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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

"We have to talk, so listen." This is an example of a prevalent 

communication phenomenon, mixed messages, first recognized by 

the research team of Bateson, Jackson, Haley, and Weakland (1956). 

In a ten-year study of schizophrenia, Bateson et al. (1956) 

developed the first theory about contradictory messages, the 

double-bind theory. A double-bind situation is one in which an 

individual receives a message expressing two orders (or 

commands), the individual perceives that complying with either 

order will be met by punishment, and the individual cannot, 

therefore, escape the punishment. Because a double-bind message 

expresses two incompatible orders, the individual is placed in a 

lose-lose situation with no alternative choices for avoiding the 

situation. Repeated exposure to mixed messages negates an 

individual's ability to classify and respond appropriately to 

messages. After prolonged exposure to paradoxical messages, an 

individual cannot discriminate the content or type of message being 

received. The individual caught in the double-bind situation cannot 

accurately judge the message by its context, paralanguage, or the 

gestures used. Bateson et al. (1956) argued that repeated exposure 

to double-bind situations was psychologically damaging. 
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The basic premises of the double bind theory gave rise to 

other theories, including equivocal communication (Bavelas, Black, 

Chovil, & Mullett, 1990). Whereas Bateson et al. (1956) examined 

contradictory messages that negated an individual's ability to 

determine content and context, Bavelas et al. (1990) investigated 

responses to contradictory messages by subjects who could 

accurately discriminate content and context. This study found that 

subjects responded to a lose-lose communication situation with 

equivocation. Equivocal communication was defined as 

"nonstraightforward communication" (p. 3), ambiguous or evasive 

messages used strategically by individuals to avoid conflict. 

Although the theory of equivocation used premises from the 

double bind theory, which investigated psychologically damaging 

messages, the findings of Bavelas et al. (1990) suggested that 

equivocation was an acceptable alternative to honest 

communication in a lose-lose situation. Subjects reported that the 

evasive or ambiguous messages of equivocation were not deceptive 

and equivocation was acceptable behavior. Although the subjects in 

the study of Bavelas et al. (1990) perceived equivocal messages to 

be nondeceptive, subsequent researchers (e.g., O'Hair & Cody, 1994) 

have argued that equivocal messages are deceptive. The focus, 

however, of the Bavelas et al. (1990) study was not deception, per 

se, but mixed messages, and the study did not investigate those 

messages considered deceptive or the consequences of those 

messages. Deceptive messages and their consequences have not 
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been examined through the communication phenomenon of mixed 

messages, but rather have been investigated as a separate 

phenomenon, deception. 

Deception has been given considerable attention by 

researchers. Most deception research has focused on the 

components of the process, the cues used by the deceiver, and the 

detection of deception. However, few studies have investigated the 

consequences of deception (Miller & Stiff, 1993). The studies that 

have examined the consequences have been conducted primarily 

under laboratory conditions, with no significant punishment offered 

for unsuccessful deception. (For a complete review of the deception 

research, see Miller & Stiff, 1993.) While investigating the negative 

effects of deception, O'Hair and Cody (1994) conducted a survey of 

college students and found that loss of trust was reported most 

frequently as both a negative effect of lying and as a consequence 

of being detected in deception. However, the sample was small (72 

students), and the answers so varied that the most frequent 

responses accounted for only 25% and 16%, respectively, of the 

sample. Participants were not asked for descriptions of specific 

deception events or their relationship with the deceiver, but rather 

were asked to provide a holistic, or global, perspective of the 

negative consequences of deception. Although the study intended 

to elicit personal effects experienced by the students, the 

questionnaire did not explicitly ask for personal consequences, 
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indicating that responses could have been speculations or 

assumptions. Thus, the study suggested deception as a cause of lost 

trust, but did not substantially validate this claim. 

One investigation of the deceptive motive of exploitation 

provided a causal link between deception and lost trust (Bearden, 

Wacker, & Sawyer, 1995). Exploitation is a type of deception used 

for self-advancement by manipulating and harming others (O'Hair & 

Cody, 1994). Participants were those individuals skilled in 

deception, "con artists." The self-report data from the subjects 

revealed two skills at which con artists thought they were 

exceptionally adept, exploitation and establishing trust. Most 

subjects reported that exploitation could happen only if trust had 

first been established. Con artists established trust quickly, 

although the trust literature reported that trust develops over a 

long period of time (Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel, Holmes, & 

Zanna, 1985). Law enforcement agencies stated that victims of con 

games significantly trust the exploiters and experience feelings of 

betrayal or remain psychologically scarred for years after being 

deceived (Wichita, 1994). Victims often became globally suspicious 

and distrustful after one encounter with the deception event. Thus, 

one deceptive act negated feelings of trust. However, the 

transgression and resulting loss of trust occurred between strangers 

rather than relational partners. Whether or not one transgression 

would result in a loss of trust between partners who shared a 

relational history was not investigated in the Bearden et al. (1995) 
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study. In addition, the study examined only one type of 

transgression, that of deception. 

Partners who share a relational history are subject to 

relational transgressions, and, consequently, a loss of trust (Jones, 

Cohn, & Miller, 1991). Humans are predisposed to mistakes, errors 

in judgment, conflicting motives, and changing allegiances, all of 

which increase the probability that a relational transgression will 

occur (Jones et al., 1991; Roloff & Cloven, 1994). Thus, the 

consequences of relational transgressions warrant investigation. 

Intuitively, it seems a relational transgression would affect or 

destroy the assumed interpersonal value of trust, and subsequently 

would affect the quality of the relationship. Bateson (1977) 

describes this effect: 

If we trust and find that that which we have trusted was 
untrustworthy . . . we feel bad. The pain that human beings 
and all other mammals can suffer from this type of error is 
extreme, (p. 470) 

What events or behaviors result in lessened or lost trust between 

relational partners? More importantly, because humans are 

susceptible to and capable of transgression, how can trust be 

reestablished after such an event? In order to discover answers to 

these questions, my focus is on the interpersonal construct that is 

susceptible to change or destruction after a relational transgression, 

trust. 



Review of Literature 

Trust 

Conceptualizations of Trust 

Trust has long been recognized as an essential element of 

social structures, organizations, and interpersonal relationships 

(Barber, 1983; Granovetter, 1985). Trust has been distinguished by 

some researchers as a defining element common to all interpersonal 

relationships (Canary & Stafford, 1993; Millar & Rogers, 1987). 

Although scholars from sociology (Akerstrom, 1991; Barber, 1983), 

business (Butler & Cantrell, 1994; Gibb, 1978; Pate & Sullivan, 1988; 

Phelps & DuFrene, 1989), psychology (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992; 

Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Orbuch, 1992; Rempel, Holmes, & 

Zanna, 1985; Rotenberg, 1991; Rotter, 1967), and communication 

(Altman & Taylor, 1974; Argyle & Henderson, 1984; Burgoon & 

Hale, 1987; Canary & Stafford, 1994; Duck, 1991; Millar & Rogers, 

1987; Steel, 1991) agree that trust is an important component of 

everyday interaction and relationships, few researchers agree on 

the definition or dimensions of trust. 

In his pioneering study, Deutsch (1958) defined trust as an 

individual's reliance "in the occurrence of an event if he [sic] expects 

its occurrence and his [sici expectation leads to behavior which he 

[sic.] perceives to have greater negative motivational consequences 

if the expectation is not confirmed than positive motivational 

consequences if it is confirmed" (p. 266). Thus, Deutsch (1958) 

described trust as an individual's expectations of events, which, in 
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turn, produce behavior that is motivated by consequences. Since 

that time, a variety of definitions for trust have been presented 

(Barber, 1983; Giffin, 1967; Gurtman, 1992; Larzelere & Huston, 

1980; Pearce, 1974; Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985; Rotter, 1967), 

and trust has acquired such synonyms as "trustworthiness," 

"confidence," "expectation," and "credibility" (Giffin, 1967; Prentice, 

1975; Wrightsman, 1964). Most definitions conceptualize trust as 

either expectations of or assurance in a relational partner. The 

expectations include considerateness (Dion & Dion, 1976), honesty 

and benevolence (Larzelere & Huston, 1980), or reciprocated 

rewards (Deutsch, 1973). Assurance in a relational partner has 

been described as reliance on nonbetrayal (Millar & Rogers, 1987), 

certainty of the future of the relationship (Driscoll, Davis, & Lipetz, 

1972), and belief in a partner's caring (Rempel et al., 1985). Some 

researchers argue that trust is the willingness to put oneself at 

risk (Deutsch, 1973). Scholars expanding the definition of trust 

have used a combination of these concepts or have dimensionalized 

the components of trust (e.g., Giffin, 1967; Pearce, 1974; Rempel et 

aL, 1985). 

Rempel et al. (1985) define the three components of trust as 

predictability, dependability, and faith. Predictability is defined as 

the perception by one partner that known patterns of behavior 

from the other partner will be repeated. Dependability is defined 

as the evaluation by one partner of the other partner's qualities, 

"such that they are seen to reflect the partner's dispositional 
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qualities of trustworthiness" (p. 97). The definition of this 

component is problematic. Although the researchers provide 

examples of trustworthiness, such as honesty, they do not define 

"trustworthiness," few examples (only three) of trustworthy 

qualities are provided, and the examples are the researchers' own 

perceptions of trustworthy qualities. The third component, faith, is 

defined as the security one partner feels in the other partner's 

responsiveness and caring; it is also defined as the belief in the 

future of the relationship. The components identified by Rempel et 

al. (1985) and other scholars (e.g., Giffin, 1967; Pearce, 1974) and 

the variety of definitions of trust presented by researchers have 

been established from theoretical foundations and a priori 

conceptualizations of the researchers rather than from subjects' 

perceptions of the construct. 

Definitions derived from these studies have several 

limitations. First, the theoretical frameworks have been developed 

primarily from the premise of expectations in Deutsch's (1958) 

original study. This study was conducted under laboratory 

conditions between strangers, with no substantial relational history 

between the subjects, and thus, no substantial relational 

consequences. Therefore, the study does not adequately address 

trust between relational partners in real-life situations. Although 

Rotter (1967) asserts that he diverges from Deutsch's (1958) 

premise. Rotter (1967) conceptualizes trust from the perspective of 

social learning theory, which also emphasizes the role of 
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expectations of a relational partner to explain interpersonal 

constructs. Second, a priori categories predetermine acceptable data 

and limit the discovery of components not conceptualized by 

individual researchers. Third, most studies have either been 

conducted in laboratory settings or have used measurement scales, 

both of which limit respondents' choices. 

In an attempt to define and operationalize the construct of 

trust. Rotter (1967) devised a measurement scale to determine an 

individual's general tendency to trust others. The scale was 

designed from one perspective of social learning theory, developed 

previously by the author in earlier research. The scale tested an 

individual's tendency to trust another based on the other's social 

role, such as parent, teacher, or politician. However, the scale did 

not attempt to measure an individual's trust within a specific, 

personal relationship. Subsequent researchers (Chun & Campbell, 

1974; Kaplan, 1973; MacDonald, Kessel, & Fuller, 1972; Wright & 

Tedeschi, 1975) identified dimensions of generalized trust from 

Rotter's Interpersonal Scale, although these dimensions differed 

among researchers. The dimensions identified were: political trust 

(Chun & Campbell, 1974; Wright & Tedeschi, 1975); exploitation, 

hypocrisy, and social-role reliability (Chun & Campbell, 1974); and 

belief in the sincerity of or the suspicion of others (Kaplan, 1973; 

MacDonald et al., 1972). 

The studies in generalized trust sparked interest within the 

research community in dyadic trust. New interpersonal scales were 
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designed to measure an individual's trust within a specific 

relationship (Dion & Dion, 1976; Driscoll et al., 1972; Johnson-George 

& Swap, 1982; Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985). Most 

of these scales were designed from researchers' a priori categories 

based on theoretical conceptualizations or designed with items 

modified from generalized trust, human nature, or love scales. 

Thus, these scales limited respondents' choices and limited the 

discovery of new categories, components, or dimensions of trust 

evolving from subjects' perceptions. Only one scale, that of 

Johnson-George and Swap (1982), combined qualitative information 

from individuals and theory to construct a measurement scale. This 

scale is narrow (Wrightsman, 1991) and, although the scale was 

designed to measure trust in an intimate relational partner, validity 

of the scale was assessed through manipulation experiments 

between strangers. From these studies, researchers argued that the 

components and dimensions of trust could be identified. However, 

the dyadic trust scales were constructed in studies utilizing only one 

relational type, most commonly an intimate relationship such as 

friendship or romantic involvement, although Butler (1991) 

targeted superior-subordinate relationships. 

Butler's (1991) scale was designed to determine the 

conditions, or causes, of trust in a working relationship. The items 

on this scale were constructed from interviews with business 

managers, and the items identified focused more on work-related 

elements, such as competence and availability, than the other 
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dyadic trust scales. Butler (1991) conducted four separate studies 

to determine the reliability and validity of the scale and argues that 

the scale can be used to measure the conditions of trust for other 

relational types. However, this claim has not been validated. Butler 

(1991) also distinguishes his scale from the other dyadic scales by 

arguing that the conditions, or causes, of trust are considerably 

different than the dimensions of the construct itself. Therefore, this 

scale measured the antecedents of trust rather than the construct of 

trust. 

Although Butler (1991) developed a measurement scale 

using working relationships rather than intimate ones, his scale 

does not address the construct of trust. The other dyadic scales, 

which measure the construct, were developed in studies examining 

intimate relationships. Research has not examined whether or not 

the components of trust remain consistent across a variety of 

relationships. Morris and Moberg (1994) postulated that trust 

differs across situations and relationships when they wrote: 

When we throw tokens into an automated highway toll 
booth, we "trust" that our contribution will reach the 
relevant official treasury account. It is a very different 
sense of trust we experience at our last glimpse of 
consciousness before undergoing the surgeon's knife for a 
quadruple coronary artery bypass, (p. 187) 

However, this argument was not investigated in their study. 

Because previous researchers had asserted that trust plays an 

important role in interpersonal relationships, several studies 

examined the role of trust in relationships. Other researchers 
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concentrated their studies on the effects or correlates of trust in 

relationships. Most studies, however, focused on only one relational 

type. The next sections will examine trust within specific relational 

contexts. 

Trust Within Organizational Relationships 

Researchers have asserted that trust is the foundation for 

interpersonal relationships within the organizational setting (Gibb, 

1965; Jablin, 1985; Phelps & DuFrene, 1989). Other researchers 

argued that relational trust in coworker and superior/subordinate 

relationships affects the organizational climate, which in turn affects 

employee productivity, group productivity and cooperation, and job 

satisfaction (Pate & Sullivan, 1988; Phelps & DuFrene, 1989; 

Zimmerman & Applegate, 1994). However, few studies have 

investigated the effects of trust on interpersonal relationships in the 

organizational setting. 

Atwater (1988) examined the influence of leader personality, 

job characteristics, expectations of employees, and trust on 

leadership behavior. Supervisors and subordinates were asked to 

describe their behaviors, and subordinates were also asked about 

their level of trust toward their supervisor. Self-report data from 

supervisors about their behavior were combined with the data 

reported by subordinates for a composite of supervisor behavior. 

Two distinguishable dimensions of behavior emerged: positive, or 

supportive behavior, and negative, or demanding behavior. The 
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results indicated that subordinates' trust in a supervisor was the 

best predictor of supportive supervisory behavior, that is, the more 

trust expressed by the subordinates to the supervisor, the more the 

supervisor was perceived to behave supportively. A follow-up 

study asked supervisors what behaviors generated mutual trust 

between supervisors and subordinates. Eighteen behaviors were 

identified, including reciprocity, consistency, honesty, dependability, 

advice-giving, listening, and availability. However, this study did 

not examine the behaviors used between coworkers to establish 

mutual trust. 

Other researchers examined the influence of supervisory 

compliance-gaining styles on subordinates' trust in a supervisor 

(Wheeless, Hudson, & Wheeless, 1987). The hypotheses for this 

study were established to determine the correlation between sex of 

supervisor, compliance-gaining style, job satisfaction, and trust in 

supervisor. Results indicated that lower use of threat and higher 

use of ingratiating styles were associated with higher trust. 

However, results also indicated trust in a supervisor was above the 

midpoint even when an intimidating compliance-gaining style was 

used by the supervisor. Researchers did not investigate the effects 

of compliance-gaining styles on trust between coworkers. 

The effects of trust on interpersonal relationships in 

organizations have also been examined in specific organizational 

contexts, such as police departments (Franz & Jones, 1987) and 

biotechnology firms (Dodgson, 1993). Franz and Jones (1987) 
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discovered that poor communication skills were associated with low 

trust between police officers and their supervisors. Dodgson (1993) 

found that high trust effects technological learning in that 

interpersonal trust between key individuals aided in successful 

collaboration on projects. Although this study examined trust 

between members of a collaborative project, the members came 

from different departments or firms and did not interact with each 

other on a daily basis. 

Trust Within Familial Relationships 

Little attention has been given to trust as a function or effect 

of the family unit. Theories to explain family behavior have 

predominantly focused on impulse, affect, or power (Fitzpatrick & 

Badzinski, 1985). One model of family behavior emphasizes the 

family's construction of reality (Reiss, 1981, cited in Fitzpatrick & 

Badzinski, 1985). This model has implications for trust, as some 

sociologists designate trust as a social reality, and thus trust can 

plausibly be identified as a social reality of the family unit. Using a 

systems perspective, Lewis and Weigert (1985) describe this 

concept: "Trust exists in a social system insofar as the members of 

that system act according to and are secure in the expected futures 

constituted by the presence of each other or their symbolic 

representations" (p. 968). However, research has not used this 

model to examine the variable of trust in the family unit. 
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One study indicated parental trust as an influence on 

adolescents' behavior. Hundleby and Mercer (1987) compared the 

influence of family and friends on adolescents' use of alcohol, 

tobacco, and marijuana and found that parental trust of an 

adolescent was negatively associated with drug use. Although 

Hundleby and Mercer (1987) assert that having delinquent friends 

is negatively associated with parental trust, the correlations are low, 

and the most predictive measure of drug use was the adolescent 

friends' drug use, suggesting the influence of friends may be 

stronger than the influence of the family. This corresponds to a 

study of gang members by Giordano, Cernkovich, and Pugh (1986) 

who found that trust is a salient variable of adolescent delinquents' 

friendships, indicating that some factors, such as trust, may be a 

common variable in any friendship. 

Trust Within Friendships 

Researchers of friendships often include trust as a necessary 

component of the social structure (Rawlins, 1994). Studies have 

revealed that people's conceptualizations of friendship include the 

element of trust (Burleson & Samter, 1994). Conceptualizing trust 

as a key component of friendship is consistent across populations of 

varying age groups and sex. 

Rawlins and Holl (1987) conducted a study in which high 

school students were interviewed about their perceptions of 

friendship. The interview data were transcribed and a qualitative 
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content analysis was conducted for responses. The data indicated 

that for both male and female adolescents, trust was the 

determinant for establishing friendships. In addition, the intensity 

of the friendship (i.e., best friend, close friend, average friend, etc.) 

was distinguished by the adolescents according to the relationship's 

degree of trust. 

In a similar study, Tesch and Martin (1983) investigated 

conceptualizations of friendship from two age groups, traditional 

undergraduate students (age 19-21) and university alumni (age 22-

29). Although these two groups differed in reports of the 

significance of trust in a friendship, both groups emphasized the 

interactive dimension of friendship, defined by the researchers as 

"reciprocity" (p. 10), of which dependability, caring, commitment, 

and trust are identified as subsets. Other researchers have also 

established dimensions of friendship, which include trust, to 

investigate participants' perceptions of values in friendships 

(Parker & de Vries, 1993; Rotenberg, 1986). These studies 

demonstrate that trust in friendships is one of the most highly rated 

values for both males and females (Parker & de Vries, 1993; 

Rotenberg, 1986). 

Argyle and Henderson (1984) conducted extensive research to 

discover the rules of friendship. This research was unique in that 

the data from four separate studies were collapsed to provide the 

final outcomes of the rules of friendship. The studies differentiated 

among countries, age groups, sex, and lapsed or current friendships. 
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The results suggested six rules important for friendship: (1) trust 

and confide in each other; (2) stand up for the other in his/her 

absence; (3) show emotional support; (4) share news of success with 

him/her; (5) volunteer help in time of need; and (6) strive to make 

him/her happy while in each other's company. Rules common to all 

four studies were then classified into categories identifying the 

domains of regulation, exchange, intimacy, third party, or 

coordination. Trust between partners was the only friendship rule 

that researchers classified as regulating the domain of intimacy. It 

is interesting to note that although "trust and confide in the other" 

(p. 214) was categorized as intimacy regulation, "keep confidences" 

(p. 214) was categorized as third-party regulation and was not 

identified as one of the six important rules of friendship previously 

listed. However, as Argyle and Henderson (1984) explain, keeping 

confidences was identified in their earlier studies as a general rule 

applicable to all relationships, thereby eliminating keeping 

confidences as being a specific discriminating quality of friendships 

(which was a hypothesis of the study). For their hypothesis of 

factors contributing to the breakup of friendships, failure to follow 

the rule of "keep confidences" (p. 214) was significant. 

Trust Within Romantic Relationships 

Many researchers assert that trust is central to the 

development of intimacy in romantic relationships (Burgoon & Hale, 

1987; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992; Millar & Rogers, 1987; Rempel et 
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al., 1985). Although studies on the effect of trust on intimacy have 

not been conclusive, several correlations have been found between 

trust and intimacy in romantic relationships. Trust correlates 

strongly with love in intimate relationships (Dion & Dion, 1976; 

Driscoll et al., 1972; Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985). 

In addition, trust affects intimate self-disclosure (Altman & Taylor, 

1974; Steel, 1991). 

Pistole (1993) identified correlations between self-disclosure, 

attachment styles, and trust. Attachment is described as "a 

behavioral system felt as a bond with a particular other who is 

sensed as a source of security and safety" (p. 94). Secure 

attachment was characterized by higher levels of self-disclosure, 

trust, and intimacy. In addition, participants who reported higher 

levels of self-disclosure reported higher levels of faith (as defined 

using Rempel et al.'s scale). 

Although researchers argue that trust affects intimacy 

(Stafford & Canary, 1993; Millar & Roger, 1987), few studies 

actually assess the effect of trust in romantic relationships. Many 

scholars, however, assert that trust exists as a characteristic of 

interpersonal relationships. Several researchers have investigated 

the strategies that people use to sustain characteristics of their 

relationships, including trust. These studies, classified as studies in 

relational maintenance, are examined in the next section. 
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Relational Maintenance 

Conceptualizations of Relational Maintenflnre, 

As with trust, relational maintenance has been defined in 

various terms by researchers, including: to sustain the relationship, 

to keep a specified state of the relationship, to preserve satisfaction, 

and to repair the relationship (Dindia & Canary, 1993). Researchers 

who have examined relational maintenance have primarily focused 

on two areas, those strategies used to maintain a relationship and 

the effect of those strategies on relational characteristics or 

outcomes. Several researchers have generated typologies of 

maintenance strategies. Strategies include those used to facilitate 

liking, or affinity-seeking maintenance (Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez, 

1987), those used to sustain equilibrium of dialectic tensions 

(Baxter & Dindia, 1990; Baxter & Simon, 1993; Montgomery, 1993), 

those used to maintain relational rules (Honeycutt, Woods, & 

Fontenot, 1993), and those used to maintain relational 

characteristics (Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993). The following 

sections will describe maintenance strategies and their effects. 

Maintenance Strategies 

Many researchers have investigated the maintenance of 

romantic relationships. Bell et al. (1987) examined strategies used 

by married couples to maintain the "quality of their bonds" (p. 445). 

To obtain this data, couples were asked to describe what they did to 

maintain liking and solidarity within their relationships. A typology 
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of 28 affinity-maintenance strategies emerged, nine of which were 

determined by researchers to be central to affinity maintenance for 

sustaining marital quality: honesty, listening, openness, physical and 

verbal affection, physical attractiveness, self-concept confirmation, 

sensitivity, and supportiveness (Bell et al., 1987). One of these, 

honesty, has been posited by other researchers as a component of 

trust (Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985). Although not 

identified as primary to affinity maintenance, two other strategies 

included in the complete typology, fidelity and reliability, have also 

been presented as components of trust (Chun & Campbell, 1974; 

Driscoll, Davis, & Lipetz, 1972; Millar & Rogers, 1987). This typology 

has not been replicated in studies investigating other relational 

types. Thus, these strategies may not be identifiable in other 

relationships. 

Other researchers have identified maintenance strategies in 

romantic relationships and friendships according to the dialectical 

tensions of autonomy-connection, predictability-novelty, and 

openness-closedness (Baxter & Dindia, 1990; Baxter & Simon, 1993). 

These dialectic tensions are defined as the "ongoing struggle of 

opposed tendencies" (Baxter & Simon, 1993, p. 228). The methods 

to sustain equilibrium have been divided into three general 

strategies that maintain the specific dialectics (Baxter & Simon, 

1993). The maintenance strategy of contact addresses the dialectic 

tension of autonomy-connection and includes increased time 

together between relational partners. Romance is the strategy for 
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the dialectic tension of predictability-novelty. This strategy 

involves tactics to alleviate boredom. The dialectic tension of 

openness-closedness is maintained through avoidance, which 

includes avoiding meta-communication. Other maintenance 

strategies identified to achieve dialectical equilibrium include: 

communication techniques, such as openness and honesty; antisocial 

practices, such as arguments and ultimata; pro-social practices, such 

as refraining from criticism and being cheerful; and allowing 

autonomy (Baxter & Dindia, 1990). Several of these strategies 

contain factors that have been defined as elements of trust, such as 

honesty (Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985), 

benevolence (Larzelere & Huston, 1980), and considerateness (Dion 

& Dion, 1976). The strategies recognized in these studies have 

limitations. The dialectic tensions of romantic relationships differ 

from the dialectic tensions of other relationships, such as friendship 

(Baxter, 1994; Burleson & Samter, 1994). Although some 

researchers assert that the dialectics and subsequent maintenance 

strategies of romantic relationships can be generalized to other 

relational types (Montgomery, 1993), this claim has not been 

substantiated; the studies of maintenance methods for dialectic 

equilibrium have been limited to romantic relationships or close 

friendships. 

Maintenance strategies have also been examined from a rules 

perspective. Relational rules are "expectancies for appropriate 

behavior" (Honeycutt et al., 1993, p. 286). Maintenance strategies 
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identified from this perspective have dealt with communication 

rules, specifically with conflict resolution. However, Honeycutt et al. 

(1993) assert, "Relational maintenance can be viewed as a function 

of acknowledging the importance of communicative rules" (p. 301). 

The maintenance strategies recognized in the Honeycutt et al. 

(1993) study include positive understanding, rationality, 

conciseness, and consideration. Of these, positive understanding 

correlated with reported relationship quality (Honeycutt et al., 

1993). Positive understanding and consideration have been 

distinguished by researchers as elements of trust (Dion & Dion, 

1976; Rempel et al., 1985). The study of maintenance methods 

from a rules perspective has also been limited to romantic 

relationships. 

Stafford and Canary (1992) compiled a taxonomy of 

maintenance strategies that consisted of positivity, openness, 

assurances, networks, and sharing tasks. Positivity refers to 

friendly and uncritical behavior toward a relational partner. 

Openness is the willingness to discuss the nature of the relationship, 

and assurances are messages that affirm the continuation of the 

relationship. Assurances are recognized in the trust literature as 

the belief in the continuation of the relationship (Driscoll, Davis, & 

Lipetz, 1972; Rempel et al., 1985). Interacting with or relying on 

common friends and relatives are networks. Sharing tasks refers to 

a relational partner's attempt to perform responsibilities. Using this 

taxonomy, Canary and Stafford (1992) examined those strategies 
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used in equitable versus inequitable marriages that affect the 

relational characteristics of control mutuality (power balance), 

liking, and commitment. The maintenance strategy of positivity 

was the best predictor of control mutuality and liking, whereas 

assurances were the best predictor of commitment. This study 

identified strategies as predictors of relational characteristics for 

romantic partners, but did not examine these strategies in other 

relational types. 

However, a later study by Canary and Stafford (1993) 

examined these strategies across the relational types of romantic 

partner, friends, family members, and coworkers. The relational 

characteristics examined were control mutuality, liking, and trust. 

(Without explanation, the researchers changed what they had 

earlier identified as a "central feature of relationships" [Canary & 

Stafford, 1992, p. 247], commitment, to the relational characteristic 

of trust for the 1993 study.) Positivity was the primary predictor 

of control mutuality and trust, and assurances were the primary 

predictor of liking and a significant predictor of trust. This differs 

from Canary and Stafford's (1992) study in that the earlier study 

reported positivity as the main predictor of liking and assurances as 

the main predictor of commitment in the earlier study. The 

relational maintenance strategies of openness and sharing tasks 

were not found to effect the relational characteristics of control 

mutuality, liking, or trust. 
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The taxonomy generated by Stafford and Canary (1992) has 

also been used in other studies. Research on escalating and 

deescalating relationships indicated that perceptions of openness 

and assurances increase in escalating relationships. Perceptions of 

positivity, assurances, and sharing tasks decrease in deescalating 

relationships (Guerrero, Elroy, & Wabnik, 1993). This research 

indicates support for the claim of Rempel et al. (1985) that one 

component of trust, faith (or the belief in the assurance of the 

future of the relationship), develops over time in an escalating 

relationship. 

Behaviors used to accomplish the strategies distinguished in 

Canary and Stafford's (1992) taxonomy have also been identified. 

Behaviors include sharing household responsibilities (cooking, 

cleaning, etc.), sharing time, displaying cooperation and interest in 

the partner, doing favors and giving gifts, and self-disclosing 

(Dainton & Stafford, 1993). Self-disclosure has been correlated with 

trust in romantic relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1974; Steel, 1991), 

and trust has been found to effect cooperation in organizational 

relationships (Dodgson, 1993). Other behaviors recognized for 

maintaining relationships are positive social comparison, 

accommodation during conflict, derogating threatening alternative 

partners, and the willingness to sacrifice (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). 

However, the behaviors identified to accomplish the maintenance 

strategies were discovered in studies that employed romantic 

partners, rather than all relational types. 
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Although many scholars have researched relational 

maintenance strategies, most of the studies have focused on 

romantic relationships or friendships. Little attention has been 

given by researchers to the maintenance strategies used in different 

relational types or across relational types. Even though Canary and 

Stafford (1993) examined maintenance strategies across a variety of 

relationship types, 70% of their data contained information about 

romantic partners and close friends. Only 3% of the data included 

information about work relationships, with little of this data 

referencing coworkers. Thus, there is limited knowledge about the 

maintenance of coworker and familial relationships. 

Some researchers, however, have focused on relational repair 

strategies in a variety of relational types (Canary & Stafford, 1994; 

Metts, 1994). Repair implies that measures are taken to correct 

something in the relationship that has gone wrong. Although repair 

does not exclusively refer to damaging events, repair includes the 

strategies and behaviors used by individuals to reduce the 

relational harm that occurs after a violation or transgression. The 

next sections will examine the events identified as relational 

transgressions and the repair strategies used to mend relationships 

after these events. 
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Relational Transgressions 

Relational Violations 

Researchers have investigated trust destroying behaviors and 

relational violations. In a study of betrayal, Jones, Cohn, and Miller 

(1991) found that lies, broken promises, teasing, criminal behavior, 

gossip, verbal abuse, rejection, and abandonment were reported by 

subjects as betrayal events. This study employed participants from 

a variety of age groups and relational types, including familial, 

intimate, and working relationships. Subjects were asked to 

describe their "most significant" experience of betrayal. A similar 

study of people age 60 or older asked participants to describe a 

betrayal event and its relational consequences (Hansson, Jones, & 

Fletcher, 1990). The most frequently recorded events of betrayal 

were infidelity, deception, broken promises, betrayed confidences, 

and being cheated out of money. Eighty-six percent of participants 

reported damaged or terminated relationships as a result of the 

betrayal. However, the questioning in these two studies has two 

major drawbacks. First, betrayal is perceived differently than a 

violation of trust (Gresson, 1982; Morris & Moberg, 1994). Second, 

limiting the narratives to the most significant experience delimits 

the scope of transgressions and delimits the degree of effect on 

trust. Other experiences in the lives of participants may have been 

perceived as transgressions, but not reported because it was not the 

"most significant," and the effect on trust or other relational 

consequences for the lesser transgressions may not have been 
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similar to those reported for the most significant event. Morris and 

Moberg (1994) examined violations of trust in working 

relationships, and they argued that such violations consist of four 

dimensions: harm, intentionality, personalization, and inadequate 

redress. However, specific transgressions were not identified in the 

study. 

Events that increase uncertainty in a relationship have also 

been identified as transgressions (Planalp & Honeycutt, 1985; 

Planalp, Rutherford, & Honeycutt, 1988). Uncertainty events 

distinguished as transgressions were competing relationships, 

deception, and betraying confidences. Twenty-seven percent of the 

respondents reported relationship termination as a result of the 

uncertainty event. The relational characteristics most affected by 

the events were trust and involvement. However, not all 

uncertainty events were classified as transgressions, and not all 

events resulted in damage to or termination of the relationship, 

indicating that uncertainty events and transgressions are not 

necessarily the same concept (Metts, 1994). 

Some researchers define transgressions as violations of 

implicit or explicit relational rules. Metts (1994) defines the 

characteristics of a transgression as: salience, or a partner's 

knowledge of the transgression through observation, experience, or 

discovery; focus, or the standards of the behavior; and consequence, 

or repair sufficient to neutralize the negative emotion evoked from 

the transgression. Rule violations viewed as transgressions can be 
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either the performance of undesirable behavior or the 

nonperformance of desired behavior. According to Metts (1994), 

the most common rule violations are infidelity, privacy/secrets 

(which includes deception and betraying confidences), disregarding 

relationship primacy, interaction management (which includes 

physical or verbal abuse during conflict), and failure to display 

appropriate emotion. 

Other researchers have identified rule violations through 

accounts of breakups (Baxter, 1986; Buunk, 1987). Breakup 

accounts often imply the violation of an implicit relational rule that 

may have been taken for granted until it was violated. As Morris 

and Hopper (1980) assert, "During problematic situations, rules 

become evident, salient, and vulnerable to analysis" (p. 268). 

Studies of breakup accounts have recognized the relational 

transgressions of disallowed autonomy, dissimilar display, lack of 

supportiveness, lack of openness, infidelity, physical separation, 

lack of equity, lack of attention, and lack of commitment (Baxter, 

1986; Buunk, 1987). 

Relational Repair 

One area of research that has not been addressed in previous 

studies of trust is the reestablishment of trust after a transgression 

occurs. In examining relational maintenance strategies, Canary and 

Stafford (1994) posited that the relational strategies of positivity 

and assurances targeted the maintenance of trust. However, this 
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study examined those strategies used within relationships that had 

an ongoing trusting characteristic and did not examine those 

strategies used to restore trust in relationships in which a breach of 

trust had occurred. 

Other researchers have identified strategies used to repair 

relational violations. Roloff and Cloven (1994) explained five 

approaches, or responses, to transgression as retribution, 

reformulation, prevention, minimization, and relational justification. 

Retribution is punishment for the transgressor and includes the 

behaviors of criticism and sarcasm. Reformulation is redefining the 

relational rule so that the behavior is less damaging or is no longer 

a transgression. Maintaining that the transgression was a violation, 

but attempting to prevent its reoccurrence is prevention, and 

includes the behavior of confrontation between transgressor and 

partner. In a separate study, confrontation was also found to be a 

predictor of repair versus termination after a transgression 

(Courtright, Millar, Rogers, & Bagarozzi, 1990). Minimization is 

reducing the significance of the transgression. Focusing on reasons 

to stay in the relationship, such as benefits or obligations, after a 

transgression is relational justification. Although these approaches 

have been identified for a relational transgression, they have not 

been differentiated for the repair of violated trust. Some 

researchers, such as Morris and Moberg (1994), have focused on the 

specific violation of trust. These researchers offer suggestions for 

relational repair after a transgression, but have not investigated 
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individuals' attempts to repair relationships in order to reestablish 

trust after a transgression. 

Metts (1994) investigated the remedial interchange after a 

transgression and found a progression of moves between 

transgressor and relational partner. First, the relational partner 

issues a challenge, such as an accusation. The transgressor then 

responds with an account, apology, or a counterapproach, and the 

response is either accepted or rejected. Metts (1994) also identified 

clusters of strategies used by transgressors and their effectiveness 

in repairing the relationship after a violation. Relationship-focused 

strategies, such as an increase in attention or comforting, were 

reported by 71% of respondents. Results also indicated that the use 

of apology and impression management were more likely to restore 

trust to the relationship, whereas justifications were more likely to 

restore commitment. Although this research provides insight into 

relational repair after transgression, it has two limitations. First, 

the only transgression investigated was deception and thus, may 

not be a valid indication of what transpires after other types of 

transgression. Second, the study investigated only one relational 

type, that of romantic involvement, again indicating that results 

cannot be generalized to other relational types for the same or 

different transgressions. 

Research has not investigated the repair strategies used after 

a relational transgression that results in lowered or lost trust across 

relational types. As Roloff and Cloven (1994) state: 
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Although relational transgressions have the potential to end 
relationships, people can manage to continue associations 
despite such violations. Of interest, then, are the 
approaches individuals use to maintain interpersonal 
associations in the face of violations to fundamental or 
defining aspects of their relationships. We know that 
relational transgressions occur with unfortunate frequency; 
however, at this point, we have limited knowledge as to 
how individuals might reduce the damage of these stresses, 
(pp. 39-40) 

Although researchers have identified relational transgressions, few 

studies have investigated the violations of trust across relational 

types. Previous research has also not examined the repair 

strategies used after such an event. Because scholars have not 

addressed these issues, this research was designed to investigate 

trust. 

Summary and Research Ouestions 

Previous research on trust has several limitations. First, the 

conceptualizations and definitions of trust are the result of a priori 

categorization and do not reflect the perceptions of trust of a lay 

population. Second, trust has been studied in different relational 

types and contexts, but research has not compared trust across 

relationships to identify if the components or definitions of trust 

vary among relational types. Third, research on relational 

maintenance and transgressions implies that trust either affects or 

is affected by maintenance and repair strategies, yet it is unclear 

what transgressions or maintenance strategies specifically apply to 

trust. Fourth, research has not examined those transgressions 

31 



resulting in lowered or lost trust, nor has it identified those 

strategies employed to restore relational trust across a variety of 

relational and transgression types. Therefore, the intent of this 

research was to expand the knowledge of trust and its variations 

across relationships, examine the transgressions that damage or 

destroy trust, and identify those strategies used to repair or 

reestablish trust. Thus, the following research questions were 

investigated. 

RQl: How is trust defined by a lay population? 

RQ2: What components of trust are unique across the relational 

types of coworker, friend, romantic partner, and family 

member? 

RQ3: Is trust perceived to be important in coworker 

relationships, friendships, romantic relationships, and 

familial relationships? 

RQ4: What behaviors are used to demonstrate trust in a 

relational partner, and do these behaviors vary according to 

relational type? 

RQ5: What transgressions result in lowered or lost trust? 

RQ6: What strategies are employed to repair or reestablish 

lowered or lost trust? 

In order to explore the issue of trust and obtain data to answer the 

previous questions, two studies were conducted. The method by 

which the data for these studies were collected and analyzed is 

described in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Because the nature of data for research question six was 

dependent on answers to research questions two, four, and five, two 

separate studies were designed. The first study was conducted to 

obtain data for research questions one through five, and the second 

study addressed research question six. In order to acquire a 

richness of data and provide unlimited choices for respondents, this 

research consisted of two qualitative studies using open-ended, 

self-report questionnaires. Instruments used for both studies are 

included in the appendix. 

Studv I 

Participants 

Participants were community members employed by 

businesses in medium-sized Southwestern communities. Fifteen 

males and 19 females participated in the study (total N_=34). 

Respondents ranged in age from 18 to over 65, and years in the 

workforce ranged from one to over 35 years. Educational level of 

respondents varied from not graduating high school to education 

beyond the Bachelor degree. Criteria for participation in the study 

were current employment of the respondent and age over 18. 

Participation was voluntary, and respondents were assured 

anonymity and confidentiality. 
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Procedures 

Data Collection Procedures 

A questionnaire was created for research questions one 

through five. The instrument contained open-ended questions 

asking participants to report retrospective data. Retrospective self-

report data are appropriate for studying: relational histories, such 

as critical events or transgressions; individuals' attitudes, beliefs, 

and perceptions of relationship constructs, such as love or trust; 

behaviors that are normally not observable or predictable, such as 

arguments or deception; and complex, relationship constructs that 

could be multidimensional (Metts, Sprecher, & Cupach, 1991). The 

questionnaire was assessed by three independent judges skilled in 

social science research for effective solicitation of desired data, and 

one independent judge skilled in research design. Suggestions from 

judges for question content and aesthetic quality of the 

questionnaire were incorporated into the instrument. 

The questionnaire contained instructions for completion and 

guarantee of anonymity and confidentiality. Demographic questions 

to obtain information on sex, age, years in workforce, and 

educational level were included. These questions were designated 

as ranges rather than specific values to assure the anonymity of the 

respondent. Five open-ended questions were used so that 

respondents would not be limited in their answers to a priori 

categories. The first question asked respondents to define trust in 

order to address research question one. To obtain data for research 
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question two, designed to discover differences or similarities in the 

components of trust, respondents were asked to describe what was 

unique about trust in each of the relational types. One Likert-type 

scale was designed for participants to indicate the importance of 

trust for each relational type (to address research question three), 

but no labels were placed on the numerical values of the scale. The 

scale ranged from one, designated as "no importance" to 26, 

designated as "most important factor." This scale was increased 

from the usual five or seven numerical values on a Likert scale so 

that participants could more easily distinguish degrees of 

importance and to enhance the precision of their responses. To 

acquire information for research question four, the behaviors used 

to show trust to relational partners, one question asked respondents 

to describe how they demonstrated trust to an individual from each 

of the relational types. To discover the transgressions in answer to 

research question five, participants were asked what events would 

result in lessened or lost trust in an individual from each relational 

type. One open-ended question was created to obtain descriptions 

of relational transgressions in order to prepare scenarios for the 

second study. However, this question asked for a description of a 

transgression from one particular relational type. Each relational 

type was represented on an equal number of questionnaires. 

Questionnaires were then collated and randomly distributed. 

Administrators of local businesses were contacted via face-to-

face interaction to obtain permission to distribute questionnaires to 
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employees. Of the 52 local businesses visited, four gave permission 

to distribute questionnaires. Organizations participating in the 

study consisted of a real estate brokerage, a wholesale distributor, a 

local government entity, and a corporate office. Employees were 

asked individually to participate in the study. Because employees 

were on the job site, respondents were asked to complete the 

questionnaire at home and return it to the place of employment 

within 48 hours. Four hundred forty-five questionnaires were 

distributed, and 34 were returned completed. 

Coding Procedures 

Responses for each question and relational type were listed on 

blank coding sheets. For example, all responses for the question on 

how to show trust to a coworker were recorded on one sheet, 

whereas responses for how to show trust to a friend were recorded 

on another sheet. Multiple answers to questions were deemed 

equally important and each answer was recorded. Responses were 

then analyzed using interpretive content analysis. 

Interpretive content analysis is defined as "the systematic 

reduction and translation of raw social data into other symbolic 

forms" (Baxter, 1991, p. 241). Interpretive content analysis 

involves four areas: (1) analytic induction to devise coding schemes; 

(2) the significance of semantic relationships; (3) validation through 

representational validity; and (4) unitizing content into semantic 

units (Baxter, 1991). Analytic induction, the first area, is a 
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procedure of generating categories from the data rather than 

classifying data into a priori categorizations. Analytic induction 

extracts characteristics from concrete cases and generalizes them to 

categories. 

Analytic induction has the four guidelines of articulation, 

logical correctness, adaptation to the structure of the situation, and 

adaptation to the respondent's frame of reference (Bulmer, 1979). 

Articulation is grouping data by proceeding from general categories 

to the more particular. Broad or detailed groupings depend on the 

phenomenon being studied, and categories should remain that 

retain distinction from other groupings. Responses from the coding 

sheets were grouped according to similarities identified. For 

example, "lying" and "evading the question" were categorized as 

"deception" because both were identified as forms of deception 

(O'Hair & Cody, 1994). 

Logical correctness, the second guideline of analytic induction, 

requires that each category is exhaustive and mutually exclusive. 

Exhaustiveness means that the grouping covers the full range of 

data, and mutual exclusivity means that any one item of data can fit 

into only one category. After broad categories were created, two 

independent judges skilled in content analysis were consulted and 

suggested categories not originally developed. Existing categories 

were refined and additional groupings were established. 

The third guideline of analytic induction, adaptation to the 

structure of the situation, means that categories are constructed to 
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reflect the phenomenon being studied. Therefore, groupings were 

named according to the question asked, such that demonstrations of 

trust were identified by behaviors, and events that produced 

lessened trust were distinguished as violations. Adaptation to the 

respondent's frame of reference, the fourth guideline of analytic 

induction, is the categorization of data according to the participant's 

focus of attention, thought, and definition of the situation. To 

accommodate this guideline, the category "noncodable" was 

established for those responses that were too general or vague to 

determine the respondents' meaning, such as the response, "doing 

what's right." 

After categories were established according to the guidelines 

of analytic induction, responses were examined to determine the 

significance of semantic relationships, the second component of 

interpretive content analysis. Relationships are determined by 

examining the links between reported words and phrases, such as 

cause-effect, stage-process, or attribute-characteristic. Common 

semantic relationships are: types, parts, causes and results, reasons 

for doing, places, uses, ways of doing, steps or stages, and 

characteristics. For example, "I confide in her" as a response to 

demonstrating trust to a friend is the semantic relationship of a 

"way of doing" trust, whereas the response of "confidentiality" to 

what is unique about trusting in a friend is a characteristic of trust. 

If semantic relationships are determined to be numerous and/or 

significant, categories are established to represent the semantic 
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relationship. Categories were reexamined to assure consistency of 

names, such that groupings for uniqueness were characteristics of 

trust, categories for demonstrations were behaviors (or ways of 

doing), and groupings for events resulting in lessened or lost trust 

were types of transgressions. 

Representational validity, the third area of interpretive 

content analysis, refers to "whether one's categorizations capture 

the conventional meanings that would be ascribed to the content by 

members of the speech community" (Baxter, 1991, p. 243). 

Categories are coded to reflect the shared meaning of the culture for 

that code name. Category names were determined to be meaningful 

and understood by the speech community, primarily because the 

names were easily identifiable for both academia and the public. 

The fourth area, unitizing content into semantic units, is 

defining the data into segments according to symbolic meaning 

rather than grammatical distinctions. This means that participants' 

answers are recorded according to meaning. For example, the 

definitions of trust often included two or more elements, such as 

"honesty and loyalty." Although honesty and loyalty are two 

separate elements in this definition, the meaning is nonsummative 

in that the absence of one or the other component would not 

represent the participant's meaning for the definition of trust. For 

the definition of trust, the separate elements were recorded, but the 

nonsummative meanings assigned were also tabulated. 
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After categories were confirmed according to the criteria for 

interpretive content analysis, frequency counts were tabulated for 

each category by relational type. Two graduate students in the 

communication studies discipline were trained as coders and rated 

responses for intercoder reliability. Intercoder reliability is 

necessary to determine accuracy of the recorded data and to assure 

unbiased researcher codings (Bakeman & Gottman, 1986). Coders 

rated 30% of the data. Reliability was calculated using Brennan and 

Prediger's (1981) adjusted kappa. Adjusted kappa allows for 

chance agreement between coders and maintains a fixed-chance 

margin when the units are also fixed. The lowest adjusted kappa 

for any individual category was .65, the highest kappa for any 

individual category was 1.0, and the average of all individual 

kappas combined was .83. 

Studv II 

Participants 

Respondents were community members from medium-sized 

Southwestern communities. Forty-three males and 38 females 

participated in the study (total N.=81). Participants ranged in age 

from 18 to over 65. Educational level of respondents varied from 

not graduating high school to education beyond the Bachelor degree, 

and years in the workforce ranged from one to over 35 years. 

Criteria for participation in the study was current employment of 

the respondent and age over 18. Respondents were volunteers 
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from civic organizations and businesses. Participants were assured 

anonymity and confidentiality. 

Procedures 

Data Collection Procedures 

The instrument was created to elicit data for research 

question six, the strategies used to repair or reestablish trust after a 

relational transgression. Descriptions of transgressions reported by 

participants in the first study were used to create scenarios for the 

second study. Each scenario represented a different transgression 

identified for each relational type. Two questions on the first study 

instrument asked for events that would result in lessened or lost 

trust. One of these questions asked for transgressions for each 

relational type, and the other question asked for a detailed 

description of a transgression situation. Detailed narratives of 

situations were condensed to represent transgressions in short-

scenario form on the second study questionnaire. For example, a 

respondent's account of deception by a family member who did not 

attend a dinner party included the time and place of the party, the 

familial relationship between the involved members, an account of 

the verbal exchange between the members, and the reaction of the 

respondent. This was condensed to the following scenario: "A 

family member tells you that he/she will be out of town and cannot 

attend your dinner party. The night of the dinner party, you see 

the family member in the grocery store." 

41 



Some transgressions reported in the first study as events that 

would cause lessened or lost trust were not included in participants' 

narratives of transgression situations. Therefore, the researcher 

created scenarios for those transgressions identified but not 

represented by respondents' detailed descriptions. For example, 

"being unfriendly" was reported as a cause of lessened trust in a 

coworker, but no participant provided a narrative of an unfriendly 

situation with a coworker. The following scenario was created for 

unfriendliness in a coworker: "For several days, you pass by a 

coworker and say, 'Good morning.' The coworker ignores you." 

Each questionnaire contained four scenarios, each scenario 

representing a different transgression and a different relational 

type. After each scenario, the instrument asked respondents to 

report everything they would say or do in the given situation and 

what their relational partner could do to restore their trust after the 

transgression. Relational types, transgressions, and order of 

scenarios were randomized across questionnaires. Questionnaires 

were then collated and randomized for participants. 

Participants were contacted via face-to-face interaction, 

primarily at places were individuals congregate, such as civic club 

meetings or ball games. Eligibility of the participant was 

determined before the participant was allowed to complete the 

questionnaire. Eighty-six questionnaires were administered, with 

81 returned completed. 
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Coding Procedures 

Blank coding sheets were used to list responses for each 

transgression, relational type, and relational member. For example, 

all responses for behaviors that the respondent would do after 

deception by a romantic partner were recorded on one sheet, 

whereas responses for how the romantic partner could restore trust 

after deception were recorded on another sheet. Multiple answers 

to questions were deemed equally important and each answer was 

recorded. The interpretive content analysis described previously 

(for study one) was used to analyze the data. 

Following the guidelines for analytic induction, responses from 

the coding sheets were grouped according to similarities. For 

example, "I'd ask why" and "I'd want to know the reason" were 

categorized as "ask for justification" because both indicated the 

desire for an explanation from the relational partner. The 

categories were established according to the semantic relationship 

of ways of doing, since the responses were behaviors or "ways of 

doing" the repair process. After initial categories were determined, 

groupings were reexamined to assure that mutual exclusivity, 

exhastiveness, and meaningful coding names had been obtained. 

Categories were verified by an independent judge as conforming to 

the criteria for interpretive content analysis. Frequency counts 

were then tabulated for each category by transgression and 

relational type. Two independent judges, one graduate student and 

one upper level undergraduate student, were trained as coders and 
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rated responses for intercoder reliability. Coders rated 15% of the 

data. Intercoder reliability, using adjusted kappa (Brennan & 

Prediger, 1981), was .88 as the average for all individual kappas 

combined, with the lowest adjusted kappa for any individual 

category .72 and the highest .98. 

Categories generated from the interpretive content analysis 

and the frequencies of their use by respondents in both studies 

were used to construct answers to the research questions. The 

results of these data are discussed in the following chapter. 

44 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Research Question One 

Using interpretive content analysis, distinct categories 

emerged from the data for the research questions. Research 

question one asked for the definition of trust from a lay population. 

Three categories were represented in the data. Table 3.1 contains a 

description of these categories. Responses for research question one 

indicated that the definition of trust is idiosyncratic. Although the 

two categories of confidentiality and honesty were reported in 70% 

of the data, an idiosyncratic variable was included in 83% of the 

responses that reported confidentiality or honesty as the definition 

of trust. For example, a response such as, "believing that someone 

will behave in an empathic and confidential manner when dealing 

with you" includes the element of confidentiality and the 

idiosyncratic variable of "empathy." Although the frequency counts 

showed that confidentiality and honesty were included the most 

frequently with another element, the frequency counts do not 

provide an accurate depiction of the construct for the lay 

population. Because multiple variables were treated as equally 

important, there was no indication that the omission of the 

idiosyncratic variable would constitute an accurate definition of 

trust for the respondents. 
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Table 3.1 
Definitions of Trust 

Category 

Confidentiality 

Honesty 

Definition and Examples 

Partner keeps personal data 
private. 

"Confidentialities have to be 
kept." 

"Confidences from others will 
be ensured." 

Partner is truthful. 
"It must include honesty." 
"Someone I know will always 
be honest." 

Idiosyncratic variable Individualized construct. 
"Only given to someone you 
highly respect." 

"Feeling at ease with someone." 
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The inclusion of an idiosyncratic variable with one of the two 

frequently counted variables revealed that a nonsummative 

meaning was prominent in the responses. Overall, idiosyncratic 

variables were reported in 97% of all responses. 

Research Ouestion Two 

Research question two addressed the similarities and 

differences in trust across relational type. This was partially 

ascertained by asking respondents to list unique characteristics of 

trust across relational types. The categories derived from their 

responses are identified in Table 3.2 and Table 3.3 contains 

frequencies of responses by relational type. Honesty was reported 

in all relational types, although the percentages were low. The 

categories of reliability and confidentiality were reported in 

coworker, friend, and family relationships, but were not reported in 

romantic relationships. Reliability was the most prominent element 

reported for uniqueness in friendship, and ascribing trust to role 

definition was the prominent characteristic of family relationships. 

Openness and friendliness were reported only for romantic 

partners, and openness was the most frequently reported 

component of romantic relationships. Job competence was reported 

as the predominant characteristic of coworkers, and this was 

reported only for coworkers whereas nonjudgment and sharing 

were reported for friends only. Reported as unique only in 

romantic relationships were faithfulness and love. 
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Table 3.2 
Categories of Uniqueness 

Category Definition and Examples 

Work-specific issues Partner's behaviors dependent 
on the job environment. 

"Knowing that the job will be 
done well." 
"They will work with you as a 
team." 

Reliability 

Openness 

Honesty 

Confidentiality 

Partner completes action or 
responds to need. 

"I can depend on that person" 
"They do what they say." 

Information shared with 
partner. 

"A person you can share all 
thoughts and deeds with." 

"Discussing anything." 

Partner is truthful. 
"You expect them to tell you 
the truth." 

"Never lies." 

Disclosed information is not 
repeated to third party. 

"You may confide in her 
personal things." 

"Talking about things and 
knowing they will keep 
confidentialities." 
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Table 3.2 continued 

Category 

Faithfulness 

Nonjudgment 

Sharing 

Role definition 

Love 

Definition and Examples 

Fidelity and commitment given 
to partner. 

"Faithful." 
"Faith and loyalty." 

Partner accepts faults or does 
not evaluate characteristics. 

"Someone who accepts you 
even with all your faults." 

"Takes you as you are, no 
questions asked." 

Partner gives or loans 
resources. 

"I can count on them to share; 
it's a two-way street." 

"We share things." 

Trust given because of 
partner's membership in 
support system. 

"Normally this trust is 
automatic." 
"Even if they're not trust
worthy, they would be 
because they're 'family'." 

Partner is loved. 
"My love is accepted almost 
unconditionally." 

"He knows I love him." 

Friendliness Partner is affable (courteous 
and agreeable). 

"A kind, gentle heart." 
"Someone who laughs with 
me. 
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Table 3.3 
Responses to Unique Characteristics of Trust by Relational Type 

Category 

Work-specific issues 

Reliability 

Honesty 

Confidentiality 

Limited disclosure 

Nonjudgment 

Role definition 

Sharing 

Openness 

Faithfulness 

Love 

Friendliness 

Noncodable 

Coworker 

15 

6 

3 

3 

2 

7 

Friend 

15 

1 

9 

6 

1 

3 

Romantic 
Partner 

2 

13 

6 

4 

4 

1 

Family 
Member 

10 

1 

2 

16 

3 

5 

4 
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Results indicate that unique features of trust exist for different 

relationship types. Although some elements of trust were repeated 

across relational types, the variance of percentage for these 

categories implies that different features of trust are more 

prominent, or perceived to be more important, in some relational 

types than in others. 

Research Ouestion Three 

Research question three addressed individuals' perceptions of 

the importance of trust in their relationships. Scales for research 

question three were analyzed using analysis of variance. Mean 

scores for importance, based on a 26 point scale, were: coworker 

22.6 (SDL=4.50), friend 25 (SDL=2.88), romantic partner 25.9 

(SD.=2.10), and family member 25.6 (SD.=5.00). These results 

indicate that trust is considered to be an important factor in 

relationships. The ANOVA results were F(3,129)=7.20, p<.001. 

Because the analysis produced a significant between-group 

difference, responses were analyzed using Scheffe's tests. Scheffe's 

test is useful in multiple comparisons among differently sized 

groups and provides lower probability of Type I errors. Results 

indicated that the importance of trust was significantly lower for 

coworkers than the other relational types, and no significant 

difference was found among the other three relational types. This 

suggests that trust is one of the most important relational 

characteristics of romantic, friend, and familial relationships. 
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Research Ouestion Four 

Research question four elicited data to determine how 

individuals demonstrate, or display, to a relational partner that the 

relational partner is trusted. Categories used to analyze this data 

are described in Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 includes frequencies for 

demonstration by relational type. Demonstration of trust to 

coworkers was most frequently reported as friendliness. To display 

trust to a friend, 50% of participants related confiding in the friend 

as a show of trust. Demonstration of trust to a romantic partner 

was most frequently reported as openness, followed closely by 

allowing autonomy. Family members were shown trust by 

confiding in a member and being reliable. 

Research Ouestion Five 

Research question five was designed to discover what events 

or behaviors constitute a relational transgression that results in 

lessened or lost of trust. Categories of transgressions are in Table 

3.6 and frequencies for transgressions by relational type are 

contained in Table 3.7. The two most frequently reported 

transgressions by coworkers were incompetence (20%) and 

deception (20%). Transgressions by friends included breach of 

confidence (36%) and deception (18%). Romantic partner 

transgressions most often reported by respondents were infidelity 
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Table 3.4 
Categories of Demonstration 

Category 

Confidentiality 

Openness 

Autonomy 

Friendliness 

Reliability 

Faithfulness 

Definition and Examples 

Personal information disclosed, 
not to be repeated to third 
party. 

"Tell your secrets." 
"Confide in them." 

Information shared with 
partner. 

"Being open with them." 
"Tell them everything." 

Partner allowed independence 
without consequence. 

"Give them room." 
"A long, loose rope." 

Partner is affable (courteous and 
agreeable). 

"Be nice and friendly." 
"Being kind." 

Partner completes action or 
responds to need. 

"Don't have to look over their 
shoulder." 
"Being dependable." 

Fidelity and commitment given 
to partner. 

"Be faithful." 
"He has my complete loyalty." 
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Table 3.4 continued 

Category 

Honesty 

Dependence 

Definition and Examples 

Truthful with partner. 
"Being honest with them." 
"Honesty." 

Partner is relied on for 
assistance. 

"I lean on them when I'm 
down." 
"I ask them for advice." 

Love 

Invested time 

Sharing 

Nonjudgment 

Partner is loved. 
"By loving." 
"Say you love them." 

Time spent with partner. 
"Attending social functions 
with them." 

"Do things with them." 

Resources shared with or given 
to partner. 

"Sharing." 
"Share with them." 

Faults and characteristics of 
partner accepted without 
evaluation. 

"Being understanding." 
"Accept them for what they 
are." 
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Table 3.4 continued 

Category Definition and Examples 

Gives responsibility Provides partner with more or 
important tasks. 

"Letting them do things on 
their own." 

"Let them do a job for you." 

Cooperation Collaborates with partner. 
"Working and helping them." 
"Work with them." 

Give information 

Noncodable 

Provides data to partner. 
"Sharing clients' names." 
"Give them phone numbers to 
get orders." 

Data too general to fit specific 
category. 

"Betrayal." 
"Lawlessness." 
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Table 3.5 
Responses to Demonstration of Trust by Relational Type 

Category 

Friendliness 

Reliability 

Confidentiality 

Faithfulness 

Honesty 

Dependence 

Sharing 

Invested time 

Nonjudgment 

Openness 

Autonomy 

Love 

Give responsibility 

Cooperation 

Give information 

Tell coworker of trust 

Noncodable 

Coworker 

10 

9 

8 

6 

3 

1 

Friend 

3 

18 

4 

4 

4 

3 

Romantic 
Par tner 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

15 

1 1 

4 

1 

Family 
Member 

3 

9 

12 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

1 
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Table 3.6 
Categories of Relational Transgressions 

Category Definition and Examples 

Secretiveness 

Breach of confidence 

Deception 

Not being open 

Infidelity 

Gossip 

Covert activity or sneaking 
around. 

"Looking through your desk 
while you're gone." 

"Plotting against you." 

Repeating personal information 
to a third party. 

"Not keeping my confidence 
in something I said." 

"Tells your problems to all 
your other friends." 

Intentional falsification or 
misrepresentation. 

"Lying." 
"Not being honest." 

Limited disclosure. 
"Not being open." 
"Their inability to be open 
with me." 

Sharing intimacy with a third 
party. 

"Infidelity." 
"Running around on me." 

Disparaging talk about an 
absent third party. 

"Talking behind another 
friend's back." 

"If they started rumors." 
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Table 3.6 continued 

Category 

Unfriendliness 

Unreliability 

Definition and Examples 

Lack of affability (courtesy or 
agreement). 

"Unfriendly." 
"If they dislike me." 

Incompletion of desired action; 
no response to need; failure to 
act. 

"Let you down." 
"He didn't move his truck." 

Incompetence 

Noncodable 

Lack of skill, ability, or 
knowledge. 

"If they failed in their job." 
"If they really screwed up." 

Data too general to fit specific 
category. 

"Undesirable conduct." 
"Low self-esteem." 
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Table 3.7 
Relational Transgressions by Relational Type 

Category 

Incompetence 

Deception 

Secretiveness 

Breach of confidence 

Unfriendliness 

Gossip 

Unreliability 

Not being open 

Infidelity 

Noncodable 

Coworker 

10 

10 

9 

7 

6 

4 

2 

3 

Friend 

9 

1 

18 

7 

4 

5 

1 

1 

4 

Romantic 
Partner 

14 

2 

5 

6 

1 

3 

6 

19 

3 

Family 
Member 

10 

5 

9 

10 

4 

6 
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(32%) and deception (24%). Transgressions by family members 

included deception (23%) and unfriendliness (23%). 

Research Ouestion Six 

Research question six was designed to discover repair 

strategies for violations of trust. Categories for repair behaviors by 

the violated partner are located in Table 3.8 and the behaviors 

reported for the transgressor are included in Table 3.9. Although 

the frequency of chosen strategies changed somewhat across 

transgression type or relational type, the strategies identified were 

reported across all transgressions and relational types. This 

suggests that, although elements of trust vary across relational 

types, the strategies used to repair that trust do not change across 

relationships. This result applies to the strategies reported for both 

the violated partner and the expected repair behavior of the 

transgressor. The most frequently reported strategies for combined 

transgressions and relational types for the violated partner were 

asking for justification and suggesting behavior. The most 

frequently reported behaviors expected from the transgressor were 

apologies and explanations. 
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Table 3.8 
Strategies of Violated Partner After Transgression 

Category 

Ask for justification 

Confrontation 

Sarcasm 

Like behavior 

Opposite behavior 

Definition and Examples 

Ask partner to give reason for 
behavior. 

"I would ask why." 
"I'd want to know why they 
were acting that way." 

Explicit expression of 
disapproval of partner's 
behavior. 

"I would have to state 'I don't 
like that." 

"I would call and say I was 
very disappointed." 

Snide remark made to partner. 
"Knowing me, I'd probably say 
something sarcastic." 

"I'd say - how do you know -
did it happen to you?" 

Same behavior displayed to 
partner. 

"I'd never tell him anything 
again." 
"I'd have an affair, too." 

Opposite behavior displayed to 
partner. 

"Kill them with kindness." 
"I'd help them if they needed 

it." 
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Table 3.8 continued 

Category Definition and Examples 

Pass over violation Transgression is recognized, but 
no action taken. 

"Big deal." 
"I wouldn't say anything 
unless it happened again." 

Suggest behavior Advice given to partner on how 
to correct transgression. 

"I'd tell them to give the 
money back." 
"I'd tell them to come over 
next time." 
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Table 3.9 
Strategies of Transgressor After Transgression 

Category Definition and Examples 

Apology 

Justification 

Corrective behavior 

Time 

No loss of trust 

Trust irreparable 

Partner acknowledges 
transgression with apology. 

"I'd expect an apology." 
"Say 'I'm sorry' , 1 I I 

Partner provides satisfactory 
explanation for behavior. 

"Reasonable explanation." 
"If there's a good reason for it" 

Partner correct behavior or 
promises to correct behavior. 

"Doesn't lie again." 
"Opens up and tells me." 

Trust restored because of time 
lapse. 

"It just takes time." 
"Time heals all wounds." 

Behavior not seen as 
transgression by other (violated 
partner). 

"There wouldn't be any loss." 
"I don't see how this could 

lose trust." 

Trust cannot be repaired or 
restored (according to violated 
partner). 

"Can't." 
"No way." 
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The results of the data indicate that trust is idiosyncratic, the 

components of trust vary across relational type, and different 

transgressions are given more prominence in some relationships 

than others. However, the repair strategies for the transgressions 

do not change according to relational type or transgression. Further 

discussion of these data and their implications are discussed in the 

next chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

For years, researchers have asserted that trust is essential and 

necessary for interpersonal relationships. This study has confirmed 

that assertion. Because trust is such an important characteristic of 

relationships, it is pertinent to discover its functions and effects in 

relationships. In addition, it is essential to understand how such an 

important relational characteristic can be diminished or destroyed 

by a partner's behavior and how it can be restored after a damaging 

event has happened. This applies to all relationships, not just the 

intimate ones so frequently investigated by interpersonal 

researchers. The following sections will address the nature of trust 

in a variety of relational types and will provide theoretical and 

practical implications for this study. 

Implications 

Theoretical Implications 

Conceptualizations of Trust 

As indicated by previous researchers, trust is an important 

factor in interpersonal relationships. Although some of the a priori 

categories established by researchers as the definition of trust 

emerged in the data, the inclusion of idiosyncratic variables by 

respondents suggest that trust is a highly personalized construct. 

Variables such as "absolute freedom," "acceptance without worry," 
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and "believing in someone beyond a shadow of a doubt" indicate 

that the narrow conceptualizations of trust by academicians do not 

adequately assess the depth and richness of the conceptualization of 

trust outside academia. Therefore, the definitions of trust 

presented by previous researchers (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; 

Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985) do not address the 

variations in individual perception nor the variations of components 

of trust across relational types. In addition, the measurements of 

trust within dyads by scales conceptualized with a priori categories, 

such as those of Rempel et al. (1985), are inadequate to determine 

the level of individual trust in a relationship, since individuals' 

conceptions of trust differ from those components of trust measured 

by the scales, and differ immensely between individuals. The 

individualized characteristics of trust reported in this study also 

indicate that generalized trust scales (i.e., those that measure the 

normal tendency of an individual to trust another), such as Rotter's 

(1967) Interpersonal Trust Scale, based on a priori categories 

generated from laboratory conditions are not sufficient indices of 

trusting tendencies, as a lay population defines trust very 

differently than have previous researchers. Thus, those studies of 

interpersonal trust that have employed one of the scales built on a 

priori categorizations are deficient in their investigations. This is 

readily apparent from a holistic view of the data which indicated 

that components of trust vary across relational types. Behaviors to 

demonstrate trust to a relational partner and the transgressions 
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that result in lowered or lost trust also differ between relational 

types. These differences will be examined in the following sections 

within specific relational contexts. 

Trust Within Coworker Relationships 

The components of trust for coworker relationships that 

were consistently reported in features of uniqueness, 

demonstrations of trust, and transgressions were job-specific 

behaviors. Trust in a coworker depends on behaviors directly 

associated with the job task. Responses such as "we share common 

experiences with our work" were common in the reports of 

uniqueness factors. Trust is demonstrated to a coworker through 

behaviors of reliability ("I do what I say I'll do"), which has been 

identified by Bell et al. (1987) as an affinity-maintenance behavior. 

Trust is also demonstrated by giving either more or more important 

job responsibilities to the coworker. One respondent demonstrated 

the essence of giving responsibilities when he wrote, "You give 

him/her things to do that he/she knows you wouldn't allow 

someone to do that you didn't trust." 

Similarly, incompetence in the work environment reduces or 

destroys trust. Common responses for transgressions were "they 

don't get things done right" and "they fail to handle the work." The 

two most common transgressions were incompetence and deception, 

indicating that honesty is an element of trust in the work 

environment, although honesty was not reported as a 
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demonstration of trust in a coworker. These correspond to two of 

the measures on Butler's (1991) scale, incompetence and honesty, to 

measure causes of trust in an organizational relationship. Atwater 

(1988) identified honesty as a behavior that promotes mutual trust 

in the organizational climate, and the frequent reporting of 

deception as a transgression in this study implies that honesty is a 

desired characteristic in the workplace. 

Trust Within Friendships 

The component of trust apparent in friendships is 

confidentiality, which was the most frequently reported unique 

characteristic of trust. It was also the most prominent feature of 

demonstrating trust to a friend, and a breach of confidence was the 

most repeated answer for friendship transgressions. One 

participant summed this feeling when she wrote, "A friend has to 

keep quiet, because you tell her all sorts of things that could come 

back to haunt you." This finding was consistent with the study by 

Argyle and Henderson (1985) that identified confidentiality as an 

element of friendship. However, the assertion by Argyle and 

Henderson (1985) that confidentiality could be generalized as 

applicable to trust in all relationships was not substantiated in this 

study. Confidentiality was only identified in this study as a 

component of trust in friendships and familial relationships. 

Confidentiality, therefore, is considered to be an important element 

of trust in friendships and familial relationships, but not in 
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coworker or romantic relationships. This finding suggests that 

coworkers are more task-oriented rather than focused on 

interpersonal relationships in the work environment and limit their 

self-disclosure. The data also imply that confidentiality is not of 

primary importance in romantic relationships. However, it may be 

that confidentiality in romantic relationships is perceived as less 

damaging than other transgressions, or that topics and message 

content are not perceived to be confidential. Deception was also 

reported as the second most frequent transgression in friendships, 

indicating that honesty in this relationship is another valued 

element of friendship. 

Trust Within Romantic Relationships 

Two components of trust that were consistently reported as 

unique characteristics and displays of trust for a partner in 

romantic relationships were faithfulness, or fidelity, and openness. 

Openness has been recognized as an affinity-maintenance strategy 

(Bell et al., 1987) and a strategy to maintain the equilibrium of 

dialectic tensions (Baxter & Dindia, 1990). Opposites of these 

behaviors, along with deception, were the most frequently reported 

transgressions. Although faithfulness was indicated as showing 

trust to a romantic partner, and infidelity was the most prominent 

transgression, an anomaly surfaced in the data. Allowing autonomy, 

also recognized as a strategy for maintaining equilibrium in dialectic 

strain (Baxter & Dindia, 1990), was reported as the most frequent 
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display of trust in a partner. This implies that allowing autonomy 

indicates trust, but an acceptance of that autonomy is not allowed 

without consequence, the consequence being lessened or lost trust. 

One possible explanation for this is that faithfulness from a 

romantic partner cannot be tested or assured unless the freedom or 

opportunity to be unfaithful is presented. This may represent an 

extension of the secret tests model (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985, cited in 

Adler, Rosenfeld, & Towne, 1995) used by couples in escalating 

relationships. 

Trust Within Familial Relationships 

No component appeared with any regularity across questions 

for familial relationships. A variety of display behaviors, unique 

characteristics, and transgressions indicated that trust within 

families may be defined according to rules specific to the social 

structure. The predominant aspect of trust in familial relationships 

was the automatic trust given to members because of their role as 

members of the group. Some respondents answered questions 

about trust in familial relationships with the cliche, "Blood is thicker 

than water," but the emphasis of trust as automatic was phrased 

best with, "It means you don't worry about what's in the will." The 

primary transgressions in familial relationships are deception and 

unfriendliness. Confiding in a family member and being reliable 

were the preferred behaviors for demonstrating trust to a family 

member. 
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The components of trust, the uniqueness of trust, and the 

demonstration of trust to a relational partner were varied across 

relational types. This implies that trust is perceived differently 

according to the relationship. Frequencies reported for most 

transgressions were also varied among relational types, although 

deception was consistently ranked high, first or second in 

frequency, across relationships. The data indicate that honesty is a 

desired relational characteristic of all relational types, and lessened 

or lost trust is a negative relational outcome of deception. Thus, the 

assertion of O'Hair and Cody (1994) that lost trust is a possible 

relational result of deception was substantiated in this study. 

Although the type of transgressions were similar across relational 

types, the reported frequencies for most transgressions varied 

across relationships. This suggests that the significance of 

transgressions, other than deception, varied according to relational 

type. Thus, the damage to trust caused by a transgression would 

also vary across relational types. However, as indicated by the data 

in the second study, the strategies used to restore trust in a 

relationship are not varied. The next section will discuss those 

strategies, or behaviors, used to repair or reestablish trust. 

Repair and Restoration of Trust 

Although trust and its components varied across relational 

types, similar transgressions were reported; yet, the frequencies of 

each transgression reported varied across relational type, 
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suggesting that transgressions differ in importance according to 

relational type. However, reactions to lessened or lost trust and the 

repair strategies reported were virtually the same across 

transgressions and relational types. Behaviors used to repair 

transgressions were reported with regularity, with no substantial 

differentiating factor between repair strategies for different 

transgressions or different relational types. 

Asking for justification from the partner for the transgression 

was reported in all transgressions across all relationships. Many 

respondents appeared adamant about receiving an explanation from 

the relational partner as evidenced by the examples, "I'd ask why 

before I obliterated his face," and "She'd have to tell me why - she'd 

have to." Another response consistently recorded across 

transgressions and relational types was confrontation, which implies 

the first move of issuing a challenge in the remedial interchange 

(Metts, 1994). Examples of confrontation include, "That really 

sucks" and " I'd laugh in his face and dare him to make a move." 

Other responses that have implications for the remedial interchange 

include "talking through" and "discussing," also reported as 

behaviors of the violated partner. 

Other strategies of the violated partner were displaying 

similar behavior ("I wouldn't be where I was supposed to be next 

time"), displaying opposite behavior ("I'd be so nice, she'd feel 

bad"), and suggesting behavior ("I'd tell them just to tell me the 

truth next time.") Sarcasm was also reported as a strategy, although 
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it was not reported with as much frequency as the other behaviors. 

Many respondents responded to the scenario with "I'd let it go," 

indicating the strategy of passing over the transgression. 

Repeatedly reported as behaviors expected from the 

transgressor across relational types and across transgressions were 

apologies and explanations ("if it was plausible"). This suggests that 

the sequence of remedial interchange posited by Metts (1994) after 

a relational transgression is generalizable to transgressions other 

than deception (the focus of her study), and that it is generalizable 

to all relational types and not limited to romantic relationships. 

Another repair behavior of the transgressor that was consistently 

reported across transgressions and relational types was corrective 

behavior. Corrective behavior often included behaviors opposite to 

those of the transgression. For example, honesty was the corrective 

behavior for deception, openness the corrective behavior for not 

being open, and being reliable next time for unreliability. This 

suggests that the repair strategy of prevention (Roloff & Cloven, 

1994) is specifically applicable to the violation of trust. The 

indication of respondents that trust would be restored if corrective 

measures were taken by the transgressor to either ensure its non-

reoccurrence or undo the activity (such as repaying an unpaid loan) 

suggest that some violations of trust are not fully judged as 

detrimental to the relationship after one occurrence, but rather 

relational value is held for judgment until the next occurrence of 

the transgression. One exception to this is the infidelity by a 
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romantic partner, which was reported as irreparable. These 

strategies by both the violated partner and the transgressor suggest 

that coordinating behavior between relational partners can aid in 

the restoration of trust. These behaviors also suggest that some 

relational maintenance behaviors, other than those identified by 

Canary and Stafford (1992), specifically maintain trust in a 

relationship. 

Descriptions of strategies used for violations of trust provided 

more support for the idiosyncratic nature of trust. Transgressions 

that were reported in study one as a violation of trust were often 

responded to in study two as an event that would not constitute 

such a violation. Further evidence is that both responses of "no loss 

of trust" and "can't be repaired or restored" appeared in almost all 

transgressions and all relational types. Therefore, personal 

constructs of trust may be a determining factor for repair strategies, 

in that some behaviors of repair may not be attempted if the 

violation is viewed as irreparable or is not seen as a violation. This 

is problematic for interpersonal relationships in which the relational 

rules are implicit rather than explicit, because individualized rules 

for what counts as a violation of trust, and the subsequent repair 

behavior, may vary immensely. 

The individualized nature of trust and its variations of 

components and transgressions across relationships imply that trust 

may be difficult to maintain. However, the repair strategies provide 
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insight on how to manage relational transgressions that result in 

lessened or lost trust. The next section will examine the practical 

implications of this study. 

Practical Implications 

Organizational Relationships 

The data presented in this study suggest that coworkers are 

task-oriented in terms of trust in their peer relationships at work. 

Managers should be aware of the lessened trust between coworkers 

when a task has not been completed, or when one coworker is 

viewed as unreliable by another. As reported earlier, lost trust can 

result in less collaboration on a project and less learning (Dodgson, 

1993), and thus, less productivity. Negotiating the strategies 

discussed earlier between coworkers could aid managers in 

restoring trust between coworkers, thereby raising productivity. 

Deception can also result in lessened or lost trust between 

coworkers. Therefore, managers should encourage honesty in the 

workplace, either through a formal written policy, informal 

meetings with coworkers, or communication workshops. Although 

the repair strategies can restore trust after deception, a worker may 

experience double indemnity if deception is used to cover up 

incompetence. Because incompetence and deception were reported 

with the most frequency, the combination of these two violations 

may make trust irreparable. Therefore, coworkers should be aware 

of the potential damage to working relationships caused by their 
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deception to mask incompetence. Training sessions or workshops 

could instruct workers in honest communication, thereby reducing 

the chance for double indemnity. Training could also include 

instruction for the repair process after a trust violation. 

Friendships 

The most evident characteristic of trust in friendships is 

confidentiality. It is not clear from the data whether or not trust 

can be restored between friends after a breach of confidence, the 

most frequently reported transgression. Keeping confidences and 

confiding in a relational partner is a demonstration of trust. 

Maintaining friendships, therefore, seems to reside in the ability of 

the partners to hold personal self-disclosures from the other in 

confidence. 

Another relational characteristic of friendships is honesty. 

Deception was frequently reported as a transgression, implying that 

honesty is a necessary component of friendship. It may be that 

because keeping confidences is recognized as a demonstration of 

trust to a relational partner, the information held in confidence is 

expected to be honest and accurate. It may also be the case that a 

relational partner expects honest feedback after the intimate self-

disclosure associated with confidential information. Whether or not 

equivocation is included in the transgression of deception reported 

in this study is unclear, but equivocal communication may be 

considered dishonest. Therefore, honest messages and responses 
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are desirable for maintaining friendships. Other components of 

friendships, indicated by both this study and previous studies of 

friendship, are not sufficient to sustain the relationship without 

confidentiality and honesty. 

Romantic Relationships 

The previous discussion presents a problem for third-party 

practitioners negotiating the outcome of a violation of trust. First, 

counselors and therapists need to be aware that trust and the 

violations of trust are idiosyncratic. Thus, the individual 

transgressed against and the transgressor may place different 

significance on the violation and experience different emotions due 

to the idiosyncratic nature of trust. The transgressor may, in fact, 

be confused about the feeling of betrayal by the partner. Therefore, 

practitioners dealing with trust issues should engage in dialogue 

with the partners and encourage dialogue between the partners to 

determine the individualized rules of trust that may exist. 

Practitioners should also encourage the development of explicit, 

rather than implicit, relational rules for trust. 

The data also indicate that trust lost because of infidelity is 

irreparable. Therefore, romantic partners should not only be aware 

of the relational consequences of infidelity, but should strive for 

faithfulness. This may be accomplished through relationship 

maintenance strategies, particularly those presented by Baxter and 

Simon (1993), to maintain equilibrium for the dialectic tension of 
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autonomy-connectedness. As discussed earlier, allowing autonomy 

is the demonstration of trust to a romantic partner, but it is not to 

be accepted without consequence. Therefore, spending time 

together and openness can alleviate the strain of autonomy-

connectedness (Baxter & Simon, 1993). 

Openness and honesty are also desirable relational 

characteristics. Openness was reported as a unique characteristic of 

trust and as a demonstration of trust to a relational partner. 

Deception and not being open were reported as transgressions, 

indicating that open, honest communication is necessary for 

maintaining romantic relationships. Relational partners should be 

encouraged by third-party practitioners to relate honest 

information and communicate about a variety of topics. Premarital 

counselors should include suggestions for obtaining openness and 

honesty in a marriage and inform engaged couples of the effect on 

trust of deception and not being open. This may, however, present 

problems when communicating about taboo topics or the state of 

the relationship. Identifying relational rules for openness and 

honesty could aid in resolving this conflict. 

Familial Relationships 

Although frequently reported as automatic, family members 

should be aware that trust within a family can be violated. 

Following role-defined trust, friendliness was reported as an 

important behavior to maintaining trust within familial 

78 



relationships. This behavior indicates caring, kindness, and 

helpfulness. Thus, maintaining trust in a familial relationship 

involves the display of positivity, the relational maintenance 

strategy identified by Canary and Stafford (1994). Reliability was 

also frequently reported as a unique characteristic of familial trust, 

implying that being dependable and accepting family 

responsibilities are desirable traits in a family member. 

The two most significant transgressions in a family 

relationship are unfriendliness and deception. This suggests that 

family members expect empathy and honesty from their relational 

partners. Third-party practitioners should encourage family 

members to help each other, empathize with one another, depend 

on each other, and be honest with each other. Maintaining trust in 

familial relationships is similar to the affinity-maintenance 

strategies posited by Bell et al. (1987). 

Deception and unfriendliness reduce or damage trust in a 

familial relationship. However, the repair strategies were reported 

as effective in family relationships, suggesting that trust can be 

restored in the relationship. Practitioners of family therapy should 

encourage the remedial interchange necessary for the strategies 

discussed earlier, and should encourage dialogue to explicitly 

express familial rules of trust. 

Further research is needed to determine the effectiveness of 

the strategies for trust repair, although this study offers insight. 

However, there are limitations, which will now be addressed. 
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Limitations 

There are several limitations to this study. First, the sample 

for study one was small. Local businesses were not cooperative in 

distributing questionnaires. There are two possible explanations for 

this. The questions of trust, particularly about the work 

environment, may have been too sensitive an issue for 

administrators to want to address. Another explanation is that, 

because the questionnaire contained open-ended questions, it was 

deemed too long or too cumbersome for employees to complete. 

The second limitation of this study is that the effectiveness or 

the counter consequences of the repair strategies have not been 

researched in day-to-day interaction. Although participants 

reported the behaviors perceived to restore trust if a transgressor 

performed the behavior, this study did not investigate if these 

behaviors resulted in actual restoration of trust. This, however, 

may be problematic in future research, as trust is taken for granted 

in relationships until it is broken, and identifying subjects going 

through trust repair processes may be difficult. 

The third limitation is that, although I have indicated what 

trust is not, I do not have a definitive answer for what trust is. My 

tendency would be to overgeneralize in my definition. For example, 

there is an evaluation process by one relational partner of the 

other's behavior. This, however, is too general and not sufficient to 

cover the wide range of variables presented by a population outside 

academia, which would not bring scholars any closer than they are 
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now to an answer. The search for a definition, however, would be a 

viable direction for future research, which is discussed in the 

following section. 

Directions for Future Research 

Because trust, as an important relational characteristic, is 

studied in interpersonal research, a definition of trust that 

encompasses its variations seems imperative. Studies similar to the 

one reported here can aid in the discovery of a definition, if it is to 

be defined. It may be that this relational characteristic should be 

defined differently to accommodate the different relational types. 

Research should also focus attention on the redesign of the 

trust measurement scales, as trust is not conceptualized by a lay 

population as it is in academia. Thus, the measurement scales are 

laden with validity problems. The measurement scales currently 

designed to measure "trust" may not, in actuality, be measuring the 

perceptions of trust held by the subjects to whom they are 

distributed. The conceptualization of measurement scales should be 

reconsidered and new scales generated. This requires additional in-

depth studies of trust within different relational types. 

One area that appeared lacking in this study was the 

examination of trust in familial relationships. Trust was identified 

as an important characteristic of familial relationships, yet little 

attention has been devoted to the study of trust within this social 

structure. If the construct of trust and its associated values are 
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formed in an individual from family experiences, then the study of 

trust within the family takes on additional importance, since these 

perceptions may shape an individual's trust values in other 

relationships. Future research should determine how, or if, the 

construct of trust is communicated to family members and how it is 

managed. 

Conclusion 

Trust is idiosyncratic to the individual involved in a 

relationship, and the components of trust vary across relational 

types. This suggests that the definitions and elements of trust 

previously presented by researchers are inadequate to describe the 

construct. This finding implies that the assertion by researchers of 

these studies that trust develops over time (Rempel et al., 1985) 

may also be in error. Indeed, one example of short-term 

development for trust is that which is developed between con 

artists and their victims. In addition, the transgressions that lessen 

or destroy trust vary across relational types, with the exception of 

deception. Deception was reported as damaging to trust in all 

relational types. It may be that equivocal communication is 

perceived as a form of deception for individuals outside academia, 

which would result in lessened or lost trust. Thus, equivocal 

communication may not be an effective strategy for a lose-lose 

situation, since honesty was reported as a desirable relational 

characteristic across relational types. However, after most 
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transgressions, lessened or lost trust in a relationship is repairable. 

The damage to trust that may result from a lose-lose situation can 

be repaired by a remedial exchange of strategies between the 

violated partner and the transgressor. These strategies may prove 

effective in a lose-lose situation in which the violated partner is 

aware of a transgression, yet may not be initiated in a similar 

situation in which the violated partner is unaware of the relational 

transgression, such as the double-bind context. Thus, trust may be 

damaged in the double-bind situation without the conscious 

acknowledgement by either relational partner of its demise. 
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APPENDIX: INSTRUMENTS 

First Study Ouestionnaire 

Please do not complete this questionnaire if you are under 18. 

A study is being conducted to determine how trust or a lack of 

trust affects relationships. Your direct and honest responses will be 

essential to this study. This is a completely voluntary and 

confidential survey. There will be no reward for choosing to 

participate nor any penalty for choosing not to participate. The 

individual information you provide will be anonymous, and it will 

be analyzed along with similar information from one hundred other 

people. You will be asked to respond to questions pertaining to 

trust within four relationships: coworkers, friends, romantic 

partners, and family members. (A "coworker" refers to someone 

you work with who is of equal rank and status; please do not 

include your boss, supervisor, or manager in this description.) 

Please DO NOT include any names, places, dates, or illegal 

activities in any of your answers. To assure anonymity, you 

have been provided with a blank envelope; please fold and insert 

your questionnaire into the envelope after completion, seal the 

envelope, and drop the envelope into the collection box located in 

the center of the room. Questionnaires will be collected by the 

researcher only after all completed forms have been returned to the 

collection box. Thank you for your participation. 

Please indicate the following about yourself with a check mark. 

94 



Sex: 

Male Female 

Age: 

18-25 26-33 34-41 42-49 50-57 58-
65 over 65 

Years in work force: 

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25-30 

31-35 over 35 

Education: 

Did not graduate high school 

High school graduate, no college 

Attended college, but did not graduate 

Earned associate degree or certification from two year 

course work 

Earned Bachelor degree 

Education beyond Bachelor degree 

Please answer the following questions as completely as possible. DO 

NOT include any names, places, or dates in your answers. 

1. How do you define trust? 

2. What is unique about trusting in: 

A coworker? (A "coworker" refers to someone you work with who is 

of equal rank and status; please do not include your boss, 

supervisor, or manager in this description.) 

95 



A friend? 

A romantic partner? 

A family member? 

3. Please indicate how important trust is to you by circling a 

number from one to twenty-six, with one being equal to "No 

Importance" and twenty-six being equal to "Most Important Factor" 

Please circle the number that would represent the significance you 

place on trust within the relationships listed below: 

A coworker: 

No Importance Most Important Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 

A friend: 

No Importance Most Important Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 

A romantic partner: 

No Importance Most Important Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 
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A family member: 

No Importance Most Important 

Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 

4. How do you demonstrate to each of the following individuals that 

you trust him/her? 

A coworker: 

A friend: 

A romantic partner: 

A family member: 

5. What would cause you to have less trust in: 

A coworker? 

A friend? 

A romantic partner? 

A family member? 
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6. Please provide a detailed description of a situation that you 

recall resulted in your lessened or lost trust of a coworker.! (A 

"coworker" as defined here is someone you work with who has 

equal rank or status, not your boss, supervisor, or manager.) 

Please DO NOT include any names, places, or dates in your 

descr ip t ion . 

1 This question will be modified, in that "coworker" will be replaced 

with "friend," "romantic partner," or "family member" on thirty 

questionnaires for each substituted relational word. 
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Second Study Ouestionnaire 

Please do not complete this questionnaire if you are under 18. 

A study is being conducted to determine how trust is 

maintained in a relationship. Your direct and honest responses will 

be essential to this study. This is a completely voluntary and 

confidential survey. There will be no reward for choosing to 

participate nor any penalty for choosing not to participate. The 

individual information you provide will be anonymous, and it will 

be analyzed along with similar information from ninety other 

people. You will be asked to read four scenarios and respond to 

questions pertaining to those scenarios. Questionnaires will be 

analyzed by the researcher only after all completed forms have 

been returned. Thank you for your participation. 

Please indicate the following about yourself with a check mark. 

Sex: 

Male Female 

Age: 

65 

18-25 26-33 34-41 42-49 50-57 58-

over 65 

Years in work force: 

1-5 6-10 _ 11-15 16-20 21-25 25-30 

31-35 over 35 

Education: 

Did not graduate high school 

High school graduate, no college 
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Attended college, but did not graduate 

Earned associate degree or certification from two year course 

work 

Earned Bachelor degree 

Education beyond Bachelor degree 

Please read the following scenario: (Each questionnaire will contain 

four scenarios, with each scenario representing one relational 

transgression and each scenario representing the four relationships 

of coworker, friend, romantic partner, and family member. 

Scenarios listed by relational type are on subsequent pages.) 

Please answer the following questions: 

1. What would you do if this relational partner did this to you? 

2. How do you think this relational partner could restore your trust 

in him/her? 

Scenarios for Coworkers 

1. A coworker asks you to help on a project that has been assigned 

to her/him. You agree to help and work on the project for three 

days. The coworker turns in the project to your supervisor and 

says, "Here's the project; I finally got this finished." 

2. You have confided to a coworker that you are looking for another 

job. Later, you overhear him/her relating this information to 

another co-worker. 

3. You ask a coworker for a report that you need to complete your 

task. The co-worker responds, "I don't have it." As the coworker 
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opens his/her desk drawer to get a pen, you see the report in the 

drawer. 

4. As you walk into the lunch room at work, you hear a coworker 

say, "I can't believe he is so dumb. He must have gotten a degree in 

stupidity." 

5. For several days, you pass by a coworker and say "Good 

morning." The coworker ignores you. 

6. A coworker has agreed to help you on a project, and has told you 

he/she would be available tomorrow to begin work on the project. 

A week passes by, and the coworker has not yet helped on the 

project. When you ask the coworker when he/she will be available, 

he/she again responds, "Tomorrow." 

7. An accountant has been hired for your firm. The I.R.S. fines the 

firm for submitting incomplete tax forms. 

Scenarios for Friends 

1. You and a friend are playing cards, and he/she wins several 

games. Later you notice that the cards are marked. 

2. You confide to a friend that you and your significant other are 

experiencing relational problems. A few days later, a casual 

acquaintance asks you if these relational problems have been 

resolved. 

3. A friend tells you that he/she can't go to the movie with you 

because he/she is going to a business meeting. Later that night, you 

see him/her dining with other friends. 
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4. Your single friend is dating someone new. After several weeks, 

and several conversations with the friend, you still do not know the 

name of his/her new dating partner. 

5. Your married friend has told you that he/she is having an affair. 

6. You hear two of your friends talking about the conceit and 

vanity of another acquaintance. 

7. A friend criticizes your choice of careers. 

8. You and a friend are having lunch. He/she doesn't have enough 

cash to cover the cost of lunch, so you loan him/her ten dollars. 

After a month, the loan hasn't been repaid. 

Scenarios for Romantic Partners 

1. You and a romantic partner are playing golf. He/she wins. After 

the game, you notice that he/she had not recorded his/her correct 

score. 

2. You confide to a romantic partner about a previous bad 

relationship. Later, in a conversation with his/her friend, his/her 

friend references your previous bad relationship. 

3. Your romantic partner has told you that he/she has to work late. 

You go to his/her place of business to take him/her dinner and 

discover that he/she left at his/her normal quitting time. 

4. A romantic partner has been extremely tense and stressed for 

the last few days, but has not said anything about any problematic 

situation. When you ask him/her is there is a problem, he/she 

responds, "I'd rather not talk about it right now." 
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5. Your romantic partner has an affair. 

6. During an argument, your romantic partner calls you a name. 

7. You tell your romantic partner that you need help in solving a 

relational problem with a friend. Your romantic partner shrugs 

his/her shoulders and says, "Don't ask me." 

Scenarios for Family Members 

1. A family member has told you that he/she has stolen money 

from the petty cash box at his/her workplace. 

2. You confide in a family member that you are unhappy in your 

romantic relationship. Another family member later calls you to 

offer advice. 

3. A family member tells you that he/she will be out of town and 

cannot attend your dinner party. The night of the dinner party, you 

see the family member in the grocery store. 

4. You are moving into a larger house or apartment and have 

announced to your family that you need help. One family member 

does not come to help you on the day of your move. 

5. During a discussion with a family member, he/she begins raising 

his/her voice, until he/she is yelling at you. 
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