1994; Mikulincer, 1998).

The review of attachmemelated studies that follows should be interpreted with the knowledge

that the type of attachment measure used in a study may influence the results (Fraley, Hudson,

Heffernan, & Segal, 2015; Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter, Sthankiya, & Lancee, 2010).
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Mikulincer is a eading researcher of attachment style and attachment working models in
adult relationships and has studied the relationship between attachment working models and the
sense of trust. In a mixadethod study of college students in which-sefforted attaainent
style was related to written comments about attachimetatied memories, Mikulincer (1998)
found that those that were secure had more accessible memories-wlidatton episodes, or
instances with significant others that engendered trust. Hdalad that avoidant and anxieus
ambivalent individuals accessed trugilation episode memories more readily. Secure
individuals reacted more emotionally to positive tmetated memoriesanxious reacted to
positive and negative memorjesd avoidanshowed little reaction to either.

In a second study with the same college students, Mikulincer (1998) found that secure
individuals reported more trust in their relationships than insecure individuals. These findings
are consistent with an earlier dyuby Keelaret al.(1994) in which the maintenance of trust for
oneds partner over time was associated with
students. In addition, Mikulincer (1998) found that-sefforted attachment style was related t
relationship goals as they pertained to pursuing personal or relationship benefits or dealing with
trustviolation events. Secure individuals focused on intimacy increase and constructive
communication respectivelgnxiousambivalent on security seekirand ruminative worryand
avoidant on control attainment and distancing. In a similar third study, secure persons reported
the higheshumberof trustvalidation events whereas insecure reported the highesberof
trustviolation events. In two filastudies with the same population, Mikulincer reported that in
response to various types of promtscure individuals responded most quickly to the words
intimacyandtalk; avoidant tantimacy, control, escapeandworry; and anxiousambivalent to

intimacy, security talk,andworry. These results clearly point to a sensitive, internal working
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model of self and relationship of self to other that may be stimulated by something as simple as a
relationshiporiented word. If such is the case, the expegsruf a trusty must be more fully
understood as an adult object of attachment.

Built onthemodel of risk egulation discussed in Chapter QKéalifian and Barry
(2016) studied the associatiamongattachment, trust, and mindfulness. Given the choice
between safety and vulnerability, sglfotection or connection, they were interested in finding
out whether mindfulness could increase-oneds
relevant interactions. Higher mindfulness, they suggestedalitay one to be more engaged in
the present moment while having difficult discussions remaining more connected to a partner,
while lower mindfulness may lead to distraction from the moment, disengagement, and
concomitant desire to protect oneself. Whaitfound is that higher attachment avoidance and
lower trust led to lower intimacy, yet higher attachment avoidance and higher trust led to higher
intimacy. Counterintuitively, high trust in a partner seemed to buffer the influence of higher
attachmentavi dance. I n terms of mindfulness, Khal i
higher trust in a partner buffers the impact of lower mindfulness. In addition, Khalifian and
Barry found that more anxiously attached husbands experienced higher disengaperhaps
counterintuitive as well. They suggested that anxious individuals may suppress emotions out of
fear of rejection and abandonment, a suggestion consistent with Reghetti 2015) discovery
that those low in trust tend to suppress emotiatgch will be addressed more later. Perhaps
the most relevant findings to the proposed study were that individuals experienced higher
intimacy when trusted by their spousasd individuals experienced lower intimacy with higher

avoidance spouses. THescovery of this partner effect led these researchers to suggest that
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more research is necessary to understand attachment, trust, and how partners may influence each

ot herdéds experience; research that the propose
Cumulativelyt hese results reveal a clear relatio
mo d el a n d-relatedean&reorids,rexpeariences, goals, and coping strategies. Taken as a

whole, secure individuals appear to prioritize intimacy increaggdant individuad prioritize

control attainmentand anxious individuals prioritize security seeking. Within reason is the
possibility that secure individuals elicit events that validate trust or choose to remember events as
such, regardless of how others may objectiasligess such eventalso reasonable to consider

is that insecure individuals may elicit tregblation events or remember events as such even if
they were not so. These findings demonstrate
experience in the psent may be influenced by trustiated prompts, revealing an influence on

trust that falls outside of the immediate relationship dynamics. Particularly relevant to this study
is evidence that trust can be influenced by factors originating in the pdstppériggered by a
trustrelevant interaction in the present, thus affecting the experiences of a trusty outside of his or
her control. Trust, as Mikulincer (1998) suggests, may act not only as a response to a partner but
al so a fAsecur enelmaysisk oulnérabiityrande\relbpcatiditionarustrelated

attitudes and actions. Mikulincer also observed that secure individuals appeared to be more
capable of pursuing partner wlking rather than being a passive recipient of care and comfort.
These are profound assertions! Within reason, then, is the possibility that just as loving actions
spring forth from a loving internal disposition toward a partner, regardless of merit earned by the
partner and involving inherent risk, trust may springhfdrom a trusting internal disposition

toward a partner, regardless of merit aedpitenherent risk. Perhaps a secure attachment style

all ows one to more readily choose the more vu
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not only from a plee of less anxiety but also a place of more love and care for the trusty. The
impact on the trusty is certainly worth investigating.
Trust and Differentiation of Self

I f attachment working model i's cleartha!l v r el
oneds family of origin experience may have a
B o w e fandilg systemstheory that further illuminates this family of origin influence is the
differentiation of self As discussed i@hapterOng high differentiation of self indicates a
greater capacity to be in close emotional con
emotionsand behaviors overly influenced by those of the partner. One can be both separate and
connected in a way thabgters personal and relational health. Converséfgkeof sufficient
selt-differentiation may inhibit interactions that can develop stronger tRyster & Bartle,
1991). Bower(1966, 1978)dentified differentiation within the self and in relationshiKerr,
1984). Often a lack of separation within oneself between emotionabagmnitivefunctioning is
reflected in a lack of differentiation in close relationships, and vice versa. Dibsiitegical
and theoretical association, little research been done linking differentiation of self to trust.

With these ideas about differentiation and family of origin in mind, Bartle (1996)
designed a study to investigate the impact of faiwitprigin experience and sdlfisclosure on
relational trust. Gien her family systems theoretical orientation, she hypothesized that, in
addition to familyof-origin internalized influences, partner trust would be a circular rather than
linear process in which partner trust development and dynamics would refletgraependent,
ongoing process. Bartle measured trust;disiflosure, and behavioral and emotional reactivity
of the members of 53 established couples within a university community. Presented to

participants by way of personalized scenarios in a bets\aad emotional reactivity

54



instrument , Bartle found that high emoti onal
associated with a | ower | evel of trust in one
particularly for men. While this asciation was not as strong for women, women who were
comfortable with sefflisclosing were better able to trust their partners, an association that did
not hold true for men. Bartle suggested that
invovi ng onebdés parents can be interpreted as an
particular, may struggle with a sense of fusion (or a lack of differentiation) in intimate
relationships. Thus, trust would prove even more risky than usual giveustteriature of
oneds per s o nbeihgwihahe theughtsffeelmgs] ahd actions of a significant other.
| f Bartle is correct, differentiation of self
willingness t o teaxpersehce aslheaior sheocontehds with the level bfy 6 s
differentiation ofo n epéartmer as well as his or her own level of differatdn.

Perhaps one of the most significant discov
of a significant relationshipetweerp a r t trustlevel® In other words, her analysis did not

confirm the idea that trugt one partnesimply begets trush the other This is significant in

that, theoretically, past and pr éeaweghwhich el ati o
al |l relationships are perceived, regardless o
1996, p. 208). A personbdés relati oofofigihp expec
experiences, may exert a greater infuenceroe@® s abi |l ity to trust, reg:

behavior in the present.
Overall, little research has been done as it pertains to the relationship between trust and
differentiation of self. The proposed heuristic study seeks to illuminate higsldande x per i enc e

being trusted to not onlynderstandhe experiences but also lay a foundation for further
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research.This study mayhinefurther light on what appears to be an important relationship
between trust and differentiation.
Additional Persond Dispositions and Attributions

Various other personal dispositions and attributions of others that do not fit as logically
into previous headings may influence the experience of titrst. perception of time or time
itself may impact trust dynamic$:or example Sutter and Kocher (2007) studied 662
participants from six different age groups in Austria and the Netherlands usifigith€same
They found that trust is significantly higher in adult age groups than among children and
adolescentsCampbdl et al.(2010) suggest that a core component of trust is the stability of
relationship evaluations across time. In a series of three siutliesdiary studies, one
involving a videotaped conflict discussion, and a comploidsied reaction time taskCampbd
et al. found that more trust was associated with less variability in relationship quality over time.
Less trusting was associated with greater negative reactivity to daily cardlicsponding to
the belief that such conflict forecasted a more destre future for the relationship.
Subsequently, those who perceived more variability day to day also behaved more destructively
during conflict discussions. All of these effects remained when neuroticism and mean level of
relationship quality were siatically controlled. Of particular interest to the proposed study is
that men who were involved with more trusting partners reported more stable relationship quality
across time, independent of their own level of trasesult that did not hold truerfavomen.
These results suggest that a shentn perspective versus a letegm perspective on the
relationship can have a profound impact on trekdted beliefs and behaviors, and being trusted

can affect menédés relationship quality in a
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On e desired level of certainty in life may have an impact on trust as wedl.study of
77 married couples, Sorrentiebal.(1995) found that uncertainty orientation and certainty
orientation are associat ed wntytohentedipersborsseekxtp er i e
learn from new information when there is uncertainty about the self and environment, whereas a
certaintyoriented person avoids situations that may present new or inconsistent information.
Sorrentino et al. found that certgiroriented men and women found moderate trust to be an
aversive state, with low and high trust much more comfortable.cditt@ntyoriented vere
prone to tapping into preexisting beliefs about their relationships to manage present ambiguities
and discorfort. Uncertaintyoriented individuals were much more influenced in their beliefs and
feelings by daily interactions and were far less concerned about occasional mixed feelings.
Uncertaintyoriented women with low trust were the least satisfied andteffexte with their
partners given, in paand ironically their willingness to attend to and assimilate any ongoing
trustrelated conflicts. Certairtgriented individuals, particularly women, appeared to be
unusually satisfied in lowrust relationshipsdue in part to the fact that the reality of their
situation was free from ambiguityfhus, paradoxically, low trust may lead to more satisfaction
and affection for those that are certaintjented, and a relationship may be unsatisfying for
those morattuned tauncertainty. This contradicts the belief that certaorignted individuals
would always want to be sure their partners coulttusted and uncertaintpriented
individuals wouldperhapshot be as concerned witlay-to-day trust issues

Rempelet al.(1985 conducted what is perhaps one of the most revealing studies when it
comes to dispositions and attributional patterns in close relationships. In their study of 47
married, cohabiting, and dating couples in Ontario, Canada, they foatrfdith, or the belief

t hat onebs partner will act in |l oving and car
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i mportant aspect of trust. This faith of the
for a partner . aithdg$trangly dorelatedovitheseeinganparimes asfintrinsically
motivated to invest in the relationship. As is most often the case, the researchers tended toward
an interpretation that attributed order or causation with intrinsic motivation of the lgadigg

to more faith in the trustor, which would subsequently produce more love in the trustor. But the
correlations could be interpreted differently. Equally feasible is the possibility that the love of
the trustor could produce more faith, which wipenceived by the trusty could produce more
intrinsic motivation. In addition to these correlations, the love of the trustor was also strongly
correlated to his or her own intrinsic motivation. Perhaps intrinsic motivation may lead one to
lovingly investin the relationship, communicating faith in the partner, which in turn could
increase interactions that build trust. Given that this research was coredlatioature, it

leaves open the possibility that what is true of the trustor may produce drireffextrusty,

which then reciprocally influences the level of trust in the trustor; more reason to investigate the
experiences of the trusty.

Research into the biology of trust provides some compelling evidence for this trustor
effect on the trustyThis is a relatively new area of study that has already provided some
fascinating discoveries about trust, but its presentation here will be limited out of necessity.
Nasally administered oxytocin has been shown to increase trust in humans (Kosfeidhbleinr
Zak, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2005), unless the subject is aware that his or her trust has been
perpetually breached (Baumgartner, Heinrichs, Vonlanthen, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2008). Of
particular relevance to this study is the fact that a study byeZak(2005) revealed that when
people are trusted, their brains release oxytocin, which predicts increased trustworthiness.

Combined, these results demonstrate how exogenous oxytocin may produce more trust, which in
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turn stimulates endogenous oxytocirthe trusty which is related tancreased trustworthiness.
Logically, this could further increase endogenous oxytocin in the trgstatucing a positive
feedback loop of trust and trustworthiness. Furthermore, this increase in oxytocin for both
partidpants has been shown to enhance dopamine levels, increase synaptic serotonin, and inhibit
amygdala excitatory information, making the interactions rewarding for those involved while
experiencing a sense of calm and decreased fear, all while exertinigftoemce in an
automatic, intuitive, and unconscious way (Riedl & Javor, 2012).

If trust involves risk, and risk can involve fear of the unknown, then distrust could
logically involve a certain level of fear. Vinkeesal.(2010) studied 188 marriedewlywed
couples in the Netherlands to investigate a possible connection between partner disclosure, trust,
and intrusive behavipsuch as covertly readingreail or overtly and excessively meddling with
a partner 6s af f ai r secreaselthe angount af intrugive hehasidr. Trustu st ¢
moderated the association between perceived low disclosure from a partner and intrusive
behavi or . Low disclosure, or rigid personal
benevolence and honestydathat doubt could be associated with feathile Vinkers et al.
could not explain the reasons behind this moderating effect, they speculated that trusting a
partner may | ead to more optimistic inference
more constructive approaches to doubt and relational dissatisfaction. Such trust certainly
benefits the trustor, but it clearly may benefit the trusty as well. Intrusive behavior tends to
inhibit intimacy by increasing uncertainty in a relationship (Kool 2008; Knoblob &
Solomon, 2002). As indicated in this study, a lack of trust may lead one to act intrusively to
reduce fear associated with uncertainty and doubt. Such behavior, while only one possible

manifestation of a lack of trust, is bound &crkase intimacy in part due to the response of the
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trusty to such violations. Furthermore, as indicated in this study, intrusive behavior is not merely
a consequence of untrustworthy actions of a trusty but a behavioral choice of a partner that lacks
trust. Untrustworthy behavior may certainly contribute to a degradation of trust, but it does not
necessarilyausentrusive behavior that may diminish the relational satisfaction of both
partners. According to this study, trust toward a trusty, desptiéaia untrustworthiness
hidden by a lack of disclosure, may lead a partner to act in a merelgtionship manner.

This section of the literature review has covered important aspects of the intrapersonal
experience of the trustor and trusty. Theggeeences included trust as a regulatory system
impulsive and reflective trust; personal motives, values, and goals; trust and attachment; trust
and differentiation of self; and a few additional related personal dispositions and attributions.
What follows is a discussion of literature pertaining to the interpersonal experience of trust.

The Interpersonal Experience of Trust

I n Robert Sternbergbés (1986) Triangular Th
aspect of intimacy. Erikson (1950)identé d t he abi l ity to trust oth
egoo (p. 221), a necessary precursor for succ
considered trust a critical element of a secure attachment. Trust has been understood, whether
the focus of mpirical enquiry or not, both as a personal attribute and a relational phenomenon
predicated on dyadic interdependenge. stated earlier, it is challenging to parse the
intrapersonal from the interpersonal components and experiences of trust. Doiegjtably
risks reducing a highly complex relational dynamic down to its constituent partstudging
the various components of trustnecessary to seek understanding, just as it is necessary to look
uniquely at the experiences of husbands as teusBeoadening the lens to consider more

processes rooted in relational interdependence also risks losing sight of the individual,
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intrapersonal components. Yhe broader lens isecessaryo contextualize the intrapersonal
experiences. There is valireinquiring with trusties about their individual experiences of being
trusted as well as value in considering those experiences within the context of broader relational
dynamics. In what follows, empirical studies will be examined that illuminate variou
interpersonal trust components of this dyadic interdependerteding love and commitment;
motivation management; general risk attitudes and reciprocity; risk regulation aedtseli;
and relationship developmental trajectory.
Love and Commitment

As stated earlier, an interpersonal or dyadic emphasis in the literature is a relatively
recent developmentAs the sophistication of trust research grew, so did its ability to analyze
how trust relates tmterdependencégve, and commitment between paers. Larzelere and
Huston (1980) developed the Dyadic Trust Scale, built in part on their effort to synthesize and
clarify previous definitions and studies of trust. Seeking to establish a valid and reliable trust
scale, they also looked at the relatibip between trust and love. In a study of 195 dating

participants and 127 married participants, Larzelere and Huston found that dyadic trust and love

were strongly correlated. Expecting to find
Pathne Bo6s | ove, they instead found that Partner
associated with Partner Abd0s | ove for Partner

so does his or her loyer as trust erodes so does love. Not considessdan equally plausible
interpretation that as oneb6és |l ove grows so do
correlation they discovereddssuming that trust must be a prerequisite for increased love, a

causal sequence their study could not esthptiould result in the erroneous conclusion that

oneds | ove for onebs partner is prwoddi cated on
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implications of such a conclusion could have a profound impact on a trusty as he or she carries
an unreasonablyyhavy burden of responsibility nhet only
p ar t Ievelofdose as well. This would seem to inevitably impact the experiences of a
husband as he is trusted by his wife, a possibility that this study may illeminat

Larzelere and Huston (1980) also discovered a curvilinear pattern of correlations between
love and trust as related to the depth of the relatiorstgptime The strongest correlations
were among exclusively dating and longer married couplesresl theveakestorrelations
were among engaged, cohabiting, and newlywed couples. Larzelere and Huston put forth a
tentative interpretation that this pattern could have to do with attributional patterns by the
individuals involved. In other words, tivedividuals would trust as an effect of how they were
thinking or feeling about the relationship at the tisigch afope for a secure future while
datingor expectation of a secure future after being married longer. Thus, a stronger correlation
was found between love and trust during these points in the development of the relationship. On
the other hand, one may not have as much confidence in such a future if cohabiting or if making
the transition to marriagéhusweakening the correlation betweenstrand love, regardless of
the extent of love one has for a partner or the evident trustworthiness of a partner. Given that
Larzelere and Huston conclude that dyadic trust is an important aspect of intimacy, it stands to
reason that an understanding oftbparties, not just the trustor, could provide a more complete
understanding of this intimacy.

In an effort to study the relationsh@pnongtrust, dependencand commitment,
Wieselquistet al.(1999) conducted two longitudinal studid®e first was witlb3 couples, most
dating but some engaged or married, over-aé&6k period of time. Data gathered at the

beginning, midpoint, and @eek mark includeda questionnaire, inventory, and opended
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guestion responses. The second study involved 65 exalysiarried couples over a-Idonth
period. Couples completed questionnaires at the beginning, six montii&-muadth intervals.
Among the conclusions was the observation that trust enhanced commitment insofar as it
produced enhanced dependeincthetrustor, which in turn strengthened commitment. Strong
commitment inhibited selihterested behavior and increased-mationship behavior (or a
transformation of motivation, which will be discussed more later). Upon closer analysis,
Wieselquist et alfound that as dependence increased so did commitment, which in turn
enhanced willingness to engage in-petationship behavior. Such prelationship behavior
engendered increased trbstthe trusty (i.e., recipient of the trustjhich increased depdence
commitmentand trust in the trustpthuscompleting a full circle of interpersonal and
intrapersonal dynamigsvhich they called their Model of Mutual Cyclical Growth
Embedded within these findings but not fully acknowledged by Wieselquist(#989)
is the departurfrom-self-interest factor, related to the earlierd c us si on of McCl i nt
(2972 Deutschdés (1973), and Simpsonds (2007) w
considering is the possibility that the choice to trust itsalild be a departure from sétiterest
forthe sakeofandwebh ei ng of onebés partner. I n ot her w
or her motivation to othenterest or prerelationship behavior rather than sklferest purely as
a loving gift tohis or her partner. Wieselquist et al. did acknowledge that trust appears to be a
function of circular causality among the individual, the partner, and the situation, yet still
gravitated toward linear interpretations of trust that prioritize trust aasequence of observed
pror el ati onship gestures. The individual 6s per

sake of the trusty, despite being an individual factor, is oddly neglected.
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Motivation Management

Dyadic trust involves the indigual, the partner, and the situation. Earligrthis review
various intrapersonal motivations were considered, but the motivation of the individuals, both as
the trustor and trusty, cannot be considered apart from thediegant situations they fagc
which Holmes and Rempel (1989) have referred tiagnostic situations Kelley and Thibaut
(1978), Yovetich and Rusbult (1994), and Wieseloetlistl.(1999) have all looked at what they
referred to asransformation of motivatiom these situationwhere an individual relinquishes
his or her immediate seilifiterestto act on broader goals, values, and motives. In a study of
undergraduate students at the University of North Carolina, Yovetich and Rusbult (1994) found
evidence that the critical feauof transformation of motivation may be the ability to inhibit
oneds I mpul se thmttreewere tunakbledosdetermire wiywre wguld choose to
do so. The main point to consider here is that trust or a lack thereof rtteg/esult of a
transformation of motivation engaged in habitually that is rooted in motives that can change the
outcome of trustelated interactions. Motivational factors may be at wsukh as longerm
relationship goals, social norms, or concern for a partner {ibv& Rusbult, 1994). Given the
impact that such motivational factors and transformation of motivation may have on the trusty,
these areas are given further consideration in what follows.

Motivation behind trust is often most evident durangertain typ of diagnostic situation
called astrain-test situationor situation in which what is best for one partner involves
considerable costs for the other (Shallcross
(2007) and Mu s(R08%9 maabofdnutHad respomsvéness both look at how a
couple will respond teachother during such situations. In an effort to understand such trust

motivation, Shallcross and Simpson (2012) videotaped 92 married or cohabitating heterosexual
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couples while theyregaged in a straitest discussion task. In this discussion, the couple chose
their own topic that involved the goals of an asking partner and possible sacrifice by the
responding partner. Shall cross andstfiornopson a
the strairtest situation and statd trust after, as assessed by a commonly used trust scale. High
or low chronic trust was an indicator of how dependable one thought a partner was and how
much faith was put ihim or her One of the key fidings was that those high in chronic trust
were more accommaodating and more collaborative during gt&sirsituations. Those high in
chronictrust also became more trusting when their partners were less accommodating or had
asked for larger sacrifice€ach partner 6s motivation appeared
dispositions as well as the straest nature of the dyadic interactions.

Shallcross and Simpson (2012) also found that partners that were more trusting were
more accommodating, whichint n i ncr eased t hatruatsHighohgonipar t ner
trust responders had more collaborative asking partners as well. Overall, those high in chronic
trust appeared to take a longerm, relationshigcentered orientation toward the relatioqshi
allowing more faith and sacrifice. This finding is consistentwithCamgbald s ( 2010) r es
discussed earlier in which they found evidence of more trust among those withtarlong
orientation. All of these observations support the notiontthat may have a profound effect on
not only the trustor but the trusty as well. Shallcross and Simpson went on to suggest that
behavioral, cognitive, and emotional responses needed to be viewed agptgadimena In
other words, the contributors émd results of the stratest situation, particularly trust
dynamics, cannot be understood without considering who the partners are and how they interact.
This systemic understanding of trust dynamics provides solid justification for giving more

attention to the experiences of the trusty.
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Previous research has demonstrated that people high in trust are more willing to sacrifice
in close relationships (Shallcross & Simpson, 2012; Wieselquist et al., 1999). A motive to
pursue oneods perbboentadansftermesd si mao a moti ve t
personal interests for the sake of the relationship. RigHedti(2015) designed a study to look
at the relationshipmongtrust, sacrifice, and the communication of emotions duringfi&zscr
They used an experience sampling method with 130 rona#lyticvolvedcouples from the
Netherlands in which participants were asked to report on a recent divergence of interests.
Having completed trust and relationship satisfaction scales, theigants reported on who
sacrificed, or gave up some of his or her interéste/hat extent they engaged in emotional
suppression during the sacrifi@nd their levels of satisfaction with the sacrifice. Rigleatt
colleaguedound that those witholw versus high trust suppressed their emotions in order to
avoid conflict during sacrifice, ultimately reporting less satisfaction with the outcome of the
sacrifice. In other words, low trust individuals that sacrificed some personal benefits in the
relaionship to navigate divergence of interest expressed their emotions less during the sacrifice,
particularly negative emotions. Righetti et al. surmised that those low in trust feared that
expression of negative emotions would lead to further conflictaankdof responsiveness from a
partner that one already believes is untrustworthy. Of particular interest in this study is that
partner trustworthiness was not measured, leaving trust as a purely subjective judgment on the
part of each participant. Justuntrustworthinessould be met with low trust, it is also equally
plausible thatrustworthinessould be met with low trust. In this case a trustworthy partner
could be denied the communication of emotions, which subsequently could lower relational

satsfaction for thdow-trust partner and theoretically for the trustworthy partner as well.
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In a creative study utilizing therust GameDelgadeMarquez, Hurtadd orres, and
AragonCorrea (2012) had participants engage in a modified version of thex geine trustor
interacted with a friend, a friend of a friend, and a stranger. While a friend received more from
the trustor thamhefriend of a friend, the friend of a friend received more than the stranger,
which seems to indicate that the existencea commonly trusted third party fosters a greater
willingness to trust, arguably a form of transformation of motivation related to the reassuring
factor of the trusted third party. This result has fascinating potential implications for
understanding thexperiences of a trusty. Perhaps it is possible that a decision to trust could be
influenced by a trusted third paysuch as a friend, therapist, or even God, in which case the
trust interaction becomes triadic rather than dyadic, an interaction pghtéimas received little
to no attention at all.

General Risk Attitudes and Reciprocity

Reciprocity as a practice or a norm may be a significant factor in trust dynamics.
Whatever choice the trustor makes, the trusty always has the option to dytaiistor for
personal gainthus, tust is clearly a decision that entails risk and may impact whether an
individual engages in motivation transformation. A question to consider in the relationship
between trust and risk is whether general risk attgunteexpectations of reciprocity are related
to oneds willingness to trust. etdMlaOFHthd2 pairs
original creators of th&rust Gameused the game to demonstrate that subyeetewilling to
place trust in atman partner by risking a certain amount of mon€&lgey concluded that their
motivation to risk was helief that their partnersauld reciprocateat leasit appeared such trust
had to do with expectation of reciprocitilore recent studies have chalied this interpretation

(e.g., Dunninget al, 2014; Eckel & Wilson, 2004; Yamagishi et al., 2015). Bargl.also
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concluded that these results proved thatisédfrest alone did not determine how much money a
person would risk

Using theTrust GameEckel and Wilson (2004) studied the relationsdmpong
generalized risk attitudes, reciprocity, and the decision to trust. Among 232 university students,
they found little evidence that general risk aversion is associated with the decision to heist in t
Trust Game Furthermore, the participants did not generally think of trusting as a risky gamble.
Interestingly, Eckel and Wilson did find that more fi&eking people were less likely to return
money after having received a certain sum from thedrugérhaps indicating a willingness to
disregard social norms of reciprocity or obligation. Overall, Eckel and Wilson concluded that
the decision to trust must be influenced by various other factors besides generalized risk
attitudes.

Malhotra (2004)using theTrust Gamevith MBA students from a Midwestern
university, discovered one such fac&taelf-interest. Both parties in tAgust Gamemade
decisions based primarily on saiterest, a conclusion with whidometheoreticians and
researchrswould likely concur (Brulhart & Usunier, 2012; Deutsch, 1973; Simpson, 2007).
Trustors focused primarily on their personal risk rather than on how much their risk would
benefit the trusties. They cared more about being smart than being nice and were mggowill
trust when the risk was low. Trusties were relatively insensitive to the risks taken by trustors;
instead, demonstrating reciprocity based on the benefits provided by the trustor. Stated simply,
trustors cared more about personal risk, and tsisteed more about personal benefit, even
whenengaging in reciprocity. These findings hat®ng implications for th present study of
trusties I n Mal hotradés study, it was clear that

benefits theitrust could have for the trusties. This lack of consideration appeared to impact the
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level of reciprocity that the trustors received, ewdrentrusties could accurately predict how
important risk is to trustors. Neither party appeared to prioritizetheh er 6 s needs.
himself believed that further research on the differing perspectives of trustors and trusted parties
would be of #dAcritical i mportanceo (p. 72).
In a study designed to determine whether this clagsist Gameactually measuresust,
Houser, Schunk, and Winter (2006) had human subjects engage in the game with a human
partner and a computerized partner. Hoesel.first tested the risk attitudes of 117 subjects at
a German university. When these subjects engaged irraseGamewith both a human partner
and computerized partner, the results were illuminating. The risk attitudes distribution revealed
a typical bellcurve, yet the amount of money invested, or risked, with a human partner revealed
a bimodal distribution patter with the most risk occurring at the extreme ends (i.e., 0 and 10
monetary units). The amount risked with the computerized partner was quite difieveating
a unimodal and beBhaped distribution of amount invested. Furthermore, and critidagito t
conclusions, those high in risk seeking were significantly more likely to invest a lot with the
computer but not with the human partner. The overall conclugisthat theTrust Game
appeaedto measure trust, distinctly from risk attitudes. An licgtion of this study is that trust
may be influenced by preconceived notions about what it means to interact with a human, apart
from general riskaking attitudes and apart from any particular knowledge of the partner.
Knowing that the computer wouldhgose random amounts to return but the human would be
motivated by other factors, even high riskers were unwilling to risk as much. Thus, a trusty
in an interpersonal relationship, by implication, may experience less trust even from a person

generallywi I i ng to engage in risk. A trustords
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with another human being may impact the trusty in unexpected ways, idiosyncratic expectations
that the trusir may hold notwithstanding.

One final observatiors worth makingas it pertains to a possible intersection with the
previous attachment literature. Without going into too much detail, utilizingriret Game
with a sample of economics studerisans and Kruegé2014)manipulated the amount of risk

and emptation thelayerswould experiencé.e.,t he tr ust or 60 ticamthe over

b

trustyds incentive t chlibeyemeasuagdl t heespes

reciprocity then compared it to how much they chose to givertod®2 (i.e., the trusty). They
found that trustors gave insufficient weight to their own expectations, overtrusting when the
probability of reciprocity was low and undertrusting when the probability of reciprocity was
high. Trustors also underestimatadyeneral the probability of reciprocity. Evans and Krueger
believed that these patterns suggested an aversion to betrayal that was more influential than the
probability of the betrayal actually occurring. Personal risk appeared to weigh more Heavily t
probability of reciprocity. In relational terms this contgéan that out of fear of betrayal (i.e.,
investing a fair amount only to receive little in return) a trustor may overinvest in a relationship
despite low expectations of reciprogityith thehope that such investment may result in more
reciprocity than expected. Or a trustor may underinvest in a relationship despite expectations of
high reciprocity out of fear that high investment would be met with lower investment than
expected, a form of beyal.

While Evans and Kreugés (2014) researatertainly has implications for the experiences
of a trusty, perhaps the most interesting i
recommendations of how to translate these results into businetisgga Evans and Krueger

stated, AArguabl vy, I f an organization seeks
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approach would be to reduce the trustoroés ris
decreasing t he c.orsmanslatedfintobnetpersanalddrnts, thispvould €9 )
equivalent to asking the trusty to be more trustworthy; certainly a worthwhile approach. Yet
harkening back to the intrapersonal experiences and determinants of trust, facilitating changes
within the tustor could prove effective as well, such as increasing differentiation, increasing
attachment security, improving s@$teem, inquiring about personal values and motives, or
exploring the influences on impulsive and reflective trust. There is alreatbnee that
oxytocin helps someone overcome betrayal aversion (Riedl & Javor, 2012). Ipeshapghat
which reduces fear of betrayaithin the trustor or cal i brates oneds ri sk
reasonable level, could have an effect that is greadergimply focusing on the trustworthiness
of the trusty.
Risk Regulation and SelfEsteem

Trust is inherently riskyJohnsorGeorge & Swap, 1982; Roussesztal, 1998). To trust
is to be vulnerable and open oneself up to the possibility ofbbeing t by onebdés partn
ironically, trustitself may act as a regulatory system to monitor such interpersonal risk (Cavallo
et al, 2014). As mentioned earlier in its relationship to attachmentestdeém also plays a
significant role in the decisioto connect or selbrotect. While selesteem certainly constitutes
an intrapersonal dynamic, and could have been discussed above, it appears to be inseparably
linked to discussions of interpersonal risk in the literature; thus, it will be discussed her
Summing up the paradoxical results of much of the research eesse#fim and risk, Murrast
a.(2008) stated, A Un f oesteamdntizetveryl pgople mostinmde@dof | ow i n
social connectiod are, the least likely to take the kinds of mependence risks that forge

sati sfying r eli4bd). Siated dnothesway, |owsplteendnbag negatively
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impact a relationship, regardless of partner characteristics, in ways that undermine the very
gratification one seeks. Trust may lweided as an act of seffrotection with the potential to
harm the very relationship with the person the trustor longs to trust.

Utilizing a crosssectional sample of married couples and a longitudinal sample of dating
couples, Murrayet al.(2000) loked at the relationship between setteem and relationship
security, a relationship they would later incorporate into their model of risk regulation. They
found that individuals, among both married and dating individuals, used their ovimagés as
bases for their impressions of theirestggmr t ner sao
believed their partners saw them negatively, with those with higlesteém believing the
opposite. To summarize their findings, those with lowresteemud er est i mat ed t hei
positive regard, which led to diminished regard for these partners and increagedtsetion,
which subsequently decreased relationship satisfaction. Those with higisteeln felt more
positively regarded in theirpagnr s 6 eyes, which | ed to increase
particular interest to this study, longitudinally the more positively reggvdeders felt initially,
the greater the trust and relationship satisfaction later in the study, which wasfterostue for
partners of those with high sedteem. For all of these results, while actual (not perceived)
positive regard by a partner did predict increased relationshigbeslt), for the most part, the
relational impact of high or low sedfsteenwas not predicated on the actual regard; rather, the
perceived regard mattered the most.

Thegoalof the aforementionedriske gul ati on system is to Aopt
or comfort that is possible giyweeah200)®829). r el at
Murray et al. (2008) tested the veracity of this-iegulation system with a series of seven

experiments in which they measured ssfeem and primad various wayshe connectedness
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and seHprotection goals of varioesize goups of undergraduate psychology students at a

northeast university. They found that those with low-esteem in longerm relationships with

greater reason to trust in the r elpsaotettiannshi pos

concernsywhereas those with high salsteem in such relationships were appropriately judicious,
less seHprotective, and more wanting of connectid®frimed with scenarios or words involving
relationship risk (which could arouse attachrAem$éed seekingoutoferd s partner ) ,
low selfesteem, despite desiring such conneciimsteadengaged an executive control, safety
system thatriggereddistancing sefprotection. For those with high se&fteemprimingalso

led to the engagement of an executivatrol, safety system, but it resulted in increased

connection. Unexpectedly, they found that cognitively taxing an individual with lovestelém

t

(i .e., compromising onebs executive control)

protecton requires adequate executive control to achieve. Last, and of unique relevance to this
study, high selesteem individuals that had forgiven a partner of a relational transgression
seemed tguppresself-protection goals when reminded of the hwthereas having forgiven a
transgression actuallgcreasedself-protection for those with low sedfsteem. This discovery is
unique in that it involves relational transgressions, or scenarios in which trusties would have
breached trust. Given the aforemenéd findings, the trusty could have vastly different
experiences of being forgiven depending on theestiiem level of his or her partner (i.e., the
trustor). One trusty could experience more connection after being forgiven, while another trusty
could eperience more distance. Overall, Murray et al. did not suggest thassstim caused

all of what they discovered but suggested that it had moderating effects that could account for a

h

trustorod6s expectations of hcoudalsorinvdivethe lgvedaft ner 6

trust one has in a partner.
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In a series of four studies conducted with male and female undergraduate students at a
Canadian university, Cavalkt al.(2009) sought to gain a deeper understanding of the risk
regulation system in romantic relationships. Among their findings was that higbssedéfim
appeared to allow one to risk trusting a partner more than was true of someone with-low self
est eem. I n addition, oneds geresr plaitzed napdr d
in risky situations, was generally consistent
with a threat to the relationship, and this willingness to risk was once again associated with high
selfesteem. Cavallet al.(2009)went on to conclude that there is evidence that a relationship
threat seems to trigger a broader approach/avoidance system that is applied in other areas of life.
Of particular interest was the fact that relationship stress for lovestém individual did not
lead to strengthened avoidance, but instead was associated more with diminished approach
motivation. Stated another way, relationship stress seemed to lead one to resist approaching a
partner rather than actively engage in avoidance, a fineaish supported in Murragt ald s
(2008) study of risk regulation as well.

While Cavalloet al. (20091id not directly address trust, trust has been clearly linked to
risk. Their results indicate that the amount of risk a person is willing toaalldyy implication
perhaps how much trust one i s wilstiemgn amdgione
more generalized approach to risk. Furthermore, for those with lovesteém there appears to
be a constant bent toward avoidance thatist r e ngt hened when one has 1
motivation to approach in risky situationshis risk motivation factor is so powerful that
MacKinnon and Boon (2012), studying 152 undergraduate psychology students, found that those
with low trust in th@& partners may not only engage in gatbtection themselves, but they

would advise otharto do likewise in risky situations. Those that trusted their partners advised
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others to extend the benefit of the doubt to a partner in such situations. Thididtndt

determine whether such advice was followed, but such resultalthe possibility that

experiences of a trusty could be influenced by a third péiriyyis true that these results can

inform our understanding of risk related to trust, thenii s f urt her evi dence t|
trust may have |l ess to do with the trustyds c
The trusty must grapple with such trnstated decisions on the part of his or her partner, which

provide experieces for the trusty that we know little about.

The more that is learned about the unique risk of trust, theeclebecomes that trust is
influenced by myriad factors unrelated or looselg | at ed t o a trustyds tru
result of two expements looking at trustelated risk and perspectiaking, Evans and Krueger
(2011) found that the risk to trust may teken basechor e on oneds personal [
on considerations of a trustyo6s riskewvasds or desi
conducive to trust, and a trustor was most | i
was low. But when risk was high, a quick decision was made not to trust. Evans and Krueger
suggested that people appear to redneeomplexity oftrust decisions by approaching from an
egocentric perspective, seeipgrspectiveaking (i.e., considering the perspective of the trusty)
asmore onerous and timmnsuming. While this selfterest may be efficient in guarding
oneself, itmaynotalwayse ef fective since the decision to
risk rather than the actual existence of risk. Not only may a trustor experience less intimacy with
a partner when this result is unnecessary, but a trusty may experience lemsyiagnwell if his
or her partner sees risk where there is little or none.

Murray et al. (203) confirmed the negative effects of this unnecessary lack of trust and

intimacy in a study of 222 childless couples in first marriages between two and six months

75



length. They gathered longitudinal data on various characteristics and atiiatieing self

esteem, neuroticism, attachment anxiety, trust, satisfactiorpreg¢dfctive practices, and diary
recorded events and emotional experiences. They fihahavhen people practiced greater-self
protection, satisfaction declined more in lowk relationships than in highsk relationships.

On the contrary, when people practiced lessm@ifection, satisfaction declined more in high

risk relationships thn lowrisk relationships. Also, those that trusted less practiced more daily
selfprotection. Exercising more sgifotection explained the association between less trust and
declines in satisfaction. To state these results simplypsatiéction basdon a lack of trust
underlow-risk relational circumstances produces a decrease in relational satisfaction. Thus, as
Murray et al. point out, a paradox exists in that a person in a position to trust cannot gain
evidence of trustworthiness without firgtking trust. If trust cannot be given even in lagk
circumstances, then it should come as no surprise that relational satisfaction decreases. Such a
decrease is likely related to compromised intimacy as a result of alienation of various kinds,
negatvely impacting both the trustor and trusty.

Many of the aforementioned findings indicate that risk is necessary to achieve intimacy,
which makes sense when considered logically. Yet the decision to risk trusting, particularly
those that have not definigly proven themselves trustworthy, may be considered dangerous
gullibility, a conclusion that may appear true anecdotally. Without getting into too much detail
on this tangential topic, research has provided little to no evidence foguthimlity assetion
(Gurtman, 1992; Rotter, 1967; Rotter, 1980; & Yamagishi, Kikuchi, & Kosugi, 1999). As Rotter
(1980) stated in his review of the trust and gullibility literature at the oiines writing, high
trustors are no more likely to be gullible than lowstars. He suggests that high trustors trust

until there is clear evidence that one cannot be trutedrustors will not trust until there is
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clear evidence that one can be trusted. This fact, Rotter suggests, allows the high trustor to be
more discaming of the signs of a lack of trustworthiness than the low trustor is capable of in a
default state of low to no trust.

Trust in an interpersonal sense seems to be most relevant in situations that involve
conflicting goals of relationship promotion aself-protection (Luchies et al., 2013). What is
occurring intrapersonally intersects with one
interpersonally. Murray and Holmes (2009) introducedaflbeementionedisk-regulation
model of trust, which gggests that with strong trust one can afford to prioritize relationship
promotion, whereas with weak trust spibtection is likely prioritized. Supporting this model,
research conducted by Murray, Bellavia, Rose, and Griffin (2003) on married cohplesds
t hat participant sd f-reqlatoryrgsgonsesffollawingiasute thireat§ | ue n c
such as conflict or bad partner behavior. Those that trusted that their partner would care and be
responsive reported feeling clogesulting in conaction behaviofollowing anacute threat,
whereas those less trusting displayed increasegskction resulting in distancing behaviors.

Luchies ¢al. (2013) put the riskegulation model of trust to the test by studying the trust
memories of 69 mdergraduate students over agignth period. At various points in time,
participants were asked to recall partner transgressions along with relational dynamics
surrounding them. Latgparticipants were asked to recall these evémttuding their intial
ratings of severity, amends, and forgiveness. Participants also completed questionnaires
pertaining to trust, commitment, satisfaction, and attachment orientations. The results showed
that stronger partner trust was associated with a more positialt ofo n epéasr t ner 6 s
transgressions, both for shoand longterm memory. In three additional follewp studies of

undergraduate students, utilizing a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures, Luchies
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et al. found additional support fdrd same conclusion. Luchies et al. interpreted these findings
as supportive of Murray and Holnte§2009) riskregulation model in that those with high trust
could afford to prioritize the relationship over spibtection, and vice versa.

In these samstudies, Luchies et al. (2013) found support for their Partner Moderation
Hypothesis as well, which in essence states that biased memories will be stronger as related to
ot hersé transgressions than one6s rothen. Oof pa
experiences and perceptions of trustilee,researchemcknowledged that this fact could make a
perpetratofi.e., transgressoxrulnerable to unforgiving decisions, as the victim creates a
stronger bias against the perpetrator than him or herBei$. selfserving bias makes sense
given that trust of self may be easier than trust of other, yet it becomes an internal memory filter
that may erode trust even furthenpacting the experience of a trusty

Molden and Finkel (2010) looked at the asations between setegulatory priorities of
104 Northwestern University students and their levels of trust, commitment, and forgiveness
patterns. They found that those withramotionself-regulatory priority, or a tendency to
prioritize attaining redtional growth, tended to forgive based on a sense ofratirstr than
commitment. Whereas those witlpeventionselfregulatory priority, or a tendency to
prioritize maintaining security, tended to forgive based on a sense of commiathemtthan
trust. These results remained consistent when controlling feestelém and attachment
security. Molden and Finkel believed that these results demonstrated how those that sought
relational promotion were willing to risk, that is trust, that forgivenessdcproduce opportunity
for growth. Those that prioritized their own security minimized the risk of relationship demise

by forgiving out of a sense of commitment, which felt much less risky.
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Many of the ideapresentedh this sectiorare logicallyré at ed t o Robert Wei
work onnegative sentimentoverrigfda wk i ns, Carrere, and Gottmano
thissentiment override concepto coupl esd® negative perceptions
behaviorand Gott man anmtd iSiilnvgerons n(elglax99)vel y skewed
relationship history due to sentiment overrid
the possibility that the Partner Moderation Hypothesis may hold true for imagined as well as real
transgressns. In other words, biased memories or sentiment override may result in a lack of
forgiveness or unjust treatment of a trystyen if memories are completely false or affectively
driven perceptions are entirely skewed. If a-petitective instinct gdominates, then it may
impact trust just as well as trust may impact the instinct tepsetéct. These findings and
possibilities are apt justification to further study the impact that trust may have on agiesty
thattrustmay be withheld or gen, at least in part, based on the internal motivations of the
trustor.

In a study of 81 married or cohabiting couples, Miller and Rempel (2004) found that
partnerenhancing attributions were positively associated with partner trust, particularly as it
pertained to their experiences of conflict and prob$siving interactions at two points in time
in a twoyear period. Of particular interest is that Miller and Rempel concluded that high trust
appeared to increase positive attributions just as sudbusitins appeared to increase trust.

What Miller and Rempel were able to estahblgiien that their study spanned two years, is that
the tendency to attribute positive motives to a partner was related to increases in trust that
exceeded the assessmeihtoa partner 6s actual behavior, trusc

credence to the assertion that trust is not simply a consequence of trustworthy actions. Trust as a
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loving choice rooted in positive attributions could theoretically contribute sbaaunthy actions,
subsequentlyeinforcing positive attributiords benefitsfor the trusty that may go unnoticed.

Summarizing the research presented to this point on risk regulation, trust appears to
provide not only an attachmebased launching point foelational vulnerability and intimacy,
often mediated by healthy sedéteem, but also a regulatory system to monitor the dynamics of
the relationship for the sake of making the decision to connect guregdict. Dispositional low
trust, apart from thathich is in response to clear relational transgressions and a lack of safety,
appears to work against an individual s desir
Dispositional high trust appears to foster relational intimacy, including when fulivbtikiness
of the trusty is not completely evident, providing a more accurate lens through which to discern
the actual state of relational security. To be intellectually astute, the relationship is not always
clear between trust and relationship satisfacin terms of which may come first or whether
they must occur simultaneously. Regardless pitoposedtudy follows where the literature
appears to leddinvestigating in a general sense how the trust from a wifebmaxperienced
by her husband, ragéin than how the behavior of the husband impacts the trust of his wife.
Relationship Developmental Trajectory

Concluding this section on interpersonal experiences of trust, prudence requires a brief
look at a way that trust develops over time in a i@hahip. Trust is far from static. Knowledge
presented above about the intrapersonal and interpersonal aspect of trust notwithstanding, trust
changes across time and may differ in its roles and effects depending on when a couple may
grapple with its exi®nce, intrapersonally and interpersonally.

Fletcher, Simpson, and@homas (2000) conducted a longitudinal study of 100 students in

New Zealand that had been dating for four weeks or less at the beginning of the study. By
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measuring partner and relationsideals and perceptions at various points in time, they found
that trust was quite high during this initial phase of the relationship. They speculated that trust
may start high as a prerequisite for dating, may be more exclosiegéed than in later @ges,
may be focused more on predictability and dependability than on faith, and may be more fragile
than at later stages. Trust this early in a relationship may well reflect hopes and dreams for the
relationship, which could logically contribute to rétatal development just as much as it may be
a reflection of it.

While this interpretation certainly seems feasible, once again there may be yet another.
During the dating and longnarried stages of a relationship, intentional, kiiled love may
increae oneds trust as he or she invests in the |
can control (i.e., one can contmIn e 6 sovecawditrust but not how oles p dovetonie r
trustwortly). To love and thus trust in such a way may feelrsaith a strong marital history to
build upon or, ironically, with no clear commitment to a future yet establishied.
interpretation would be consistent with Larze
curvilinear pattern of correlations exists beem love and trust as related to the depth of the
relationship. As discussed in the earlier section on love, the strongest correlations were among
exclusively dating and longer married couples, whereas the lowest correlations were among
engaged, cohabitiyy and newlywed couple€ddly yet logically, trusting as an act of love may
feel more like a risk at the point of increased commitment to a long, uncertain future, even if one
|l oves onebdbs partner and desi r egustcauldbea®oviigut ur e
choice points to the need for research that looks at how such a choice may impact the

relationship or trusty.
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This section of the literature has highlighted the research on the interpersonal experience
of trust. Various facetsf such experience were discussaeth agove and commitment;
motivation management; general risk attitudes and reciprocity; risk regulation aedtseli;
and relationship developmental trajectory. The explication of research to this point on
intrapasonal and interpersonal experiences of trust provides strong justification for emphasizing
the unique perspective of the trusty.

Justification for Emphasizing the Perspective of the Trusty

Simpsonbés (2007a, 2007b) r enaltrustiws argfablyt he f ou
one of the most comprehensive reviews of trust literature to date. In his conclusions, he makes
the point that while certain dispositiqrssich as insecure attachment, weak differentiation, or
low selfesteem may inhibit the developnt of trust in a partner, none of these must inevitably
do so. Instead, he asserts, these individuals will likely need to be with partners that can help
suppress or change these factors, such as in highly committed or rewarding relationships. He
also siggests that more research is needed to undenstdhahdividuals in the relationship.
Utilizing Simpsonds model as their theoretica
95 married couples married on average almost six years, found that botht ner sé | evel s
had to be considered to understand changes in closeness during conflict. If just one partner was
low in trust the outcome was equally bad as if both partners were low in trust. Given their
discovery, theywentsofarastorecme nd an addendumo thaitruSsaramds on 6 s

trusty levels of trust must be examined separatetjointly to comprehend certain relationship

(@)
(0]

out comes. Simpsonés (2007) and Kim et al
trusta and trusty may need individually and jointandpractically beg fofurther research and

understanding.
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Focusing on the experiences of the trukigs havesupport in the literature, despite its
relative lack of emphasis. Khalifian and Barry (20fcé)nd that individuals whose spouses
trusted them more experienced increased relational intimacy. Shallcross and Simpson (2012)
discovered that high chronic trust askgss., those making a request)straintest situations
receive more accommodatiomim their responding partners when asked to sacrifice some of
their own desires for the relationship. As discussed earlier, Mikulincer (1998) observed that
secure individuals appeared to be more capable of pursuing partnéemelirather than being
a mssive recipient of care and comfort, which is consistent with the fact that individuals that
trust their partners tend to be more selfless and attentive during challenging discussions
(Shallcross & Simpson, 2012). The literature on transformation ofatimin also points to the
fact that an individual can transform his or her-éetused motivation into a form of trust that
involves concern for the welieing of thepartner or relationship (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978;
Wieselquistet al, 1999; Yovetich & Rabult, 1994).

Focusing on the perspective of men, and particularly husbands, has some support in the
literature as well. Men, regardless of their own Iseéltrust, report more stable relationship
guality across timavith more trusting partnersvith the same not holding true for women
(Campbellet al, 2010). The literature points to thessibility that husbands may experience
trust in a marriage differently than their wives (Gottman, 2011) and that trust may be
experienced differently in marriage apposed to nonmarital relationships (Larzelere & Huston,
1980) . Butler (1986) found that male partner
him, among other factors. And finally, in their study of trust from a biological perspective, Riedl
and Javor (2012) actually put out a call to the research community to conduct more

investigations that focus on the trusty, as well as interactions between the trustor and trusty.
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Perhaps Mlhotra(2004)said it best when discussing the common hisabriesults of
playing theTrust Game After pointing out how we now know that large trusting acts tend to
make reciprocity more | ikely dtisdncleaavhy¢thissub st an
the casedo (p. 62). reeptionsrand experiesnbea of detng teustesl byt t h e
their wivesmay provideclarity in this important area ohquiry. Utilizing a qualitative, heuristic
methodological approach can provide the best opportunity to gain new knowledge about the
experiences of taties from their own personal perspectives.

Support for the Methodology of This Study

Given what the scholarly literature reflects about the study of trust as presented here, a
heuristic studyMoustakas, 1990)f trusties appears justified. As statedimapterOng the
research question is as follows:a committed, marital relationship, what is the experience of
a husband when he believes he is trusted by his WifeRis literature review, a case has been
made for how little this perspective haghenvestigated and valued. The perspective of the
trustor has been granted much attentibnot privilege. Furthermore, various researchers, as
indicated in the previous section, have specifically called for research that looks at the
experiences ohie trusty uniquely or the trustyustor relationship with equal emphasis on both
experiences.

Taking a step back and looking at the broader picture of this literature réview,
noticeable thathe Trust Gamewvas wsedin much ofthe research, ofterdgyed with perfect
strangers or under manipulated circumstances. This research has been helpful, yet it does not tap
into the perceptions and experiences of the trustor or trusty in intimate relationships and bases
many of its conclusions on the outconféehavioral choices (Yamagishi et al., 2015). Such a

consequentialist view of trust risks obscuring the actual intentions behindefiatstd decisions,
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either by the trustor or trusty, given that the behavior merely serves as evidence of internal
cogntive, emotional, and relational processes. Also, perhaps the false belief that people function
almost exclusively out of selfterest, a beliefupported by some yehallenged bythers has
intersected with amquiry bias in the direction of the trustto produce a relative vacuum of
attention given to the recipient of trust. Asking husbands to share their experiences of being
trusted by their wives in a heuristic fashion could provide much needed knowledge that more
guantitative methods could notowide.

Amazingly, among the literature reviewed here, not a single study was purely qualitative
in nature. A number of studies utilized journaling/diaries (e.g., Camgiogll,2010; Murray et
al., 2013; Sorrentinet al, 1995) or couple discussionsdg Khalifian & Barry, 2016; Kim et
al., 2015) as data sources for analysis, which complemented quantitative measures in the
development of results and conclusions. This data has allowed for robust resahalgaid but
is still primarily interpreted r om t he researchersé perspectives

Finally, as simplistic as this may sound, perhaps the best reason to conduct a heuristic
study of husbands and their experiences of being trusted by their wives is that they have not been
asked. There may be much théo discover by asking the right questions and allowing full
expression without the bounds of quantitative measures, a depth of discovery that Moustakas
(1990) believed could occur with heuristic inquiry.

Chapter Summary

This review has provided an exisive overview of existent literature pertaining to the

intrapersonal experience of the trustor and trusty, the interpersonal experience of trust, and a

justification for emphasizing the perspective of the trusty. As a result, a heuristic study seeking
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to understand how husbands experience the trust of their wivesrapipaly justified. Chapter

Threewill provide a detailed description of the heuristic methodology proposed for the study.
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CHAPTER THREE : METHODS
AUnder |l ying al | didtrésearch, attha lwasemitak heuristic diseouery, issthe
power of revelation in tacit knowigg. To know and understand the nature, meanings, and
essences of any human experience, one depends on the internal frame of reference of a person
who has hadis having, or will have the experience
0 Moustaks
In ChapterfOneandTwoa case was made that the | ionods
at the experiences of the trustor and the dynamics between trustor and trusty. This emphasis has
left a gap inte literature regarding the experiences of the trusty. In an effort to begin to fill this
gap, the research desigtilized in this study wabkeuristic inquiry allowing for an indepth
exploration of the experiences of being trusted from the perspettitve wusty. What follows
is a detailed description of the study designluding justification of its use, reiteration of the
research question, a description of the context for the study, meitiloosd for ethical
protection of participants, theleoof the researcher, critenged toselect ceresearchers, data
collection procedures including an interview guide, a review of how thendestanalyzed, and a
discussion of methods thatereused to address validity and trustworthiness.
Heuristic I nquiry
When little is known about a topic, like the recipient of trust in marriage, heuristic
inquiry provides the perfect qualitative methodology for discovery. Heuristic research is about
discovery, seeking to tap into the inner, or tacit, knowleddmtif the ceresearchers (research
participants) and the researcher (Moustakas, 1990;:Seith, 2002). McLeod (2011) points
out that qualitative research such as this allows the participants the opportunity to observe and
make sense of their own thougland feelings. As mentioned in Chapt@reeandTwo, trusties

have not had enough opportunity to do so. Anecdotally one may assume that being trusted is a

profound and deeply penetrating experience, yet empirically the trusty hastihttis study
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had the opportunity to freely reflect on and express his experience outside the bounds of other
types of quantitative, mixed methods or qualitative studies. Numerical representation and
statistical analysiguantifylived experience in a way that may losedeeper, personal meaning.
As far as other qualitative methods are concerned, neither grounded theory, cas®suay,
phenomenological designs maintain the essence of the person along with his experiences the way
heuristic inquiry can (McLeod, 201 Moustakas, 1990). For example, phenomenological
research involves a level of detachment from the phenomenon in question, whereas heuristic
inquiry stresses thiaterpersonal and experient@nnectedness between the researcher and co
researchers (Dolagss & Moustakas, 1985). In heuristic research, discovery is not merely
intellectual, statistical, or observationimistead it is deeply intuitive, personal, and meaningful
(Moustakas, 1990a method well suited to a deeply personal and relationalroohstich as
interpersonal trust.

Discovery related to the research question is a result of six phases of heuristic research:
initial engagement, immersion into the topic and question, incubation, illumination, explication,
and creative synthesis (Mouséak 1990, p. 27). Initial engagement and immersion involve the
researcher passionately pursuing an interest in the research qubstiosbserving and
recording its manifestations in the lives of theresearchers as well as his own. The researcher
thrusts himself into the heart of the question as thesearchers explain and represent the depth
of their experiences. Incubation and illumination involve taking a step back from the immersion
process to allow for tacit and emergent understandingsse\aithin the researcher. The
incubation period aids in the development of the new understanding, or the discovery of new
illuminated knowledge of the experience. Following this revelatory period, the researcher

studies the individual experiences of leaoresearcheithen explicates the themes of his

88



findings by developing a composite representation of the experience of a husband trusted by his
wife. Throughout the stages of this process, the researcher regularly checks back with the co
researchers teerify and validate the emerging understanding with additions, revisions, and
concurrence (McLeod, 2011, Moustakas, 1990).

As stated, heuristic inquiry provides a unique opportunity to fill a gap in the trust
literature a gap that, if not addressed, yralow forfalseassumptions about the experience of
the trusty or the dynamics between trusty and trustor. Perhaps of greatest concern is the
possibility of assuming what a trusty is experiencing purely by way of behavioral observation or
theoretical ifierence without actually asking. This study progigeogress toward a more
compl ete understanding by |l ooking squarely at

An additionajjustification for the use of heuristic inquiry is that | as the reseatehar
had experiences of being trusted by my wife over many years and would find it challenging if
not impossible to fully bracket those experiences in the research process. Heuristic inquiry
allows my own inner knowledge of being trusted to be carefalhsidered through a process of
reflexivity, or systematic reflection on how | may personally influence the research process
(Darawsheh, 2014; Moustakas, 1990). This reflexivity produces an even more robust
understanding of the experience of a husbanagbteusted by his wife, a process that will be
discussed in more detail later.

Research Question

The research question for this study emeéifgem years of interpersonal and professional

experiences, and countless hours of contemplation and studyisduleeof marital trust. The

guestion adh es(1®30) purposedlio besristia kcisy:d
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(1) to reveamore fully the essence or meaning of a phenomenon of human experience;
(2) to discover the qualitative aspects, rather than quantitative simnenof the
phenomenon; (3) to engage oneds total self
involvement and active participation in the process; (4) to not seek to predict or to
determine causal relationships; and (5) to illuminate through careful destsip
illustrations, metaphors, poetry, dialogue, and other creative renderings rather than by
measurements, ratings or scores. (p. 42)
Given these parameters and pursuits, the research question for thiwasudy
In a committed, marital relationship, ahis the experience offausband when he
believes hés trusted by his wife?
This question alloedfor breadth and depth of inquiry, tapping into the lived experience of the
husbands without unnecessary constraints. Husbands in committed, maritaisklps that
believe they are trusted by their wives an®wler series of opeanded questions that alled
for free and full expression of their experience. These questioni{gmneiewGuide) are
delineated in the Data Collection Procedure seamiAppendix A
Context for the Study
Interviews of thel0 co-researcherarerethe primary method of data collection. An
interviewwasconducted in a quiet, private place in the home ofgesearcher or at an equally
guiet and private neutral locatioratha ceresearchefound nmore comfortablde.g., the
resear cher 6s . Whe goalpat tabe ableto thlK witlt tke)ceresearcher in a
naturalistic, peaceful space so thatbaldaccess knowledge related to his experiences of being
trusted byhis wife (Creswell, 2009). Anxiety related to too much internal or external noise

could limitthecer esearchersoé abilities to access the
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(Cozolino, 2@6). The conversationsith the coresearcheraiererecordedand transcribed
verbatim. A notepad asusedby the researcheo take informal notes during the interviews,
andeffortsweremade to minimize any distractions this nfewecause.
Methods for Protection of Participants

Prior to obtaining participantistitutional Review Board (IRB) approvalasgained to
ensurehe ethical treatment of research participds¢ee Appendix B) Purposive sampling, or
the purposeful selection of gesearchers with the goal of gaining understanding of the topic in
gueston, wasinitially attemptedo identify and selectO husbands in committed, marital
relationshipdor this heuristic inquirybut these efforts proved unproduct{®oomberg &
Volpe, 2012).IRB-approved flyers providing a brief overview of the naturara qualifications
for the study were postedtatee differensuburban and rurédcationsoutside ofHarrisburg,
Pennsylvaniy and prospective emesearchersereinvited to contact the researcher directly by
phone or email. Theselectedsitesweremeant to allow for maximum variation, or a relatively
diverse group of coesearchers that mémaveoffereda variety of perspectives to avoid
unnecessary homogeneity of experience (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012; Creswell, 2009).
Ultimately, after receiving ncesponseto the flyers IRB approwa was gained to proceed with a
snowball sampling techniquerhich was successful in recruitid@ co-researchers.
Representatives known by the researcher from various communities in the Harrisburg area were
asked to rier prospective participants that they believed might qualify for the study. As

participants were screened and selected, they were asked to refer others Lditibthe

3 Efforts were made tpost flyers in the urban areas of Harrisburgnnsylvaniawith no
success due to lack of response or policies that did not allow for it. Snowball sampling did
produce participants from areas inside and outside of the Harrisburg area.
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researchers were identifietlVhile the goal was tgain representation frodiverse
communities, snowball sampling inevitably proddeerelatively homogenous participant pool

From the moment of first contact with a prospectiveasearchefvia phone or enail),
hewasverbally assured of anonymity and confidentiality throughouptbeess to the degree
the researcherocild control. Since thereasa screening process for selection ofresearchers
(see Criteria for Selecting @Researchers below), full written consent for the entire siay
obtainedprior to the initiation oftie screening and selection procgse AppendixX).

Prospective coesearchergereasked to review and sign a consent form delineating the purpose
of the screening process, details about the nature of the study, and information about anonymity
and confilentiality. To minimize the possibility of assumptions and discouragement on the part
of those not selected, the researcher also exgaainwriting that various factors euld

ultimately influence the selection of final-tesearchers. Ondé co-reseacherswereselected

from the eligibility pool, their initial consentasreviewed again to be certain of their complete
understanding prior to the data collection pro¢ess atthetime of theinterview). The unique

nature of anonymity and confideritg for this type of studyasmade clear in the signed
consentand was a part of what wesviewed again verbally prior to the commencement of data
collection.

Given the deep, personal, and probing nature of heuristic inquirgsearcheraere
madefully aware of the purpose and methods used for the study prior to the completion of the
screening instrument, at which time thegre informed of their ability topt outat that point if
so desired In the consent form, the researcfodiowed IRB probcol andgenerally explaiaed
the type of discovery for which the studss designedsee Appendix C) The consent also

included a general statement about how the inqaoyld potentiallyprovide intrapersonal
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benefits or risks, including but not limitéo increased insight and emotional evocatimne of
which was expected or guaranteatfhile caresearcheraiereasked to make a commitment to
participation in the full study, theyere alsamade aware that theypuldchoose to stop an
interview or opt at of the study at any time should they become uncomfortable with the process.
A referral list of counselorwas aailableif these circumstances had arisen, which ultimately did
not occur All written data collected, including researcher notes and dexstsnproduced by €o
researchersyask e pt i n a |l ocked filing cabinet in the
wereuploaded into password protected computer( i . e. , t he researcher os
laptops)following the intervievs, thendeleted from the recording device. Further verbal
explanation about the study as a whabssprovidedat any point throughout the study
requested by coesearchers.

Beyond protectingtheebne s ear cher 6s basic privacy, the
corfidentiality in heuristic inquiry is to allow for rappeluilding and honest discussion (Baez,
2002). As a part of the consent process, theesearchewasreassured that his comments
related to his wifevould not be shared with her and that pseudonyimsid be used for the eo
researchers throughout the research and documentation process. Every measure taken to protect
the confidentiality of the coesearchererasmeant to put them at ease and provide them with the
opportunity to make informed decis®about what they chose to share.

Another areaf confidentiality to consider in this type of study is that of deductive
disclosure, in which a reader may deduce the identity ofrasmarcher based on contextual
clues provided in the analysis, preseotgtand publication of data (Kaiser, 2008iles, Crow,
Heath, & Charles, 2@&) . Foll owing what Kaiser (2009) ref

mai nt ai ni ng conf i dereseaicleiwereinfoomed ob variodspp&Ssble, t he ¢
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audiencegor dissemination of the study results. These audiences may include the following:
dissertation committee, professional community by way of journal publications, attendees of
professional conferences by way of presentations, students of Messiah Callegenyn
tutelage, those accessing my dissertation by way of online dissertation publication platforms, lay
readers by way of popular publications, and possibly thesearchers and their families
themselves. CGoesearchergiere made aware of this typeda#ductive disclosure in the
informed consent and again at the time of the interview andatéeeo use this knowledge to
assess$heir comfortability with this type of risgrior to proceeding By gaining consent in this
manner, the researchsrnotunnecessarilyimited in what data is ultimately published.
Discussions of data use and confidentiality contiittheoughout the study agasdeemed
necessary by thiaterest of the coesearchers and timature of the disclosure during the process
(Kaiser,2009).
Role of the Researcher

In heuristic inquiry, the researcher not only interviews theesearchers, but he bears in
mind his own experience throughout the data collection and analysis process as well. Moustakas
(1990) describes heuristicinquirga f | owi ng Aout of i nner awarene
(p. 11), a process meant to be entered into fully throughout by both researcher and co
researchers. Findings are invariably the result of a synthesis of researcheresehocher
perspectivegDarawsheh, 2014). Discussing reflexivity in qualitative research, Darawsheh
(2014) went so far as to write that @AdAthe tone
be confessional rat her t han s dhemle seflexivitypobki st 0 (
in this study, | as the researchét davesubjective biases and presuppositions Wexrebest

recognized at the outsahd throughout the study as they arose
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| have for a matter of years now personally reflected on mamctsspf trust including
the following: my own knowledge and experience of being trusted by my wife; thedlatsd
experiences of clients | have counseled; the fundamental and critical nature of trust in
interpersonal relationships; the concept of tfimh a biblical perspective; and the ongoing
elucidation and revision of the research question. | have pondered, prayed about, discussed,
guestioned, and struggled with trysarticularly what it means to be trusted. Attimes, | was
awash in the subjeowhile at others | set it aside until | could pursue it again. One may say the
guestion hd become a bit of an obsession, ripe for heuristic inquiry.

As a marriage and family therapist and human development and family science educator,
experience afteexperience, story after story,ueecontributed to the question in my mind of
how trust may impact its recipient. | have watched relationships end for lack of trust and
witnessed relationships heal or thrive with its presence. After years of pondating a
pontificating about trust, | beliedat wastime to study it. As an initial stage of the heuristic
inquiry process, | journaled my thoughts about trust. | needed to get a better grasp on what was
Ain meo that made me s oygpestorsarogserSa many speoubations t r u s
took shape Thesaveresome of my presuppositions and biases thaidl tomindfully
acknowledge as | approastdha deeper understanding of being the recipient of trust alont@ide
other husbands. Given my intitesknowledge and passion about the subject of trust, and my
desire to develop a deep understanding of the experience of being trusted to disseminate to the
field, a heuristic methodiasthe most effective means of answering the research question.

Criteria for Selecting CeResearchers
The selection of coesearchers is a sensitive and important process in heuristic inquiry.

In this study, the key characteristics of aresearchewerethat he believe hewas trusted by
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his wifeto a high degrem a sigiificant number of areas in his marriage and thavaewilling
to enter deep, personal conversation about this experience of being trusted. To determine that the
co-researchersid consider themselves to be trusted, a screening instrumasoised in theo-
researcher selection procésee AppendiD). After the initial phone contaetas made with a
prospective caesearchetthe nature of the researalasexplainedand the consertadbeen
signed the screening instrumenase-mailed to the prospeciThe instrument agdfor basic
demographic informatigrsuch as age, years married, ethnicity, and address&cAusion
criterionof being married for at least five yeavasused for selection as well.
This screening instrument also contda listof ar eas of the husband:¢
which he may or may not believe Wes trusted. The development of this instrument was
informed by the contentof Rempatlaldé s ( 1985) Trust Scal e, Lar zal
Trust Scale (1980), and the persoaadl professional experiences of the researcher. The
researcher also refined the instrument with the assistance of a professional colleague who is an
experienced clinical psychologists well agilot testing with six men With the research
guestion in nmd of gaining a deep understanding of the experience of the trusties, an eligibility
cutoff point was established. If a prospectiveresearcher cheekithat he believd hewas
trusted in at least 75% of the possible areas on the instrument, theditiedjiaa selection.
While this cutoff pointvas somewhat arbitrary, it represedgreater than 50%, which does not
represent much belief in the trust of oneds w
in trust to expect in any marriag&plitting the difference between 50% and 100% praVvale
threshold for acceptance thaas greater than the majority of the listed areas in a marriage

included on the instrumentf a prospective coesearcher qualiftefor the study based on
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demographiénformation and screening instrument resultswiasoffered the opportunity to
participate.
Data Collection Procedures

Heuristic research requires an extensive amount of data collection. During the data
collection process, the researcher andeseachers engage in genuine dialogue about the topic
until the stories of their experiences come to a natural close (Moustakas, 1990). This dialogue
invol ves ficooperative shari ng-tesearcharsandbegins ed t o
with a set obpenriended interview questions (Moustakas, 1990, p. 47). The conversation then
flows freely in a more informal conversational std#owing a deep, collaborative
understanding of the topic to emerge. For this type of dialogue to exist, security,yempath
flexibility, and freedom of expression must be facilitated by the researcher in the hope that the
co-researchers will respond with authentic sharing (Sim & Wright, 2002). To help facilitate such
safety, | assurkco-researchers that theyerenot beingevaluated or analyzed, which magve
beenexplicitly or implicitly assumed given my role as a therapist and professor. This, and other
issues that malgavehindeedopen expressionyerealsoaddressed throughout the process as
they emerge@; although fev such issues arose after the conversations begamically, as the
researcher and eesearchers discuesthe experience of being trusted, trhatl tobe built
quickly and sustained throughout the process.

In preparation for the interview, the-cesearcheraieresent the list of questions on the
interview guide. Each epesearchewas given the optioto write a letter to his spouse
explaining his experience of being trusted bydsea way to facilitate reflection on a topic that
may not have ieived much attention prior to the-depth interview procesdf they would

choose to write the lettehe coresearcherg/ereinstructed to utilize the interview questions to
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spark ideas that may be written in the letter and instructed not to giletéhto their spouses.

At the time of the interview, the emsearcherthat chose to write the letter wesrcouraged to

draw from the letteilf so desiredvhen answering questions awdreaskedf they were willing

to provide the letter to the reseler as additional data. Interviewsrerecorded and responses

weretranscribedrerbatimby a hired transcriptionist whalso sigreda confidentiality agreement

(see AppendiE). Any other items produced by thesearcher anco-researchers (i.e.,

reflective journaling, notes) @vealso gathered by the researcher and utilized as data in the

analysis process.

The interview guide includkthe following questions and prompts pertaining to areas of

their marriage in which they belied¢éheyweretrusted:

T

How would you describe your experience of being trusted by your wife (If the

process is slow to get started, theresearcher may be asked to close his eyes and
visualize a time when he felt trusted)?

What feelings, thoughts, perceptions, bodily sensatisituations, memories, and so
forth are related in some way to this experience?

What stands out for you as you consider what it is like to be trusted by your wife?
What else happens to you when you believe you are trusted by your wife that may be
harderto put into words?

Please explain any other aspects or meanings of this experience that you have not yet
shared.

Have you shared all of the significant aspects of your experience of being trusted by

your wife? If not, what else would you like to share?
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1 If talking about your experience is not sufficient, how else can you represent or
express what it is like to be trusted by your wife (e.g., journaling, meaningful objects,
music, art, poetry, etc.)?
1 There is no end point to this conversation uh& conclgion of the analysis period
If there is anything else you would like to add, feel free to let me know.
When the interviewane to a natural conclusion, the researcher exgitirat the ceresearcher
may choose to add responses to the data at any pdimthe conclusion of the analysis period
The researcher expladhow hewould revisit the data with the emesearcher, transcribed or
otherwise, during the immersion and incubation stages to check for accuracy and allow for
additions and revisionsy the coresearchers
As indicated by one of the interview questions abovegsearcheraereasked to
represent their experiences not only in verbal responses to interview questions but also in various
other personally authored or created documentshas diaries, journals, poetry, or artwork.
These creative representationsuld allow the ceresearchers alternate ways to capture the
essence of the experience of being trustedwbatnot bound by the structure of the interview
itself (McLeod, 2011).
Data Analysis Procedures

Data analysis for this studyasguided primarily by the heuristic inquiry protocol
(Moustakas, 1994) but also refledielements of a phenomenological analysis coding process
(Moustakas1990). As previously stated, heuristinquiry entailssix phasesinitial engagement,
immersion into the topic and question, incubation, illumination, explication, and creative
synthesis (Moustakas, 1990, p. 22} the time of the interviewsinitial engagemerttad aleady

occurredand he immersion procesgasunderway. Immersion involdegathering data from all
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coresearchers and entering it deeply with the goal of comprehensive apprehension (Moustakas,
1990). Information gathered about each individuato®es e ar c her 6 smegdorp er i ence
time, relatively alconsuming, considered carefully in thought, feeling, experience, and along
with the reflexivelyc onsi dered i nfluences of the research
by way of the interview procesgcurred with all caesearchers in successjdhe researcher
distance himselffrom the data for a brief period of rest, a time during which the data incubate
inreflecionenabl i ng Athe inner tacit dimensi®Gn to r
p. 28). Thae theresearcher retuadonce again to the data from theresearchers (aftervtas
all transcribed by a third party) and retedio each ceesearcher to check for accuracy of
expression.

The data interpretation and coding procedure for the trarsofiphe interviews
followedsteps used in phenomenological analysis. The first reading of a tramsasfpt the
purpose of becoming as familiar with the account as possible without taking notes or considering
possible themes (Smith & Osborn, 2008).tHe subsequent reading of the transcript, general
notesweretaken in the marginandcircling and underliningvasdone related to words or
phrases thavererepeated, indicative of emerging themes (Alase, 2017). In the third reading,
themes and categmations in the pattern of responstarted tdoecome clear as well as
Asimilarities and differences, echodgwas] ampl i f
sayingo (Smith & Affestheahirchreadirkg0sQcB emenging thervied a
categorizations were compiled into separate written lists representing esadeaocher
individually. Each ceresearcher was given an opportunity to clarify, respond to, or add to his list
of emerging themes and subthem&hroughout this interpretain process, additional notes

were takemelated to the ongoing process of reflexivity as | consdleow my own
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characteristics may have influenced each interview. After engaging in this procesd @araall
researchers, noteannotationsand additioal feedback from coesearchera/erereviewed for
aggregate emerging themeghich were then compiled into a master. li§his aggregate list was
sent to all ceresearchers for a final opportunity to provide feedbadie finalized list of such
themes omprised superordinate themes and subthemes in preparation for the explication stage
(Pietkiewicz & Smith, 2012).

When the researcharas confident that all input had been received from the co
researchersa process of explicatiomasentered in which a eoposite depiction of co
resear cher sdscreaated &hisicanpasie depigtimasbuilt from aspects of the
interview datasuch as themes, exemplars (i.e., quotes), illustrations, and exemplary narratives
that capturd as closely as possibletkes s ence of the experience of
spouse. Explication of such a depiction of the experience of being trusted also citotinear
in mind the r es e a,allowing fordte ennergencecnikipsh awarenmess assa
result of he profound encounter of researcher andesearchers (Moustak, 1994). Both the
composite depiction and individual representations for eacbsaarcher were utilized in the
explication of results in Chapter Five.

Following explication amethe finalstage of heuristic inquigy creative synthesis. This
synthesis beamethe final representation of lengthy processes of immersion, illumination, and
explication in relation to the topic and questiand appears toward the end of Chapter.Five
The reseatrersought tocreatively capture the essence and scope of the experience of being
trusted through the composition of a Apoem, s

formd (Moustakas, 199 0 ,wapmeanBt@erupt imednimgéul cr eat i ve
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articulation and representation from within the researcher as he contehtipéateie depth and
breadth of understanding gained throughout the heuristic processes.
Methods for Addressing Validity or Trustworthiness

Moustakas (1990) assertedtlin heuristic inquiry the ultimate judgment of validity lies
in the hands of the researcher since he is the only one that enters so deeply and passionately into
the phenomenon and experience in question. The research results are considered valid to the
extent that the presentation truly captures the meaning and essence of the experience of being
trusted (Moustakas, 1990). While it may be true that the researcher becomes most intimately
acquainted with the tacit and emergent knowledge about the questimus other methods
must also be used to address validity and trustworthiness beyond that of the experience of the
researcher.

In a concise overview of trustworthiness in qualitative research, Connelly (2016) outlined
the five criteria, often creditei the collective work of Lincoln and Guba (1994, 198)of
which were considered in this stuayedibility, dependability, confirmability, transferability,
and authenticity. Under each criterion may fall various procedures used to establisiofa form
trustworthiness. What follows is a brief explanation of each criterion along with procedures
relevant to this study.

Credibility refers to the confidence in the truth of the study and its findings and is
analogous to internal validity in quantitativesearch (Connelly, 2016). Perhaps one of the most
important procedures ensurecredibility is member checking or informant feedback, in which
the researcher systematically obtains feedback from thesearchers about the data,
interpretations, and caofusions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 200 this

study, eedback \msobtained to verify content of interview transcripts (i.e., immediately
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following each transcription), following the incubation period during analysis (i.e., after all
transcriptsverecomplete, hd been systematically reviewed and coded for themes, ahloees
set aside for a brief incubation period), and toward the end of the study (i.e., following
explication but prior to creative synthesis). Methodological triaatgn, or the use of multiple
data collection modesyasutilized as well (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007; Suter, 2009). In this
study, the researcher trianguhie husbanddés 1 nt erletteréowis wifeishpons es
chose to write itand any dterforms of feedbackhat the ceresearcher chose to represent his
experience. As a final way of establishing credibility, the researcherehigage i t er at i v e
guestioning of the data, returning to examine
interpretation processes, a procedure that may also contrilrealibility (Onwuegbuzie &
Leech, 2007, p. 435).

Researcher reflexivity is a critical aspect of heuristic research that may be used to
increase the credibility of relevant findings (Darawsi2814;Guillemin & Gillam, 2004).
Reflexivity refers to the ongoing process of gelffiection that | engagkin with the purpose of
generating awareness about my actions, feelings, and perceptions related to what it means to be
trusted as a husband big wife (Darawsheh, 2014). Qualitative, in particular heuristisearch
involves active and collaborative construction of knowledge (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004). | as
the researchatid notsimply report the facts as related to objective data, but ctivastruced

interpretations while checking on those interpretations wittesearchers and reflexively

guestioning within myself how they came about. | continuallgdskyself A What do | k n
and AHow do I know it?0 7@Gui | IPaurmi Therésdahelr | avm,y ,
critically interrogates the self in relation

benefits of reflexivity are to pursue bracketing of my own preconceptions that could potentially
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taint the research press and conclusions atalcontrol biases that may influence the research
process (Darawsheh, 2014). Two sources of researcher bias may exist: the effects of the
researcher on the gesearchers and the effects of thaesearchers on the researcher @dli&
Huberman, 1994). By bracketing and controlling for biaséRis study | more readily and
accurately ruld out rival interpretations or spurious relations that imayeproven interesting
yetwould nothavebeenan accurate depiction of the expeaies of the coesearchers
(Darawsheh, 2014; Suter, 2009).

Dependabilityrefers to stability of data over time and is similar to reliability in
guantitative research (Connelly, 2016). Given the relatively short period of timeakata
collected, littlecould be done tensuredependability. Nevertheless, to maximize a sense of
dependabilitymember checking providean opportunity for caesearchers to check the data
and conclusions at various points in the process. Thisedltvem to amend their regpses if
theyfelt they had ot accurately reflected how they would typically experience being trusted.
Reviewing the data and conclusions at various points indlsogprovided a more robust sense
of dependability (McLeod, 2011).

Confirmability refersto the degree findings are consistent and could be repeated,
somewhat analogous to objectivity in quantitative research (Connelly, 2016). In other words, is
the influence of the researcher sufficiently controlled so thaésearcher answers are not
unduly influenced and may be repeated under similar circumstances? As mentioned earlier,
heuristic inquiry requires deep, intense personal involvement of the researcher with the co
researchers. Such involvement lacks objectivity by design, and as such paay im
confirmability, particularlyif the process does not involve reflexivity. One way that reflexivity

establiskedsome level otonfirmability wasfor me to recognize the impact | may hdnazlin
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the interview processConcerted effort was exerted thghout the study toesist leading or
influencing answer# the research question

Transferability refers to the extent that the findings may be useful to others beyond the
research study itself, similar to generalization in quantitative research (o20&6). Clearly
statistical generalization is not relevant in a qualitative study, but a rich, detailed account of the
coresearchero6s experiences could allow readers
transfer the results to their owituations (Connelly, 2016). While for the most part the findings
wereunique to those participating in the study, the hope is that unique knowledge of the
experiencef being trusted hasmerge that may be useful for those considering their own
experiemes of trust, for counseling couples, or as the basis for further research.

Last,authenticityi s t he extent to which the research
lives (Connelly, 2016). Like transferability, authenticity may be established bydprovig a fr i c
and thick, 0 det airleesde adrecshcerri spd ieoxnp eorfi e nhcee sc o( On v

p. 244). In this study, dtailed and complete verbatim transcripts maxichthe ability to find

interpretations of the researcher. Exemplars, or quotes from particivangsised to
demonstrate themes identified from theresearchers (Suter, 2008pth in the immersion and
explication stages of theudy Thegoal is for thesexemplardo bridge the interpretive gap
between the expressed experience of thesearcherand mina of the reades of this study
The potential for capturing authentic, deep meaning in the lives of tresearchersione of
the strengths of heuristic inquiry. The depth of knowledgehthsibeemttained through this

study has no equal in quantitative research.
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Chapter Summary
Heuristic inquiry can provide a novel
experiences of being trusted by their wiv&shapterThreehas provided a detailed overview of
the heuristic methodologytilized for this study. The overview included an explanation of
heuristic inquiry applied to the specifics of the study, the resegrestion, context for the study,
methods for protection of participants, role of the researcher, criteria for selectiegeenchers,
data collection procedures, data analysis procedures, and methods for addressing validity or

trustworthiness. Chaptépurincludes a detailed description of the findings of the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

Researcher: AHow would you describe your ex
L e oPeacéd of mind, a sanctuary from the wagldhe ability to soar above liles c hadl | en g e s

This dissertation study was a heuristic investigation of the experience of husbands related
to the trust they believe they receive from their wives. In Chapter One the author presented an
introduction to the proposed study of husbandsuesties including an explication of the
problem the study would address, key terms and definitions, the purpose and nature of the study,
research questions and objectives, and a conceptual framework supporting and justifying the
study. Chapter Two coriteed an extensive overview of existent literature pertaining to the
intrapersonal experience of the trustor and trusty, the interpersonal experience of trust, and an
emphasis on the perspective of the trusty; all meant to justify the proposed heudstiaf $tow
husbands experience the trust of their wives. Chapter Three provided a detailed overview of the
heuristic methodologyncluding an explanation of heuristic inquiry applied to the specifics of
the study, the research question, context for tdystmethods for protection of participants, role
of the researcher, criteria for selectingresearchers, data collection procedures, data analysis
procedures, and methods for addressing validity or trustworthiness.

This chapter contains informationali the process of how the study was conducted and
key findings including themes and subthemes associated with intrapersonal and interpersonal
experiences of trust, reflecting the review of extant literature presented in Chapter Two. Also
covered in thixhapter are additional considerations in interpreting the results, including
contextual and situational factors, as well as evidence of quality showing how the study followed
procedures tensureaccuracy of data.

The research question for this studyswa a committed, marital relationship, what is the

experience of ausband when he believes he is trusted by his vijfe&litative cta in response
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to this research questioveregathered through semistructured interviews, feedback received by
way of menber checking at three separate times throughout the study, and a letter written to the
coresearchero6s wife, i f he chose lDcoresearchérse one
chose to do so). All recorded interviews were transcribed by athémestriptionist. As
discussed in Chapter Three, all six phases of the heuristic methodology recommended by
Moustakas (1990) were followadnitial engagement, immersion into the topic and question,
incubation, illumination, explication, and creative $\atis (p. 27). In sum, after the initial
interview and prior to reviewing the interview content, the transcription was sent back to each
co-researcher for review and feedback. The timeesearchers spent reviewing their transcripts
allowed for an incuétion period during which the researcher could become temporarily removed
from the process for the sake of reflective respite. Upon receiving feedback from all co
researchers, the researcher engaged in an illumination process of careful and methadical dat
analysis, ultimately compiling an outline of emerging themes and subthleatess then sent
to each caesearcher for further review. Then after consolidating and refining the major themes
and subthemes utilizing the feedback, a composite descraitibe experience of being trusted
was sent to the eresearchers for one final review prior to explication of the results.
Participants

In this chapter, the author presents findings that emerged from deep engagem#dt with
husbands around their experes of being trusted by their wives. Prior to explication of the
themes and subthemes, basic demographic data is provided to serve as context for the findings.
Demographic Information

The critical inclusion criteria for participation in this study vgaaply, beyond having

been married at least five years, that a husband have a high degree of belief in the trust of his
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wife. All of the men that participated in the study were married, with the exception of one that

had been married to his wife for 48ars until her passing approximat&Byears ago. This eo

researcher

experience of being trusted by his wiéeunique scenario not considered prior to recruitment

wa s

deemed

el igible si

nce

despite

efforts butrich in data nonetheless. This gentleman had remained unmarried and based all of his

reflections on his 49ear marriage to his late wife. Nine of the men were in their first marriages,

while one was in his secongiaving been previously married andatived. He based his

reflections on being trusted on his second marriage of five years. The average number of years

married for the entire group was 25.2, ranging from five years (tnees e ar cher 6 s

seco

marriage) to 46 years. The average age of tisbdnds was 53.7 years, ranging from ages 34 to

81 (Table 4.1 depictseoe sear cher sdé pseudonyms, ages,
Table 4.1

Demographic Information

Participant Pseudonym Age Years Married

Leo 68 46

Jacob 66 5 (2 marriage)

Josh 50 28

Ben 67 45

Anthony 51 28

Daniel 81 49 (prior to wi
Caleb 35 13

Chuck 41 7

Bradley 34 9

Lewis 44 22
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Efforts were made to maximize ethnic diversity and minimize geographical diversity, but
initial efforts recruiting at three diverseramunity locations with flyers produced no
participants. Snowball sampling ultimately produced @lparticipants budid not achieve
either endeavor as intended. Nine ofifBenen identified as Caucasian while one identified as
Hispanic/White. Nine at of thel0men lived within al5-mile radius of Harrisburg,
Pennsylvaniawhile one lived 45 miles outside of Harrisburg. Also, while such demographic
information was not solicited, the interviews revealed théatGdlo-researchers identified as
Chrisians a fact that may be relevant in understanding some of the findings.

As mentioned in Chapter Threeparticipantscreeningnstrumentvas used to determine
a prospective participant 0 seAppendxD). TmfHually.al i ef i
participant needed to check off at ledSf the 20 areas of marriage in which he could be
trusted. Seven of the qualifying participants checke#adreas, and three checkeglout of
20. Interestingly, the three husbands that mad&dreasvere three of the four youngest

husbands married for the shortest amount of time, not including tresearcher that had

remarri ed. Furthermore, all three did not ma
as an area in which they believedtheg r e t r ust ed. Two of the thre
extended familyodo or fimy contr ol over my emot.i

based on their overall responses on the screening instrument, and these observations are not
directly relevant tdhis study, this commonality is noteworthy and may indicate a need for
further research.

Basic demographic information has been provided in this section to allow the reader to
determine transferability of the findings beyond the study itself, a procesardo

generalizability in quantitative research (Connelly, 2016). This information also lays a
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foundation for the authenticity of thexoe s ear cher sd experiences, f
findings that follow (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007).
Findings

The Interview

The experiences of trusties in interpersonal relationships has been generally neglected in
the literature, as argued and established in Chapters One and Two. The purpose of this study
was to allow for the full expression of such experiences $glect group df0 husbands in
relation to their wivesd trust for them. I
description of these experiences (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007, p. 244), questions were posed in
the initial interview as they peained to the areas of their marriage in which they believed they
were trusted (Table 4.2 includes the interview questions that were provided teréseachers

prior to the inperson interview).

Table 4.2

Interview Guide

U How would you describe your pgrience of being trusted by your wife?

U What feelings, thoughts, perceptions, bodily sensations, situations, memories, &
forth are related in some way to this experience?

U What stands out for you as you consider what it is like to be trusted by yfeGr wi

U What else happens to you when you believe you are trusted by your wife that m|
harder to put into words?

U Please explain any other aspects or meanings of this experience that you have |

shared.
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U Have you shared all of the significant aspectgonfr experience of being trusted by
your wife? If not, what else would you like to share?

U If talking about your experience is not sufficient, how else can you represent or
express what it is like to be trusted by your wife (e.g., journaling, meanivlygdts,
music, art, etc.)?

U What else would you like to share from your letter you wrote prior to our converg
if you chose to do so?

U There is no end point up until (date). If there is anything else you wol

like to add, feel free to let menow.

This list of questions was sent to each recipient prior to the interview so that he could prepare his
thoughts and use the questions to write the letter to his wife, if he chose to do so. At the time of

the interview and after completing the fatinsent process and explaining the nature of the

interview process, the researcher asked the first question verbatim, as stated above, explaining

that all of the rest of the questions were simply various ways of getting at that overarching

guestion. Beynd that point in the interview, the conversation did not necessarily adhere strictly

to the interview guide, but the conversation flowed collaboratively in an effort to form a deep
understanding oftheeoe sear cher 6 s exper i e mr@eustakhs, 19901 ng t r L
1994). As stated in Chapter Three, the researcher sought to engage in a dialogue built on

security, empathy, flexibility, and freedom of expression, with access to the full interview guide

for both researcher and-cesearcher if needgSim & Wright, 2002).
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Upon gaining experience in conducting the interviews, the researcher developed two
additional questions that worked well in soliciting a fuller expression of experiences. The first
was:

Allow yourself to imagine, if you will, tat your wife does not trust you for some reason.

For a moment allow your thoughts and feelings to develop as if you were not trusted by

her. Now bring yourself back to the reality in which you are trusted by her. By allowing

yourself to enter that stater a moment, does it help you consider other aspects of what
it means to you to be trusted by your wife?
This question seemed to create a contrast effect that allowed saaseacchers to consider
what might be lost without trust, thus recognizingatvxperiences exist because of its presence.
For example, when this question was posed to Chuck, he was asked if this way of thinking

helped him recognize the contrast and be able to talk more about what it is like to be trusted by

his wife. Inresponsk e st ated, Al think it does, because
to even be in this conversation with you, I s
her trusting me, and now | &m t hiwakquiteg about h

common, which will be discussed manewhat follows Chuck, like others, seemed more
accustomed to thinking about how he might not be trusted rather than how he is.

The second questidhat proved helpful to somewas fil magi ne tetfoday you g
and walk up to your wife and say,ée®d| pwreci a
would you complete that statement?0 This que
co-researcher imagine a deeply personal moment of communigdttohis wife, he seemed to
be able to shift his thinking about his experiences out of the realm of cognitive analysis and into

the realm of interpersonal experience, even if only imagined. For example, one of the co
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researchers, Calebbhowas struggling o arti cul ate what his wifeds
up in unigue ways when asked this question.
relationshipé o Af t e r 30moute®of dishuasion, this was the first time he mentioned
safdy, which seemed to only come to mind when imagining speaking directly to his wife. When
asked why imaging speaking directly to his wi
not an assignment, at that pag hidresponsewasnoot her
longer just an answer to a question on a page or a question asked from the interview guide; it was
personal and meaningful. To be clear, these questions were not utilized in some of the earlier
interviews, during which such quesi®were not particularly necessary to solicit responses.
They were developed out of necessity to help some of the men in later interviews express
themselves more fully.
The Co-Researcher Experience

Prior to presenting the themes, it seems appropridgbésgtoint to share a common
sentiment that did not qualify as a theme related to the research question, but appeared
significant nonetheless. This sentiment was an expression of appreciation for being asked to
think through what it means to be trustedihgir wives. Many caesearchers simply expressed
thanks for being given the opportunity to talk about their experiences of being trusted. As stated
earlier, along wit h Whenil wag first gresemtkedfwith this idEahtaievdn s a i
beint hi s conversation with you, | started think
trusting me, and now | 6m t hi nki-regearehér,cstated, her t
ftwas good for me t-esedardnér Ankhony &xtwatet this Sentimentdy Co

saying,
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| 6ve been in this experience ofé eah,sog t r us

| 6ve taken it for granted, and maybe unt
reflect on it too much. | took it fayranted.

Similarly, Ben stated,

|l tds interesting that, that was another
trust,untié¢ you were doing this study. And |
perspectdared i Tdsenttdgp e rnsppoercttai v e . So, I
until then.

In the consent process for this study, it was made clear that no particular benefit of the study
process was guaranteed to the participants. Yet, at least some felt that being given the
opportunity to discuss their experience of being trusted by their wives had value in and of itself.

Overall, this study was designed totap intotheoes ear cher s 6 tacit
means to be trusted by their wives (Moustakas, 1990). Tacitkdoyvie i s At hat i n
where experience, feeling, and meaning join together to form both a picture of the world and a
way t o navi ga t-@mith, 2082 p. 0o THe cegear¢h& engaged with the co
researchers in ways that revealed expegefeeling, and meaning in relation to being trusted by
their wives. As evidenced by the aforementioned quotes about their experiences with the study
itself, engaging in deep conversation and reflection brought to the surface tacit knowledge of
extant, mgoing, and oftetakenfor-granted experiences of being trusted by their wives;
experiences that had profound impact on how they were navigating their lives, yet often outside
of their conscious awareness. This tacit knowledge emerged and was giveillumagating

numerous themes and subthemes. Such is the value of heuristic discovery.
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Identification of Themes and Sulbhemes

The content of the interviews provided a wealth of rich qualitative data for analysis and
heuristic discovery. As mentioneghch ceresearcher had the opportunity to review his
transcript prior to each phase of the analysis. Once thesearcher was comfortable with the
content of the interview, the researcher read through the interview without taking notes or
considering pssible themes, consistent with the recommendation of Smith and Osborn (2008).
Following the recommendation of Alase (2017), in the second reading, interesting words or
phrases were circled, general notes were taken in the margins, statements weredndedin
sections were circled or highlighted with an eye toward emerging themes. Returning to a
recommendation of Smith and Osborn (2008), the researcher reviewed the content a third time
with the goal of recognizing themes, categorizations, and patierasponse related to the
research question. After the third reading, the researcher handwrote a list of tkex@® ar c her s 0
most direct and relevant responses related to his experience of being trusted by his wife. Themes
from each individual interviewere noted when apparent, but common responses were liberally
noted even if themes were not clearly developed.

After completing the aforementioned data analysis process fod aiterviews, a
process of aggregating potential themes and subthemesarmeda All handwritten lists were
typed, printed out in a large font, and cut into individual statements, ideas, and emerging themes.
The statements were numbered to correspond with the sodresearcher. Then a lengthy
process of grouping similargponses began. As the groupings came together, aggregate themes
and subthemes began to emerge. This process went through various stages of organizing and
reorganizing until all printed statements had been categorized, including a set of outlying

response. Following this process, the aggregate emerging themes and subthemes were typed
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and sent via personalreail to each caesearcher for review and feedback (see AppeRdix
the instructions attached to this document). Any feedback received wasitbkilyg reviewed
and incorporated into the emerging themes and subthemes.
Explication of Themes and Subhemes

For this study, the operational definition of trust established in Chapter Ona was:

A

situationally and relationallynfluenced personaldispoi t i on t oward oneds par
oneds view of the past -arentadefulatiomad interpersana pr es e
risk, manifesting in trustelated actions, reactions, and interactiofBis definition reflects how
trust may be exgrienced intrapersonally and interpersonally. What follows is an explication of
the various themes and subthemes that emerged
communication with the eoesearchers as they pertain to the research question. Cdnsititen
the organizational structure found in Chapter Two for the discussion of extant literature on trust,
the themes are grouped according to whether they reflect an intrapersonal or interpersonal
experience of the husbands related to being trusted bytives. Pertinent contextual and
situational factors are discussed when relevant.

As suggested in Chapter Two, literature on trust tends to parse the experience of trust in a
way that simplifies its nature for the sake of organization and underggandihile this may be
necessary at times, it also risks obscuring the true nature of trust in its fullest, multifaceted
experience. This risk exists in the explication of themes that follows. A theme that is
categorized as intrapersonal is likely inseypde from interpersonal and contextual factors. And

that which is categorized as interpersonal likely has a recursive relationship with intrapersonal

manifestations. Certain aspects of the inextricable nature of the intrapersonal and interpersonal,

117



as revealed in the data, will be discussed briefly at different points in this chapter and in more
detail in Chapter Five.
Themes and Subthemes Related to Intrapersonal Experience of Trust

In this section, major themes and subthemes primarily related to-thec® e ar cher s 6
intrapersonal experience of being trusted by their wives are delineated and explicated, each with
corresponding data to support its vera¢sgeFigure 4.1for an overview of intrapersonal

themes and subthemes)

+ DEEP SATISFACTION
O THANKFULNESS
+ A PRIVILEGE NOT TO BE TAKEN FOR GRANTED
O A SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY OR
INSPIRATION TO MAINTAIN THE TRUST
+ POSITIVE REGARD
O LOVED
O RESPECTED
O VALUED, AFFIRMED, AND SUPPORTED
+ AFFIRMATION OF DOING WHAT IS RIGHT
4+ PEACE AND SECURITY
O SAFETY TO BE OPEN AND HONEST

Figure4.1: Overview of intrapersonal themes and subthemes

Deep satisfaction.

To be trusted by onebds wife is deelpdoy sati
researchers expressed this sentiment in one way or aragkeribing the experience of being
trusted withsud words agoy, happiness, gratifying, content, wonderful, tremendous, blessing,

remarkable, pleasant, satisfyingnd everii my p r dacrefeoence @ The One RingThe

Lord of the Rings Josh put it this way:
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[ My wi feds trust ésmmied e, whatas tHe e@d? ,Content, ma k

happy, joyful, um, secure. | feel secure that | have herdrusteel like this is maybe

the greatest thing that has been entrusted to me.
Ben stated, nAWdltld,s jswane tihti dhgygrasteolanthe eoridonve liveé a k e f
i n. So, owhem youwudféeénd yourself in that posit
thing. o He went on to say, i n perhaps the mo
what do you hhaavvee tirfusytoudo doMmMnddd when the resear
good feeling, then, to know that she was wil/|
enthusiasm that often accompanied the expressions of deep satisfé@tigreah. Oh yeah.
Yeah Yeah. Oh, yes. Yes. o0

Chuck had a wonderful expression of this deep satisfaction as well. He stated,

|l tds not just something out there nebul ous

(@)

|l tds, itds pal pabl e.ounddtidnd ® whoovereeetabasafg t hat 6
couple dhatt 6bedt kpeopl e say, oh, you guys
|l i ke, well, you havendédt seen us when wedre
wonder ful . | t 6s reastetl,y wonder ful, and | ém
Looking at the range of expr ess+esearsherstmdich as
been given a gift of great value. When asked to think about and talk about the trust of their
wives, it was as if their eyes were opened anew to théHatcthey had thideeply satisfying,
precious gift in their possession.
Thankfulness.

While the expression of deep satisfaction was common to-aflsgarchers, many

specifically articulated thankfulness. When asked about his thoughts and fealated to
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being trusted by his wife, Leo, married 46 ye
thankful to the Lord that we have as good a relationship as it is. | still think of her as my
sweet heart. o He r el a treethtiomskip, fortwhich &e is thaokfult he qu a
Daniel, when speaking of his late wife of 49 years, reflected uniquely on how his wife had
trusted him to pursue higher education when he was younger, even away from his family for
periods of t i dsbkeneverHa ary tesetvaion, Shd vauld look at it as a time
of explorationé And, you know, I candot tipaximatehml®r enoug
yearsafter the passing of his wife, he spoke so fondly and thankfully of the trusting support she
provided him many years ago.

Chuck, married seven years, related his thankfulness to not only the trust of his wife, but
his opportunity to reflect on it:

Yeah, and I 6m thankful for this kind of [d

far could Igo down a path of, like, ignorance to this? Like, it was exposed in a way

thatodéds | i ke, wow, she really does [trust m
thinking about this. And now | have. And
som¢ hing thatodés really wonder ful

Bradley, married nine years, had a slightly different reason for his thankfulness. The discussion
inspired him to talk about two ways that he was not particularly trustworthy early in their
marriage. When asked whether tir@tde him doubt whether he deserved hisavifeist, which
she had given him anyhow, he stated,
|l tds |i ke a mani festation of éGloddisdmbtace.
deserve it. She didndét hayvike, ltcan mdstlyjustt t hat

be thankful for it.
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When asked to think for a moment about what it might be like to not be trusted by his wife, then
return to thinking about the fact that she do
think gratitude. ¥ a h , I mean, just gratitude. 0O Experi e
deeply satisfying, often accompanied by thankfulness. Tiesmarchers knew they had
something of great value that was not to be taken for granted.
An understanding thathis wi f eds trust i s a privilege nt
All 10 coresearchers expressed in one wagnother what a privilege it was to be
trusted by their wivesMerriam-WebsteDictionary (2018)definesprivilegeas a right or
immunity granted as peculiar benefit, advantage, or favor. Theesearchers, on top of
speaking of satisfaction and thankfulness, also recognized how being trusted was a special, or

peculiar, benefit granted rather uniquely and perhaps exclusively to them as husbands. And

while it was granted, it was not to be taken
be the most valued thing that | could possi bl
just 1daibtsé s uxsdmeat hi ng yoiun ctahneb twotralkde weo rl igvrea nit
on to say, AThis is a great, |l dondt know, pr
Ant hony, when thinking about how grateful

think itds eastpo,yowkndwabkcausd [my wifed mas been¢nmdy wife] since |
married her, you know,r essoe.ador ¢ h"hresndé dei xspceursi sei nncge s
from Ben was shared that indicated the benefit he gained from participating in the study. There

wasmore that Ben said at that moment that conveyed this sense of privilege:

|l tds interesting that, that was another th
trust,untié you were doing this study. And | thec
pespecti vieand Tihta&dsdsan I mportant perspective.
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until then. It was something | took for g
But thatds made me | ook at it garnedats,ayl, dtohnid
know, privilege, or whatever, to be trusted by someone.

This expression by Ben was quite common, in that when trust existed, particularly for many

years, it was apparently easy to take for granted. The men would live their lives witrstiod t

their wives without consciously recognizing its impact. But once recognized and focused upon,

theco-researchers agreed that it was not to be taken for granted. Jacob put it this way:

Um, at the risk of sounding trite, it is a wonderful positiofe in to know that | am

trusted by her. And we will say it, sometimes directly, sometimes indirectly, just express

our appreciation to one another that we have that trust.

For Jacob, his deep satisfaction with being trusted seemed to require aniexmfess
appreciation to his wife so as to not take such a privilege for granted.

With this sense of privilege comes a sense of being special. To receive the trust of their
wives was to be granted a privileged status. Theeos ear cher s 6softenpr essi on
conveyed a sense of intimacy and being loved, both of which will be discussed in depth under
other themes later in this chapter. But two quotes capture the nature of this sense of privilege.

With a big grin on his face, Josh said,

So how does itnake me feel? Important. To be trusted is to feel important. To be

trustedistobe heldini t 6s good t o f eeldlmeah, dbelievethis.i gh r

|l know | &m her favorite.

Lewis stated,
It builds closeness and intimacy. Itwouldsaytme t hat |1 édm in an el:

that level of trust in something that she would be passionate about. That would make me
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feelcloseandspecial i t 6 s not something thatéwo,ul d be
and | think that reinforces. | rag, on some level, | think spouse is the ultimate, elite
groupé So, | think if anything [her trust] maybe reinforces that she wouldilsago all
over again type of a thing.
So whether it was a general expression of trust or trust granted for sonsgibaifgc, part of
being trusted by their wives was to experience a unique privilege, not granted to just anyone and
not to be taken for granted.
Finally, Bradley had a great deal to say on this matter of privilege and not taking it for
granted. Followinghi s expression of thankfulness he wen
abuse it, you donét want to take advanbdbage of
Asked to expound upon what it me@wesisnotowedi m t o
to him in any way, Bradley stated,
Um, | guess that it feeds gratitude, as we already discussed, and also just not being
compl acent and taking it for gaadtedds hok
requirement, like, um, i k e, I cBhnQuessqusrwhat | 6m sayi
say, oh, well, yeah, of course she trusts me; not to just get comfortable with it.
For many, like Bradley, this privilege not to be taken for granted seemed to correspond with a
certan level of conviction to maintain that which is not, but perhaps should be, recognized more
often in the marriage.
A sense of responsibility or inspiration to maintain the trust.
For six of thel0 husbands, recognizing the privilege of being trusted &y thives and
not taking it for granted was not quite enough. The experience of being trusted brought with it a

sense of responsibility or inspiration to do something to maintain that trust. Josh stated it quite
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simply: #fAOh, t heraibnst ai m etshpaotn s[itbridsitt]y, tfoorm sur

sacred trust. o Rel ated to this, Josh | ater i
compromi se that vulnerability.o He was refer
trusting hm . Jacob reflected on how trust Ai s some
easy to |l oseo and how he Awould not want to d

discussing how his wife trusts him regardless of the fact that she had beenahpévious

relationship, stated, AWell, it makes me very
appreciative of it. And | would not want to
for Jacob. In a letter written to his wife, hestat, A The reward of knowing
trusted incentivizes me to maintain that comp

Anthony had a lot to say about his sense of responsibility and inspiration to maintain his

wi febs trust. He said,
That 6s whatodés funny, too, i's i n being trust
| 6m motivated is it almost makes you worKk
haveé | want to show my appreciatiomsheback, sc

already has for me.
Little did Anthony know that he is far from the only one motivated to maiti&inrust his wife
already seemsto haveinhim Br adl ey put id&l tdues swaiyt:6silanmn se
motivator, or a helpful motivator, or agans of God graciously making it easier to do the right
thing kind of thing. o A s Besctaautseed oefa rtlhiee rt,r uGhtu
wanted it to be more so,0 and | ater asked him

that? 0
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An intriguing circular and reciprocal relationship exists in these efforts to maintain the
trust that the husbands so value. Many of the husbands expressed in one way or another how
they wished to maintain the trust by way of trustworthiness. hearatords, they wanted to
continue to be worthy of the trust they had already been given and that they deeply value. Yet,

interestingly, not a single husband said that his wife required him to perfectly earn her trust or be

completely or perfectly worthg f her trust. For example, a fev
want to show my appreciation back, so I dm goi
he added, Al dondt feel that | have to earn

discussed in more detail later when looking at the theme of grace in this chapter and in Chapter
Five when revisiting the trust literature and conceptual framework.

Validation through positive regard.

Of all of the themes, this was perhaps the mosteditfto define succinctly. Positive
regard itself, in many forms, was experienced by many of thhesagarchers, yet the positive
regard meant something even more significant to theédnvatidation. Not insignificant in this
discussion is the risk of camding the theme with thoughts of Carl Rogers amcbnditional
positive regard, thus this theme will be labeled as sivgligation throughpositive regardas it
seems to capture the essence of diverse expressions in this area. Included among tiem&xpress
are experiences of feeling loved, respected, affirmed, valued, supported, and belieigtd of;
the merexplicitly communica¢dthe experience of validation by way of some form of positive
regard as a result of usdecinthe vavious sustiiemds to fokoty,. As
that which was being validated as a result of the positive regard may have differed from husband
to husband. For example, the trust of oneds

respect may havecommm i cated a validation of oneds deci s
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form of | ove communicated a validation of one
husbands did communicate experiencing some as
uncanditional, such as an experience of unconditional love. But to inclcienditionalin front
of positive regardvould be to speculate beyond the expressions of some of-tlesearchers in
this area and perhaps obscure a pure thematic understandiegeaperience of being trusted.
Loved.
To three of themen, to be trusted was $pecificallyfeel loved and to experience a sense
of validation as a result of that lovArguably, other men expressed feeling loved by way of
related expressiondAt times, the men would begin to speak of trust and love interchangeably,
as if they would experience them similarly. And to complicate the matter, when discussing trust,
co-researchers would talk about various ways that they felt loved as a result, but witho
explicitly referring to love. Upon further discussion it became clear that trust was a narrower
expression of a broader experience of being loved. The love of a wife would be expressed
through trust, and trust would be experienced as love, in its enxgumgssions. As Anthony
considered this relationship, he simply state
demonstrated her |l ove, is just through her tr
[Trusting me in various decisions] made me feel theds a loved husbar@ because
shdéand it was never anything that made me t
trying to |l ead into something. | mean, we
Jacob expressed his experience of love and trusivgyis
And to know that [my wife] trusts me is part of her expression of unconditional love that

just as whatever thing | do that hurts her
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It also doesndt make her st osfandigrace mmdre ng me .
fully.
Jacobds expr essi onamorathreeexperiencds tha sormary afthe mems hi p
articulated in their own unique ways: trust, love, and grace. Grace will be discussed fully as an
interpersonal experience of trust. Ndithusbands added the unconditional element, but many
men experienced trust that did not require perfection, which seemed to be experienced as
unconditional lovea deeply validating experience. Noteworthy is the fact that not a single
husband spoke ofis trust and love as a license to be untrustworthy, exbeyfwere
experienced as unconditional.
Respected.
Being trusted often led to feeling respected, which was also a validating experience.
What may have been noticed to this point in the disicun of themes, Anthony, age 51 and
married 28 years, had quite a way with words and tended to represent and encapsulate many of
the themes and subthemes related to experiencing the trust of his wife, including that of feeling
respected. One could saydm@tomized theéntrapersonathemes andubthems or exemplified
in his words what it means for a husband to be trusted by hisarfibetuitous finding consistent
with a possibleoutcomeo f Mo u s(19%0khawigiic research design (See Figuze 4.
Referring to the letter he wrote to his wife about being trusted by her and its relationship to
respect, Anthony said,
And | think even earlier in my letter | kind of put those things [love and trust] together
andkind of again goes to that whole love ardpect thing that you feel really respected
when youdbre trusted, right?

The relationship between trust and respect resonated with Caleb. He spoke of it this way:
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| think guys crave respect from their wives, and I think [trust] goes with re&spdct

think if my wife respects néel et @d 6ddy reframe what respect
thinks that | 6&m making good choices, or sh
thinks 1 6m a good example througlhteni.he yout
Sheds proud of the husband that she has.
di dndét r es @ efgou brogkeher. trust, ItHink iswoeld also bring down her

respect for you. She would feel like you lied to her in some way ese@fpect kind of

di mini shes just as the trust does. Oor it
because | hadnét thought about this before

unl ess she had a fair amoeaspedttheowaylmadepect f o

decisions, she certainly wouledhdot!|l tsubs¢tk me
my idea that | think they go together, bec
felt | i ke ybehiredmetosnm despeskue,ltoo.

This lengthy quote was included to reflect yet another circular, recursive relationship between

trust and another relationship experience or phenomenon. As he processed his experience of

being trusted, it was as if he was unsure of what woatde first, trust or respect, but he

concluded that they were certainly related in his experience somehow. Worth mentioning again

at this point is how intrapersonal and interpersonal experiences of trust are inextricably linked,

arguably inseparable indlr conceptualization. A belief that one is trustedalanbe

experienced as an intrapersonal belief that one is respezsatting in a sense of validation.

This related belief is intrapersonal, yet it is established interpersonally. Perhapsal tind

subthems could be framed this way, but for the sake of organization as it relates to previous

literature, themesandsubthems, such as respetheyare categorized as intrapersonal or
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interpersonal according to what theresearchers seemeaddmphasize most as they articulated
their experiences.
To conclude the discussion of thebthemef feeling respected and tie it to the next,

when asked to reflect more on what it feels like to have his trustworthiness acknowledged by

way of  hriusstwi fLeebwsi st st ated, Al hear respect fr
he added, Al think thereds a sense of validat
you know, I feel |l i ke | 6m seeniddewisplatetduste nough

and respect, but he related them both to a validation of his value and worth.

Valued, affirmed, and supported.

Part of being positively regarded as an experience of trust was feeling valued, affirmed,
and supported in various waysaag all ways of experiencing validation. Caleb expressed this
i n many ways. He said, Al can relax in the d
dshe already believes in me and that I 6m doin
hemght say to his wife directly about his expe

behind me and that she believes i n me. I t hi

somebody sees the good iruyé .It makes me feel valuabie 6  elefalt valued and affirmed

by his wifeds trust, which conveexpedsethie!l i ef i n
idea and more when he said, Al think when you
helps you not just believe the bestinthebut start | iving more that

regard Anthony experienced from his wife was both affirming and inspiring, consistent with the
subthemesarlier about maintaining trust.
Lewis articulated his sense of value, affirmation, and sippob y sWhyirreg ,t hfer e 6 s

[t rust ] ités that, you know, feeling of suppo
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vi be. o Daniel, reflecting on his wifeds trus

(7]

t a t Whergshe séid yes [to mging me], you know, that was the beginning of a line of trust

t hat she put al/l her confidence and desire to

1

yeso meant that she trusted him enough to pl
In sum, to experierectrust as validation through positive regard, husbands tended to feel
loved, respected, valued, affirmed, and supported. As stated, this theme, along with its
correspondingubthems, was the most challenging to define. Looking back over all of the data
received from the coesearchers, the case could be made that positive regard, and most
specifically experiencing love as a result of the trust of their wives, permeated all other
experiences of being trusted, even if the specific words used here tibeldisertheme and
subthems were not always utilized by the-oesearchers themselves.
Affirmation of doing what is right.

Another theme that emerged was affirmation of doing what is right. Six of the husbands
spoke explicitly of this experience of mffiation as a result of receiving the trust of their wives.
What was considereaifyht for the husbands differed a bit from person to person, as might be
expected given the moral connotation of the wagtt. Despite the differences, the common
sentimenseemed to be that whenarcee s ear cher 6s wi fe trusted him,
affirmation that he was doing something that should be done right and needed to be done right, in
his mind and/or in the mind of his wife. Also, that which wght couldbe related to a specific
belief or value, such as the belief that God requires him to be trustworthy, or it could simply be
general affirmation that he was doing the right thing by being as trustworthy as he believed he
should be in rterlusti.on ABh athedrs pmhth eidtma,rtfiati age o u

the two people can trust each otresearchersin Gi ven
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terms of their common Christian faith, it is quite possible that this theme reflects unique
experiemes related to a Christian set of beliefs regarding trust in marrNeeerthelessthe
theme was quite strong among this set efesearchers.
Bradley, age 34 and husband of nine years, placed a great deal of emphasis on this
affrmation. Whendiscussng hi s experience of his wifeds ti
It s some barometer ofé.sScome tsbosr tn oaf trheel aotnil o
me doing whatdés right. But | think it cou
like, am | listening wll? Am | responding appropriately to her concerns?
A bit | ater in the conversation he added, Al
| 6m at | east possibly doing the right thing. o
experienced hiswif6 s trust as an affirmation that he w:
the discussion continued, Bradley clarified some of what he was affirmed in doing right by
sayiWigt,hoiut trust it would be ot heéssumwant wihai al
ltds not what wedre supposed to have. 't wou
capture how what igght could be his trustworthiness, the overall health of his marriage, what
he personally believes is right, or what his wife badgis right. Regardless of which belief or
value was sought after most, his wifeds trust
least might have been achieving, his desire to do what is right.
Caleb had quite a bit to say about doing tlgatrthing as evidenced by a series of short
g u o t Shesknowsithat | have her and our two daughters as a piofiBhe can trust the types
of decisions that [66tnhn emmaek iwiags nséot tlhiakte tah esred fwas
decisions fiSpiritual leader of the house was a way that | felt trustddY ou don o6t have

someone doubting all of your decisions, but you feel like you can be who you are supposed to be,
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t hat sheds goionigl tcoanb er ebleahxi nidn ytohue dedoingi ons |
becaused s he already believes i n mdWahwde ttheadn | dbml e
work together [as a result of trust,oAdawhi ch] m
makes me proud of mysel f istoisard on tiee mghtarackAng@ a st ma
finally, iTher e6s more a sense of not trying to prov
webre in a place where she would believe that
these quotes is the id#wat there is a standard, value, or belief that is being achieved and
acknowl edged by way of receiving his wifebds t
affirmation and confidence in their relationship because he could know, by her trust, that he was
doing the right thing.

A few additional expressions by the-msearchers support the theme of affirmation of
doing what is right. When talking about how blessed he felt to have the trust of his wife, Ben
stated, Altds a great telbéj onmhi pby @edinardes
was proud of wus; that as a couplergthierhat we cou
expression of his sense of what is right, Lewis stated,

| expect trust, because | feel | tried to live in a way thatldiavarrant that, you know, |

t hink. So I think thereds a, um, | think

expect to experiedtcrere®®,a,l ydamk ttheées edrs

just feels correct and norngal If it was otherwise, like, if | felt like | was deserving of

trust and not receiving it, then | think there would be more of an awareness and kind of

it would be something that | would be mor

something that just is, becausshould be.
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For Lewis, part of his experience of being trusted by his wife was a belief that, given his sense of
his own trustworthiness, her trust was an affirmation that things were as they should be. The
alignment between trustworthiness and trust w@rect in his view, and it is what he would

expect given what he believes to be right in their relationship. All of these expressions by the
various husbands are predicated on a standard, value, or belief to which he, like Lewis, was
comparing his exgriencing; a standard that he used to conduct their relationship and that her
trust in him seemed to affirm was done rightly.

I n review to this point, the menbés experie
deep satisfaction and an understandirag they were experiencing a privilege not to be taken for
granted. Their wivesd6 trust provided a sense
affirmation of doing what is right. With the compilation of these experiences, perhaps the final
intrapersoal theme of peace and security will come as no surprise.

Peace and security.

A theme that became exceedingly evident among all of thiesaarchers was the
experience of peace and security as a result
peace and security will be addressed together since they tended to go hand in hand in their
expression. This peace seems to reflect a sense of harmony or tranquility in the marriage that
exists alongside a sense of security, or freedom from danger,faaiety. As they relate to
the experience of being trusted, these appear to be two sides of the same coin, so to speak.
Interestingly, both peace and security may be defined as a type of freedom, with peace not just
being the existence of harmonyatn qui | i t vy, but also Afreedom fr

t hought s oMerrimmi\ebsierdDictomaryZ01g. This common notion of freedom
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will be discussed in great depth in the next session where freedom itself, in many forms, emerged
as one ofhe strongest interpersonal themes.

This theme of peace and security began to emerge in the very first interview. Leo, age 68
and married 46 years, stated as his first tho
thoughts weré came to my rimd are peace of mind, a sanctuary from the world, uh, the ability
to soar above | ifebds challenges, and think mo
soaring above |ifebds challenges, as if his wi
down on, from a position of clarity, that which could cause fear and anxiety. Also, in this quote,

Leo combined peace with sanctuary, arguably both sides of the g@ao#y coin. Later he
added,

Well, the feeling comes with back to the initial answeo your questiod peace of

mi nd. | dondédt have to worry about, | can

work related, or outsideelationships related, if | know that my relationship with my wife

is as good as it can be, and, you know, trussimgd no j eal ousy, and |

about that.

In no uncertain terms, Leo expressed how he could share his thoughts and feelings without fear.
Il n all, Leo mentioned fipeace of mindo five ti
in hisfeedback during a member check.

Josh, married 28 years, when reflecting on
makes me feel, um, what is the word? Content, happy, joyful, um, secure. | feel secure that |
have her trugt . | feellikeths i s maybe the greatest thing tha
guote is fascinating in that Josh says that trust has been entrusted to him. This evokes an image

of Joshds wife handing him an obj ectstcare gr eat
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for it as well as she would herself. For Josh, having her trust is a deeply satisfying privilege that
provides security despite, or perhaps as a result of, such responsibility being entrusted to him.
Later in the interview Josh added,

So, to hae that level of trust is a security, is a vulnerability | would never want to

disregard or crush or damage in any way, even though | know in the next 29 years of

marriage | 061l I dent it and ding it and be s
I n this quote, the imagery continues as the e
spoken of as an object that could be dented and dinged, yet somehow this contributes to an
experience of security on sbaasohmightbe expldined,theRe gar
security stands out in Joshdés mind.

This theme of peace and security emerged in a unique way in the discussion with Caleb.
While using the preestablished interview questions, Caleb had given some small indications that
he felt secures u ¢ hTha&s aelsi tt 1 e bit of relaxo or Al can
and what .0Bu ome af bis mogt sincere and heartfelt expressions seemed to come after
asking him what he would say directly to his wife to exphés@ppreciation for her trust. He
i mmedi ately said, dl feel safe in our relatio
to that point. That he feels safe would be the first thing he would want her to know. That seems
rather significant andantributes to the strength of this theme. Lewis, after discussing the
inti macy and f r e e ddmhating that trust & has & selse of, iyoy &Enow, s ai d ,
being in that relationship can then be a sanctuary, or more of a restful experiénge. & c al mi n ¢
type of sitwuation. o

Anthony expressed this peace and security in a unique way when thinking about what it

might be like to not be trusted by his wife. He stated,
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Never believing in one anothearh at wedr e out t o ddenBoutni ze ea
itdés judtofkmawetrhatl ati onships where it ju
misinterpretation all the time. And to me iat would feel like, man, | already got
enough enemies, kind of, outtothatrskeptibissa . wor | d.
Kind of a haven, right?
His question implies that at home, with a trusting wife, he feels safe and decue; wi f eds tr
providesa haven from stresses of the world.
In two final quotes that support the experience of safetysaadrity by being trusted,
Chuck and Caleb relate their experiences to their sets of spiritual beliefs. Chuck said,
| dondt know how a family can even go down
in the middle of it. it Is sokeasy to ¢§o dowm thésé¢ spikals o w  h
of not trusting, not caring for somebody in a way that is expressing that trust and that safe
placetobe. ljustl t hink ités so easy to go right t
thing, at the highest level.
Caleb expressed similar sentiments when he said,
| think that starts with our faith, and when | thought about trust | thought@&hbout
thought it came easier to us because we have this idea of trusting God, of trusting that
you dondét know rwhyadu tdanmoatr okwn GOgeassmebtit a year
youdbve gotten through something that you w
you came out okay.
Both Chuck and Caleb seemed to relate a sense of peace and security in God that contributed to
their experiences of being trusted by their wives. While these are just a few expressions to

support this theme, safety and security was treasured by@kearchers. This safety and
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security had so many implicatigrane of which emerged enough to be ¢deased a related
subtheme

Safety to be open and honest.

At the risk of delving into an area of experience that relates well to the relational freedom
theme that will be discussed later, part of what it means for the husbands to experience peace and

secuity appears to be the safety to be open and honest with their wives. Jacob, married five

years to his second wife, said, AAnd so that
knows that | am there, t hatealydpemumtodneapnahem g any
and, for the most part, not hold anything bac

mutual giving and receiving of trust and a deep sense of mutual commitment that acted as
prerequisites for the openness he descriidgire may be more at play in facilitating this
openness than just his experience of being trusted, yet when asked to reflect on his experience,
this is what Jacob chose to say. Once again, cléarst dynamics are complex and
multifaceted, both intrapsonal and interpersonal, yet what comes to mind when speaking of
their experience of being trusted, such as this openness, is valuable information in deepening an
understanding of trust.
Anthony had much to say about this satetype open and honest asliv
So, | think for me, being in a relationship that is really defined by trust and faithfulness,
um, | like using the worfteeing You know, free to be yourself, um, not feeling like you
have to try to figure out whkeonée Atntde | o tdloenrd t
have to figure out which [name of wife] it is that | have to talk to téday think trust is
like vulnerability. Okay, so, um, you experience a vulnerability from somebody, or you

experience being trusted by somebody. It in fteas you up to return the favor, and so
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l, for me, i1itds about being more true to vy
vulnerabilityis another word | use to describe thatlt allows me to be more

vulnerable. But | think, again, when ydu t 6 sike thig sirtulard thing: When you

exhibit trust, then you earn trust. And |
relationship with [my wife] is she is so t
again, 1itbds | i ke theunbrashe shdws rhewhosshe is, teanore k n o w,
you show who you are, andis o, i t.6s freeing

Ant honyds words, once ofdhg thenes aeskbthemms|tietdggthem g s o m
much of what men experienced when trusted by their wives. Alongside enxgesilike
freedom and the ability to trust his wife more, he mentions how he can be more vulnerable, or be
more himself, when his wife demonstrates vulnerability by trusting him. The idea that he can
trust her more because she trusts him was oddly &xpression among the men, a result that
will be discussed more in Chapter Five.
The idea that a wifebds trust indicates vul
vulnerability or openness on the part of a husbeegbnated with Bradley as well. Hated,
If she doesthén shed®#s met going to open up t
therd whet her | trust her or notsjdedithihgrangg r ob a b |
sayfiwel | , even though you donoopertuptogoth me, bu
Throughout the communication with Bradley it became evidenthieatepth of his relationship
with his wife, as opposed to superficiality, was important to him, and her trust for him meant
vulnerability and openness on her part, whichveéid him to do the same. Simply put, his

wi fedbs indicators of trust for him were impor
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Lewis, as demonstrated earlier in the discussion of this primary theme of peace and
security, expressed how his marriage couldbefi sanct uaryo as a result ¢
of what he said in that context reveals his sense of safety in being open and honest. Lewis said,
The normal experience is, you know, freedom to talk about everything, to be open, to be
sharing,tob&to not have that, |l guess, burden of
somet hing not right between us Odascdsenseat 6s,
of, you know, being in that relationship can then be a sanctuary.
Earlier in the interview, Lewibad said the following:

| can be open to her about everything and

assume the worst, then |1 &dm opening myself
share what |1 6dm doing,krouw,n itfo Itéthm fped Initn gvhl
compromi sed position and I 6dm struggling wi
to share thatwithhér. | donodot f eel a sense of judgment

So for Lewis, the safety to be open and honest alsattiga vulnerability to share his failures
knowing that his wifeds trust included a | ack
trustworthiness notwithstanding. For Lewis, just like many of the othezsmarchers, the

safety to be open and honest agsart of the peace and security experienced as a result of his

wi febs trust.

I n this section, themes and subthemes were
intrapersonal experience of being trusted by their wives. This included: the experience of deep
satisfaction, often with expressions of thankfulness; a recognition of being granted a privilege
not to be taken for granted, often with a corresponding sense of responsibility or inspiration to

maintain the trust of their wives; validation through positiggard, often indicated by
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experiences of being loved, respected, valued, affirmed, and supported; affirmation of doing
what is right; and the experience of peace and security, often with a sense of safety to be open
and honest with their wives. In tha@lowing section, themes and subthemes primarily reflecting

interpersonal dynamics of trust are explicated.

+ DEEP SATISFACTION
O THANKFULNESS
+ A PRIVILEGE NOT TO BE TAKEN FOR GRANTED
O A SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY OR
INSPIRATION TO MAINTAIN THE TRUST
+ POSITIVE REGARD
O LOVED
O RESPECTED
O VALUED, AFFIRMED, AND SUPPORTED
+ AFFIRMATION OF DOING WHAT IS RIGHT
4+ PEACE AND SECURITY
o SAFETY TO BE OPEN AND HONEST

Figure4.2: Themesand subthemes related to the intrapersonal experience of being trusted, all
of which were exemplified by epesearcheAnthony
Themes and Subthemes Related to Interpersonal Experience of Trust

In this section, major themes and subthemes primarily related to-thec® e ar c her s 0
interpersonal experience of being trusted by their wives are delineated and explicated, each with
comresponding data to support its veracity. As previously stated, parsing intrapersonal and
interpersonal dynamics of trust, while perhaps helpful for simplifying a complex phenomenon,
also risks obscuring the lived reality of the phenomenon of trust. Vdleds these
interpersonal themes distinct from the intrapersonal themes is that they may be perceived as
experiences related to being trusted that constitute a core reality of the relationship itself versus
just an intrapersonal, or personal, experienda®trust in the relationship. Arguably these

experiences help hold the marriage togettey areshared experiences inextricably linked to
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personal experienced both as trustors and trusties. Acknowledged is the fact that the
intrapersonal themesenionedabove may be understood this way as well, yet there was
something that made them seem deeply and uniquely intrapersonal, as opposed to the

interpersonal themes that follqsee Figure 4.3 for an overview of interpersonal themes)

INTERPERSOMNAL

+« INTIMACY
o PEACE OF MIND
o EVIDENCE THAT HIS WIFE IS RECEIVING HIS

LOVE
+ EXPERIEMNCE OF GRACE
+« FREEDOM

o FREEDOM INSIDE THE MARRIAGE
o FREEDOM OUTSIDE THE MARRIAGE

Figure 4.3: Ovewiew of interpersonal themes and subthemes

Intimacy.

According to Sternberg (2018), intimacy includes feelings of closeness, connectedness,
and bondedness in loving relationships. This describes well whiasearchers experienced in
their marriages wén trusted by their wives. As is true of many of the themesuainitiems
discussed herein #iseyrelate to the trust of the wife and the experience of the husband, to
assume that intimacy is caused by trust, or vice versa, may be a mistake, unletly sxaied
as such by a particular cesearcher. Thus, such assumptions will be avoided in the explication
of the theme of intimacy, as it is particularly challenging to ascertain causation or correlation, not

to mentionhow such conclusions would beappropriate in heuristic research. Whatever the

141



association, intimacy in many forms was clearly an experience accompanying being trusted.
Intimacy in general will be discussed first, then shhlbthems of peace of mind and evidence
that his wife is redging his love.

Intimacy can be expressed and experienced in myriad ways between husband and wife.
All 10 coresearchers expressed a sense of intimacy as a result of being trusted, some more
explicitly than others. Leo, marrietb years, and Daniel, maed 49 years before the passing of

his wife, were the two that spoke least directly to the experience of intimacy, but the theme was

still evident . Leo saw his marriage as a fdsa
feelings wit Iprevioasly dissussed idtrapersohat experiences seemed inseparable

from the intimacy he shared with his wife. D
feel Al ovedo and how his wifeds risk to trust
companion. 0 As he reflected on his many years

for her and the closeness he had felt, and still feels, were exceedingly evident. Perhaps pulling
from his memories of being trusted, versus a present reaktylié&other coesearchers, limited
his direct expressions of intimacy. Regardless, while difficult to convey here in words what it
was like to sit and speak with Daniel, it was clear that the trust of his wife was a part of the
intimacy they shared.

The way Jacob reflected on his experiences captured the essence of the link between
being trusted and experiencing intimacy. He

components of marriagephysical, spiritual, emotional] together is intimacy. Andttiiag that

underwrites that intimacy is trust. o He cont
shedbs there, and she knows t ha wlowsusatoreallyher e, t
open up to one another and, for the most part,emdtldl anyt hi ng back. 0 Jacoa
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being trusted reflected a sense of togetherness and presence. Later in the interview, he shared
t hantanii at mosphere where there is trust, therebo
team and gvetbog ewavi K |timget her . 0 Trust hel ped he
Ben, married 45 years, put his expression of intimacy this way:
| mean, what do you have i f you dondét have
there, that would have t@abring with it an amountf, um, separatiog relational
separation. Which, when you have the trust, then you have your closeness.
Benbs expression reveals the dichotomy of int
seemingly moderated by the existence of trust. Lewisj@d®?2 years, said,
| think [trust] builds closeness and intim
to receive that level of trust in something that she would be that passionate about. That
would make me feel close and special.
L e wsexpérience of closeness, or intimacy, with his wife was enhanced when she would trust
him with something she was passionate about; a sharing that made him feel special and close
with her.
As mentioned earlier, intimacy includes connectedness and bondddmes®rds that
convey coherence and wholeness versus separateness and fragmentation. In perhaps the most
profound expression of intimacy, Josh describ
fullnessé wholenessfullness. Not havingitwoulddo ki nd of a theft . 0 La
conversation he clarified what he meant as he
excl ai med, f An @ Jikelsod of the Ridgs , Oy @recibudltisd dGiH s my
precioust andlike The Lord othe Rings you di dndét want to be sepa

And if this vivid comparison was not enough, he continued with the following about trust:
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While Joshdés description

of t he

experience

ex per i enc etrustfit most ke noted that these words were spoken in response to

inquiries about his experience of her trust. These results do not necessarily indicate that the

experience of being trusted by their wives stands apart, somehow separate from other

intrapersonal or interpersonal dynamics. But when asked to reflect on the experience of being

trusted, in many cases it led to profound thoughts about the grander purpose of trust in the

marriage. In other words, the trust a husband experienced was redaggma@art of trust in the

marriage as a whadeand the trust was beautiful and critical. The words of Ben seem

appropriate to

Peace of mind.

repeat:

i

me an

what do you

Peace of mind will likely be perceived as an intrapaal experience of trust, and it was

discussed as an aspect of the intrapersonal theme of peace and security. Yet this experience

seemed to be associated rather closely withttreeos e ar cher s 6

experience

marriages as well; enoughlte considered subthemainder intimacy. In most of the following

expressions, the husband talked about hypothetical negative aspects of his marriagsidhat he

nothave to experiencgue to peace of minexperiences that presentwould compromise

intimacy. In one case the husband clearly articulated whatitagtedhim to experience with
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his wifedue to peace of minavhich could easily be applied to the expressions of other co
researchers, even if they had not stated so specifically and cl8arlhether peace of mind
was experienced as the result of something positive or the removal of something negative, it was
so clearly expressed by five of the husbands that it constitutes a sigrsfibéimémeinder
intimacy.
Leo chose peace of mind asheme for himself. He described his experience many
ways including
peace of mind, a sanctuary from the wa¥ldpeace of mingdknowing that [my wife]
trusts me and various other things that gives me confidence to face the&wpeéace of
mind, knowingtha® | think that each one of us has the best interest of the othé&r one
person in mind at all times mutual peace of mind, a mutual understanding that we
would never intentionally want to hurt each other.
Leo made it clear that the peace of mindwasng ust hi s own, but his wi
peace they shared together fostered by the trust his wife had for him.
For the following ceresearchers, the experience of trust seemed to displace other less
desirable experienceshich contributed tpeace of mind and increased intimacy. Ben said,

AYyoudondét have that naggi nghefdesetl isnugs pbieciinogu se.xop r e

stated how his experience of being trusted in
outto demonize eaaht her 06 and Al dondédt have to figure ol
to talk to today. o Lewis said, Al can be ope
somet hing, sheds going to ass unwifedsplacedsome st . 0O
potentially uncomfortable dynamics as wel |l
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doo and AYou dondét have someone doubting all/l

woul d be Iike to nikehstattkhve his wifebs trust, C
| have a sense of peace, or | have a pride
justify myself all the ti me. That 6s what

it, it just felt like it would just always be in the backmy mind. What have | done today

and how would it look like to her if she was always watching what | was doing and how

would | explain something to her that mayhb

misconstrued? Like that would be a lot of mentedrgy.
By implication, Caleb was talking about mental energy he does not have tca#aaring for
peace of mindbecause he is trusted by his wife.

Chuck had some similar experiences. He s a
her 0O Smend@gsviér once questioned my integrity.o A
of what he does have in the trust of his wife, he also described what his marriage riight be
without it:

Just wutter kind ofoi dé&wags tualhtatcoull besl|fa8ap,i riatl 6 ¢

sheds acknowledging and expressing this | a
that 1 ém failing and failing and failing,
sooner, you know, youorleesssi.ttilngdanrhétr eh agvoe
Those | ast four words, Al dondét have that, o s

appreciation and peace of mind. These husbands appeared to have profound understanding of
the peace of mind they experience by what they hatlee trust of their wives and what they do

not have to grapple with that could steal that peace. The experience of being trusted produces
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intimacy that includes peace of mjkthowing that the intimacy is not compromised. They do
nothavetodealwitht hat 6 enemy of i ntimacy, and they
Evidence that his wife is receiving his love.
Three husbands expressed an experience that seemed rather imporsaitasnae
under intimacy despite the fact that others did not explicitly mention it.oPexperiencing
intimacy for these men was knowing that their wives were receiving the love they were giving.
In some ways, these men cherished the fact that their®iuss indicated that they felt loved,
including love expressed through trustwordsn. This experience is included among
interpersonal themes asdbthems because it was in essence unselfish; an experience that
brought great joy and satisfaction to the men as an indicator of intimacy with their wives.
Bradley articulated this experice in the most profound way. From the start of the
interview it was apparent that he was struggling to articulate the experience of being trusted by
his wife; not because he was not trusted, but because he was not accustomed to, or perhaps
comfortabledoing so. Late in the interview, one of the main reasons becameé tleavas
afraid that talking about personal benefits he received from his wife would be selfish, and to be

selfish in such a way would be inconsistent with his values. Bradley stated,

ar

If eel |l i ke thereds this, therebds this tensi

and so |I dondédt know i f my answers are that

because |1 dm actually not sel fish.

Bradl eyds commenet s nttoe rtvh aetw poaiinmtariin yt r ef |l ect e

trusting him. For the most paltis approach tepeakng abouthis experience meant speaking
abouthers. He so loved his wife that he was struggling to know if he could consider his own

experiencef being trusted without that meaning he was being selfish, unloving. Just prior to
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these comment s, Bradley had sai d &ibhallowshen s wi f
to have a better experi ence, abouttryingtdnetbbd er mar r
selfishSuehe $zieds Mmetter to be trusted, 0o but
comparison to the joy he received knowing that his wife was happy in their maari@ge that
allowed them to have adeep,satiyi ng, and i ntimate marri age.
experience of being trusted by his wife was dominated by his deep desire to know that her trust
of him meant that she was receiving his unselfish love; so much so he was uncomfortable
speaking of hisxperience.
Lewis also shared how his wifebs trust ind
stated,
Thatidi f my behaviors are motivated out of my
and shebés there, by tr usoaouiknog, scsthathersaffiriet que
that, you know, that | can be confident that my attempts to express love are received as
such.
When asked what he might say if he would express his appreciation directly to his wife for her
trust, he stated,
By you trustingme hat hel ps me know that youdre rec
experiencing that | |l ove you; that youobre
or doing things behind your back; that you can be confident that my actions and
behaviors are in yourdst interest; that, | guess that you accept me for who | am.
As seen here, Lewis clarified some of what he meant by his wife receiving his love. She could
know that he had her best interest in mexad she would not have to worry that he was being

untrugworthy. Interestingly, after talking about the benefit to his wife that provides a good
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experience for him, he tags,givouaccept me for who | am. 0 Thi s
the intersection of intrapersonal and interpersonal experieli¢bse his primary interest was in
his wifeds experience of trust in their relat
of feeling accepted. Her experience, his experience, and their experience all appear inseparable.
To review all of the thengeandsubthems to this point, one sees that with trust there are at least
three experiencésyours, mine, and ours; and they are best understood in concert with one
another. The shared intimacy related to being trusted involved a personal experieioce that
some men did not seem like a personal experience at all, but, ironically, an experience for the
one giving her trust.
Finally, Caleb had something to say about the experience of his wife as well. He said,

iShe can trust t he mtmakingsothattherelvdig heirensvasmat I o k

selfish motive to my decisions. 0 Caleb | ater
|l m t hankful that thereds someone that kno
believes that | 6m going i n dtcHoiees,thatgHate di r ec
hopefully whatoés best for us in mind and n

being only what would be good for me.
Hi s wifeds trust seemed t o, knowmgthatheswidewasul f i | | i
receivingthe benefits of his unselfish love. In all of the accounts reflected in this theme, the
experience of trust from onedbds wihisghers,anfl| ect ed
theirs.

Experience of grace.

Graceis often considered a religiousrtterelated to an attribute or act of God, yet by

definition, it need not be so limited in its understanding. Grace can mean approval, favor,
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pardon, or privilege, and may involve kindness, courtesy, clemency or assistancan(

Webster Dictionary20189, all of which may simply be human, relational experiences. L. LeRon

Shults (personal communication, 2000) once shared that grace, religious or not, is a

fundamentally relational concept. In its presence a relationship is allowed to cpimtitsie

absece a relationship is cut off. From a religious perspective, when the grace of God is

experienced, the relationship with Him can continue. When the grace of a relationship partner is

experienced, arguably the same relational continuance may be the heshis study, seven of

the10co-researchers spoke of experiencing grace from their wives as a result of their trust. As a

reminder, alllO co-researchers were Christians, professing faith in God, which may have

influenced how they spoke of this exigeiIce. Nonetheless, the theme was undeniable and

constituted one of the strongest themes that emerged. At the risk of invoking purely religious

overtones, this theme will be described as it was spokethef experience of grace.
Anthony, the exemplas f what it means to be trusted by

about his experience of grace. The wgrdcehad come up a couple times in conversation and

when asked to clarify, Anthony said,
It kind of goes backtowhat Iwaso h, man, ike dusrelasiomshipsumthh | i
Christ, you know, that ités grace. That vy
to reciprocate, you know, and so grace comes with a lot of trust. No strings attached, you
know.

At this point, Anthony was excited abdhis connection between trust and grace that had

emerged in conversat idhoy & may beaadieeped form éf Gusta ¢ e I

Maybe itdéds ultimate trust is grace. o Exactly

speaking of an expence of unconditional or unmerited acceptance from his wife that was
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inspiring. When Anthony wrote of his experie
amazing how being trusted by you gives such stability and grace in other relatianshipsSo n o't

only did he experience grace by way of her trust, this grace provided stability and further grace

in other relationships.
Leo reflected a similar notion of grace. He said,
Because she has extended grace and forgiveness to me, then |,wotudnbe more
prone to extend more grace and more forgiveness € .hand I think the more trust we
have with each other, the more grace and f
Upon reviewing his own wordsfter the interviewlLeo felt it was importartb clarify what he
meant by grace. He wrote,
| need to defingrace The wordgracewas perfect for my purpose, but | will do my best
to explain what | meant. When | said that she seemed to be extending more grace to me,
| meant she was showing me garmaugoodwill andoving-kindness freely, not
begrudgingly or reluctantly.
In this clarification, Leo may have articulated what so many of the other men experienced as
well.
Chuck seemed astoundedabli hgsi Wi ieémat kabl e
Asumat ur al . 0 He sai d,
I  me a nd, whenlshe todlld go toward an untrusting thought; when she could go
towards a, um, you know, giving me a hard time for something in a way that could be
expressed as not trusting me or, you know, | can start perceivimjth& 6 s not tr ust
me, shebds saying, i n her miloadtrusthimbene. my per s

|l 6m going to extend grace towards hi m. | 6r
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A bit later he continuedsaying,

Yeah, that 6s tthingéehefteedeneto fail, igthad @ide® ne 6 s

gracious, even so. Sheds extending that f
Chuck realized that he made mistakes but expe
even as he didat want to fail.

Har keni ng bsaesdiptionmf giadeuHe huskiands seemed to realize that their
wivesd trust kept the relationships alive eve
mistakes, or untrustworthy lapses, past or presentbJJad it this way:

And to know that [my wife] trusts me is part of her expression of unconditional love that

just as whatever thing | do that hurts her

It also doesndt make ¢owsmetsunderstand gracsmoren g me .

fully.

Rel ating this to his faith, he went on to say
breaker with respect to my relationship with her, just like the fact that my sin is not a deal
breaker with respecttmy r el ati onship with Christ. o0 As Br
t hat of Ithdissk ewiaf emanii f estation of Godds grace.
to be the case for Jacob, Bradley, and othaesearchers is that being trusie@n act of grace;
generally unmerited favor that is experienced

Josh described his experience of trust by
and,

We realizegstop expecting perfection from each othed éive withwhowé& t hat 6 s

really freeing, actually. To not expect perfectéonyeah it makes it easier to apologize,

by the way, knowingthat t her e6s a space there where yol

152



Lewis stated,
If 1 6m feeling | idk e olsdm iionn aa ncdo npdrno nsitsreu g gl i
integrity, that | feel the freedom to shar
understanding that thatdés normative and so
that.
In nearly all of the expressions ab@&xperiencing grace, there seemed to be incongruity
bet ween having the trust of oneds wife while
Logically, one might believe that trustworthiness elicits tnust linear fashion But in these
scenarig it appeared that trust, as an act of loving grace, could possibly be what leads to the
lifting of the burden of perfection on the husband, which in turn inspires more trustworthy
behavior. If that is the case, the incongruity disappears. Overalt, thestt of t hese hus
wives freed them to pursue trustworthiness without the burden of perfection and in the light of
their wivesd6, as Leo pukintdpefigeaui Apdgwodtvhl
not a single caesearcher interpretedisigrace as license to be untrustworthy, which may not be
the case for all husbands when acting as the recipients of trust. Whether it would be handled
well by all husbands or not, trust, including grace, granted thesesearchers a cherished form
of relational freedom.
Freedom.
To this point it is clear that a wifedbds tr
for a husband. Perhaps the most significant of all is the experience of freedom. From the very
first interview through the last drbeyond, every husband in his own unique way communicated
how being trusted by his wife was freeing, both inside and outside of the relationship. This

freedom was often tied to the other intrapersonal and interpersonal themes, making it seem like a
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pervasive experience or an experience that encompasaescendsor emerges from the others,
which more research could help determine.
Leo, the very first caesearcher interviewed, articulated this freedom so well that his
words will be used to capturkeed essence of this theme. He said,
Other descriptive words afeeedomandsecurityto experience the best marriage has to
of fer. I f 1'dm not right with [my wife], t
not hing bet ween nimstgivds ¢ fliesdommte dp any workeehave t h e
relationship with other people.
Later in the interview he added,
it frees my mind to take on chabasimeanges t hat
ability to face those challenges knowing that my home liferatadionship was intaét
untethered abilit¢ i t frees up more of my thought pro
by a |l ack of trust on [my wifebds] part.
And in what proved to be words that would capture much of what the otlesearchers would
later sg, Leo stated with great pride and joy that the peace and confidence he has as a result of
his wifebds trust allows him to freely fAsoar a
trusted brought an experience of freedom both within and outsttieiomarriages. They spoke
as if they could spread their wings to be themselves, enjoy the intimacy of their marriage, and
proceed boldly into their world, tethered to the security of their wives, but with an untethered
ability to engage the world witheace and confidence.
Freedom inside the marriage.
Being trusted provided husbands with a sense of freedom in their marriages. Anthony

stated,
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So, for me ités been freeing to be in this

really exhibited moreidtrust and, actually, even more than that, unhealthy relationships.

So, | think, for me, being in a relationship that is really defined by trust and faithfulness,

um, | like using the wordreeing
Lat er h¥ouhkndvd pad of what | love abdutandthis is another part of the freedom
piece, is giving each other the benefit of th
freedom could also be related to the aforementioned themes of validation, peace, intimacy, grace,
and so forth, demorrstting how related the various experiences of being trusted are that
contribute to freedom.swadaretdr hedhosk toiwnte té\mstwlieo ny 6 s
about her trust. He wr otoe definlotn sit g adthemeai n d att o
desire to share this with her directly.

Lewis also felt this freedom in his marria
freedom then, where | can be open to her about everything and not feel like, if | say something,
sheds goi ngwotrosta.sos unBeen hsehared how i f he did n

t hat woul d be a wei ghét Youwauld tbse thathimgs,th® car r vy

blessing and the joy and the freedom would all either diminish or disa@péddhink

thatwould beaburdeand youdd have to really want to

some victory there addbecause that could give you ulcers.

By thinking about the freedom he would | ose w
freedom he had with it. Her trust liftélde burden and relieved the stress of its absence. For

many of the caesearchers, the experience of freedom with trust often came as a result of not

having had it at one time or imaging what life would be like without it. Having the trust of their

wives meant being unencumbered by unnecessary relationship struggles. As Lewis put it,
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fiFreedomto talk about everything, to be open, to be sharing, dotbenot have that, | guess,
burden of just something weighing. o
Ben articulated a link between freedomside the marriage and freedom outside the
marriage. He remarked,
| have this freedom to go and shebés not go
make an issue of it, because she believes
not neglectindher. We spend a lot of time together. Um, so, you kno\, ivgives
you freedonée You donét have that nagging feeling
Daniel also was able to express his sense of freedom both within and outside of his marriage.
When discussing theust of his wife, Daniel was proud of how he was trusted to make decisions
about things such as finances, their home, church, work, education, and conference travel. More
t han oncé®@herheevesraildad flany reservationmg. 0 Whi | e
freedom it was clear that with his wifeds trust
for himself, his marriage, and for others. He made it clear that many good things happened that
would not have happened without his wifebds tr
Freedomoutside the marriage.
What came as somewhat of a surprise was ju
contributed to a sense of freedom outside the marriage. Leo said,
Well, the feeling comes with back to the initial answer to your questiopeace of
mind . | dondt ®Wdveatno twkrer wynalbodtebdbs chall et
work related, or outsideelationship related, if | know that my relationship with my wife
is as good as it can be, and, yoatowomy w, tr

about that.
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Leo said his wifeds trust gave him Aconfide
i dea. He tal ked about how his wifebds trust

other couples; mentoring that often ocedrwith his wife. In his letter to his wife, he told her,

ATrust has enabled us to spend time apart f
growing apart.o Ant hony even went so far a
me,lwan t o believe the best in others. Becau
others the benefit of the doubt. o I n this

how the trust from his wife enables and empowers him to trustsoth

Finally, Caleb had a | ot to say about th
marri age. He said, Alt allows me to be mor
Goddés calling for my | i f-te-dapsufaamdnotiiekl like ohaditad d o
somehow prove myself. o Later he added, dl b
somet hing not with her, and she isnodét, in t
or where | am o veralyfreadonoutsidmotlie onarnage. dial not Medrom
the marriage. To be trusted by onebds wife

marriage from which one could launch into a world of opportunities and responsibilities; a sense

of freedom the men relished.

Ant hony: Exemplification of a Husbandbs Exp
As previously mentioned, upon explication of the themessabthems, Anthony

emerged as an exempl i ficat i onedloyfiswife hruothérand 6

words, Anthony explicitly expressed nearly all of the aforementioned intrapersonal and

interpersonal themes asdbthems, with the exception of the themefafffirmation of doing

what isrighto and thesubthemef fievidence thahis wife is receiving his lové although
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arguably both were implicit in his words. Such exemplification by onesearcher is fortunate
indeed, indicating that al/l or nearly all the
being trusted byis wife.
Figure 44 represents Anthony as an exemplification ofitlteapersonal and
interpersonathemes andubthems . Ant honydés intrapersonal exnp
wife included deep satisfactustamaseesedfect ed i n
responsibility to maintain the privilege of having her trust. He experienced feeling loved,
respected, valued, affirmed, and supported as
regard all due to her trust in him. And Anthoexperienced a profound sense of peace and
security including the safety to be open and honest with his wife as a result of her trust.
Ant honyds interpersonal experience of being t
experience of receivinggce. These were perhaps components of an even deeper sense of
freedom inside and outside of their relationship as an aspect of his experience of being trusted by
his wife. Altogether, being trusted was clearly of great value to Anthony. As the firdd o
the letter he wrote to his wife expressing his experience of being trusted, he shared the lyrics of a
song, with a small yet significant addition at the end (in all capital letters, as he wrote it):
For every mountain | have climbed
Every raging rier crossed
You were the treasure | longed to find
Without your love | would be lost
Let the world stop turning
Let the sun stop burning

Let them tell me | ovedbs not worth g
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If it all falls apart

| will know deep in my heart

The only dream that attered had come true

In this life, | was loved by you

In this life, | was lovd é AND TRUSTED by yout

INTRAPERSONAL

+ DEEP SATISFACTION
O THANKFULNESS
+ A PRIVILEGE NOT TOBAKEN FOR
GRANTED
O A SENSE OF RESPONSIB OR

INTERPERSONAL

+ INTIMACY
o PEACE OF MIND
o EVIDENCE THAT HIS WIFE IS
RECEIVING HIS LOVE
+ EXPERIENCE OF GRACE

INSPIRATION TO MAININ THE + FREEDOM
TRUST o FREEDOM INSIDE THE MARRIAGE
+ POSITIVE REGARD o FREEDOM OUTSIDE THE MABRIA

O LOVED
O RESPECTED
O VALUED, AFFIRMED, AN
SUPPORTED
+ AFFIRMATION OF DOIM®AT IS RIGHT
+ PEACKBND SECURITY
o SAFETY TO BE OPENDAMONEST

Figure4.4: Themes and subthemes relateth®sintrapersonal and interpersonal experienc

of being trusted, all of which were exemplified byresercherAnthony

Contextual and Situational Factors to Consider in the Findings
As indicated in theonceptuaframeworkpresented in Chapter One, despite studying it
in an isolated way, the experience of being trusted should not be considered in a agaurtum,

from ot her i nf | usehoughtsrag partiautaty oetexgant in cohsederings 0

“Thelyricswritten i n Ant honyods | ett e'inThiolLifel'iassongwi f e wer e
written by Mike Reid and Allen Shamblin and recorded by American country music singer
Collin Raye released in July 1992 from his @D This Life.
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contextual and situational factors in the experience of trust. His thoughts were unique, not
constituting a common theme, but beg for consideration and rfunthesstigation of such factors.
For example, Lewis, when providing feedback on his interview transcript, stated,

It occurred to me that my experience of being trusted changes with the nature of my

wi feds trust. | 't hi n tobe (¢haracter), dodcompleta f f er en

task) or decide (bring original thought and solutiains) All this to say that the idea of

trust can take many forms with vastly different feelings based on what is meant by the

word trust.
While Lewis was not the onlyoeresearcher to reflect on different types of trust and-telated
scenarios, he was the only one to communicate how he continued to reflect about these trust
dynamicsfollowing the interview

Additional contextual and situation factors that mayuefice the results include: the
types of trustelevant situations the couple may have faced together historically; the length of
their relationship before and after marrying; the ages of thheswarchers and their spouses;
whetherthe coresearcheis in hisfirst or subsequent marriaggpiritual or religious beliefs and
practices; various circumstances theresearcher may have been facing at the time of the
interview; and personal or familyf-origin experiences one brings into the marriage. Prudence
requires bearing in mind the existence of such factors when interpreting the results of this study,
yet reason and careful methodology allow value to be found in the isolation of the experience of
being trusted in the pursuit of deeper understanding.
Additional Considerations in Interpreting the Results

An additional consideration when looking at the results of this study is whether the

themes truly reflect the experience of being
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trusty, as represeed in theconceptuaframeworkin Chapter One, is a deeply interdependent
experience influenced not only by personal and relationship characteristics, but also myriad other
factors including trustrelevant situations, various contextual factors, expegs in the past,

and expectations for the future. I n this stu
experience of being trusted by his wife, but interpretation of these findings should consider how
such experience may be inextricably linkeatioer trustrelated factors. Could the experience

of being trusted be predicated on unique char
being trusted have a great deal to do with a
Questiors and considerations such as these should be kept in mind in interpretation and
transferability as well as in the development of future research on the subject and will be

discussed in more depth in Chapter Five.

Trust, as argued throughout the foundatiofhis study, is complex, making trust and
trustworthiness difficult taddress independent of each otiheainy relationship, including in the
relationship between researcher andesearcher. Discussing the trustworthiness of results
related to thexgerience of being trusted adds interesting layers to the processes of interpretation
and explication. Questions arjseich asCan | as the researcher trust what | received from the
co-researchers as being an accurate representation of their expeoidneiag) trusted by their
wives? Can | trust that | have not obscured the data based on my own biases and
presuppositionsAnd did the ceresearchers see me as trustworthy enough to share their deepest
thoughts and feelings about their experiences?la/ghiidying the experience of being trusted,
these questions of trust in the heuristic inquiry process must be reflexively considered in the

interpretation of the results.
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Entering the intimate dialogue of this study required a rapidly developed seénss of
and trustworthiness between myself and theesearchers, at least at a rudimentary level. The
trust granted to me as the researcher was greatly appreciated, providing a temporary and
satisfying sense of closeness and freedom in discussion that pvavilege the coesearchers
were not obligated to grant. Interestingly, these experiences were a pale and much less intimate
reflection of some of the aforementioned themes experienced by the men with their wives.
While full analysis of how trust ithe research relationship may have impacted an accurate
understanding of a husbandés experience of be
of this study, the hope is that this trust in the resealiahezsearcher relationship helped to
provide quality, trustworthy results.

Evidence of Quality

In ChapterfFour, methods addressing validity or trustworthiness of this study were
discussed. The research results are considered valid to the extent that the presentation truly
captures the meaningé essence of the experiences of the husbands of being trusted by their
wives (Moustakas, 1990). Various methods were employed in this study to address the five
criteria for trustworthiness outlined by Connelly (2016): credibility, dependability,
confirmability, transferability, and authenticity. Methods used in this study to address all five
criteria are discussed in what follows.

Credibility refers to the confidence in the truth of the study and its findings and is
analogous to internal validity in gotitative research, ardkependabilityrefers to stability of data
over time, similar to reliability in quantitative research (Connelly, 2016). Member checking, or
informant feedback, was utilized in this study to maximize both credibility and dependabilit

The researcher solicited feedback about the interview transcript content prior to analysis,
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feedback about the emerging themes sufithems, and feedback about the finalized themes
andsubthems. All 10co-researchers provided feedback about thesti@ot content and the
emerging themes arsiibthems, but only three coesearchers chose to respond to a request for
feedback about the finalized themes. The three that responded had no additional changes to
recommend and affirmed the quality of the tlesmWhile it may be assumed that the other
seven had no feedback to provide at this point, it is unknown as to why they did not respond.

Credibility was also maximized by the triangulation of additional material provided by
the coresearchers in respanto the initial interview questions or member checks. Two co
researchers chose to write letters to their wives explaining their experiences of being trusted by
them. Four caesearchers provided additional input about their experiences at the tinee of th
first member check, which was triangulated with the original data and emerging tisemes (
AppendixG for an example of an-mail from a ceresearcher providing clarification about his
interview comments). Additionally, as proposed, the researcheremgagi n Ai t er at i ve
guestioning of the data, returning to examine
interpretation processes, a process discussed earlier in this chapter and a procedure that may also
contribute to dependability (Onwuegbuzie & the2007, p. 435).

A final method used to maximize credibility was reflexivity on the part of the

researcher. Such reflexivity also addresses confirmability, which refers to the degree findings
are consistent and could be repeated, somewhat analogzhjedtivity in quantitative research
(Connelly, 2016). The researcher engaged in an ongoing processreflsetion with the
purpose of generating awareness about his actions, feelings, and perceptions related to what it
means to be trusted as a hugbay his wife (Darawsheh, 2014). Due to the active process of

interpretation of data necessary in heuristic research, such reflexivity was practiced to minimize
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bias that could obscure the understanding of the experience of being trusted. The réssarcher

reflexivity included journaling about thoughts and feelings related to the interview experiences,
emerging themes, and personal attitudes and experiences related to being trusted byshis wife (
AppendixH for journal excerpt).

Transferability refersa the extent that the findings may be useful to others beyond the
research study itself, similar to generalization in quantitative research, and authenticity is the
extent to which the researcher realiTetically
maxi mi ze quality in these areas, the-research
researchersdé experiences by providing the res
prior to the interview, as well as facilitating an interviewcdssion that maximized the
expression of their experiences (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007, p. 244). During the interview, the
researcher provided a safe and open atmosphere for deep dialogue, stimulating conversation
meant to follow the lead of the ¢esearber with minimal to no leading questions or comments
(seeAppendixI for interview transcript example). While statistical generalization is clearly not
the goal in heuristic research, every effort was made to explicate the firideigding rich and
thick descriptions conveyed in the words of theesearchersDespite the limited,
nonrepresentative, and somewhat homogenous nature oftesearchers in this study (e.qg.,

Christian faith among all participants), extensive data was obtained that maysel

foundation for further researciAs evidenced in this chapter, numerous quotes were used to
support the veracity of the themes autbthems. The goal of such accurate representation is to
allow the reader to trust the authenticity of the resaitd transfer the discoveries herein to the

experiences of being trusted unique to their own purposes and venues.
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Conclusion

This chapter contained information about the process of how the study was conducted
and key findingsincluding themes ansubthenes associated with intrapersonal and
interpersonal experiences of trust, reflecting the review of extant literature presented in Chapter
Two. Also covered in this chapter were additional considerations in interpreting the results,
including contextual ahsituational factors, as well as evidence of quality showing how the
study followed procedurds ensureaccuracy of data. As a conclusion to this heuristic study,
Chapter Five will include wdepth interpretation and discussion of these findings agdiesg to
previous r esear cconceptnaframevoek Thisdsaissioncwlll euinnate in
implications for social change, recommendations for action, and recommendations for further

study.
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CHAPTER FIVE : SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMME NDATIONS
fiTrue love does not come by finding the perfect person,
but by learning to see an imperfect person perfectly.
d Jason Jordan

In this final chapter, the researcher provides a brief overview of the study in its entirety,
including a summary of ehfindings, followed by irdepth discussion of the results.
Interpretations of the findings are presented along with implications for social change,
recommendations for action, and recommendations for further study. The chapter culminates
withreflectiors on t he researcher 6s e xgceativesynthesisal/i t h t |
the resultsand a conclusion to the research study.

Study Overview

This heuristic study was conducted to seek answers to the research question
committed, maritatelationship, what is the experience dfiasband when he believes he is
trusted by hiswifeAs establ i shed in Chapters One and Tw
research to date has been on the trustor or the relationship between the trustor ayeéttrusty
research is sparse pertaining to the experience of being a trusty. Thus, with little precedent in the
literature and the need to start building basic knowledge about the experience of being trusted,
this study was designed to provide husbands aortppty to express their experiences of being
trusted by their wives. Discovery of various themessarithems was the result of the first five
of thesix phases of heuristic research: initial engagement, immersion into the topic and question,
incubatian, illumination, explication, and creative synthesis (Moustakas, 1990, p. 27). Further
explication will occur in this chapter as the themessarithems are interpreted in light of

previous literature andntheir own merit. Creative synthesis will beluded in the concluding

section of this chapter as well.
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A husbandodés experience of beilOcgresearchiesst ed by
with whom the researcher engaged in deep conversation, tended to involve the following themes
andsubthems. Under the general heading of intrapersonal experiences of trust, being trusted by
oneds wi faaeep semse af satsihctiaften accompanied by expli@kpressions of
thankfulness In addition, many men expressed an understandingpavaigh e t rust of on
wife is a privilege not to be taken for granteldurthermore, there was a correspondiegse of
responsibility or inspiration to maintain that trusin a different vein, being trusted was
experienced agalidation through positive regd. This positive regard was based in many cases
on the belief that they weteved, respected, valued, affirmed, and supporiBue experience of
being trusted by their wives spoke volumes to the husbands through these various manifestations
of positive regard.

Two additional primary themes emerged in the area of intrapersonal experiences of being
trusted. Many of the husbandsaffexaponadosi@d how
what is right In other words, her trust was an indicator ackihowledgment that they were
doing rightly that which they believed they should as a husband. The final theme in the
intrapersonal domain emerged as one of the strongest. Being trusted by their wives led to
experiences gheace and securityncluding br many ssense of safety to be open and hgnest
even about their shortcomings. The themessaithems that emerged in the intrapersonal
experience of trust domain seemed to reflect a personal and internal experience of being trusted,
yet they were clady inextricably linked to the interpersonal themes that will be discussed in
what follows.

While difficult to separate from the intrapersonal themes, various experiences of being

trusted seemed most logically conceptualized as interpersonal expeatheeyy trusted. The
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first theme was a profourgkperience of intimacoyith their wives, or feelings of closeness,
connectedness, and bondedness. Being trusted led to myriad types of intimacy experiences
unique to the couples, yet regardless of howniaty was described, being trusted was pivotal to
such experiences. gubthemehat emerged with intimacy waeace of mind Similar to the
peace and security intrapersonal experience mentioned previously, this particular expression of
peace of mind waelated to closeness a husband felt with his wife. By being trusted, the men
spoke extensively about how the trust added positivity and removed negativity from their
marriage which could work for or against their intimacy, respectively. Thus, peacenof was
a unique aspect of intimacy experienced as a
mi nd, many husbands evilenee oftrdteaving theivlovenean idtrigiingu st a s
twist, husbands often felt closer, more intimate, withei r wi ves when the wiyv
to them that their efforts to love were being received. What could appear to be an expression of
what thewife was experiencing with her trust was actually an expression of the thoughts and
feelings of intimacynurtured within thdhusbandboy t he knowl edge that one:i
enough to trust.

A common expression of the experience of being trusted was thetadfing grace In
this context, grace expressed through trust seemed to mean that a wiféowioglg allow for
relational continuance and closeness even in the face of adversity, personal growth, or even
certain transgressions. In other words, the husbands often realized that they were not entirely
trustworthy despite their efforter there mg have been reasons beyond their control that could
erode trust. Yet their wivesd trust was a wa
relationship and not hold their husbands®d sho

convers#ons with the ceresearchers, once the wa@chcecame up, men would slide into using
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trustandgraceinterchangeably as if they were experienced similarly. As will be discussed later,
this relationship between trust and grace in particular begs faefurtquiry.

Last, the theme dfeedomemerged as one of the strongest themes overall. To be trusted
by oneds wi lboth inside and dutsideeof thme gejationshiphe men spoke of being
able to be themselves, enjoy the intimacy of theairrirage, and proceed boldly into their world,
tethered to the security of their wives but with an untethered ability to engage the world with
peace and confidence. Their marriages, characterized in part by the trust of their wives, provided
a firm and sasfying foundation from which they could launch into a world of opportunities and
responsibilities.

I n sum, the experience of bei nrgsedrcharsst ed by
included all or nearly all of the following: deep satisfactiothva sense of thankfulness; an
understanding that the trust was a privilege not to be taken for granted that led to a sense of
responsibility or inspiration to maintain such trust; validation through positive regard that was
often received as expressiorfideing loved, respected, valued, affrmed, and supported;
affirmation of doing what is right for their wives; peace and secunitjuding the safety to be
open and honest; intimacy in its many formmsluding peace of mind and evidence that their
wiveswere receiving their love; experiences of grace, despite imperfections, shortcomings, or
strain in the relationship; and freedom inside and outside of the marriage to grow andTbrive.
be trusted was deeply satisfying for the reemexperience many tiaever reflected on before

but were thankful to have been given the opportunity to do so as a part of this study.
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INTRAPERSONAL INTERPERSONAL

+ DEEP SATISFACTION + INTIMACY
O THANKFULNESS o PEACE OF MIND
+ A PRIVILEGE NOT TOBAKEN FOR GRANTED o EVIDENCE THAT HIS WIFE IS RECEIVING
O A SENSE OF RESPONSAIB OR LOVE
INSPIRATION TO MAINNN THE TRUST + EXPERIENCE OF GRACE
+ POSITIVE REGARD + FREEDOM
O LOVED o FREEDOM INSIDE THE MARRIAGE
O RESPECTED o FREEDOM OUTSIDE THE MARRIAGE

O VALUED, AFFIRMED, ABUPPORTED
+« AFFIRMATION OF DOIMGIAT IS RIGHT
+« PEACE AND SECURITY

0 SAFETY TO BE OPENDAIONEST

Figure5.1: Overview ofthemesandsubthemes

Interpretation of Findings

In this section, the findings of this study will be discusse@rnms of how they are
informed by and can inform the extant literature on dyadic trust. In Chapterc@neeptual
frameworkof various theories, models, and concepts was proposed to assist in contextualizing
the experiences and perceptions of a tr(stgFigure 5.6). The review of the literature
presented in Chapter Two was organized into two primary seclibedntrapersonal
Experience of the Trustor in Relation to the Trusty and The Interpersonal Experience ,of Trust
followed by a brief justifichon for emphasizing the perspective of the trusty. In Chapter Four,
the findings related to the husbands as trusties were organized according to intrapersonal and
interpersonal themes asdbthems (see Figure 5.1), parallel to the intrapersonal and
interpersonal experiences of trustors in Chapter Two. The interpretations and discussion of the
present study on trusties as it relates to previous knowledge of trust dynamics will be similarly
organized, first addressing the unique experience of the tdus#ytp its unique relevance to the
present study, on to intrapersonal and interpersonal experiences, then to an expansion of the

conceptual framework integrating the present findings. Finally, the findings will be discussed in
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light of the operational difition of trust proposed in Chapter One and in relation to the concept
of trustworthiness.
Present Findings and Previous Knowledg@bout the Experience of the Trusty

As argued in Chapters One and Two and as the results of this study suggest, the
experence of the trusty deserves more attention than it has received in the literature to date.
Previous evidence does exist that the experience of a trusty is significant, but such evidence is
limited. At this point, a briehnd compacteview of such evidese in relation to the present
findings lays a foundation for a more extensive review of trust literature not as directly related to
the unique trusty experience identified in this study. Rigketi.(2015) and Khalifian and
Barry (2016) found that indiduals whose spouses trusted them more experienced increased
relational intimacy, consistent with tigimacytheme that emerged in this study. Shallcross
and Simpson (2012) discovered that high chronic trust askers (i.e., those making a request) in
strain-test situations received more accommodation from their responding partners when asked
to sacrifice some of their own desires for the relationship, consistent wiphithege and
responsibilitytheme andubthemen this study. As discussed earlibtikulincer (1998)
observed that secure individuals appeared to be more capable of pursuing partheinggeét
times resulting in being more trusting, a finding consistent with various themssitatheéme
reflecting a sense of welleing such agpea®, securityand freedom And as Campbedét al.
(2010) found, men, regardless of their own level of trust, reported more stable relationship
guality across time with more trusting partners, with the same not holding true for women; a
finding completely onsistent with theatisfaction, affirmation, peace, securigndintimacy

themes, just to name a few.
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In large part, this study has confirmed some of what is already known about a trusty and
added uniqgue knowl edge ab otusteddy hiswiteblawhdtd s expe
follows, this knowledge is discussed in relation to extant research that was not specifically about
thetrusy 6 s e x .pTis diseussior is much more extensive than this section about the trusty
given the fact that the samajority of the research has focused on the trustor, the relationship
between the trustor and trusty, and the construct of trust itself. Prudent to note is how the
following analysis is engaged in carefully to avoid undue speculation and assumption of
associations where they do not logically exist. By design, this heuristic stiGyofi s b and s 6
experience of being trusted by their wives is not generalizable in the quantitative sense, yet the
discoveries herein can be considered trustworthy and magspensibly transferred and applied
to similar situations, including the related research that follows.

Present Findings and Previous Knowledge of Intrapersonal Trust

In the literature review in Chapter Two, the intrapersonal experience of the tnustor
relation to the trusty was broken down into the following subsections: trust as a regulatory
system; impulsive and reflective trust; personal motives, values, and goals; trust and attachment;
trust and differentiation of self; and additional persongpaitions and attributions. By
necessity due to the paucity of research on t
was on intrapersonal aspects of the trustor and dynamics between a trustor and trusty. This study
of husbands 6eingtrugtes by theinvaves confributes to an understanding of trust
dynamics by expanding knowledge of the trusty. Given that the present findings relate strongly
to some of the aforementioned intrapersonal areas and loosely to others, various aspects of

intrapersonal trust will be discussed hereafter in an integrated and synthesized manner.
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The findings of this study clearly reveal what can be considered not only experiences but
benefits as a result of being trustadliscovery that provides a letsdugh which to see all of
the discussion of the result$he range of experiences expressed by the husbands was
overwhelmingly positive, including intrapersonal themes suateap satisfactioas well as
peaceandsecurity Furthermore, being trustechw/not considered a negative experience in any
way by any of the husbands, with the possible exception of the weight of responsibility they
often felt to maintain the trustan experience not considered negative but a natwpidmuct of
the privilege 6 being trusted.

Given the veritable lack of research on the unique experiences of a trusty, one approach
to the discussion of the present findings is to compare the experience of a trusty to the role trust
may play in the life of the trustor. In onetb& more recent and robust conclusions about trust,
Cavalloet al.(2014) described trust as a regulatory system used to reconcile the tension between
approackoriented connection goals and avoidandented seHprotection goals within a
relationship; aveighing of benefits and costs. One rule engaged as a part of this regulatory
system is i f onebés partner is accepting, then
protect. Connecting may involve trusting whereaselfection may invole withdrawing
trust. Interestingly, Cavallo et al. stated that cognitive and behavioral strategies may be used to

cast aside concerns about the breaking of the acceptance rule, as well as athgulasion

® One coresearcher did briefly ment in membeichecking communication after the original
interview that he believes his experience of
trust (i.e., trusted to be [character], do [complete a task], or decide [bring original thought and
solutions]). Depending on the type of trust, such as trust to complete a task or make a decision,
the experience can include feelings of anxiety or pressure, which may not be freeing or
empowering. The burden of r eleptibcorssiddoedd i ty i n
privilege, may involve uncomfortable or negative feeliraysexperience perhaps worth further

inquiry.
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rules, in what could be considered intentiaorareflective override. In other words, trust may be
intentionally given, whether or not completely consistent with a relationabeostfit analysis.
The present study begins to illuminate how the trektted attitudinal and behavioral results of
the functioning of this riskegulation system may impact a trusty.

From the standpoint of the husbands in this study, the expressions of their experience of
being trusted strongly suggest they believe they are intentionally or purposefully being given
trustby their wives. One of the intrapersonal themes that emergedahi@dation through
positive regardwhich included beintpved, respected, valued, affirmead/orsupported The
men spoke as if their wives were choosing to regard them positivelyyogfaust, rather than
trusting merely for their own risk regulation benefit while the men fortuitously reaped the
benefits of positive regard. For exampl e, wh
if my wife could trust me unlessshehalai r amount of respect for m
fiWhere therebés [trust] ités that, you know, fe
gener al positive vibe. o Whil e personal benef
as a mtve, perhaps driven by some sort of regulatory system rule, the men experienced trust as
positiveregardnonetheless. Given the intricate interplay that exists between trustor and trusty
motives and experiences, this particular trusty experience illtesitlae possibility that the
good feelings that positive regard engenders in a trusty may lead to rewarding experiences for
the trustor. This dynamic also suggests a simultaneous and synergistic focus on self and other;
avoiding unnecessary dichotomizatiof experience. The decision to trust acts as a form ef self
regulatory personal benefit for the trustywell asa rewarding experience for the trustor, with

coinciding, inextricable, and recursive salhd otheforientations.
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In contrast, as a whelthe literature portrays trust as a benefit for self with little
consideration of what trust can mean for its recipferg., Dunninget al, 2014; Gilovich,
Kruger, & Savitsky, 1999; Malhotra, 2004; Ried| & Javor, 20¥#)ich stands in stark contrast
to the array of benefits the husbands in this study experienced. In early theoretical work on trust,
McClintock (1972) recognized how collaboration and otbrégntation seemed to maximize
personal trust, and Deutsch (1973) recognized how virtue andfailth act as motivations to
trust yet both concluded that what appeared to be ailiented was ultimately for personal
satisfaction or personal benefits gained by being able to trust. More recently, Simpson (2007)
incorporated personal, moral, and stwral goals and motives on the part of the trustor in his

dyadic model of trustyet he did not seem to take seriously otbemtered goals and motivations

for trusting. Y ama gi s hTruste€Gamaavealed that iht&rallmojal r e s e
standards may drive a decision to trusyet, 1incl
the decision was still assumed to be about th

the trust may have for the trusty.

While the motivedehind the trust the men in the present study believed they received
from their wives is unknown in this study, what the men experienced as recipients of such trust
point to the real possibility that the aforementioned theoreticians and researcherstuahe a
on the right track. Unfortunatelthey did not adequately attend to trusties, like the men in this
study and what they believe they are experiencing. These husbands believe that being trusted is
an act of love. The possibility exists that safmeot all of what the men in this study
experienced could be what a trustor intentionally desired to create for the trusty as-an other
oriented act of care, concern, or lasgressed througiust. Their belief in the purposeful

nat ur e of rusthans aredemde byethe disctission of privilege that follows.
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An intrapersonal theme that emerged in thi
understanding that his wifebs t Arelatedsubttemea pr i v
wasa serse of responsibility or inspiration to maintain the trusany of the husbands realized
that the trust of their wives was not something they were entitled to; rather, it was a type of
giftd a gift of great value with requisite risk the part of their wes As already mentioned,

Cavallo et al. (2014) recognized how trust regulates risk within an individual, including how that

trust may override connection concerns. This study adds the element of the experience of the
recipients; in this case husbantattseem to recognize the risks their wives are taking to trust

them, whether that risk is completely conscious on the part of the wives or not. Worth

considering is the possibility that as husbands recognize the privilege of trust and seek to actively
maintain it, these actions may be perceived by the wives as forms of acceptance, which when
processed through the trust Asdgulation system, leads to more connecting on the part of the

trustor. This connecting may be experienced asibtithacyandsatisfaction emergent themes
inthisstudyper haps attributed by a hunsrbaeynd t o hi s w
satisfaction andinspiration to maintain trustead to a shared experience of intimacy between

husband and wife that mitigates the needsdfprotection on the part of the wjfieading to

even more trust on her part (See Figure 5.2). While trust acts asragugition system
intrapersonally, the trustyb6s experience of b

influences the funaning and perhaps even the development of the regulation system itself.
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Husband and wife
experience intimacy
together, which
works against the
wife's need for self
protection

Husband experience
intimacy,
satisfaction, and
continued inspiration
to maintain trust
perhaps attributing
some of it to wife's

Wife trusts
husband

This is experienced a3
a privilege by the

husband and he seeks
to maintain it by
engaging in more

trustworthy and other
pro-relationship

behaviors

Wife's trust
regulation system
rule sees this as
acceptance and
connects her
more with her
husband

trust

Figure5.2: Interactiono f wi f e6s trust regul ation system an

trusted

Trustasarisk egul ati on system | ogical Iworkonor r espo
trust and attachment, which connects with the present findings. Mikulincer found that securely
attached individuals focused on intimacy increase and constructive communication with a

partner, both ways of seeking relational connection. Conyetsefound that anxious

ambivalent and avoidant individuals focused on secgagking and worry as well as control

attainment and distancing, respectively. Both of these findings are consistent with the
aforementioned trust ristegulation system. Milincer also suggested that trust in relation to
attachment style may act not only as a response to a partner but also a secure base from which

one may risk vulnerability and further truslated attitudes and actions, including increased

capability of pusuing partner welbeing rather than being a passive recipient of care and
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comfort. In other words, trust could be the impetus for intimacy rather than jugiradyct of
such connection. Thi s | ss(2009ssggestiodmat withwi t h  Mur
strong trust one can afford to prioritize relationship promotion, whereas with weak trust self
protection is prioritized. The experiences of the husbands in this study convey a sense of well
being consistent with these assertions.

In the presenstudy,peace and securitgmerged as a strong theme, includsafety to be
open and honestlf Mikulincer is correct that attachment security manifests as increased trust by
a trustor, thengiven the present findings, there is evidence that securayrimstor may beget
security in a trusty. Secure attachment, which includes an intrapersonal sense of peace and
safety, may manifest as trugllated actions and interactions, which, according to the husbands
in this study, were experienced as providaggice and securityBy implication, and certainly
worth further study, is the possibility that
contribute to decreased anxiety for an insecu
secur e 0 tstyetinaaduhhooe as a trusty experiences the ongoing peace and security of
being trusted (Main, Hesse, & Kaplan, 2005). Regardless of such explanations or implications,
the experience of a husband as he is trusted by his wife is gheadg and secity, an
experience that he may in turn share as trusty with her as trustor.

As indicated in both Chapters One and Two, differentiation of self is a concept that can
be integrated with attachment dynamics. Differentiation is a healthy condition reflectinn e 6 s
sense of autonomy and iIinterdependence in a re
thoughts and emotions (Nichols & Schwartz, 2004). One can be both separate and connected in
a way that fosters personal and relational health (i.e., emiyiot@gnitively, and physically).

While differentiation can be measured within the individual, thus considered an intrapersonal
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dynamic, it can be manifest in the interactions between partners. The experiences of trust that
the husbands in this studysideibed from their wives seemed consistent with relational dynamics
resulting from differentiation of self. Bartle (1996) found that a lower level of emotional
reactivity to events involving oneb6s fvasr ent s,
associated with a higher | evel of trust 1in on
experience of being trusted included both intrapersonal and interpersonal themessace as
and security, validation through positive regard in the fafrsupport, intimacy including peace
of mind, and freedom both inside and outside of the marridgpe trust the husbands
experienced seemed to provide them with a sense of deep closeness and connection (i.e.,
intimacy) as well as the freedom to persbngrow and explore both inside and outside of the
relationship. To allow this level of differentiation interpersonally would typically require a high
level of differentiation within the trustor intrapersonalBaftle, 1996;Bowen, 1966Corey,
2013; Ker, 1984; Murray & Holmes, 2011; Nichols & Schwartz, 2004), including tolerance of
being connected yet healthily separated cogni
partner, an act that in most cases would require the risk of trusting. Thibérostn believed
they were experiencing seemed consistent with both the connection and autonomy emotionally
acceptable to a differentiated individual in that it fostered the experience of intimacy and
freedom. Granted, this association between the husbdnde x per i ences and t he
differentiation is speculative, yet it is consistent with theory and research on differentiation and
trust. Further study is required to substantiate this association.

Worth a brief mention at this point is how the presamtihgs support the conclusions of
a study done by Bartle (1996) as she looked at differentiation and trust. Whereas earlier studies

such as those done by Larzelere and Huston (1980) and Butler,(@®88uded that trust
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begets trust in a dyadic relatiship, Bartle discovered a lack of a significant association between
partnersdé trust | evels. I n other words, her
partner simply begets trust in the other.eTinesens t udy supportsnsBweentl| ebds
what wasot heard from the coesearchers. Strikingly, only one-oesearcher specifically

mentioned how he believed that his trust in his wife grew because of her trust in him, adding that
his ability to trust others in general grew as a tesubeing trusted. Even in this one case, the
husbandds generalized trust grew, rather tha
this |l ack of trust reciprocity in the menos
and emprical evidence may seem to suggest otherwise.

In a somewhat related study, BBier and Halldorsson (2010) looked at trusting and
trustworthiness using therust Gamea game described @hapterTwo and often used in trust
researchTheyfound that theamount sent by Player 1 (i.e., the trustor) related only to
unconditional kindness while the amount sent back by Player 2 (the trusty) was related to a sense
of obligation to reward the trustords invest
Buchanet al.(2008) also found that the norm of obligation was a significant motivator behind

trustworthiness. These findings are consistent with the intrapesdrtaemef a sense of

n

e

m

responsibility or inspiration to maintain the trugven bytheh s bands d wi ves as Wwe

lack of data on trust begetting trust in a reciprocal manner. In sum, for the husbands in this
study, their experience did involve more of a sense of obligation than a sense of reciprocity,
consistent with the studies mentash

After reviewing the common historical results of research involving thst Game
Molhotra (2004) noticed how large trusting acts tend to make reciprocity more likely and more

substantive, b u ttis imeleawlg/ this is tbercase o( ps.t aB2),. A The
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sheds a great deal of light on what may be some of the reasons why, particularly related to how
the husbands appear to respond to being trusted by behaving in reciprocally positj\evarays
if not inspired by an increase their own trust. As mentioned earlier, Cample¢lal.(2010)
suggest, based on their research, that a core component of trust is the stability of relationship
evaluations across time. They found that men who were involved with more trusting partners
reported more stable relationship quality across time, independent of their own levels, af trust
result that did not hold true for women. This is entirely consistent with the present study, and the
case could be made that of the emergent themes asukthemes capture the experiences of
husbands that believe they are in stable, high quality relationships (see Figure 5.2). In large part,
the husbands in this study didttalk about their own abilities or willingness to trust at all, but
they did talk abot themes oinspiration to maintain the trusaffirmation of doing what is right,
anddeep satisfactioas a result of being trusted. The men spoke of responses to trust with
attitudes and behaviors that would likely contribute to relational stabildyangevity,
consistent with the sense mivilege, responsibility, affirmatiorandsatisfactionexpressed by
the husbands.

In Chapter Two, a study by Remptlal. (1985 was discussed in which the faith of a
trustor was strongly correlated with@ane | ov e faonrd a npeadrst feari t h i n a
strongly correlated with seeing a partner as intrinsically motivated to invest in the relationship.
I n the researchersé interpretations, tdétyey att
leading to more faith in the trustor, which they believed would produce more love in the trustor.
In the literature review for the present study, this interpretation was challenged, with the
proposition that the love of the trustor could just as Béagiroduce more faith, which when

perceived by the trusty could produce more intrinsic motivation. The results of this study appear
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to support such an alternate interpretation. The trust given to the husband, regardless of its
motivation, producedandner st andi ng t h anotalprivikegewibé tekénsfort r u st
granted and it produced sense of responsibility or inspiration to maintain the tristhile one
could make the case that the wifedkthattheist was
behaviors produced by the husbanddgpsartettens e of
wife as intrinsically motivated, particularly given that none of the men had explicitly expressed
his appreciati on f opriortoiths stughy. fnetibeswotds, lestiust coald hi s
produce an experience for him that would inspire the growth of intrinsic motivation to invest in
the relationship. The investment would be extrinsically inspired, but intrinsically fostered and
prioritized. The distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic is fine to be sure, but such is often the
case within interdependent relationships.

The biology of trust may lend clarity and support to the extrimtrinsic distinction as
well as provide possiblexplanations for results of this study. Research has shown that nasally
administered, or exogenous, oxytocin has been shown to increase trust (KbafeRDO05),
whereas when people are trusted, their brains release endogenous oxytocin, which predicts
trustworthiness (Zakt al, 2005). In this sense, that which begins on the outside (i.e., exogenous
oxytocin) produces an internal disposition (i.e., trust) in the trustor, which in turn creates an
extrinsic effect on the trusty, subsequently produeimgntrinsic motivator (i.e., endogenous
oxytocin). As discussed in the previous paragraph, that which technically constitutes extrinsic
motivation for the trusty becomes, by way of biologicategulation, actual intrinsic motivation
on the part of th&rusty. The perception of this intrinsic motivation creates a positive feedback

loop of perceived trustworthiness producing increased trust by the trustor, perceived trust by the
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trusty, increased trustworthiness and trust by the trusty, then back eéovpdrtrustworthiness

producing more trust by the trustor (see Figure 5.3).

Perception of

trustworthiness
Increased by the trustor Increased

oxytocin / \ oxytocin
\

General increase
in intimacy

Themes found Increas_ed consistent with Increased trust
in this study trtt)JSV\;lorthlness oxytocin and by the trustor
confirm y the trusty other brain/body
bonding changes
experiences /
consistent \ /
with Increased Increased
increased oxytocin Perceived trust oxytocin
oxytocin. by the trusty

Figure 5.3:Positivefeedback loop of trust, trustworthiness, and oxytocin

The present study provides heuristic and phenomenological evidence of the experience of
the tusty in this positive feedback loop. In addition to the information about oxytocin alone,
oxytocin for both participants has been shown to enhance dopamine levels, increase synaptic
serotonin, and inhibit amygdala excitatory information, making theacatiens rewarding for
those involved while experiencing a sense of calm and decreased fear (Riedl & Javor, 2012).

The themes most consistent with this description that emerged in this study as the men expressed
their experiences of being trusted dezpsatisfactionvalidation through positive regargeace
and securityandintimacy, with other themes arguably constituting rewarding experiences as

well. A few years agdRiedl and Javor (2012) put out a call to the research community to
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conduct more in@stigations that focus on the trusty, as well as interactions between the trustor

and trusty. This study has begun to answer that call.
One final comparison can be made between the extant literature focused on the

intrapersonal aspects of trust and tmeliings of this study. Vinkert al.(2010) found that trust

can decrease the amount of intrusive behavior in a relatigrsstulp as covertly readingrealil

or overtly and excessively meddling with a pa

intimacy by increasing unceitdy in a relationship (Knoblogt2008; Knoblob & Solomon,

2002). In this study, when the men spoke of the intrapersonal and interpersonal themes of

validation through positive regard, affirmation of doing what is rigleage and security,

intimacy, experience of gracandfreedom they often acknowledged what thdigd nothave to

deal with given that they were trusted by their wives. Particularly in the area of peace of mind

as it related to the experience of intimaayen spoke of not being distracted from life, not

dealing with suspicion, not dealing with doubts, and not having to justify every decision or

action; all as a result of being trusted by their wives. As Caleb stated,
That | have a sense of peace,orMlea a pri de in our relationsh
have to justify myself all the ti me. That
about it, it just felt like it would just always be in the back of my mind. What have | done
today and howvould it look like to her if she was always watching what | was doing and
how would | explain something to her that
misconstrued? Like that would be a lot of mental energy.

Consistent with previous research, mar the men spoke of a lack of intrusive behaviors by

their wives, which resulted in an experiencéenafeased intimacy
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This section covered various interpretations of the findings of this study as they relate
primarily to the intrapersonal aspectsmist addressed in the extant literature. While the
emphasis was on intrapersonal dimensions, interpersonal dynamics ofavitsibly entered the
discussion given the systemic and interdependent nature of {nusttyr relationships. The
following section will emphasize previous knowledge of interpersonal trust as related to the
present findingsincluding intrapersonal information as is relevant to the discussion.
Present Findings and Previous Knowledge of Interpersonal Trust

In the literature revi@ in Chapter Two, the interpersonal experience of trust was broken
down into the following subsections: love and commitment; motivation management; general
risk attitudes and reciprocity; risk regulation and-gstieem; and relationship developmental
trajectory. As in the previous section, these aspects of interpersonal trust will be discussed in an
integrated and synthesized manner.

In a landmark study on trust and the development of the Dyadic Trust Scale, Larzelere
and Huston (1980) found that dyadliast and love were strongly related. Expecting to find that
Partner Ab6s trust would correlate strongly wi
Abs trust in Partner B was more strongly asso
often been the case, they suggested that as trust grows so doas loterpretation that
established sequence and causation where only correlations existed. In the present study, the
men felt deeply loved by the wives who trusted them. Discussau @aspect ofalidation
through positive regareéh Chapter Four, for the men to be trusted weeébloved At times the
men would begin to speak of trust and love interchangeably as if they would experience them
similarly. As Aomhomgpybeatbedt 68Apdesway she

| ov e, i s just through her trust. o Larzel ere
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experience, the husbands most often seemed to assume that love preceded trust, or in other
words, theirw es ® | ove | ed to their expressions of
whether they occurred simultaneously, the men experienced trust as love that was received as
positive regardas well agpeace, security, intimacy, graa@mdfreedom To the nen, trust was

about the love of their wives that set them at ease and set them free. While not the interpretation
Larzelere and Huston put forth, the findings of this study are consistent with the actual
correlations between love and trust they found maays ago.

As discussed in the previous section on intrapersonal trust factors, the observation was
made that various personal experiences of the husbands in this study were associated with what
they described as a satisfying and intimate relationsBipdying the relationshipmongtrust,
dependence, and commitment, Wieselgeistl.(1999) concluded that trust enhanced
commitment insofar as it produced enhanced dependence in the trustor, which in turn
strengthened commitment. Strong commitment iidxdbselfinterested behavior and increased
pro-relationship behavior. Such prelationship behavior engendered increased trust by the
trusty (i.e., recipient of the trust), which increased dependence, commitmergigii@nship
behavior, and trust ithe trusty; completing a full circle of interpersonal and intrapersonal
dynamics they called their Model of Mutual Cyclical Growth (see Figure 5.4). While they
acknowledged that trust appears to be a function of circular causality among the indivedual, th
partner, and the situation, they leaned toward a linear interpretation that sees trust as a
consequence of observed padationship gestures (i.e., gestures that were a result of increased
commitment on the part of the trustor as her dependence grelation to her own trust).

Upon examination of Wieselquist et al . 6s

may be logically embedded in a fashion that enhances or clarifies the circular relationships
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amongindividual, partner, and situation. Ing Model of Mutual Cyclical Growth, each
partnerds trust | evel hi nges i-nelatibnghipdpehaviprar t on
In the present study, aesearchers were asked to describe their experience of being trusted. For
all husbandsa screening instrument was used to determine that they all had a strong belief that
they were trusted by their wives. While their strength of belief was required for participation,
they were not asked for specific evidence of this trust so as to ndisiskcting them from
explaining their experience of being trusted. As a result, it may be safely concluded that a
husband explained his experience of being trusted based on whatever he uniquely observed as
evidenceoh i s wustf €his $s importarto understand when interpreting the results in
relation to the Model of Mutual Cyclical Growth.

Emergent themes in the present study that involve some level of observation by the
husband of his wife includealidation through positive regard as evidendsdove, respect,
valuing, affirming, and supportin@ffirmation of doing what is rightvidence that his wife is
receiving his loveandexperience of graceOther themes arglibthems, such asleep
satisfaction and thankfulnegseace and securitynd freedom both inside and outside of the
relationship could also be related to observations in less direct ways. In other words, these
experiences had to be based on observations that led the men to believe they were trusted.
Relating this to Wieselgsit  e(199%ntodek these experiences may contribute to the
increased dependence, commitment, and@ationship behavior that they identified on the part
of the trusty in the cycle. These experiences perhaps contributed to one of the strongest
intrapersonal themes asdbthemed an under standing that his wife
be taken for granted that comes along with a sense of responsibility or inspiration to maintain

the trust For the men, this sense of privilege, inspiration,rasdonsibility may contribute to
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increased dependence, commitment, and subsequergl@tionship behavior toward their

wives. But as stated in the previous section, the majority of the men did not speak of having

their own trust level increasedinrespp e t o t heir wiveso. I n Wi ese
trustyodés trust | evel i n c-relatianship Hehaviprdhat ties bagketd v i n g
her level of trust. If the men experienced trust in this way, they did not state it as such. The

findings in the present study may or may sapportthe Model of Mutual Cyclical Growth, but

theydo contribute to aenhancd understanding of the cyclical processes in place between a

trustor and trusty, or at least that between a wife and husbartthef@search is necessary.

Trustor's dependence
commitment, and pre
relationship behavior
are increased by her Themes found

trust in this study
confirm
increase in
intimacy and
Trusty perceives pro-relationship
lrustor's pro behavior, but

Trustor perceives
trusty's pro
relationship behavior, relationship behavior,

which increases his do not confirm

which increases her

trust trust level

increase in trust
as a result of
observing pre
relationship

Trusty's trust behavior.
contributes to his

dependence,
commitment, and pre
relationship behavior

Figure5.4: Adaptationof Wi esel qui st et al . 6s (1999) Model

how trustor and trusty exchange roles throughout the cycle.
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Much of the recent research on trust has pointed to the role dbraasion of
motivation, or the r el i-imteyestitosatt upongbroadér gaals,e 6 s i mm
values, and motives when facing a treedevant situation with a partner (Holmes & Rempel,

1989; Murray & Holmes, 2009; Shallcross & Simpson, 2012ypSon, 2007; Wieselquist et al.,

1999; Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994). Yovetich and Rusbult (1994) found evidence that the critical
feature of transformation of motivation may b
destructively, but they were unaliio determine why one would choose to do so. And in a
conceptually related study Shallcross and Simpson (2012) found that those with high trust were
more accommodating and collaborative in tmedated strairtest situations, and those high in

chronic tust appeared to take a longerm, relationshigcentered orientation toward the

relationship, allowing more faith and sacrifice. The juxtaposition of what is known about
transformation of motivation and the findings of the present study provides mochsider.

If transformation of motivation from seifiterest to an otheor relationshiporientation
is rooted in high trust to begin with and produces further trust as a result, the men in the present
study expressed experiences of being trusted thabmaonsistent with being the recipients of
such transformation of motivation. A strong theme deep satisfaction most often
accompanied by thankfulnes¥he common experience of thankfulness begs the question of
what exactly they are thankful for.t first glance, the simple answer is that they are thankful for
the trust their wives place in them, but the
They are thankful for the many personal and relational benefits trust pranicladinglove,
respect, affirmation, support, peace of mind, security, intimacy, grace, freedom, and a sense of
doing what is right for their wivesll of which emerged as themessobthems. The ce

researchers knew they had something of great value in theftthsironvives and subsequent
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personal and relational experiences it provided. Once they reflected deeply on being trusted, the
men seemed to become aware of the accommodation, collaboration, faith, and sacrifice their
wives practiced by way of trust; @ls pect s of transformation of mo
motives for trusting their husbands in this study are unknown by design, the experience of trust
appeared to the husbands as interest in them rather thamesedft on the part of their wives,
leaving room for the inference that wives were transforming their motives to trust even when
they may have had many reasons not to.
A strong theme that emerged in this study is that oéxperience of grageften
coupled with the aforementiondaankfulress As Bradley put it,
|l tds |i ke a mani festation of éGloddisdmbtace.
deserve it. She didndét have to do it that
be thankful for it.
Jacob expressed it this way:
And to know that [my wife] trusts me is part of her expression of unconditional love that
just as whatever thing | do that hurts her
It also doesndt make her stop dracainsotei ng me.
fully.
Bradley and Jacob, as well as many of the husbands, knew that they were not fully worthy of the
trust they had received. As defined in Chapter Fgnagecan mean approval, favor, pardon, or
privilege, and may involve kindness, courteslgmency, or assistanddérriam-\Webster
Dictionary, 2019. The case was made that grace allows for the continuance of a relationship,
even when it could legitimately be cut off. Grace is something given that is not deserved, which

certainly requiresisk on the part of the giver. To the men in this study, grace and trust were
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veritably synonymous. The husbands realized that they were being given something that they
did not necessarily deserve and that it required risk on the part of their wivedicaseid by
suchthemes asrust as a privilegandtrust as an experience of grac&hen they thought of
their experience of trust as an undeserved risk on the part of their griaesis the word that
came to mind, further strengthening thtbiankfuhessand sense dieing loved

This association between the experience of grace and the trust of their wives supports
research done by Molden and Finkel (2010) onmsgjtilatory priorities, trust, commitment, and
forgiveness. They found that those watpromotionselfregulatory priority, or a tendency to
prioritize attaining relational growth, tended to forgive based on a sense of trust rather than
commitment, which Molden and Finkel interpreted as a trusting risk those with a promotion
priority werewilling to take to produce the opportunity for growth. Interestingly, those with a
securityself-regulatory priority tended to forgive out of a sense of commitment rather than trust,
which felt much less risky. As mentioned, the men in this study exjpedgrace and freedom
when trusted, both of which could be related to having been forgiven. But even more interesting
is how the men had relationship growtftomoting experiences, suchsaisfaction, positive
regard, security, and intimacps aresub f bei ng trusted, without hi
commitment level. Not only that, the men tended to acknowledge risk their wives took by
trusting, part of the privilege they did not want to take for granted. To clarify, Molden and
Finkel found thathose with a relationship promotion priority forgave as an act of trust, which
involved risk. Those with a security priority (i.e., for self) forgave out of a sense of commitment,
which involved less risk. The experience of the husbands in this studgrappeeflect
relationship promotion experiences related to the trust dynamics Molden and Finkel found.

Furthermore, just as trust did not beget trust as a theme in this study, neither did trust beget an
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expression of exper i enwie anghertexampleoitha ralué ohwhatt o f
did notemerge in this study that actually supports previous research. In other words, the men
didnotsayil have the experience of recoigsieadzi ng t h
they did say that thefelt thankful, inspired, loved, respected, valued, affirmed, supported,

peaceful, secure, free, and on the receiving end of geagaably much more than would be

experienced if they thought their wives were only acting out of a sense of sseaking

commitment.

Interpersonal risk as a facet of trust has already received a fair amount of attention in this
discussion, yet in relation to the present findings, it deserves even more. Such risk, or the
willingness to be vulnerable in the act of trugtp@ars to be common to many if not all
definitions and conceptualizations of trgstg., Gottman, 2011; Johns@eorge & Swap, 1982;
Rousseaet al, 1998). And most if not all of the models for understanding trust incorporate risk
and risk management one way or another (e.@Cavalloet al, 2009; Cavallet al, 2014;

Murray et al, 2006; Murray, et al., 2011; Murray al, 2013; Simpson, 2007; Wieselquist et al.,

1999). In a study using tigust GameMalhotra (2004) found that trustors focusenarily

on their personal risk rather than on how much their risk would benefit the trusties, and trusties

were relatively insensitive to the risks taken by trustors. In other words, neither party appeared

to prioritize the cettielevarsbetwaeertiiesst Gamdndreatlifea c k o f
relationships notwithstanding, the findings of the present study suggest another reality. The
husbandsd experience of being trusted include
of theirwiv e s , often i ncluding cogni z affroationoff t hei r
doing what is rightwith right most often meaning what was good for her or the relationship.

The importance of doing what is right could be an acknowledgement of hae asks
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allowing her life to be impacted by the vicissitudes of his, including his choices to do right or
wr ong. Upon under st an daiprivigge ndt ta be takem éoi grantadi v e s 6
most husbands fedt sense of responsibility or irsgtion to maintain the trustwhich would
appear to place a priority on the needs of their wives as a form of reciprocity. And in one of the
most intriguing findings, many eadencethaethemen exp
wives were receing their love This experience, while their own, certainly suggests a
prioritizing of the needs of their wives and a loving acknowledgment of their vulner&bility

While the experiences of self and other in a trustasty relationship may be challéng
to tease apart, the research has identified important individual dispositional processes that
contribute to the relational dynamics (Simpson, 2007).-&tfem appears to be a personal
disposition that can have profound effects on relational trustai® et al, 2014; Murrayet al,
2000). To sum up the results of much of the research eestelém and risk, Murrast al.
(2008) stated, fUnf oesteamdntlketvery pgople rpostinmdeadof dodalv i n
connectiod are the least likelyo take the kinds of interdependence risks that make for
sati sfying r eli4b4). Funtherindrepteose withplqw.sekt®ein3end to
underestimate their partnerso6é positive regard
leading to ncreased selprotection, decreased trust, and diminished relationship satisfaction
(Murray et al, 2000). The opposite manifestations involving high-esteenaretrue as well.

In a similar vein, Miller and Rempel (2004) found that the tendencyribwtt positive motives

® Within the realm of possibility is that all of what appears to be atbatered may actually be
selfcentered, suchasahashd needing to believe he is doing
benefit but for his own selfoncept. As proposed earlier in this chapeasingapart other

focus and selfocus, such as extrinsic versus intrinsic motivation, may at times bauttiff not

impossible given the interdependence in a dyadic relationship. With the evidence at hand and

the present level of analysis, what may be considered-o#meered or selfentered may

primarily be a matter of interpretation; interpretatiort tieks involving personal biases.
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to a partner was related to increases in trus
behavior, trustworthy or otherwise. These findings allow for the possibility that a trusty may
have relationship experiences thatddittle to do with his actual regard for his partner or
perhaps even despite his level of trustworthiness.

Of particular interest in relation to the selteem research and the present study is the
issue of positive regardvalidation through positiveegardemerged as a primary theme. This
can be interpreted in a couple of different w
belief that she is positively regarded can be associated with increased trust, and being trusted can
lead to an eperience of validation through positive regard, then another positive feedback loop
exists (see Figure 5.5). On the other hand, if lowestéem inaccurately filters actual regard,
then the feedback loop of positive regard could be interrupted by Ibwsteem risk regulation
on the part of the trustor or the trusty. Also relevant to this study and worth further study is the
possibility that low selesteem on the part of the husband may lead to a vastly different
experience of being trustedifhecant bel i eve the veracijaty of hi s
variable that was clearly not directly considered in relation to the experiences of the husbands in
this study. And if this occurs, his own ability to trust her in return would be hindered, mgludi
his ability to validate her through positive regard. What exists is the potential for a positive
feedback loop, or lack thereof, regulated by-ssteem, which would confirm the research of

Murray et al.(2000).
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Figure 5.5: Possible positivededback loop of high sedfsteem, trust, and positive regard (with

possibility of low seesteem as a hindrance)

Self-protection in a relationship, regardless of its impetus and particularly ins&w

situations, tends to lead to decreased intimadydatlines in atisfaction (Murray et al., 20).3

Evans and Kreuger (2@)1Lfound that low personal risk was conducive to trust, and a trustor was

most | i kely to co

nsider

t

he

trustyos

perspect

often respod in low-risk situations by withdrawing trust, which leads to further dismissal of the

perspective of the trusty. Paradoxically, a person in a position to legitimately trust cannot gain

evidence of the trustworthiness so deeply ddgiv&urray et al., 203). In relation to the present

findings, the case could be made that the husbands in the study were given the opportunity to

experience what they did because they were trusted, thus producing in them attitudes and

behaviors that would ultimately leadttoe perception of less risk by thaives trustworthiness
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notwithstanding If for one reason or another a wife would refuse to trust, the implication is that
the themes ansubthems identified in this studynaynot have been experienced a husband
which to a wife may appear to bénmh-risk situation If these assertions ameiein relation to
the findings of this studythe paradox Murray et al. (2B)1describe would be confirmed and
strengthened To state it si mpliyherhasbawdtiedadstof t r ust
experiences identified in this studelping toprodue exactly thdow-risk situation she may
believe she needs to trust to begin wiltonically, withouta  w i trisg & lfusband may not
experience the themes or subthendesiiified in this studywhichto the wife may appear to
justify her fear of trusting to begin with

Perhaps one of the most important implications of this study is the highlighting of the
experiences of being trusted within the deeply circular dynamteseba trustor and trusty.
Whereas previous research has spent a great deal of effort looking at trust, trustworthiness,
experiences of the trustor, and some of the dynamics between the trustor and trusty, much of
what has been discovered in this studyr@seen adequately understood or acknowledged as

contributors to the trusklated intimacy in a relationship. The experience of being trusted in a

relationship may contribute to relationship development and experiences just as much as it may

be a resulof these dynamics.
Present Findings and the Conceptual Framework

In Chapter One, an overarchiognceptuaframeworkwas put forth in an effort to

contextualize an understanding of a trustyods

theoretical ad empirical frameworks (see Figure 5.6). The present findings can add to this
conceptuaframework particularly by adding a layer of dispositional influences within both the

trustor and trusty that includes the experience of being trusted.
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As seen irthe originalconceptuaframework thetrustorandtrustyare engaged in an
ongoing relationship involving perceptions of the past and anticipation of the future embedded
within nestingcup type layers of influence, including contributions from previbesitetical and
empirical knowledge. The present study adds a layer of understanding that includes the possible
experiences of being trusted; in this case, unique to husbands. Improvement upon the original
conceptuaframeworkincludes a consideration wfhat iswithin an individual trustor/trusty
rather than what is layered around him or her. Figure 5.7 extradtsista/trustyfrom the
original framework and layers the individual to consider the intrapersonal influences on the
interpersonal trust rationship, with the intention of reinserting him back into the overall
framework for a more extensive understanding. The previous literature informs the innermost
(i.e., the core) of the individual as well as the two outermost layers, and the presgnt stud
primarily informs the second layer out from the center.

Without delving into too much detail about the first, third, and fourth layers, each
includes influences on onebs experience of
relationship(see Chapter One for explication of these various influences). The third layer
involves the experience of being trusted that has received less attention in the theoretical and
empirical literature. This study contributes to an understanding of whateuetperience may
be by asking husbands to disclose their experience of being trusted by their wives (see Figure
5.7). The discussion of the findings within this chapter carefully considers how the emergent
themes andubtheme may relate to the previoksowledge of dyadic trust dynamics.

To state it simply, the core of the individual includes various dispositions influenced by
the past and that influence the present and future relational interactions. They include implicit

dispositions such as attacant working model, differentiation of self, s&l§teem, expectations,
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and so forth (e.g., Bartle, 1996; Mikulincer, 1998; Simpson, 2007). These dispositions, from the
core of oneds being, exert a power fusloraadnd ong
trusty. The outer layer involves characteristics that may define and determine how one explicitly
interacts with others in a moperceptiordriven way. These include perceptions, Hisgulation
system, transformation of motivation, commitmeitgpendence, pnelationship behavior,
trustworthiness, and so forth (e.g., Cavafl@l, 2014; Murray & Holmes, 2011; Simpson, 2007;
Wieselquistetal, 1999) . The updated model of the | ay:
experience of trustingasivd as onebds experience of being tr
suggesting that they are intrapersonal experiences that are influenced by both the innermost and
outermost | ayers and exert their own powerful
relationship. To most accurately conceptualize this new addition, one would need to zoom in on
bothtrustortrustiesin the originalconceptuaframework understanding that the layers of
influence are continually exerting their influence within eaclividdal and in every interaction
between them, particularly trustlevant interactions. And as the individuals and relationship
develop through time, what exists within each layer shifts and changes as the individuals respond
to situations and seek toogv together as well as maintain individual and relational coherence
and morphostasis.

Looking at the update, one may notice that it is stated in the positive, as if one
experiences trusting and being trusted. The fact is that any of the feedback ¢sspsaul
earlier in this chapter (see Figures 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5) could impact these experiences
positively or negatively, influencing and influenced by the innermost and outermost layers of
dispositions and interaction styleAnd the feedback loop®hile graphically appearing

unnecessarily linear in their intended circularity, may involve recursive interactions among all of

198



the parts in the loopln sum, the new conceptualization of the individual within the model in

some ways could replace whatre@riginally presented as external influences upon the

individuals and relationship. Yet systemically, and as discussed earlier, that which is extrinsic
and intrinsic may not be easily discerned nor kept distinct. While the experience of the trusty
andthe new conceptualization of the individual may in some ways convey a more accurate
picture, more work needs to be done to develop a robust conceptual framework that incorporates

the best of previous theory and research as well as the contributiongpdghet study.
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Afttachment working

model; differentiation of

self; self-esteem;

attribution styles; - Deep satisfaction (thankfulness)

relationship decision-
making tendencies,
expectations; etc.

- An understanding that his wife's
trust is a privilege not to be taken
Experience of being - for granted (a sense of responsibility
or inspiration to maintain the trust)

TRUSTOR

- Validation through positive regard
(loved, respected, valued, affirmed,

Experience of trusting
and supported)

Perceptions of situations;

risk regulation system; - Affirmation of doing what is right
transformation of
moativation; commitment; - Peace and security (safety to be

dependence; pro-

relationship behavior; etc. open and honest)

- Intimacy (peace of mind,
evidence that his wife is receiving
his love)

- Experience of grace.

TRUSTY - Freedom (freedom inside the

marriage, freedom outside the
marriage)

Figure 5.7: Addendum taconceptuaframework

The Operational Definition of Trust and the Present Findings

The operational definition dfustestablished in Chapter One wassiuationally and
relationallyi nf |l uenced personal disposition toward
past as wel |l as -orierged egulptioreos ikterpersoaah risk, mamifestimgen
trustrelated actions, reactions, and intéi@ts. Given the lack of unanimity about what trust is
in the theoretical and empirical literature, this definition was informed by numerous definitions
put forth bymanydifferent authors. The question at this point is whether the findings in the
presem study support this operational definition. To state it simply, there is nothing in the results
that contradicts the definition put forth. While trust is certainly a phenomenon that is

experiencedbetweera trustor and trusty in a relationally interdedent and circular sense, trust

200

(O



in its most fundamental form remains a personal disposititinn the trustor that appears to
have profound effects on the trusty intrapersonally and interpersonally.

Important to a proper definition of trust is that it gltbnot be considered a consequence
of trustworthiness in a linearly causal fashion any more than the experience of being trusted
should be considered a mere consequence of trust in the same linear sense. Important to note in
this study as a whole is tlf@ct that the husbands were not asked about what their vavss
them to experience as affectof their trust. Instead they were asked to speak about their
experiencef being trusted when thdyelievethey in fact are trusted by their wives. Thisits
minor distinction. The former assumes cause and effect, thus assuming control of one person
over aspects of the other in a way that disregards the virtues of differentiation of self, the impact
of attachment working model, the influence of ssdfeemand so forth. The latter allows for

personal history, experiences, beliefs, expectations, and the like to contribute to trust dynamics

bet ween individuals in ways that have nothing
trustworthiness, or leveloftsut f or t hat matter. Just as a ¢tr
determined by a trustyds | evel of trustworthi
by a trustordés | evel of trust. I|deédeminantscur ate d

proximal and distal, that may contribute to trust dynanatt®f which must be reflected in the
theoretical and empirical literature so as to approach an understanding of trust responsibly. Any
intentional or unintentional interpretatiom linear cause and effect when it comes to trust and
trustworthiness, all too common in the literature, is likely to obscure the complexity of trust.

This study has made a strong case for the value of understanding the experiences of being trusted
and he contributions those experiences may have in dyadic trust interactions, all without

attributing causation or assuming experiences
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One final note about the definition of trust is warranted for tadeeto understand the
study at hand. At no point during the procedures of this study was the operational definition of
trust disclosed to the emsearchers as a matter of course. On one tt@acould be considered
a weakness or limitation of the diy but on the other hand it may be considered a strength. The
decision was made not to share the definition so as to avoid unnecessary discussion or debate
about the accuracy of the definition, not to mention how the complexity of the operational
definition would likely risk confusing the emesearcher, potentially impacting the discussion.
The screening instrument used to determine eligibility for the study had a written purpose stated
a sto determine the degree to which you believe you are trustgddoy r  wi f e, 60 and t h
prospective participants proceeded to complete the screening instrument with no apparent need
for clarification about whatrustmeant. Nine out af0 co-researchers engaged in thedgpth
interview without ever asking for a definitiof trust. The one emesearcher who asked was
given the operational definitigat which point he commented about its complexity, agreed with
its accuracy, and moved on with the discussion. This assumption bytheeemchers that what
they experiene as trust was, in fact, what the researcher was asking about is fascinating in and
of itself and may be grounds for further study. And the fact that clear themsst#hdme
emerged without a clearly communicated common definition points to not aniyopality in
experience by husbands, but commonality in a lay understanding of its definition.
The Place of Trustworthiness in the Context of These Findings

In gaining a deeper understanding of the experience of being trusted lies a significant
riskd if any experience appears to be a benefit to the trusty, and if a trustor might, as a matter of
care and concern, seek to facilitate such a benefit by choosing to trust, the issue of

trustworthiness may receive less attention than it requires in such adedtgrhaps at worst
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one may be convinced to disregard trustworthi
to trust someone who is dangerously untrustworthy. In the case of a wife, she may entrust her
well-being into the hands of an untrustwortiiysband rather than judiciously choose to trust as
an act of loverecognizing when such trust must be limited, is unwarranted, or may even be
dangerous. A benefit of incorporating differentiation of self into an understanding of trust
dynamics is that fierentiation allows for an autonomous choice to trust with an understanding
of its possible benefits for the recipient without the unnecessary risks of relational fusion (i.e.,
|l ack of differentiation) that eotlreunitbuthealthyu!l t i n
discernmenbr boundaries The fact istrustworthiness is critically important in relationships.
And it is no less important when the experience of being trusted is better understood. Stated
another way, both a trustworthy anctustworthy person may experience benefits of being
trusted, but this does not justiiytrustworthinessjor doesit make trust relationally imperative.
But untrustworthiness also does not negate the value of understanding the experience of being
trustad, even when it is not fully warranted. Implications related to this cautionary note will be
discussed below.
Implications for Social Change and Recommendations for Action

The results of one heuristic studéeiywvesf husb
certainly cannot, in and of itself, indicate the need for social change. But it can point in the
direction one may now choose to look. This section includes implications for social change as
well as recommendations for action particularly ral@vo the profession of counseling and
marriage and family therapy.

Perhaps the most obvious yet most critical implication is for counselors and clients to be

more cognizant of the experience of a trusty, or the experience of being trusted. Counselors
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regularly assist clients in discerning when to trust, including looking at the implications of the
trustworthiness of onebs partner. Al so, it i
in a clinical setting, particularly as it relates to fidehtyd healthy dependence. But if the

clinical attention given to the trusty is as lacking as it is in the literature, the experience of being
trusted may be neglected at the risk of missing important relationship dynamics. Two simple

ways to consider thieusty would be to (1) assess the trusty experience by asking questicims

as, AWhen you believe you are being trusted,
guestions to illuminate the trusty experieras c h as, A When y,awhatdor ust vyo
you think being trusted is I|Iike for him?0o As

experience can produce a treasure trove of helpful information.

In addition to acknowledging the experience of the trusty, a counselor would hemefit
understanding the experiences of trust, trustworthiness, and being trusted separately, yet also
strive to comprehend the interplay of all three. In this sense, as important as each part is, the
whole is greater than the sum of its parts as theotrasid trusty interact around trusievant
situations and layered contexts of influence, both externally and internally. In addition to its
focus on the trusty, this study indicates how trust, trustworthiness, and being trusted exist in a
circular, noninear relationship. While this is important for counselors to understand, the
scholarship surrounding the issue of interpersonal trust must maintain this robust
conceptualization of the dynamics of trust without reverting to breaking it into its constitue
parts resulting in a simple yet less astute view of trust. In this vein, one mistake already evident
in the literature is to attribute causation where it does not exist. Counselors, supervisors,
teachers, researchers, and clients alike must distiheceselves from the false notion that trust is

simply a unidirectional effect or consequence of trustworthiness. The findings of this study
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show how the experience of being trusted may produce behaviors by a trusty that further
contribute to trust, calligpinto question a simplified notion of the origin of trust or
trustworthiness in a relationship.

Attachment working model and differentiation of self have received a great deal of
attention in this study due to their empirical and theoretical linkagegsbdynamics. An
additional way that counselors can apply the findings of this study is to integrate newfound
knowl edge of a t r uassesgnmesif intimapyalynameca. dfetrustpt o t he
experiences satisfaction, validation, peace, secumiiynacy, grace, and freedom, a counselor
may recognize other indicators of healthy attachment and differentiation. While this study did
not address this specifically, a counselor may also deduce that a lack of such experiences as a
trusty could indicatenhealthy attachment and differentiation dynamics. Stated simply,
knowledge of trusty experiences may enhance efforts to maximize client relational health.

Being cognizant of trusty experiences in assessment, conceptualization of treatment, and
overallunderstanding is certainly in itself beneficial. Yet to stop with cognizance or even an
interest in further study may neglect one of the greatest implications of thi sindy
opportunity to choose to produce the bengfitavhich one is now awaréor atrusty. While
this may seem most pertinent for a client to apply intentionally, counselors and educators alike
would do well to design interventions that nurture such experiences for a trusty. Themes such as
satisfaction, freedom, and intimacy emergethis study. Therapeutic interventions are clearly
designed to facilitate such experiences for a trustor, but perhaps it is time to do the same for a
trusty; potentially nurturing positive feedback loops of relational health.

Recognizing the various the® andsubtheme that emerged in this study may also be

applied in an isomorphic fashion from clients, to counselors, to supervisors. Simply defined,
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isomorphisndescribes when things take on the same or similar form, which when applied to
counselingorh er apy | ooks at Athe similarity of stru
therapist/trainee | evel, and supervisory | eve
within the field of marriage and family therapy, understanding ispmoiprocesses can be
beneficial when developing a systemic under st
treatment. Trust and the experience of receiving it may manifest similarly in various
relationships concurrently. For example, if a wife triiishusband and he experiences
benefits, a counselor might in turn find it easier to trust a client or experience some benefits of
being trusted by them, which would invariably impact the therapeutic alliance. Furthermore,
these trust dynamics may alse éxperienced in the supervisapervisee relationship, lending
itself to a positive experience for all, from client to supervisor. The trust in the client
relationship may be isomorphic to that in the various relationships described here in ways that
are unacknowledged but could be employed in treatment conceptualization if acknowledged. A
lack of trust, the inverse of what is described here, may more obviously manifest isomorphically
across relationships with a supervisor and supervisee strugglingwetiwhen a client is
struggling himself with such trust, whether giving or receiving. Recognition of isomorphic
trusty experiences may enhance treatment effectiveness.

Stated simply, knowing more about the trusty experience can illuminate opporttanities
personal and relational growth, enhanced professional assistance, and more robust systemic
understanding of client experiences. The present study has provided a springboard for further

study in the area of dyadic trust.
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Recommendations for FurtherStudy

The present study was heuristic and qualitative in design to serve a unique and necessary
purpose in the study of dyadic trust. So little is known about the taustgcipient of trustn a
relationship that the logical place to start was tovak group of trusties the opportunity to
express the depths of their experience of being trusted. The results were rich, thick, and
fascinating and stand alone as a contribution to knowledge of trust dynamics. The results also
reveal new and exciting amues of study.

Given that this study focused on husbands, the next logical step would be to look at the
same experiences for wive€ampbellet al.(2010) have suggested based on their research that
w0 me n 0 sof tlust may have more impact thamatlof men since women usually influence
the affective tone of relationships more than men. While it is clear from this study that the
affective tone of the relationship was influe
affective experiences¢fhe husbands, whether it has more of
unknown. Beyond understanding trusty experiences within marriage, other relationship forms,
such as dating partners or cohabitating couples, warrant study as well. Studyxjetienees
of women as trusties could reveal whether they have similar experiences to {lseichess
grace, security, and validation. One question that stands out is: Whereas husbands in the present
study did not express experiencing more trust whestetd,) would wives have the same
experience, or would they trust their husbands more when trusted? Further qualitative study
appears warranted for both men and women. Yet as a foundation of knowledge grows relative to
the experience of being trusted, gtitative studies could be designed to test hypotheses,
investigate the commonality of experience, and seek to generalize results to the broader

population.
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The results of the present study raise additional questions that warrant further study.
Examples bsuch questions are as follows:

1 Can othercentered and sefferving attitudes and actions coexist in a healthy,
relationshiporiented way, particularly as related to trust?

1 What is the relationship between trust and grace, and what is the relationsl@prbet
love and trust; particularly since such experiences were often spoken of interchangeably
by the ceresearchers in this study?

1 What is the relationship between differentiation of self of the trustor and the experience
of peace, security, and freedom tbe trusty? Furthermore, if healthy differentiation and
secure attachment are related within an individual trustor, could being trusted by a
differentiated and secure individual potentially contribute to earned secure attachment for
a trusty over time?

1 Do trusties experience different types of trust, and what difference would that make in
terms of their experience of each typeheir experience of their wivésust in generél

1 Since selesteem is such a strong contributor to the decisionto trusl@o hus bandods
selfesteem, or other intrapersonal factors, moderate or méidkateperience of being
trusted?

1 What trustrelated attitudes and behaviors of the husband might be related to his own
experience of being trusted by his wife? In other wondet roles does the husband
play in his marriage that may result in being trusted and subsequently experiencing such
trust?

91 Does the trust actually have to exist, or is it the perception or belief of the husband that he

is trusted that matters most?
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f Whatr ol e does trustworthiness play in the

These are just a few of the many questions that may emerge from the present study as it
appears to have opened new and exciting dirextaortrust research.

Finally, whenit comes to the overall conceptualization of trust, two significant points
were made in Chapter One when discussing key terms and justification of the study. The first
point is that a commonly accepted operational definitionustis difficult to find, thus a
definition was developed for this study as informed by the best literature to date. As discussed
earlier in this chapter, the present study supports the definition of trust utilized for this study, or
at least does nothing to contradict it. Fartbtudy is necessary to establish a definition of trust
that can be used across future research studies so as to avoid obscuration or misapplication of
results based solely on the lack of definitional unanimity. The present study allows for
refinement osuch a definition.

The second point addresses a risk of not knowing the experience of trusties. The case has
been made, as supported by this study, that trust is not a direct and linear consequence of
trustworthiness. The experience of being trusteg l@ad to attitudes and behaviors that can
impact the circular, trugtlated dynamics that exist between a trustor and trusty, including those
that may have nothing to do with trustworthiness. This study provides evidence that trust may
contribute to tk growth of trustworthinesa dynamic entertained but certainly not emphasized
in the literature. A common notion today, both empirically and anecdotally, is that trust must be
earned. This notion may be overstated at best and damaging to a rela@bngbrigt.

Understanding the experience of a trusty, provided by this study and further studies, is
imperative to supporting proper notions about trust and combatting improper notions for the sake

of nurturing healthy interpersonal relationships.
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Reflecions on t he Researcher6s Experier

As a husband and marriage and family therapist myself, a full range of trust experiences
have been both common and significant in my life. | have felt the joy of being trusted by my
wife, including many of the experiergarticulated so beautifully by the-cesearchers. And |
have witnessed the power of trust for others in marital intimacy and reconciliation. Conversely, |
have felt the sting of broken trust, both personally and professionally, when trustworthiness is
compromised or trust is withheld. As a therapist | recall withessing a husband who
systematically reordered his life and priorities to turn toward his wife and earn her trust, at her
request, only to see her turn away and withdraw her trust even moferasda revenge for the
pain she had experienced. | have heard desperate pleas as well as spiteful dictates for
trustworthiness. | can recall pdilied cries as well as angry demands to receive trust. As a
husband I recall in vivid detail moments whteust was lost, and perhaps even more vividly,
moments when it was granted once more. All of these experiences left indelible memories,
sparking a deep desire to better understand the place of trust in both healthy and unhealthy
relationships. Thefactts, such experiences of trust penetr
arguably oneds soul, making them difficult to
so in a professional and ethical manner.

A strength of heuristic inquiry is that il@vs my own inner knowledge of trust to be
carefully considered through a process of reflexivity, or systematic reflection on how | may

personally influence the research process (Darawsheh, 2014; Guillemin & Gillam, 2004;

Moustakas, 1990). Throughouttha u d vy , I had to continually ask
AHow do | know it?0 (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004
critically engaged in a process in which Athe
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totheesearcho (Suter, 2009, p. 85). Consi stent

(2014), | sought to bracket my preconceptions and control my biases.

Specific efforts to engage in reflexivity during this study included the following:
journaling of my tloughts and feelings before, during, and after the interviews; responsible and
extensive review of the trust literatyedlowing it to provide justification and foundation for the
present study; intentional suppression or subjugation of my own thoughtgiareths about
trust during the interviews with e@searchers so as to avoid leading questions or comments;
methodical coding and analysis of interview transcrigitewing themes to emerge rather than
be imposed upon the data; constant efforts to lea apd humble as themes emerged, allowing
the voices of the ecoesearchers to dominate and guide the discovery; and discipline during the
analysis and discussion stage to once agationlyavoid pursuing my own desired conclusions
butalsoallow the presnt findings to be smoothly and logically integrated with extant knowledge
of dyadic trust. Throughout the process | consulted with my faculty research supervisor as well.
To engage in responsible reflexivity as well as deep and authentic dialogu@etitbrehuman
being requires a fine balance indeed. Every effort was made to do so, and | have full confidence
that the findings of this study reflect, to the best of my ability, the true experient@s of
husbands willing to discuss what it is like tothested by their wives.

Creative Synthesis

The entire process of the study has involved deep and rich engagement with the co
researchers working this pointprogressively through initial engagement, immersion,
incubation, illumination, and explicatiqgMoustakas, 1990). The final of the six phases of

heuristic inquiry is a creative synthesis.

T

constricted attention to the data itselfo (Mo
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expression of the essanof what it means for a husband to be trusted by his wife. What follows

in this section is meant to be imbued with meaning as | sezkativelycapture the culmination

of this collaborative, personal, and scholarly journeyRe st i ng i oemihtendesito0 i s a
be expressed as spoken word.

AResting in Trusto
Trust.
Peace
Security
Freedom
Loveé
€ Rest
When | amtrusted | rest.
Restknowing that | am respected, valued, supported, and affirmed.
Restbelieving that | am safe and secure.
Restrelaxing in the warmth of deep intimacy.
Resté overflowing with deep satisfaction and thankfuldess
Rest
When | amtrusted | rest.
Restas | experience the freedom togoto stayé to be me2 to becomeame
Restas | experience the freedom to Iaveto give € to be who and whatdesireto beé
€ amdesignedo beé
€ needto beé
€ withyoué
é foryoué
é for othersé
Rest
When | amirusted | rest.
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Taken for granted?
No moré
Worthy,

Am |?
Grace!

I am,
Responsiblé inspiredé trustworthy.
Rest
When lamtrusted | rest.
Yours and mine
Together
Our Trust.
WeRest

When | amtrusted there isrest.

Final Summary

This section contains a brief summary of Chapters One through Five of tieidatiss.
Chapter On@lemonstratethe significance of studyg the experience of the trusty as opposed to
other more commonly addressed trusty dynamics. The research question was piesented
terms were definedhe nature of the study was briefly introducadd a conceptual framework
for understanding dyadicust was explainedChapter Two contained an extensive literature
review critically analyzing and synthesizing what is known about intrapersonal and interpersonal
dynamics in dyadic relationships, providing a foundation for the present study. Chapter Thr
described in detail the heuristic research design utilized in the, stathyding context for the
study, data collection and analysis procedures, measures taken to protect participants, and issues

related to validity and trustworthiness. Chapter Fwovided a detailed explication of the study
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results includingdemographicgshemesandsubthems that emerged from deepgagement
with the10 husbands that served asresearchersThese themes were succinct expressions of
t he hus b an dshéingerustedcby ther wigesAlsmiricluded were discussions of
contextual issues related to the interpretation of study results as weitleace of quality
showing how the study followed proceduregtsureaccuracy of data

In bringing this stdy to a close, this chapter providadrief overview of the study in its
entirety, including a summary of the findings, followed bylapth discussion of the results.
Interpretations of the findings were presented along with implications for socigeshan
recommendations for action, and recommendations for further study. This chapter has
cul minated with reflections on the researcher
creative synthesis of the findings as a whole.

Conclusion

This stuly has made significant headway in answering the research quésion:
committed, marital relationship, what is the experience lmisband when he believes he is
trusted by his wifeHe is satisfied, thankful, privileged, and inspired. He is validdmexigh
love, respect, valuation, affirmation, and support. He experiences intimacy, grace, and freedom.
Overall, he feels loved and experiences the joy of being trusted. For these husbands, to be
trusted was good very good. And we all, myself incled, were glad to have the opportunity

to reflect on the precious gift of trust.
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Appendix A

Interview Guide

When aaswering the following questions, feel free to draw from the letter you wrote to your wife
or answer in any other way that you see fit.

In areas of your relationship in which you believe you are truésted

(0]

How would you describe your experience of beingted by your wife (If the
process is slow to get started, theresearcher may be asked to close his eyes and
visualize a time when he felt trusted

What feelings, thoughts, perceptions, bodily sensations, situations, memories, and
so forth are relateth some way to this experience?

What stands out for you as you consider what it is like to be trusted by your wife?

What else happens to you when you believe you are trusted by your wife that may
be harder to put into words?

Please explain any other aspeot meanings of this experience that you have not
yet shared.

Have you shared all of the significant aspects of your experience of being trusted
by your wife? If not, what else would you like to share?

If talking about your experience is not sufficichbw else can you represent or
express what it is like to be trusted by your wife (e.g., journaling, meaningful
objects, music, art, etc.)?

What else would youlee to share from your letter you wrote prior to our
conversation?

There is no end point up tiinconclusion otheanalysis period If there is
anything else you would like to add, feel free to let me know.

Thank you for your willingness to share about your experiences.

233



Appendix B

Liberty University Institutional Review Board
Study Approval Document

February 2, 2018

Paul Johns
IRB Approval 3107.020218: Husbands' Experience of Being Trusted by Their Wives: A

Heuristic Study
Dear Paul Johns,

We are pleased to inform you that your study has been approved by the Liberty University IRB.
This appoval is extended to you for one year from the date provided above with your protocol
number. If data collection proceeds past one year, or if you make changes in the methodology
as it pertains to human subjects, you must submit an appropriate update themiRB. The

forms for these cases were attached to your approval email.

Thank you for your cooperation with the IRB, and we wish you well with your research project.
Sincerely,

G. Michele Baker, MA, CIP

Administrative Chair of Institutional Research

The Graduate School

Liberty University | Training Champions for Christ since 1971
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Appendix C

The Liberty University Institutional
Review Board has approved
this document for use from

2/2/2018 to 2/1/2019
Protocol # 3107.020218

CONSENT FORM

Husba ds 6 Experience of Being Trusted by Th
Paul A. Johns
Liberty University
Department of Counselor Education and Family Studies/School of Behavioral Science

You are invited to participat eofbangtausteddys ear ch
their wives. For inclusion, you must be in a heterosexual marriage and have been married for at
least five years. You were selected as a possible participant because of your interest in and reply
to an advertisement about the stuéease read this form and ask any questions you may have
before agreeing to be in the study.

Paul A. Johns, a doctoral candidate inEmepartment of Counselor Education and Family
Studies/School of Behavioral Scierateliberty University, is conductgthis study.

Background Information: The purpose of this study is to seek an answer to the following
guestion: In a committed, marital relationship, what is the experience of a husband when he
believes he is trusted by his wife?

Procedures:If you agee to be in this study, | would ask you to do the following things:

1. Complete an initial Screening Instrument designed to determine your full eligibility for
this study (1015 minutes). Various factors will contribute to your eligibilitycluding
lengthof your marriage (at lea$ive years), area in which you live (the researcher is
seeking variety in terms of urban, suburban, and rural participants), and extent to which
you believe you are trusted by your wife. Ongoing participants of this studyewill b
selected after this step.

2. Prior to the interview, you will be asked to write a letter to your wife using the interview
guestions as a guide to express your experience of being trusted by her. You will not give
the letter to your wife; instead, you wilte it to spark ideas during theperson
interview with the researcher and will then give the letter to the researcher as information
about your experience of being trusted by your wife (~1 hour).

3. Participate in an Hperson, irdepth interview about yowxperience of being trusted by
your wife (~1.5 hours+). This interview will be digitally recorded and typed out.

4. Review the content of your interview answers with the researcher for accuracy after it is
typed out (30 minutes).

5. Review conclusions that tliesearcher may make about your personal experience of
being trusted by your wife (8360 minutes).
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6. Review general conclusions the researcher makes about the experience of husbands being
trusted by their wife (3060 minutes).

Risks: The risks involved intis study are quite minimal. Discussing your experience of being
trusted by your wife may bring about some thoughts and emotions that you have not
experienced, which may prove to be uncomfortable at times. If such discomfort occurs, you will
be provided \th resources to pursue if you wish to receive help with such matters.

Benefits: No specific direct benefits to you as the participant are expected, but possible benefits
of discussing on experience of being trusted could include an increased awsueraesd/or

appreciation for such trust, increased efforts to be trustworthy, and/or increased communication
with onés wife about the topic of trustNo such benefits are necessarily expected or guaranteed.

Benefits to society include anincreasedusderandi ng of a husbanddos exp
by his wife that could contribute to personal and relationship development, strength, and/or
healing.

Compensation:Participants will nobe compensated for participating in this study.

Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report | might
publish, I will not purposefully include any information that will make it possible to identify a
participant. Research records will be stored securely, and only the resealichave access to
the records.

1 Participants will be assigned a pseudonym (a fake name). Interviews will be conducted in
a location where you are comfortable and where others will not easily overhear the
conversation.

91 Data will be stored in a lockdatiefcase for transport and a locked cabinet in the
researcherds office.

1 Interviews will be recorded and transcribed. Recordings will be stored on a flash drive
that will be |l ocked in a filing cabinet 1in
typedout and completed, the digital recording will be erased.

1 Recordings will be transcribed by a hired transcriptionist who will sign a confidentiality
agreement requiring her to maintain the highest level of confidentiality.

1 Even with the use of fake namesieader of published results of this study may figure
out who a participant is by recognizing, f
experience. All measures will be taken to avoid this, but this possibility must be
acknowledged to participate in tlegidy. To help you understand who may read the
report of this research, the researcher will make you aware of possible audiences. These
audiences may include the following: dissertation committee (three Liberty University
professors who are providingigance in this research), professional community by way
of journal publications, attendees of professional conferences by way of presentations,
students of Messiah College under my teaching, those accessing my dissertation by way
of online dissertation puibation platforms, lay readers by way of popular publications,
and possibly the coesearchers and their families themselves (including but not limited to
your wife).
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Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your deciswghether

or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations with Liberty University. If you
decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without
affecting those relationships.

How to Withdraw from the Study: If you choose to withdraw from the study, please contact
the researcher at thengail address/phone number included in the next paragraph. Should you
choose to withdraw, data collected from ymill be destroyed immediately and will not be
included in this study.

Contacts and QuestionsThe researcher conducting this study is Paul A. Johns. You may ask
any questions you have now. If you have questions latarare encouragedo contact him at
oumay al so contact the rese

I - /o Y
advisor, Dr. Lisa Sosin, u

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone
other than the researchgou are encouragedo contact the Institidnal Review Board, 1971
University Blvd., Green Hall Ste. 1887, Lynchburg, VA 2451%®-onail atirbo@liberty.edu

Please notify the researcher if you would like a copy of this information for your records.

Statement of Consentl have read and undeostd the above information. | have asked
guestions and have received answers. | consent to participate in the study.

(NOTE: DO NOT AGREE TO PARTICIPATE UNLESS IRB APPROVAL INFORMATION
WITH CURRENT DATES HAS BEEN ADDED TO THIS DOCUMENT.)

[] The researcher has my permission to digitally audio reverds part of my participation in
this study.

Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Investigator Date
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Name:

Age:

Appendix D

Co-Researcher Screening Instrument

Years Married:

Ethnicity:

Address:

Purpose of screening instrumentDetermine the degree to which you beligoa are trusted by your

wife.

Please mark the following areas in whiclyou believeyou are trusted to ahigh degreeby your wife.

If you are unsure or not confident if she trusts you in that area, do not mark it.

Keep in mind that even if an item invels other people or influences, markny if your wife trustsyou

in relation to those things. Also, how your wife ntlgmonstratehis trust is not as important as whether

you believeshe trusts you to lsigh degreg(as defined by you). Last, try niat overthink when it comes

t o

the categories below or try to

matters most isvhat you consider a part of that arefyour life/marriage.

| believe | am trusted to a high degree byny wife in relation to é

Dt > > > T T T e I I I I > I I e o B T

my work

our home

our family unit

our religious/spiritual life together

my time management outside of work
our finances

our marital interactions

our extended family

my friends

my health

our time apart

my interest in my Wi e wiell-being

our sexual relationship

my commitment to our marriage

my dependability

my truthfulness

the content of my thought life

my control over my emotions

my ability and willingness to make her feel safe and secure
my decisiormaking (in general)

guess

Signature Date
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Appendix E

Confidentiality Agreement for Usewith Transcription Services

Research Study TitteHu s bands 6 Experience of Being Truste
Study

1.1, , transcriptionist, agree to maintain full
confidentialityof all research data received from the researcher related teskarch study.

2. 1 will hold in strictest confidence the identity of any individual that masekealed during the
transcription of interviews or in any associated documents.

3. I will not make copies of any recordingisother research data, unlesea@fcally requested to
do so by the researcher.

4. | will not provide the researatatato any third parties.

5. I will store all studyrelated data, including audio recordings, in a safe, secure location as long
as they are in my possession.

6. All data provided or created for purposes of this agreenmeluding any backup records, will

be returned to the researcher or permanently del&tégkn | have received confirmation that the
transcription work | performed has been satisfactorily completed, any of the research data that
remains with me will beeturned to the researcher or destroyed, pursudhneé tmstructions of

the researcher.

7. 1 understand that Liberty University has the right to take legal action against any breach of
confidentiality that occurs in my handling of the research data.

Transcr i ber s name (printed)

Transcribefs signature

Date
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Appendix F
Example of Member Check Email Sent by Researcher

What you see hefsee attached$ a lengthy list of emerging themes aubthems based on
what | identified in the interviews as responses to my research quésteonommitted, marital
relationship, what is the experience diaskand when he believes he is trusted by his wife?
You have all done an amazing job of providing answers and giving me a lot to think about.

What | would like you to do is review what you see here and give me feedback about the
accuracy of what is emergl. Feel free to insert comments in this document, type up your
responses on a separate documentag me your thoughts, or even talk with me over the

phone. Please try not to be overwhelmed by how much you see here. You are free to give as
little or as much feedback as you like. Given your experiences of being trusted by your wife,
what makes sense to you and what resonates with your experiences? Or if you have any
thoughts or feedback at all about what is here, feel free to give it. Keep inhairicdhave not
indicated how often each subpoint/theme below was mentioned, so you may or may not
personally identify with what you see here. Also, you may have mentioned something that does
not show up here at all if it was uncommon or unclear.

Your feedback is highly valued and will be taken very seriously. That being said, my task is to
look at what all participants (called-tesearchers in my study) say and come up with the most
parsimonious answer to my research question as indicated by tisebtheme, and supporting
guotes. These themes may ultimately be reworded, simplified, condensed, integrated, and so

forth. Webll see where it goes.

Thank you for the time and effort you are putting into this. Itis such a rich experience! Since |

would like to keep this process movimiease send me your feedback by if

at all possible Once these themes asubtheme ar e basically finalized,

round of feedback. Please know that you are contributing to whaeVvedb be important
research about marital trust.

Paul Johns
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Appendix G
Excerpts from Member Check Emails from Co-Researchers
E-mailexcerpt from fiLeod providi nsghthtrmsedback t o e

| have one comment. In section Roman numekal heed to defindigraced The wordgrace

was perfect for my purpose, but | will do my best to explain what | meant. When | said that she
seemed to be extending more grace to me, | meant she was showing me genuine goodwill and
loving-kindness freely, ot begrudgingly or reluctantly.

E-mail excerpt from ACal ebo pr ovsubthemsy f eedback

While reviewing the themes, | have highlighted the comments that stood out as my experience in
being trusted by my wifel connect with thedea that feeling trusted as a blessing, and | am very
thankful for my relationship and the trust | feel from my withile there were a lot of good

themes here, | would say my most significant would be:

1) Freeing (to be myself, open/honest, engage irr athationships, make important
decisions, be an example to kids and mentor others)

2) Feel loved (important, respected, support and confidence)

3) Peace/Security (free to be open/honest, free to be myself)
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Appendix H
Excerpts from Personal Journal (Reflexivty)

{Date}

Trust is clearly tied to the influence of trustworthiness, but not entirely. So many factors

influence trustsuch as attachment, past relationships;estiem, state of mind, mood,

generalized trust, etc. But since dyadic trustisplayeto ibet weeno two peopl e
reason that it would be tempting to attribute
the time. The problem is that trustworthiness is absolutely essential as well. So each person has

his or her persal responsibility that has a profound impact on the other. But the extent of

causation is difficult to ascertain.

Freedom keeps coming up again and again. Not trusting feelings like enslavement or a trap.
When someone is untrustworthy and we want tsttitueem, it can feel like an enslavement to

their untrustworthiness. But i's it al so true
believe so.

{Date}

After this weeksd6s study, l 6m still stuck on t

trustwathiness. No one can demand trust, but can anyone demand trustworthiness? It still

seems like a personal choice to do either. But should anyone claim perfect trust or perfect
trustworthiness? | remember a time years ago when a man told his wifeetlcattstinly should

not trust him because he is imperfect and may fail her. Is this a legitimate approach? If trustis a
gift and trustworthiness is a gift, both rooted in love, then each person is doing what he or she

can control (unconscious forcesnotw hst andi ng) . To demand is to
personébenefit. To declare a lack of trust or a lack of trustworthiness also seems hurtful if one
intends to love the other. Claiming a lack of one or the other also seems to be done for personal
gain (to keep one free to do what he or she wants). Freedom versus slavery.

{Date}

Okay so how does honesty fit into all of thiSentiment override can influence our decision to
trust and decision as to how bonestmemberepatbt
incorrectly?
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Appendix |
Example of Interview Transcriptd i Ant hony o

Interviewi Participants

April 4, 2018

7:1007:48 p.m.

PAUL JOHNS: Okay.

PARTICIPANT 5: Check one, two.

PJ: Al right. I t |Okay,Arghony, i kien itthdiss wonrtkeirnvgi eaw,
to notice one thing right off the top is that it is, in essence, one big question, and all of the other
guestions are just different ways of trying to get at the one big question.

P5 Okay.

PJ: Right at thé@eginning. That one big question being, how would you describe your
experience of being trustedowgdblylbujrusti fe&ke Siof

and web6ll just go back and forth. thehd real |y
P5: Okay.

PJ: Youdll do most of the talking.

P5: All right.

PJ: I 61 | do most of the asking. But itds jus

need to march right down through all these questions. | may skip over some.

P5: Gott a 0 .

PJ: I may try to get the ones that are going
How would you describe your experience of being trusted by your wife?

P5: Al right. I n many ways | edwinlsudthasay it ds
skeptical world, and I, by nature, am pretty skeptical, and that can sometimes push you into

looking at your relationship kind of with motives, right

PJ:Um-hum.

P5:0you know, when youbre overly odb«irthig i cal . S
relationship, because my own family of origin really exhibited more distrust and, actually, even

more than that, unhealthy relationships.

PJ: Hum.

243



P5: So, I think for me, being in a relationship that is really defined by trust and faigsuime,

| like using the wordreeing

PJ: Okay.

P5: You know, free to be yourself, um, not feeling like you have to try to figure out where the

ot her personds coming from, you know.

PJ: Okay. Yeah.

P5: Thatds one thing | ouselstlat steayasy [apseudonhyni] have
You know, sheo6s always just st KayidpthatlhAved | do
to talk to today.

PJ: Umhum. Umhum.

P5: And | think it comes with nglaaustingpersba,y be t h
you know, is not having to put on airs or to come on too strong.

PJ: Okay. Okay. So, freeing. Is there any other way for you to describe what is behind that

word freeing? What is freeing about it? Say more.

P5: What is freeing autd

PJ: About being trusted.

P5: About being trusted.

PJ: Yeah. Yeah. Unpack that a little bit.

P5: 1 think trust is like vulnerability. Okay, so, um, you experience a vulnerability from

somebody, or you experience being trusted by somebody. Inifré@s you up to return the

favor, and so |, for me, itdéds about being mor
vulnerabilityis another word | would use to describe that, Paul.

PJ: It allows you to be more vulnerable?

P5: It allows me to be are vulnerable. But | think, again,whenyou t 6 s j ust | i ke ¢t}
thing: When you exhibit trust, then you earn
my relationship wittKatyi s she is so trusting,ip. Amddgais,0 it &s
itdés | i ke vulnerability. You know, the more

you are, and &
PJ: Okay.

P5: So, itostHereedangaanuwl naréasbi | ity but in a

1™~

we struggle, especially asen, you know, we struggle with being vulnerable.
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PJ: Yeah. It could sound scary.

P5: Yeah, and itdéds not a word that men really
PJ: Right. Right.

P5: You know, itds good for Bren oBrown, but
PJ: Right.

P5: So, yeah, | would say, you knowd thatods a
PJ: So, just to clarify; so, if 1'6m foll owing
P5: Umhum.

PJ: Right? And then when you experience thagparwitness that in her, it leads you then to, in
turn, become more vulnerable yourself.

P5: Right.

PJ: And | think | even heard you say, right, that that includes then becoming more trusting of
her?

P5: Correct. Yeah.

PJ: Is that right?

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Ard then it jusd

P5: | can almost see myself diagramming this on a whiteboard, you know?

PJ: Yeah, yeah, right.

P5: And thatodos, yeah, thatodos how | would expl
PJ: Okay.
P5: And then | think | alluded twasrdallyhealthgar | i e
this way.
PJ: Right.
P5: In fact, in addition to being freeing, it

some ways not a natural inclination for me, based on in the home | grew up in. And there was a
combative relatiortsp. There was marital unfaithfulness. There was abuse. Weeee

addictions, se&

PJ: Hum.

P5: So, | think what makes it even more powerful to me to be in a trusting relationship is to

know thatKaty had every reason to be skeptical of me, becausekiyow, you tend to carry on.
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So, I t hi nk fddrust hassbeen & \Bay thad weshave livesl eut our faith. To say,

ASee, you can break those chains, 0 you know.
PJ: hh.

P5: You can break those éld

PJ: Okay.

P5:0 um, chains isthe bestwayfore t o say i t. And so thatoés be

PJ:Yeah. Yeah. Yeah.

P5: To say, you know, here we are 28 years later. My mom and my biological father made it
maybe a year. And then my mom andomganst epdad
offagain, for most of my young chil dhood. And
when | was in middle school, that the family became a family. So, | did have something to

model there, but it was a little late.

PJ: Gotchabo.

P5: You kow, | still had all that baggade

PJ: Umhum.

P5:6 you know, at that point.

PJ: ltdés interesting you said, fAbreak the cha
were from your background.

P5: From mine.

PJ: And so her trust broke your chains?

P5: Yeah. Yeah. But the skeptical side of me, you know, | would think if IWésty® s s hoe s
no ond® because she came the totally opposite kind of family; pastor, you know, faithful.

PJ: Okay.

P5: Um, conservative. And my parents were hippies. bBhagty permissive family. | greivl

think | even mentioned it in my letter. | was forced to grow up pretty quickly, you kKexy.

came from a more innocent background. So, | could see, after meeting me andderieding

kind of meeting my family and uedstanding more and more the history there, | could see

maybe putting up sonde

PJ: She could have had reasod to

P5: Yeah, to be concerned.

PJ:d to not trust.
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P5: Yeah, to not, to, I|ike, oh, itdés igming to
or tod

PJ: She may have even been justified in choosing not to trust.

P5: Thatodés right. And thatos, yeah, thatos Kk
PJ: Okay.

P5: Because | think | woul d. Again,athiSm mor e
background. Heb6s going to | ash outd or heods
PJ: Okay.

P5:9 or whatever.

PJ: But somehow her background allowed her to have high trust in you.

P5: Umhum.

PJ: To look past those thingsior

P5: Yeah. And think part of it waé

PJ: I dondédt want to put words in your mout h.
P5:0 was our mutual faith journey. Yeah, and we met at that wonderful stage in life at a

Christian college, much like students do here, right? And we were both, | think, sophomores in
cdlege. So, yeah, so, you know, there was a little bit of naiveté in all that but, again, as you get
to get past the infatuation stage and get to
need to reconcile, we knew we had our work cut out forBug.she did that all with an attitude

of trust.

PJ: Okay.

P5: Yep.

PJ: Given your background, is there n@biie there any more that you could say about how you
have grown? l 0dm trying to think how to say t
experiemes in your family of origin.

P5:Um-hum.

PJ: Again, as a result of, or is someBolecause of being able to experience her trust. Do you
understand what |1 O6m asking you about that? M
allowed you to grow in unige ways, because she trusted you, that is somehow related to that
family history that youdbve talked about?

P5: Umhum.
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PJ: And if so, how?

P5: Yeah, good question. | can think of some of the themes. You know,évleenid | 61 | gi v
you a really specific emple here.

PJ:Um-hum.

P5: You know, as a kid who grew up in a permissive family and with folks who maybe had wild
friends, | knew early on, for example, what marijuana smelled Ky, to this day, has nét
doesndét know what that smells |ike.

PJ: Okg.

P5: But, you know, on a maybe more personal level, you know, | brought some things into the
relationship that were unhealthyregard tasexual expectations, because | encountered
pornography at such a young age. You know, | was playingamndseekat a home up in
Cleveland, Ohio, and came upon a stash of a family friend.

PJ: Oh, boy.
P5: It was bad stuff. I di dnot know what it
|l 6m tal king preschool age.

PJ: Hum, wow.

P5: So, you know, seeing imegylike that from so young kind of taints your expectations
regarding sex and relationships, right?

PJ: Umhum.

P5:And so that would have been one of those issues that she trusted me very early on with, you
know, and it helped me open up to day

PJ: She kew about that.

P5: Yeah, | shared that with her.

PJ: Okay. And

P5: As we, honestly, as wewve were already together for a while, you know, so that would have
been something that, as we did premarital counseling and we got into that topic, that like, yeah
you know,und and we dintdrnebbiack thenyse | almost shudder to think what it

would have been like for me then, because | probably would have been on a quest to find stuff,
you know. But | just remember those images and that just taintirggtituyde on sex and

women and relationships.

PJ: Umhum. Sure.
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P5: And s@ but that was an area that very early on we were able to talk about and for her not to
condemn me for that, you know, but to take a losigen approach about working through those

issues.

PJ: Okay.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Okay. All right. She risked.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: She took a risk.

P5: Yeah. And,youknowdli t 6 s i nteresting because you know
for a long time now, and, you know, folks will share testimonies af tharriages and, you

know, oh, we were doing well undiland then usually a topic like that will come up. Andahat

it seems it breaks trust somewhere along the way and it makes for a tense relationship for the rest

of their marriage. Andaty has nevelet that happen, you know?

PJ: Yeah.

P5: I feel bad. I feel bad. I feel |l i ke som
past some of those issues.

PJ: Hum. That os i nterest.ifregdomabdenovayoususdey ou st a
wordtrappedt o t al k about people who dondét have that
P5: Who donodét have that freedom, yeah.

PJ: And so theydére trapped in what?

P5: Wel |l , |l guess it would be the opposite.
PJ: Okay.

P5: Ordefined by skepticism rather th@aryou know, part of what | love abdutand this is

another part of the freedom piece, is giving each other the benefit of the doubt.

PJ: Hum.

P5: You know, knowing that wedre i ropoeginf ect hu
baggage into our relationship and we have to sort through it.

PJ: Right.

P5: But never believing in one another that w
PJ: Okay.
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P5: But it 6sod ofothertrelakiomshipsiwhege itjustsetims ke t her eds t hi
and misinterpretation all the time. And to me &dtwould feel like, man, | already got enough
enemies, kind of, out in the worl d. |l donodt
PJ: Wow, thatds a p thesiddaypfthisharsk woed hui youggo hommea g e , t
and you have something very, very different.

P5: Kind of a haven, right?

PJ: A haven.

P5: Yeah. Yeah, we do a lot of marital, premarital mentoring. And, um, part of it probably is,

again, the family Igrewupn was so combative that it wasnot

dondédt think my parents did spend much ti me at

family. 't wasnodot fun. An d 0l thewwstihbshbpesedesh o ur
door to being refreshing, being fun. You kno
way.

PJ: Okay.

P5: And itds not withoutdtihtesr ecdhsa Inloe nsguecsh, tyha un g

you know, relationship or perfect marriage, the very

PJ: Umh u m. Budwhat dbebaat you saying is it does
P5: Right.

PJ: With the kind of trust youodre talking abo
P5:Yeah, thatods right. That 6s right.

PJ: Okay.

P5: Yeah,youcahand thatdé&s fwunny, t oo, i's in being tr
|l east the way I 6m motivated is it al most make
have.

PJ: Hum.

P5: You Bnow, itds a

PJ: Yeah, yeah, yeah. Unpack that one for me.

P5:Because | 6m -ar ipentfotrimamceer son, you know? T
overcome, you know.

PJ: Okay.
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P5: Workhard. GdDad 6 s approvalspagosokerowe whAods wired
kind of this whole, yeah, faith and grace atidhis, but man, | want to show my appreciation

back, so I d6m going to earn that trust that sh
PJ: Yeah, Il mean, on the sudface it does soun
P5: Yeah, it does. | get it.

PJ: You spend time earning what yoweabty have. @

P5: Yeah, but thatdos kind of grace for you, t
PJ:Isitaboii s part of what 0ydabéutleepimgawhat yogalréadyy i ng t o

have or is it even that?

P5: I dondt know.

PJ: | mean, i1itdés just, i1tds inspiring.

P5:Yah, and you dondt wand to mess it up, right
PJ: ltés something you want to maintain.

P5: Yeah, you want to maintain that. Donbét w
PJ: Okay.

P5: You dono6ét want to take it for granted, yo

PJ: So again, to be clear, so ap& gaying that by having that and by having the bent that you
have towards this achievement thathat am | trying to say? It just inspires you to continue to

be even more trustworthy.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Even more than you may have been otherwise?

P5: Yeah, andl

PJ: Knowing that you have it.

P5: Yeah, and | donodot feel, again, | donodot fe
PJ: Right.

P5: But it makes me want to.

PJ: Okay. Yeah, yeah, yeah.

P5: Thereds an inspirational component to it.
PJ: Yeahyeah.

P5: For me té that when | was thinking about putting it in wodds

PJ: Sure.
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P5:0 because | had a hard time answering these questions. How do | feel about being trusted?

Wel | I dondt know. l 6m trust ed,t dyso ua khnaorwd. o n
answer.

PJ: Yeah, Il kKnow. Theyodore not

P5: Yeah.

PJ: l'tds not $mudield. hi ng you think

P5: How do you think of i1t as a, i ke, I

(@)
<
@D
O

fun to unpack it.

PJ: Hum.

P5: Yeah?

PJ: Yeah, good.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Now that youdsaid that, | 6m going to

P5: Okay.

PJdask a question that is not on here, but |
P5: Okay.

PJ: |l tos beéhdhlelaskili soofl 6ymouwyourseifora And t hat

o
<

moment to i magine that something happens and
P5: Umhum.

PJ: Just entertain that thought for a moment, that it was actually reality.

P5: Umhum.

PJ: And if you let yourself experience that for a motptre thought of not being trusted, does

that at all thed the contrast that creates between actually being trusted as godaae that

help to illuminate anything else about the experience of having it?

P5: That is helpful. Well, it makes me feel kifdstressed, to think &f

PJ: Yeah, yeah.

P5:[unintelligiblg What a shame that would be, you know, not to have that.

PJ: Yeah.

P5: Um, it would take some rebuilding, | guess, right? You know, to get to that level again. So,

yeah, &

252



PJ: So,
what it would be like to try to get it back.

P5: Okay.

PJ: Instead,
t he f eel i ngecgsdardyaesonateownattsyoud t
P5: Yeah,
PJ: But
would you be feeling? What would you be experiencing? gmid you let yourself sort of
imagine thg then bring yourself right back to where you are.

P5: Umhum.

PJ: And you go [snagsgery ,

i umi

there?

P5: | think gratitude. Yeah, | mean, just gratitude.

PJ: Okay.

P5: Yeah.
PJ: No,

P5: Yeah.

PJ: That

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Gratitude.
P5: Yeah. A lot of gratitude.
PJ: Umhum.

P5: I

her, you know, so.

PJ: Yeah.

P5: Yeah,
di dnot
PJ: Ok ay.
but itods,

granted, and a downside.

saying

t hat 6s

thoughts woul d

going

anything about

wordodés hel pful

wordoés hel pfult because

Youdbre grateful

t KatOes f bGaEyessinger | marrtec

s o grdntédy and rhagle antil | receive fquestions like these, | really

refl ect mu c h .

That ds funny because, agai n,

corrteces anema dtotlbipk ewDtemegrne Guyp sa d

bsarity sayingtthatd wante/ou to imagine it because then you could imagine

sel f

ough

And

ur ac

Paul ,

o
—
o
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P5: Yeah.

PJ: Potentially for taking it for granted. T
P5: Yeah, so | can.

PJ: So you can.

P5: Right.

PJ: And t her edfnsiceabmunleeindgable tg take it flordyranted.

P5: Uhhuh.

PJ: Am | wrong in saying that?

P5: No, youdre correct.

PJ: Yeah, and when you consider not haviég it

P5: Yeah.

PJdnow all of a sudden i®86s more of a somber v
P5: Yeah, like, boy, kil y me, you know. | 6ve been taking
PJ: Yeah.

P5: But | think, too, because webre involved
Rdengage. Wedve been through it together and
premarit al mentoring, first five years mentor
celebrate some of this as well, you know, so

genuine place, you know?

PJ: Right.

P5: Yeah, Imale @ seén likew bametnot thaught about what | have in my marriage,

you know, because we do in our teaching and everything, but

PJ: Sure.

P5: Itds someti mes easier to teach, you know,

and share than is to just personally reflect.

PJ: Umthum.

P5: Like these questions have forced me to.

PJ: Well, hey, John, thereds a reason why | 6m
this angle, this idea of being the recipient is simplynott 6 s ughbabou h o

P5: Umhum.
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PJ:0 as much. And part of my journey is to tap irdan it be articulated? Is it worth thinking
about? What is it like to think about?

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Il s there any value in thinkimg dBowut riyt g
tod

P5: Yeah, itdés power ful

PJ:d to figure out here.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: Well, let me take a peek at these here again.

P5: | will say another thing for nde

PJ: Yeah.

P5:0 comparedt&atyi s my f amil y. |l Om veryiabfanply.cal ; ki
We didnoét talk about how we felt about much a
hey, Johnny, how do you feel about this? So, even assarB8yearold, | still need things

pulled out of me sometimes, when it comes toirfigsl

PJ: Okay.

P5: Yeahoi fplyuosu ook at my personality profile
PJ: Okay.

P5: But | think the family shaped a |l ot of th
you know. il d ooudeel aftsragetting buaked lofe dust gét lmaek onto the

pony and ride. 0

PJ: Makes sense.

P5: Yeah. So, caused me to maybe stumble over some of these when | first read them.

PJ: Yeah, | could understand how teelingwor d t hen woulybmdét resonat e
P5: Yeah.

PJ: But again, tkdatodés part of why | didnot
P5: Yeah, thatés really good; good to do.

PJ: Thatos pédmy omBiwhgulkesdi o nditti fd oyeosun onto tsi acye df
P5: Yeah.

PJ:obedasuse | realizehatit s much broader than

P5: Yeah.Experienceavas the word you used.
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PJ: Experience. Yeah.
P5: | was like, oh, this is an experience, huh?

PJ: It is an experience.

P5: Yeah.
PJ: ltdés a part of your |ife.
P5: |l 6@ say, too

PJ: Yeah, keep going.

P5:0i t 6 s gi Vv etogromsnot@ust in buamacriage, but as individuals. And one way

thatKaty has exhibited trust is that wewe have some separate hobbies. Things that I like to do
that shebdsol yhka, kiGw, deoi t 6ve been osmlobut door
over the years.

PJ: Umhum, yeah.

P5: You know, sometimdsatyw i | | hear from someone el se, fiWe
that, 0o you know, Atype of thing?o And | i kewi
going on these retreats. Bhettrust thad and | have to travel for my job sometimes, you know.

And the trust that we have in I|Iike, fAGo. See

me grow as an individual.

PJ: Ah.

P5: But also as a coupleprofSessiyonmakhypyw, 10VvVéa
of the things that [ o6ve felt, you know, felt
Katyhasndét been there for all those, but thatods
PJ: Yeah.

P5: And Ithinkibs someti mes made me better that way,
PJ: See, thatos great. That 6s fascinating th
dual result.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: It simultaneously strengthens your relationship and strengthens you as an indikidinl
again, is another thing that kind of sounds contradictory.

P5: Yeah, | know.

PJ: But itds not.
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P5: We try to, we try to talk about that with young couples. There are some that are so, and |
dondt mean this to soundhjadledr bhat sof codepw
other would fall, you know?

PJ: Right. Right.

P5: So, you stil]l canodot Kitypse eynalbid aldt hian , alylou
PJ: Umhum.

P5:0 professionally, adventure, hobbdebas given room. Andpar of i tdés out of t
of trust.

PJ: So the strength of the relationship actua

actually gain more of yourself because of that.

P5: Oh, yeah.

PJ: So it strikes me as maybe a little bit differeatth s ayi ng you are free to
somet hing about that that doesndét quite seem

P5: Yeah. It probaby

PJ: Maybe that doesnodot strike me as totally w
youngcoupl e | i ke youdre saying sort of go to the
we need to be individuals.

P5: Yeah, okay.

PJ: So, thatdés fine. You just go be you and

P5: Yeah.

PJ: And you be free to be you. See howdhath at dtolteastn®s not what youbr
P5: Thatdéds not what 1 dm getting at, no. No,

PJ: But yet you do experience the ability to truly grow as an individual.

P5: Yeah, to grow as an individual, to not lose yourself even as you gyetin¢o.

PJ: Right.

P5: You know, i1itdéds onot a codependency. | t 6s
PJ: Inextricably | infRed together somehow, but
P5: Yeah. Ithinklrememb&l candét remember whose book it w

these images of couples that are given tooutwof letters. They have theffame, you know,
and the M.
PJ: Parrott. The Parrotts.
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P5: Parrotts. Yes, Les and Leslie Parrott.

PJ: Les and Leslie Parrott.

P5:You know, and that was a good image for me to think, yeahd man

PJ: The Aframe relationkip.

P5: Yeah, the Arame. Yep, there you go. So.

PJ: Yep, good stuff. Now, being a guy who is
resonate with you; but who knows?

P5: It might.

PJ: If talking about your experience is not sufficient, letse can you represent or express what
itéds |Ii ke to be trusted by your wife?

P5: Yeah. Idid, you know. | was thinking ab®utam really into music, so | think one of the

things you mentioned there was a song.

PJ: Yeah, that o6sggbhmatst of it; art, journalin
P5: Yeah.

PJ: Music, anything.

P5: Yeah, and |, again, growing up in Appalachia, a |&dwégrasandcountry music in my
background and everything, but | thoughd dfactually penned some of the words to a song that

| love, from Collin Raye.And it was an old one that | probably even did at a wedding or two

when | was doing music back in the day. And
raging river crossed, o | mean this speaks to
l onged to find. Wit hout your | ove, |l woul d b
because |1 d&m out just to conquer the world, bu
doing those things, | reflect so much on my relationship kty. ASo | et the worl
turning, | et the sun stop burning, |l et them t

apart, | will know deep in my heart the only dream that mattered had come true: In this life, | was

| oved by ymoul. dadddendd, tfhlen t his | if e, I was | ove
PJ: Wow, thatos

P5: So that song came to my mind really from reflecting on this, from Collin Raye.

PJ: Yeah, that is, thatés beautiful; very mea
P5: Yeah. So, | may give thisto heriethend; wedl | see.

PJ: Think about it.
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P5: Yeah. Yeah.

PJ: Seriously. That 6s great, because, yeah.

the ways that you experience her trust.

P5: Yeah, wé

PJ: And her love. You equated love and trust.

P5:That s right. Yeah, | ove and trust.
PJ: You equated those.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: In a sense.

P5: Correct.

PJ: I 6m not &dure wedOve talked

P5: We havenot, youodre right.

PJ:d about that.

P5: No, but I did. And I think even earlier in my letter | kind of put thbgegs together and
kind of again goes to that whole love and respect thivag you feel really respected when
youdbre trusted, right? As men, we | ove to
PJ: Umhum.

be

P5: And so, um, maybe thato6és ontrougtahgrtrasshe has

PJ: Okay. Is there anything else? Is there anything else about your experience? Feelings,
thoughts, bodily sensations? It could be anything.
P5: Let me see if therebs anyt hi ngerdsngi ncl ud

document] | think | talked a little bit about believing the best in one another. | think when you

ed

have someone who believes the best in you, it helps you not just believe the best in them but start

living more that way, as well.
PJ: Hum.
P5: You knowagain, as someone who is more skeptical, who had some strange relationships

growing up even with my own family, you know, | always wonder where people are coming

from, you know. I t 6s, again, freeinge,t o give

rather than making them eard it
PJ: Umhum.
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P5:0 you know, as is often the case in a good Appalachian family. So, yeah, I think | had in

here, you know, because she believes the best in me, it does inspire you to want to believe the

best in othersAnd that has, I think, benefits beyond even your marriage, you know, being
especially as someone whods an administrator
care about what | think about their performance and about them.

PJ: Umhum.

P5: Ard if you can approach people in that mindset and with those eyes, you just get a lot further

as a leader than making them earn your trust.

PJ: Yeah. But, wow, | ,ynoeuadrnr,e tthed tlGisn ga nbei g hdaeta
love ofyourlifemd t he trust of your wife is the most

freedom and inspiration.

P5: Umhum.

PJ: F you can then take that and spread it to other people.

P5: Umhum.

PJ: That belief in people. Believing the best. Starts in yauriage and then you go out and

you do the same for a |l ot of other people is
P5: Yeah. Okajunintelligiblt hi s | ett er . ltds amazing how b

stability and grace in other relationshipsnd | have to believe that living in a home built on
distrust, skepticismrand doubt would make for a grouchy and tense existence. You know, if |
kind of stayed stuck in some of what | was brought @p in

PJ: Umthum.

P5:0 it probably would have made for meotense relationships. And assitl feel blessed to

work at a place like this, to be surrounded by the team that | get to work with day after day. But
no ond grace is so important in every relationship. And if the one relationship that matters the
most here on this earth is defined by trust and respect, it makes you want to live that way in other
arenas as well.

PJ: Yeah. See now you threw in the wgrdcea couple times.

P5: Yeah.

PJ: In this conversation.

P5: Umhum.
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