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ABSTRACT 

Tmst is a multifaceted constmct, one that may not be useflil unless attending to 

the complex and unique aspects of the given individuals and their relationship. Current 

conceptualizations of tmst are hmited to a single dimension, the dimension of depth (i.e., 

how much global tmst a person has). The goal of this dissertation was to expand the 

conceptualization of tmst by exploring the dimension of breadth. 

For the purposes of the study, the Tmst in Specific Areas Scale (TSAS) was 

created. The TSAS is an 11-item scale that assesses an individual's level of tmst in 11 

important areas of the relationship (Sager, 1981). A panel of experts reviewed the items 

as to their content validity and a pilot-test of the TSAS provided preliminary support for 

its intemal consistency. 

Participants in the study were 110 married individuals, 44 of whom were in 

therapy for marital issues at the time of their participation. In addition to the TSAS, 

participants completed a measure of marital satisfaction , a measure of attachment style, 

and a demographic questionnaire. 

A principal component analysis with varimax rotation revealed two underlying 

factors in the TSAS. After rotation, seven of the scale's items loaded highest on the first 

factor, labeled "Tmst with Self," and four items loaded highest on the second factor, 

labeled "Tmst with Other Things." Factor scores on the two factors were used to test 

hypotheses associated with the two research questions: (1) What relation, if any, is there 

between tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship and marital satisfaction? (2) How 

does attachment style relate to tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship? 
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Participants' age and length of marriage were included as covariates in all of the 

analyses. 

Results of the data analysis revealed a positive, significant correlation between the 

two specific areas of tmst and marital satisfaction. The two correlations were also 

significantly different, providing additional support for specific areas of tmst. A 

multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) also revealed significant differences 

between securely-attached and insecurely-attached married individuals with regard to the 

specific areas of tmst. Follow-up univariate analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) showed 

that there were significant differences only with regard to "Tmst with Self" 

The findings have important imphcations, both for the conceptualization of tmst 

and for clinical work with individuals, couples, and families. Although more work needs 

to be done to validate "breadth of tmst" as a conceptualization of tmst, the findings 

suggest that it may be a useflil constmct. Also, since "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with 

Other Things" were found to be related both to marital satisfaction and to attachment 

style, clinicians should give careful consideration to those specific areas of tmst in the 

therapeutic relationship and in the relationship of those presenting for conjoint therapy. 

The findings also provide support for conceptualizing tmst as a relational constmct. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This initial chapter will introduce the topic of interest for this research and discuss 

its relevance. Broadly, the topic is tmst in couple relationships, particularly marital 

relationships. The purpose of this research is to explore the possibility and desirability of 

expanding the way in which tmst in close, committed relationships is concepmalized. In 

this chapter a new perspective on tmst in couple relationships, not previously explored, 

will be presented. Finally, the variables of interest and the research questions that form 

the basis for this research will be identified. 

The Importance of Tmst 

Tmst is vital to healthy personalities and healthy, satisfying relationships 

(Deutsch, 1958; Erikson, 1968; Gmnebaum &. Gmnebaum, 1980). Regarding the 

importance of tmst, Deutsch (1958) wrote, "Past preoccupations and current concerns 

make it apparent that the concept of 'tmst' and its related concepts are vital to the 

understanding both of social life and of personality development" (p. 265). Echoing that 

sentiment, Webb and Worchel (1986) stated that "Life without tmst would be 

unthinkable, turning us into a society of paranoids, suspicious of the friends we tura to 

for companionship, fearful of the specialists we must depend upon for vital services and 

information" (p. 21). 



Defining and Conceptualizing Tmst 

Tmst has been described as a belief, an expectancy, and a feeling (Webb &. 

Worchel, 1986). Lewicki, McAlUster, and Bies (1998) defined tmst as "an individual's 

belief in, and willingness to act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions of 

another" (p. 440). Concepts such as faith and confidence are often used as synonyms for 

tmst (Kee & Knox, 1970), though some scholars (e.g.. Levin, 1998) argued that faith and 

tmst are not equivalent constmcts. Though related to the past, tmst is invariably linked to 

the fiiture (Bierhoff, 1992) and involves risk (Deutsch, 1958). The notion of risk is 

prominent in the definition of tmst offered by Schlenker, Helm, and Tedeschi (1973): 

"Interpersonal tmst may be defined as a reliance upon information received from another 

person about uncertain environmental states and their accompanying outcomes in a risky 

situation" (p. 419). 

Vulnerability can be particularly great in close, intimate relationships where there 

is significant investment of self and dependence upon the other (Johnson, Makinen, &. 

Millikin, 2001). The more important the relationship is, and the greater the degree of 

dependency that exists in it, the more critical tmst is to the health, satisfaction, and 

longevity of that relationship. Within our culture and society, marital relationships are 

generally considered to be among the most important of close relationships. Marital 

partners' investments in the relationship are many and they are often intense, adding to 

the degree of risk and underscoring the necessity for tmst. 

An important issue regarding the conceptualization of tmst is whether it is an 

intra-individual phenomenon or an interpersonal one. Personality theorists (e.g., Erikson, 

1968) tend to think of tmst as a personality trait that an individual possesses and then 
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manifests in interpersonal contexts. Many proponents of attachment theory (Bowlby, 

1969, 1988) also seem to think that tmst resides first and foremost within the individual. 

Other theorists (e.g.. Boon, 1994; Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 

1985) prefer to conceptualize tmst as something that is created and determined by the 

interpersonal interactions of two or more people who are in the process of developing a 

relationship with one another. 

The Study of Tmst 

Due to the perceived great importance of tmst for interpersonal relationships, the 

phenomenon has been much researched and written about. Worchel (1979) identified 

three principal views of tmst promoted by three groups of researchers: the views of 

personality theorists, who focus on individual personality differences in the readiness to 

tmst; the views of sociologists and economists, who focus on tmst as an institutional 

phenomenon; and the views of social psychologists, who focus on the interpersonal 

transactions between individuals that create or damage tmst at the level of the 

relationship. 

Early research studies examined generalized tmst, often employing a tool called 

the "Prisoner's Dilemma (PD)" game (Kee & Knox, 1970). How participants functioned 

in the PD game was used to infer, define, and measure tmst and suspicion. Perceived 

inadequacies with the PD game led to the development of personality scales to assess 

one's general ability to tmst others (e.g.. Rotter, 1967; Wrightsman, 1972). 

More recently, research in the area of tmst in interpersonal relationships has 

focused on specific relationships, particularly close, intimate relationships such as dating 
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relationships and committed relationships. The substantial increase in the divorce rate 

(Norton & Moorman, 1987) has prompted researchers to devote themselves to seek 

answers to important questions regarding the development and maintenance of tmst in 

close personal relationships. Numerous studies have been conducted to better understand 

how tmst develops, grows, endures, and, in some cases, declines. 

An important area of development in the study of tmst has been the constmction 

of new instmments to measure tmst. As noted previously, the inadequacies of the PD 

game led to the development of new measures of interpersonal tmst. Scales developed 

by Rotter (1967) and Wrightsman (1972) addressed those inadequacies, but subsequently 

were found also to be inadequate for predicting behavior in close relationship contexts 

(Larzelere 8c Huston, 1980). In light of that shortcoming, Larzelere and Huston (1980) 

developed the 8-item "Dyadic Tmst Scale." 

Holmes and Rempel (1989) argued that in close relationships, tmst originates in 

the dialectic between the hopes and fears people have as those relationships develop. If 

the relationship is to develop and endure, partners must succeed in reducing uncertainty. 

Rempel, Holmes, and Zanna (1985) proposed a typology for characterizing the types of 

information people use to achieve uncertainty reduction, then developed a tmst scale to 

measure the extent to which partners possessed each type of information. The three types 

of information are predictability in the face of ambiguity, dependability of the partner, 

and strength and quality of the attachment. 

Much of the recent study on tmst in close relationships has been based in 

attachment theory (Ainsworth, 1982; Bowlby, 1969, 1988). Various researchers and 

authors (e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987) have hypothesized that a person's "attachment 
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style" is a major factor determining the strength and quality of the tmst that he or she 

develops with regard to an intimate partner. In order to conduct research to test that 

hypothesis, various measures of attachment style have been developed (e.g., Brennan, 

Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Subjects who 

appear to have a secure attachment style are then compared with those having insecure 

attachment styles on a variety of dependent variables, including depth of tmst. 

Expanding the Conceptualization of Tmst 

Although much important research has been conducted concerning the 

phenomenon of tmst in close relationships, it seems that tmst always has been 

conceptualized as a global, uni-dimensional constmct. Consistent with that 

conceptualization, only the depth of a person's global tmst in an intimate partner has 

been considered and measured. Even when tmst is conceptualized to include various 

types of information, as it is in the typology of Rempel et al. (1985), tmst is still basically 

thought of as having only the single dimension of depth. 

Lewicki and Wiethoff (2000) noted that the level of tmst one person has in 

another may vary depending upon the context. They gave as an example the person who 

might tmst a friend to babysit his child, but would refrain from loaning the friend money 

due to a distmst of his willingness to pay it back. Lewicki and Wiethoff (2000) stated 

flirther that "most people are able to be quite specific in describing both the tmst and 

distmst elements in their relationship" (p. 91). Lewicki and Wiethoff did not suggest, 

however, that research might be conducted to explore how tmst (or distmst) in specific 



areas affects close, committed relationships. Once again, the breadth of tmst seems to be 

overlooked as a possibly valid constmct or conceptualization. 

It may be useful to think of tmst in close relationships according to the dimension 

of breadth. Our understanding of how tmst develops, grows, and sometimes declines 

may be expanded in important ways if consideration is given to tmst across the various 

domains of a close, committed relationship. Clinicians working with couples have found 

that conflict is often organized around issues such as money, sex, parenting, and in-laws 

(Guerin, Fay, Burden, & Kautto, 1987). Sager (1981) identified those areas, as well as 

other areas, where couples typically have implicit contracts they expect one another to 

flilfill, with conflict being the result if they are not fulfilled. Tmst in one's partner may 

be greater (or weaker) in some of those areas than it is in others, as previously suggested 

(Lewicki & Wiethoff, 2000). What are the imphcations for the relationship, and each 

person in it, when there is tmst in some areas, but not m others? 

Is there a relation between the level of tmst in one area and the level of tmst in 

another area? What effect, if any, does diminished tmst in one area have on the level of 

tmst in another area? Conversely, what effect, if any, does higher tmst in one area have 

on lower tmst in another area? These seem to be worthwhile questions to ask and 

address. Yet such questions, h appears, have not been addressed. For that matter, it 

seems that neither the notion of tmst in specific areas nor breadth of tmst has been 

explored. 

In other important aspects of interpersonal relationships, depth and breadth are 

both considered to be important and relevant dimensions. Self-disclosure, for example, 

may be assessed both in terms of the range of topics (breadth) about which a person is 
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willing to self-disclose and the depth to which that individual willingly reveals 

information (Altman & Taylor, 1973). In the same way, it seems that the dimensions of 

both depth and breadth might be considered when explormg the relation between tmst 

and other variables of interest. 

Need for the Study 

Given the major role that tmst plays in interpersonal relationships (Deutsch, 1958; 

Webb & Worchel, 1986), especially close relationships where individuals depend upon 

one another and others depend upon them (Boon, 1994; Holmes & Rempel, 1989), any 

study that has the potential to contribute to our understanding of tmst in such 

relationships is an important and worthwhile study. This study has the added value of 

exploring an area that seemingly has not received previous attention, namely, the 

phenomenon of tmst across various domains of a close, committed relationship. If it can 

be shown that tmst in specific areas is a valid and useflil constmct, propositions can be 

developed and additional research can be conducted to test those propositions. 

Variables of Interest 

There are three principal variables of interest that will be examined in this study. 

The three variables are: tmst in specific areas of a relationship, marital satisfaction, and 

attachment style. Each of those will now be defined and briefly discussed. 

Tmst in specific areas of a relationship is a key variable in this smdy. As noted 

eariier, tmst itself has been conceptualized and defined in a number of ways. For this 

study, the definition offered by Lewicki, McAllister, and Bies (1998) will be used. They 
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defined tmst as "an individual's belief in, and willingness to act on the basis of, the 

words, actions, and decisions of another" (p. 440). 

An assumption that underiies this study is that a person's level of tmst as defined 

above varies not only in accordance whh the person who serves as the object of that tmst, 

but also with respect to specific areas of their relationship. A person may tmst the words, 

actions, and decisions of another person in one area (e.g., money and finances), but not in 

another (e.g., relationships with extended family). It is assumed further that tmst in 

specific areas of a relationship is a continuous variable rather than a dichotomous 

variable. There are degrees of tmst in each specific area rather than simply tmst or 

distmst. 

A second important variable in this study is marital satisfaction. Marital 

satisfaction is conceptualized as the extent to which an individual has a positive attimde 

about, or positive feelings toward, the marriage partner and relationship (Sabatelli, 1988). 

Although it may be based upon objective criteria (e.g., how frequently the partner says, "I 

love you"), marital satisfaction is a subjective evaluation of the partner and relationship 

(Sabatelli, 1988). 

The third variable of interest in this study is attachment style. Attachment style 

has been defined as a complex pattern of behaviors, the purpose of which is to manage 

the anxiety inherent in close relationships (Collins, 1996). Originally proposed in work 

with children (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978; Bowlby, 1969, 1973), 

attachment style has subsequently been applied to aduUs as well (Collins 8c Read, 1990; 

Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Main et al., 1985). Various typological models have been 

developed, many of which propose three styles or types-secure, anxious/ambivalent, and 
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avoidant (e.g., Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987)-and a few that add a fourth 

style, such as disorganized (Bartholomew, 1990) or dismissing (Brennan et al., 1998). 

The notion of attachment style as a static phenomenon and the identification of categories 

have both been challenged and those challenges will be discussed in Chapter II. 

For the purposes of this study, attachment style refers to the degree of security an 

individual feels in her or his close, committed relationship at any given point in time. 

Brennan et al. (1998) found that individuals in close relationships could be placed, on the 

basis of their self-report, at points on two attachment-related dimensions, avoidance and 

anxiety. Attachment style, as it is conceptualized in this study, has to do with where an 

individual is on those two dimensions with regard to his or her close, committed 

relationship with a partner. That position further suggests that at that moment, she or he 

is either securely attached or insecurely attached to the partner. 

Research Questions 

Two research questions serve as the basis for this study that will explore the 

dimension of breadth of tmst by examining tmst in specific areas of a relationship. The 

first research question is: "What relation, if any, is there between tmst in specific areas of 

a marital relationship and marital satisfaction?" The second research question is: "How 

does attachment style relate to tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship?" 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter the relevant literature related to the topic of interest will be 

reviewed. First, the literature on the development of interpersonal tmst will be examined. 

Next, the literature on tmst in close relationships will be discussed. Finally, the literature 

on tmst in specific areas of a relationship will be explored. 

Development of Interpersonal Tmst 

Erikson's "Tmst Versus. Mistmst" 

The work and writings of Erik Erikson (1950, 1959, 1963, 1968) greatly 

influenced thinking about the genesis of tmst. Erikson (1959) hypothesized that ego 

development followed an epigenetic principle, whereby the human organism grew in 

accordance with a ground plan that dictated that the various parts each had its time of 

special ascendancy. Referred to as psychosocial stages, the times appointed for 

developmental change each consisted of a unique developmental task, the demand for 

which was signaled by the arrival of a psychosocial crisis (Erikson, 1950, 1968). The 

crisis is not a catastrophe but a turning point of increased vulnerability and enhanced 

potential. The more successful the resolution of the crisis is, the healthier development 

will be. 

"Tmst versus mistmst" is the first psychosocial stage in Erikson's (1968) theory. 

It occurs in the first year of life when the child leaves the regularity, warmth and 

protection of the mother's womb and faces a world that is less secure. According to 
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Erikson, infants who receive quality caregiving and whose needs are adequately and 

consistentiy met are much more likely to develop a sense of basic tmst. On the other 

hand, children who receive inadequate or inconsistent caregiving are at risk to develop a 

sense of basic mistmst (Erikson, 1968). 

Erikson set forth a three-pronged framework that includes body, ego, and society 

and their interaction (Erikson, 1963). The issue of tmst involves all three of these 

aspects. Regarding somatic tmst, or tmst in the body, Erikson wrote: "The first 

demonstration of social tmst in the body is the ease of his feeding, the depth of his sleep, 

the relaxation of his bowels" (p. 247). Knowles (1977) contended that tmst for Erikson is 

primarily this sense of bodily tmst. 

Erikson also placed great emphasis on the ego aspect of tmst, and he identifies the 

first task of the ego as the forming of enduring patteras for resolving the psychosocial 

crisis of tmst versus mistmst (Erikson, 1963). Concerning that, he wrote: "The infant's 

first social achievement, then, is his willingness to let the mother out of sight without 

undue anxiety or rage, because she has become an inner certainty as well as an outer 

predictability" (p. 247). The ego aspect, therefore, includes a calculative process, the 

infant being able to count on the predictability and consistency of self and others 

(Knowles, 1977). 

It should be noted that Erikson (1968) conceptualized tmst and mistmst not as 

two discrete outcomes, but as the two ends of a bipolar continuum. He stressed that 

people do not, and should not, develop either complete tmst or complete mistmst. 

Complete tmst would be as maladaptive as complete mistmst since the person would not 
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recognize and guard against the real dangers that exist in the worid. Rather, a person 

develops a feeling that falls somewhere in between tmst and mistmst (Erikson, 1968). 

Since it occurs first, the resolution of the basic tmst versus mistmst crisis forms 

the foundation for later psychosocial crises (Erikson, 1963). A failure to resolve a later 

crisis may signal that the child had been unable to resolve the first and/or it may lead 

back to that most fiindamental crisis (Knowles, 1977). At the same time, Erikson 

believed that later events and other individuals (e.g., teachers, clergy, friends, and 

therapists) could provide individuals with opportunities to revisit and resolve the 

psychosocial issue of tmst versus mistmst (Greene, 1999). In other words, one's abiUty 

or willingness to tmst was not "fixed" once an organism moved from the first 

psychosocial stage to the next one. Although failure to resolve the issue during the first 

stage, and to re-resolve it when it occurred again, could have serious consequences, there 

would be future opportunities for crisis resolution and the development and growth of 

tmst (Knowles, 1977). 

Even when the initial crisis was adequately resolved, basic tmst versus mistmst 

would be revisited at future points along the developmental pathway. Erikson argued that 

although "the tension between tmst and mistmst reaches back to the very beginnings of 

life," the individual must continue to grapple with "opposing tendencies toward tmst and 

assurance, on the one hand, and toward wariness and uncertainty on the other" (Erikson, 

Erikson, 8c Kivnick, 1986, pp. 218-219). Knowles (1977) stated: "So the crisis of tmst is 

not resolved once and for all, but it must be resolved enough to enable the person to 

devote his attention and energy to the later crises of development" (p. 185), 
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Attachment Theory and the Development of Tmst 

Other theorists have also proposed that basic tmst, and its counterpart basic 

mistmst, develops early in life, influenced primarily by the child's interaction with 

significant others. The most prominent of those theories is the attachment theory 

developed by Bowlby (1969, 1983, 1988a) and Ainsworth (1982). 

Bowlby hypothesized, and later supported empirically, the notion that family 

experiences, in particular maternal deprivation and separation, were the primary cause of 

emotional disturbances in children (Bretherton, 1995). Bowlby (1969) contended that 

human beings are pre-wired for relational experience, endowed with intercoimected and 

highly adaptive regulatory systems containing affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

components, all designed to foster proximity to caregivers, especially during times of 

threat or distress (Reis & Patrick, 1996). Ainsworth (1982) identified various patterns of 

mother-infant attachment. Subsequent research suggested that most infants could be 

classified as either securely or anxiously attached to their mothers, and that the anxiously 

attached infants could be further identified as avoidant or ambivalent (Ainsworth et al., 

1978). Later formulations viewed the attachment system as functioning continuously to 

provide children with a sense of "felt security" (Ainsworth et al, 1978; Sroufe & Waters, 

1977). Caregivers who are consistently available, sensitive, and responsive serve as a 

"secure base" from which children can proceed to explore their world (Ainsworth, 1979) 

and children with a "secure base" are generally more relaxed, are able to cope more 

effectively with distressing events such as separation, and are more readily comforted 

upon renewed contact with the caregiver (Ainsworth, 1979; Sroufe, 1983). 
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Attachment theory holds that, in time, children internalize experiences with 

caregivers in such a way that early attachment relations develop into a prototype for later 

relationships (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). These "working models of attachment" 

(Bowlby, 1973, 1980, 1982) exist outside of conscious awareness and provide mles for 

the direction and organization of attention and memory, mles that subsequently regulate 

the individual's perceptions of the self, the attachment figure, and the relationship 

between the self and the attachment figure (Main et al., 1985). 

There has been much debate conceraing the extent to which interpersonal 

tendencies regarding tmst continue across the developmental time span and across 

situations. Hazan and Shaver (1987) acknowledged that claims of continuity are 

controversial. There is some research linking children's early attachment style (12 or 18 

months) to their social and emotional adjustment through early childhood (see 

Bretherton, 1985). Lopez (1995) concluded that when it comes to emotional regulation, 

research has supported the theoretical expectation that "early attachment classification 

does appear to be at least moderately predictive of the child's later emotional and social 

adjustment" (p. 401). Other scholars (e.g., Hendrick 8c Hendrick 1994), upon reviewing 

the literature, have questioned continuity claims. Main et al. (1985) contended that 

although working models show a propensity for stability, they should not be thought of as 

templates, but rather as stmctured processes serving to obtain, or to limit, access to 

information. 
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Tmst in Close AduU Relation.ship.s 

Erikson's "Isolation Versus Intimacy" 

"Isolation versus Intimacy" is the sixth stage in Erikson's (1959) theory of 

psychosocial development. After the adolescent years in which the person has 

encountered, and hopefully resolved, a psychosocial crisis revolving around the issue of 

identity, he or she enters into young adulthood to face a new set of psychosocial 

requirements that include forming a relationship with another person as a step toward 

forming a new family unit. This precipitates yet another emotional crisis (Erikson, 1963). 

Erikson (1963) contended that to enter into and successfully maintain such a 

relationship, a person must be able to give him- or herself completely, not only in the 

sexual realm, but in every facet of her or his being (e.g., feelings, ideas, goals, attitudes, 

and values). The individual must also be able to fully receive the same from the partner. 

To the extent that one can do so, he or she experiences a sense of intimacy. Conversely, 

if one caimot (for whatever reason) share or be shared, she or he will feel a sense of 

isolation (Erikson, 1963). 

Logan (1986) proposed a reconceptualization of Erikson's theory whereby the 

theory would be viewed as a cycle that repeats twice, once from basic tmst to identity and 

then again from identity to integrity. In such a scheme, Erikson's (1963) emphasis on the 

pivotal role of identity formation is preserved. More importantly for the discussion of 

tmst in aduU close relationships, the issue of basic tmst versus mistmst, first confronted 

in infancy, is revisited during the "intimacy versus isolation" psychosocial stage of young 

adulthood (Logan, 1986). Logan also made the case for including in "intimacy versus 

isolation" a revisiting of Erikson's (1959) second psychosocial stage, "autonomy versus 
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shame and doubt," since a healthy intimate relationship with another requires that one be 

able to maintain one's individual identity within the relationship-a replay of autonomy. 

Erikson (1968) pointed out that tme intimacy occurs between two stiong identities who 

are able to share themselves with one another, but also preserve, rather than lose, their 

autonomy within the relationship. 

In Logan's (1986) reconceptualization, isolation involves a recapitulation of 

mistmst, combined with shame and doubt. Isolation may stem from a mistmst of the 

partner or a mistmst of oneself In either case, there is either an inability or an 

unwiUingness to share oneself totally or to receive the same from the other. 

On the basis of Erikson's (1959) theory, Lerner (1997) suggested that the high 

rate of divorce in today's society might be due to the fact that two people who lack 

identities and expect to define themselves through marriage, instead experience 

disillusionment and disappointment with the other. The feehng is one of being alone, or 

isolated. Since marriage has not provided the expected reward, disillusionment leads to 

dissolution of the marriage. While that suggestion certainly has merit, it is also possible 

that unresolved issues of tmst are interfering with the ability to achieve intimacy and 

avoid the pain of isolation. Of course, the two hypotheses are not incompatible with one 

another. Disappointment with the partner, stemming from disillusionment with the 

marriage, can result in loss of tmst in the partner's ability to satisfy basic feh needs. 

Guerin et al. (1987) presented a model of "expectation-to-alienation progression" in 

which unmet expectations in a marital relationship lead to disappointment, hurt, anger, 

resentment, and eventually, alienation. In the end, the person crosses over to "an island 

of invulnerability," characterized by emotional isolation from the partner (Guerin et al., 
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1987, p. 134). Guerin et al. note that when that happens, the restoration of tmst in the 

relationship and/or in the partner is extremely difficult. 

Although Erikson's theory would seem to provide an excellent framework by 

which to explore issues of tmst in adult close relationships, a search of the literature 

turned up very few articles, and none that were research-based, in which Erikson's ideas 

regarding close adult relationships were discussed or empirically tested. This would 

seem to be most unfortunate. 

Attachment Theory Applied to Adult Relationships 

Whereas Erik Erikson's theory of psychosocial development has received very 

littie attention by those conducting research on aduU close relationships, the opposite is 

tme with regard to the attachment theory of John Bowlby (1973). In the last decade and a 

half, numerous studies applying attachment theory to aduh close relationships have been 

conducted, resulting in numerous research articles. 

As noted in an earlier section, attachment theory (Bowlby, 1973) proposes that 

interactions with attachment figures produce mental representations of self and others 

that subsequently organize cognitions, affect, and behavior in close relationships. To test 

that hypothesis in aduh love relationships, Hazan and Shaver (1987) developed a self-

report measure whereby participants were asked to endorse one of three descriptions of 

feelings about relationships believed to correspond with the attachment styles in 

Ainsworth's (1978) typology of infant attachment. Hazan and Shaver (1987) found that 

the secure attachment style, defined by comfort with closeness and interdependence and 

by confidence in others' love, was associated with happy, intimate, and fiiendly love 
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relationships. In contrast, the anxious-ambivalent style, marked by a strong desire for 

intimacy combined with insecurity about others' responses, was associated with love 

addiction, passionate love, and fear of being unloved. The avoidant style, characterized 

by insecurity in others' intentions and a preference for distance, was associated with fear 

of intimacy and difficulty depending on partners. 

Similar results have been found using other measures of adult attachment style, 

including both self-report and interview methodologies. Collins (1996) reviewed the 

adult attachment literature and drew three broad conclusions. The first was that the 

secure, anxious/preoccupied, and avoidant attachment styles identified among adults 

seem to represent fairly consistent patteras that are stable over time and are associated in 

theoretically predictable ways with recollections of relationships with primary caregivers 

(Collins 8c Read, 1990; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Rothbard 8c Shaver, 1994; Scharfe & 

Bartholomew, 1994). The second broad conclusion drawn by Collins (1996) was that 

attachment style differences appear to be integrally related to cognitive models of the self 

and others such that aduhs with different attachment styles differ greatly with regard to 

how they view themselves and others in their social environment (Carnelley 8c Janoff-

Bulman, 1992; CoUins & Read, 1990; Feeney 8c NoUer, 1990). Collins' (1996) third 

general conclusion was that aduhs with different attachment styles differ greatly in the 

reported quality of their love relationships with secure individuals characterizing their 

relationships as intimate, stable, and satisfying and insecure individuals (anxious/ 

preoccupied or avoidant) reporting significantly more dissatisfaction, jealousy, conflict, 

and negative emotional experiences (Brennan & Shaver, 1992, 1995; Collins 8c Read, 

1990; Feeney 8c Noller, 1990; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Simpson, 1990). Collins 
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(1996) concluded her review by stating: "Although the correlational nature of these 

studies does not permit us to draw firm conclusions about causality, the underlying 

assumption.. is that attachment style directly contributes to relationship quality and does 

not merely reflect it" (p. 811). 

Although there has been a proliferation of research on aduh attachment and aduh 

attachment styles, that research has been criticized on several grounds. One prominent 

area of criticism has been the inference that the so-called adult attachment styles correlate 

with the attachment styles of infants identified in the research of Ainsworth and her 

colleagues (Ainsworth et al., 1978). Hendrick and Hendrick (1994) reviewed the 

attachment literature and strongly challenged the notion of stable attachment styles, both 

in childhood and in adulthood, especially when the latter is asserted to be an extension of 

the former (i.e., attachment styles in infancy and childhood carrying over into adulthood). 

Another area of criticism regarding adult attachment research conceras problems 

related to measurement. As interest in adult attachment processes has grown, so have the 

number of instmments designed to measure adult attachment constmcts. Bartholomew 

(1994) commented on the lack of consistency in those various measures, noting that the 

various measures of adult attachment differ in systematic ways that reflect different 

conceptions of aduh attachment patterns. She gave examples of the many ways 

attachment measures differ, including the content domains assessed, the specificity with 

which attachment representations are defined, and the relationships deemed most 

important for determining one's attachment style. Bartholomew (1994) concluded that 

"although the validity of the [attachment] theory itself may not depend on the quality of 
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measurement, our ability.. .to accumulate convincing evidence of its usefulness is closely 

tied to the quality of our measures" (p. 23). 

Given the many different measures and methodologies used to assess attachment 

style, it is not surprising that there is no agreement regarding the percentage of the 

population that might be correctly classified as "secure." Brennan et al. (1998) noted that 

"the number of people who are 'tmly' secure or insecure is something that cannot be 

stated firmly" (p.73). The Aduh Attachment Interview (AAI; Main et al., 1985) tends to 

place around 65% of adults into the secure category. About 55% of college students and 

nonstudent adults identify themselves as secure when using Hazan and Shaver's (1987) 

three-category measure. Bartholomew's adaptation of the AAI procedure for assessing 

aduh attachment to romantic partners and peers tends to label about 45% of college 

students as secure (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). 

There is also disagreement regarding the number of different attachment "styles" 

Hazan and Shaver's (1987) original typology included three attachment styles (secure, 

anxious/preoccupied, and avoidant), presumably corresponding whh the three infant 

attachment styles identified by Ainsworth and her colleagues (Ainsworth et al., 1978). 

Many other aduh attachment researchers have also proposed three styles. Bartholomew 

(1990) proposed a model that included four attachment styles, corresponding to two 

attachment dimensions, model of self and model of others. Usuig those two dimensions, 

she developed a model with four quadrants, each representing a different attachment style 

identified as secure, anxious-ambivalent, avoidant, and disoriented/disorganized 

(Bartholomew, 1990). 
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Brennan et al. (1998) attempted to develop a measure that would incorporate, and 

ultimately consolidate, all previously-used measures. They also identified two 

attachment-related dimensions, anxiety and avoidance, and on the basis of those 

dimensions, they proposed four attachment styles: secure, anxious, fearful, and 

dismissing. According to their typology, secure individuals are believed to be low on 

both avoidance and anxiety, anxious individuals are high on anxiety, but low on 

avoidance, fearful individuals are high on anxiety and high on avoidance, and dismissing 

individuals are high on avoidance, but low on anxiety. 

Fraley and Waller (1998) argued against the use of typological models and for the 

use of dimensions, specifically anxiety and avoidance, when assessing individual 

differences in infant and adult attachment patterns. They stated: "Our data indicate that 

the typological model .. .does not capture the natural stmcture of attachment security. 

Rather, they indicate that adult attachment organization is a quantitatively distributed 

variable-a variable on which people differ in degree rather than in kind" (p. 108). Noller 

and Feeney (1994) also expressed concern about an over-emphasis on groups or types. 

According to Noller and Feeney, the work on attachment processes has been hindered by 

preconceived notions about the number of attachment groups and an emphasis on 

labeling and describing characteristics of those groups. 

Kobak (1994) seemed to take the argument about attachment types a step further. 

He observed that behind the discussion of attachment types is an assumption that must be 

challenged, even though it is firmly held by many attachment researchers. The 

assumption is that attachment is a personality constmct rather than a relationship 

constmct. Kobak (1994) stated that "although Ainsworth began the study of attachment 
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security as a relationship pattern, researchers relying exclusively on the Stiange Situation 

have tended to define attachment as a personality constmct" (p. 42). The assumption that 

attachment is a personality constmct resuhs in two unfortunate consequences (Kobak, 

1994). First, stability is emphasized in relationships of attachment, rather than change. 

Second, the workings of the attachment system are abstracted from a relationship context. 

Davila, Karney, and Bradbury (1999) studied attachment change processes in the 

early years of marriage and found that ''people change their levels of attachment security 

in response to their marital circumstances" (p. 799). They also concluded on the basis of 

their findings, that people change their views about their marriage m conjunction with 

how secure they feel. In other words, "feh security" (Sroufe & Waters, 1977) is not a 

function of personality so much as it is a by-product of what happens in the relationship. 

Attachment security and marital interaction are reciprocal processes (Davila et al., 1999). 

In response to those who assert that attachment style is the most prominent variable in 

that reciprocal process, Kobak (1994) noted that few smdies have assessed attachment 

style before an individual forms a new relationship. Therefore, it is not clear whether 

attachment styles are due to current relationship interactions or whether the relationship 

interactions are the resuh of the attachment styles. Finally, Kobak stated: "Nearly all 

findings with the attachment styles could be interpreted as the product of the current 

relationship patterns rather than any stable personality contribution" (1994, p. 43). 

Although there appear to be many theoretical and empirical issues associated with 

the attempt to apply attachment theory to close aduh relationships, h may be usefiil to 

think about issues of security and insecurity in close relationships. Weiss (1994) 

contended that attachment theory "is primarily about the nature of a critically important 
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bonding system, how it functions, and what happens when h is intermpted" (p. 67). 

Kobak (1994) added that the critical question in any relationship of attachment is "Can I 

tmst my partner to be available and responsive to my needs?", with the answer to that 

question being conditioned upon both the partner's actual behavior and the individual's 

expectancies. 

Although the ability to tmst one's partner is of critical importance in an 

attachment relationship, few studies on aduh attachment have examined the issue of tmst 

in great depth. An exception is the study by Mikulincer (1998). In view of the assertion 

that working models include autobiographical memories, goals, and goal-directed 

strategies (Collins & Read, 1994), Mikulincer conducted a series of studies to determine 

whether people with different attachment styles differed significantly with regard to: (1) 

the processing of tmst-related memories, (2) the goals they attach to tmst-related 

experiences, and (3) the strategies they use to deal with the betrayal of tmst. Attachment 

style was determined using a categorical self-report measure (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). 

With regard to the cognitive accessibility of tmst-related memories, Mikulincer 

(1998) found that secure persons had more accessible memories of tmst-vahdation 

episodes, while insecure persons (avoidant and anxious-ambivalent) showed greater 

accessibility of memories of tmst-violation episodes. He also found that secure persons 

reacted emotionally primarily to positive tmst-related memories, while anxious-

ambivalent persons reacted relatively strongly to both poshive and negative memories 

and avoidant persons demonstrated weak emotional reactions to any type of memory. 

Mikulincer also found that, when it came to the goals individuals attached to tmst-

related experiences, secure persons focused on intimacy increase, anxious-ambivalent 
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individuals emphasized security seeking, and avoidant persons were primarily concerned 

with control attainment. Important differences were also found regarding the strategies 

used by individuals in the different groups to deal with tmst-violating events. Secure 

persons adopted a strategy of talking with their partner, while avoidant individuals 

distanced themselves from their partners and anxious-ambivalent subjects resorted to 

mminative worry. 

Mikulincer (1998) concluded that when it comes to tmst-related goals and 

strategies, it seems that "the rich get richer and the poor get poorer." Since secure 

individuals seem to have a "secure base" (Ainsworth et al., 1978), they are relatively free 

to pursue the interpersonal goal of intimacy attainment. Insecure persons, on the other 

hand, would seem to possess no such freedom. Their sense of tmst was negative, 

egocentric, and maladaptive, and their cognitive and emotional resources were primarily 

used to attain intrapersonal goals of either security (anxious-ambivalent persons) or 

autonomy/control (avoidant persons) (Mikulincer, 1998). 

Mikulincer's findings are interesting, but his conclusions suggest that he accepted 

the notion that attachment style is a personality constmct, rather than a function of a 

given relationship. It is possible that specific tmst-related events and/or patterns of 

behavior within each individual's relationship influenced their particular accessing of 

memories, goals, and strategies. If Mikulincer had considered tmst in specific areas of 

their relationships, then the memories they accessed, as well as the goals and strategies 

they adopted, might have become more understandable. 

Early research applying attachment theory to close adult relationships (Hazan 8c 

Shaver, 1987) treated security and insecurity as predictor variables and looked for 
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differences between securely and insecurely attached individuals on a variety of 

dependent variables (e.g., relationship satisfaction). More recent studies (e.g., Davila et 

al., 1999) suggest that there is a reciprocal relationship between attachment style and 

other variables (e.g., relationship satisfaction) such that level of security may also be an 

outcome variable. However, no studies have been conducted to date that consider the 

possible relation between attachment style (i.e., secure or insecure attachment) and tmst 

in specific areas of a relationship. If specific areas of a relationship were considered, it 

might expand existing knowledge regarding the complexities of attachment in close 

relationships. 

Tmst in Adult Close Relationships According to Social Exchange Theory 

Social exchange theory (Kelley 8c Thibaut, 1978) seeks to explain how 

relationships of various kinds are formed and why they take the course (e.g., growth or 

decline) they subsequently take. While not denying that past experiences play a part in 

the formation of relationships, social exchange theory is principally concerned with what 

happens in the here-and-now to promote the development, growth, stagnation, or decline 

of a relationship between two or more interdependent persons. 

Social exchange implies that there is a give and take that occurs between two 

parties involved in the relationship. Both bear some responsibility for the course the 

relationship takes. Holmes (1991) noted that the growth of tmst between individuals is 

particularly a conjunctive responsibility and tmst grows as each person gives evidence, in 

a reciprocal process, of his or her attachment to the other. 
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With regard to close, intimate relationships. Holmes and Rempel (1989) 

hypothesized that issues of tmst arise in the dialectic between the hopes and fears people 

have as those relationships develop. Though initially tmst may not be an issue in the 

relationship (Holmes, 1991), the focus instead being on the rewarding qualities that make 

the relationship seem worthwhile (Eidelson, 1980), the pursmt of intimacy raises the 

specter of increased dependency and increased vulnerability. The anxiety that might 

produce is often held at bay by strong feelings and reciprocal displays of affection that 

create a sense of optimism that obscures the lack of any hard evidence of tmstworthiness 

(Holmes & Rempel, 1989). Larzelere and Huston (1980) reported that tmst tends to be 

high and strongly related to love for people at the exclusively dating stage. Dion and 

Dion (1976) found that love and a sense of tmst went hand in hand even during the 

volatile infatuation period experienced by individuals with low self-esteem. But while 

people may speak of "tmsting" a new partner and the relationship with him or her, that 

tmst is often little more than a naive and fragile expression of hope based upon the 

assumption that the other has similar feelings about the relationship (Holmes, 1991; 

Holmes & Rempel, 1989). 

For most people in close relationships, the lenses of romantic love evenmally 

come off and feelings of ambivalence and uncertainty occur. Holmes (1991) contended 

that at this juncture "the motivation increases to reduce uncertainty about the ultimate 

designs of the partner, to develop a sense of tmst that acknowledges realities and 

concerns that had been largely suppressed" (p. 65). Typically, conceras about tmst will 

arise first in the person in the more dependent position (Holmes & Rempel, 1989). 
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For some, the desire to reduce uncertainty is rewarded whh reassuring behavior 

by the partner, producing a sense of security and an enduring confidence in the other 

person. For others, nagging doubts persist and feelings of inner peace remain elusive. 

For still others, the dilemma of tmst may be temporarily solved, only to resurface again at 

some later time when circumstances remind them of the risks of depending on another 

(Holmes & Rempel, 1989). 

Kelley and Thibaut (1978) conceptualized the formation of tmst as an exchange 

of actions or messages that gradually reduces uncertainty and increases mutual assurance 

that the relationship will endure. The perception of equal involvement is experienced as 

a form of insurance in the face of mounting risks (Holmes, 1981). Rusbult, Wieselquist, 

Foster, and Witcher (1999) stated that "balance of commitment implies balance of power; 

that is, to the degree that close partners are equally committed, they possess equal power 

over one another's personal well-being" (p. 441). Conversely, the perception of unequal 

investment is perhaps the best single predictor of relationship dissolution in dating 

couples (Brehm, 1985). 

More is needed, however, than just a responding in kind. Holmes and Rempel 

(1989) pointed out that in order for tmst to grow, each partner must at times take the 

more vulnerable position of being further out on a hmb, thereby displaying a response 

meaningfully greater than is immediately justified by the other's previous behavior. The 

reciprocal dependence assumed by this process serves both as a temporary substitute for 

tmst and as a secure base for hs development (Holmes & Rempel, 1989). 

Rempel et al. (1985) have proposed a typology for characterizing the types of 

information individuals seek and use to achieve uncertainty reduction as a relationship 
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develops. The first and most basic type of information concerns the need for 

predictability in the face of ambiguhy. The goal is to be able to accurately forecast, 

based on the partner's behavior, the pattern of rewards and costs to be experienced in 

daily social exchange. Two factors that are important in assessing the predictability of a 

partner are the overall balance of rewards and costs (Gottman, 1979) and the consistency 

with which rewards and costs are incurred (Holmes, 1991). Volatile, inconsistent 

behavior inhibits or erodes a sense of confidence and control. Given that partners may 

not retain much in the way of detail in their memories of interpersonal experiences (Wyer 

& Smll, 1986), predictability may be largely a derived general impression of behavioral 

consistency in critical areas (Holmes, 1991). 

As a relationship progresses, a second kind of information is needed, namely, the 

partner's dependability (Rempel et al., 1985). A partner would be seen as tmstworthy if 

she or he is the type of person who can be counted on to be honest, rehable, cooperative 

and essentially benevolent (Larzelere & Huston, 1980). Of course, a person's confidence 

in another's dependability is itself a function of his or her experiences in situations 

involving personal risk and vulnerability, where tmst issues are salient (Holmes, 1991). 

Although predictability and dependability are thought to be essential to establish 

tmst, indicators of the partner's increasing attachment are also critical if tmst is to grow 

(Holmes & Rempel, 1989). This is the third type of information individuals need 

(Rempel et al., 1985). There must be a sense that the partner's display of positive 

qualities is uniquely tied to feelings of attachment for the particular person (Holmes, 

1991). 
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There are several possibihties concerning how the quality and extent of a 

partner's attachment is assessed. Altman and Taylor (1973) argued that the development 

of tmst is dependent upon self-disclosure, with self-disclosure serving as both a 

barometer of tmst and a platform for its development. The growth of tmst depends upon 

both a person's own self-disclosures and his or her responses to the other's self-

disclosures. Likewise, the patterns of social exchange in the relationship are evaluated as 

diagnostic of attachment (Holmes, 1981; Kelley, 1979). Holmes (1991) noted that 

increasing responsiveness and giving by a partner has critical symbolic value because that 

behavior can be interpreted more easily as evidence of growing investment in the 

relationship itself, rather than simply reflecting a disposhional quality such as 

dependability. 

An apparently contrasting finding regarding reciprocity bears mentioning here. In 

contrast to the long-held belief that the early period in close relationships is marked by a 

carefully monitored balance in social exchange. Berg and Clark (1985) found that people 

showed an abmpt transition to a "communal" orientation very early in relationships, such 

that partners benefited one another in direct response to their needs, with no apparent 

expectation of receiving comparable benefits in return. In response to that finding. 

Holmes and Rempel (1989) suggested that while such behavior can signify a person's 

good intentions and interest in the relationship, a pattern of reciprocity across time and 

situations promotes tmst, because a balance in behavior indicative of caring reduces 

concerns about unequal involvement. They also speculated that in the early stages of 

relationships there may be some tension between the need to follow a communal script 

and the need to follow mles of reciprocity. 
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Rusbult et al. (1999) seemed to view a communal orientation as both a predictor 

and an outcome of increased commitment in a close relationship. They contended that in 

interdependent relationships, partners inevitably encounter situations in which what is 

good for one individual is not good for the other and one or both partners may be tempted 

to behave in a way that might cause harm to the partner or relationship. Such situations 

are also termed "diagnostic simations" in that they can reveal the extent to which a 

partner's dispositions, values, and goals are pro-relationship. According to Rusbult et al. 

(1999), partners monitor behaviors that indicate commitment (i.e., pro-relationship 

behaviors such as the willingness to sacrifice and accommodate) and tmst becomes "the 

implicit gauge of the strength of a partner's commitment" (p. 441). 

The direct reciprocity in self-disclosure and social exchange, so important for the 

development of tmst in new relationships, appears to be less important in more 

established relationships. Some studies (e.g., Derlega, Wilson, & Chaikin, 1976; Morton, 

1978) found that direct reciprocity in disclosure is weaker in more established 

relationships, perhaps supporting Altman and Taylor's (1973) suggestion that the need to 

maintain the safety net of immediate reciprocity may diminish as the foundations of tmst 

are strengthened. Similarly, Lloyd, Cate and Henton (1982) reported that a general sense 

of equity was more strongly related to satisfaction at earlier stages in relationships, rather 

than later stages, and Schmidt, Kelley, and Fujino (1987) reported that although people in 

shorter-term relationships tended to show concerns with equality, people in serious, 

longer-term relationships showed an increased preference for maximizing the joint 

welfare of the pair, even though it might involve a temporary imbalance in outcomes. 
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From these various findings, h appears that as tmst grows and feelings of vulnerability 

diminish, people are less motivated to ensure balanced exchange in the shorter term. 

Holmes and Rempel (1989) argued against interpreting the above findings to 

mean that fairness or equity in social exchange becomes irrelevant as tmst grows. 

Rather, as mutual attachment and tmst grow in a relationship, the psychological 

foundations are laid to risk departing from the strategically secure position of monitoring 

investments and correcting momentary imbalances. Security concerns can be gradually 

set aside in favor of attending to the needs of the parmer and the relationship. 

Although a partner's positive attitudes toward the relationship are important, 

evidence of such is not simply taken at face value over the course of tune (Holmes, 

1981). The partner's behavior is coded not only for responsiveness, but also for the 

reasons he or she demonstrates concern. Rempel et al. (1985) identified three types of 

motivation, two of which can be thought of as instmmental (i.e., the response is given 

now to secure some future benefit), and a third that suggests that a person's 

responsiveness is intrinsically motivated (i.e., the response is given freely and 

unconditionally). Rempel et al. (1985) constmcted scales to explore the relation between 

tmst and intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. They found that tmst was strongly related to 

beliefs that a partner was intrinsically motivated to be in the relationship, but not to 

beliefs that the other was motivated by instmmental or extrinsic conceras. 

Holmes (1991) contended that the cornerstone of tmst is the belief that a partner is 

intrinsically motivated to care for the other and to be responsive to her or his needs. 

Boon (1994) agreed, as evidenced by her definition of interpersonal tmst as "the 

confident expectation that a partner is intrinsically motivated to take one's own best 
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interests into account when acting-even when incentives might tempt him or her to do 

otherwise" (p. 88). Intrinsically motivated behavior is the strongest evidence of 

attachment and commitment precisely because it goes beyond reason (Brickman, 1987). 

The impact of intrinsic motivation may be due as much to the experience of 

unconditional acceptance within relationships as to any attributional analyses (Baldwin & 

Holmes, 1987). Holmes (1991) stated that such feelings of tmst are rooted in a subtle, 

sometimes imperceptible, dynamic process in the couple. 

One other important finding from the study by Rempel et al. (1985) was that, 

unlike tmst, love and satisfaction were both significantly associated with perceptions of 

instmmental motives in a partner and this pattera was especially strong for women. 

Apparently, being valued by a partner for what one has to offer was self-affirming. 

Nevertheless, perceptions of being needed in this way seemed to do little to strengthen 

tmst. On the basis of those findings. Holmes (1991) surmised that when it comes to tmst, 

the responsiveness of a partner must be seen as coming from the heart and signifying a 

lack of conditionality. 

The final testing ground for tmst comes during "the accommodation stage" 

(Holmes, 1991; Holmes & Rempel, 1989), a stage characterized by increased 

interdependence and marked by an increase in interpersonal conflict. Several studies 

(e.g., Braiker 8c Kelley, 1979; Eidelson, 1980) have found that conflict, ambivalence, and 

dissatisfaction all increase as relationships become more serious and an awareness of 

dependency grows. As interdependence increases, objective incompatibihties are more 

likely to surface, both at the behavioral level and at the level of personal attitudes 

(Kelley, 1983), increasing an awareness of the risks and costs of greater involvement. A 
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shift to a more explichly evaluative agenda occurs (Holmes 8c Rempel, 1989) and the 

costs of further involvement are counted and compared to the hope of increasing rewards 

in the fiiture (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). 

When vulnerabilities are greater, empathy and responsiveness by a partner are all 

the more symbolic, and compromises and personal accommodations can be further 

attributed to the strength of attachment (Braiker 8c Kelley, 1979). Couples who work 

together to resolve conflict feel closer and experience the security that comes from a 

sense of control over the fate of the relationship, but those who avoid the issues or 

become entangled in destmctive power straggles experience an erosion of confidence and 

increased vulnerability (Miller, Lefcourt, Holmes, Ware, & Saleh, 1986). In the latter 

case, the growth of tmst can be seriously impaired. Repeated experiences of failure at 

conflict resolution are likely to generate a "terminal hypothesis" (Hurvitz, 1970), a belief 

that failure of the relationship is inevitable since they carmot effectively solve the 

problems they face (Boon, 1994). 

Holmes (1991) pointed out that since tmst is prospective m nature, a sense of 

conviction or psychological closure about a partner's attachment is seldom fully 

warranted based on available evidence. Despite that fact, Rempel et al. (1985) speculated 

that at some point, most people need to set their doubts aside and act as if a sense of 

security were justified. Such a step requires a "leap of faith" in the face of evidence that 

can never be conclusive. Thus tmst becomes an emotionally-charged sense of closure 

(Rempel et al., 1985). Faith is an aspect of tmst that is in part a personal constmction, the 

intent of which is to impose order on a set of feelings that can be unmly and distressing 

(Holmes, 1991). 
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Holmes and Rempel (1986) found that some high-tmsting individuals had 

successfully resolved any ambivalence regarding their partners' tmstworthmess by 

integrating negative elements and experiences into positive attitude stmctures. In a series 

of studies using experimental paradigms, Murray and Holmes (1993) found that tmsting 

individuals cope with potentially negative information about their relationships by 

reframing such information in ways that affirm their already positive conclusions. 

Although some people are successful in resolving ambivalence during the 

accommodation stage, others may not be able to achieve such resolution. Interpersonal 

history with a partner or personal issues about tmsting may make h virtually impossible 

to forge a more permanent peace between their reasons to tmst and their reasons to doubt. 

Holmes (1991) found that tmsting attitudes have a moderating effect, such that high-tmst 

individuals seem to expect positive outcomes in their relationships and interpret events in 

ways that maintain their optimistic expectations. Meanwhile, low-tmst individuals 

entered interactions with a sense of dread and pessimism, expecting littie of themselves 

and even less of their partners. Although the low-tmst subjects could retrieve positive 

memories that induced them to be more generous in their attributions regarding their 

partners, such memories did not produce any behavioral change that might give rise to 

hopes of greater closeness. 

Thus, the capacity to tmst may be indicated by the ability to integrate the good 

with the bad, to assimilate negative experiences of disappointment and hurt with positive 

experiences of caring and validation (Brickman, 1987; Holmes, 1991). At the same time, 

the hallmark of a tmsting relationship may be a charitable orientation toward evaluating a 

partner's actions (Boon, 1994). Although attribution theory is beyond the scope of this 
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paper. Duck (1990) asserted that the perceived tmstworthiness of a partner is oftentimes 

more an attributed property than a revealed property. 

As previously noted, coping with uncertainty is a critical challenge in 

relationships and a major motivational force in shaping individuals' mental 

representations of their partners (Brickman, 1987; Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Murray & 

Holmes, 1993). While most of the research on this issue has investigated the influence of 

interpersonal aspects of personahty (e.g., attachment style), Sorrentino, Holmes, Hanna, 

and Sharp (1995) examined the influence of a general cognitive style variable, 

"uncertainty orientation" (Sorrentino 8c Short, 1986), on an individual's marital 

adjustment. Several studies (e.g., DriscoU, Hamilton, & Sorrentino, 1991; Roney & 

Sorrentino, 1987; Sorrentino, Bobocel, Gitta, Olson, & Hewitt, 1988; Sorrentino, Hewitt, 

& Raso-Knott, 1992) have found that certainty-oriented persons, who prefer situations 

with little uncertainty about the self or the environment, differ significantly from 

uncertainty-oriented individuals, who are not threatened by uncertainty and may even 

welcome it as a learning opportunity. A study by Sorrentino et al. (1995) examined the 

ability of certainty-oriented and uncertainty-oriented individuals to achieve and maintain 

tmst in their close relationships. As predicted, uncertainty-oriented individuals generally 

reported only moderate tmst for their partners, but also satisfaction with their 

relationships. On the other hand, certainty-oriented participants, uncomfortable with 

ambiguity, typically reported either very high or very low tmst in their partners, 

suggesting that they might employ cognitive strategies to maintain high or low 

estimations of their relationships. Interestingly, but not surprisingly, certainty-oriented 
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individuals who reported moderate tmst in their partners also reported more frequent 

negative affect and more negative symptomatology. 

It is important to note that a third of the individuals recmited for the Sorrentino et 

al. (1995) study (52 of 154) were excluded from the final sample because they could not 

be placed in either the uncertainty orientation group or the certainty orientation group. It 

would be interesting to know what approach "moderate" individuals use to resolve 

uncertainty in their relationships. 

Researchers and scholars using social exchange theory have developed a useful 

framework for understanding the course of tmst that develops in close, interdependent 

relationships. However, it appears that tmst in specific areas of a relationship has not 

been considered. It is possible that behavior in certain areas of the relationship is 

particularly salient with regard to the growth or dechne of tmst between persons. If that 

were found to be the case, such knowledge would be beneficial to those who work on 

tmst issues with individuals in relationship (e.g., psychotherapists or mediators). 

Tmst in Specific Areas of a Relationship 

As the above literature review shows, tmst is ahnost always viewed m a global 

sense. Whether the conceptual framework for thinking about tmst is attachment theory 

(Bowlby, 1969, 1983, 1988a) or social exchange theory (Kelley 8c Thibaut, 1978), the 

individual's level of tmst is thought of in general and global terms. A search of the 

literature found only one reference to tmst in one's partner in specific areas of a 

relationship. Lewicki and Wiethoff (2000) pointed out that the level of tmst one person 

has in another can vary depending upon the context. The example they gave is of 
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someone who tmsts another to babysit children but not to borrow money. They also 

noted that most people are aware of the areas where they tmst and distmst. However, 

Lewicki and Wiethoff did not empirically test their ideas nor did they suggest that others 

do so. 

Sager (1981) identified areas of a relationship in which individuals have 

expectations and concerning which they develop impUcit contracts. One broad category, 

labeled "intrapsychic and biological determinants," included such things as use of power, 

sexual functioning, and need for control. Another category, called "external foci of 

marital problems," included communication, lifestyle, relationship with children, money, 

roles, and friends. Sager argued for the clinical utility of examining the various areas and 

the contractual terms partners' have regarding each. He also gave suggestions 

concerning how his theoretical ideas might be emphically tested. However, a search of 

the literature identified no research studies testing propositions based upon Sager's 

conceptualizations. 

From the above, it would seem that there is a need for a study on tmst in specific 

areas of a relationship. If it can be shown that there is breadth of tmst (i.e., tmst in 

specific areas of a relationship), then more specific assessment, intervention, and 

prevention can be undertaken by therapists and others who mteract with persons in close 

relationships. This study sought to explore those possibihties. The two research 

questions identified at the end of the previous chapter will be addressed. Those questions 

are: (1) What relation, if any, is there between tmst in specific areas of a marital 

relationship and marital satisfaction? and, (2) How does attachment style relate to tmst in 

specific areas of a marital relationship? 
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Hypotheses 

To answer the research question conceraing the relation between tmst in specific 

areas of a marital relationship and marital satisfaction, the following hypothesis will be 

tested: 

HI: Tmst in various specific areas of a marital relationship is positively correlated 

with marital satisfaction such that the higher the tmst in the specific area, the 

greater the level of marital satisfaction. 

To answer the research question regarding the relation between a person's 

attachment style and his or her tmst in specific areas of a relationship, the following 

hypothesis will be tested: 

H2: Individuals with a secure attachment style will report significantly more tmst 

in specific areas of their marital relationships than individuals with an insecure 

attachment style. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

In this chapter the methodology employed to answer the research questions and 

test the hypotheses will be described. First, sample selection, sample constituency, and 

sample size will be discussed. Second, the procedures followed to collect data for this 

research will be explained. Third, the measures used in the study will be described. 

Finally, the research design used and the data analyses conducted to test each hypothesis 

will be discussed. 

Sample 

Married individuals who were in their current marriage for at least one year were 

recmited to participate in the research. Although early marriage is an important time in 

an individual's life, and new marital relationships are certainly worthy of smdy, the 

decision to only include individuals who were in their current marriage for a year was 

made in light of the research questions guiding the study. Many people who are newly 

married are in an idealistic, "honeymoon" phase of theh relationship (Guerin et al., 

1987), and their responses might reflect a form of tmst not consistent with the model 

adopted for the current study. Since the focus of the study was tmst in marital 

relationships, a traditional definition was adopted wherein individuals in same sex 

relationships, unmarried cohabiting individuals, and mdividuals in dating relationships 

were excluded from participation. 
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Both clinical (i.e., currently receiving relational therapy) and nonclinical 

participants were recmhed. The decision was made to include subjects from both areas 

in order to enhance the heterogeneity and potential representativeness of the sample. 

Furthermore, from an organismic and systems perspective, relationships that are healthy 

and satisfying are of as much mterest as relationships that are "dysfunctional" and 

dissatisfying. Since the goal of the study was to explore the possible relationship 

between tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship and marital satisfaction and 

attachment style, participants with varied experiences were sought. 

Participants in the study were recmited primarily from the Lubbock, Texas 

vicinity. Nonclinical participants were recmited primarily from churches in the area. A 

few participants were also recmited from a church in Jackson, Mississippi. After 

receiving permission from the pastor of the church and/or its governing body, notices of 

sohcitation were placed in a pubhcation of the church (e.g.. Sunday bulletin or church 

newsletter). Interested individuals were advised to contact a person designated as the 

distributor of the research packets. The packets included a sheet of instmctions regarding 

completion of the questionnaires in the packet as well as separate return envelopes for the 

questiormaires and the informed consent form. Participants were du-ected to fill out the 

questiormaires privately and to refrain from discussing any items with their partner as 

they were completing them. 

Clinical participants were primarily recmited from two sources: the Family 

Therapy Clinic at Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas and the Employee Assistance 

Program of the Southwest Institute for Addictive Diseases, located in the Department of 

Neuropsychiatry at the Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center, Lubbock, Texas. 
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Therapists in these clinics assumed responsibility for recmiting clinical participants. In 

all but a few instances the therapist invited participation from clients with whom they 

were already working. The exception to the above was one cUent who completed the 

questionnaire packet as part of the intake paperwork at the Family Therapy Clinic at 

Texas Tech University. 

A total of202 research packets were distributed. Forty-four were given to 

individuals who were receiving treatment for marital issues and 158 were distributed to 

individuals who were not in therapy. A total of 148 research packets were completed and 

returned for a response rate of 73.3%. Of the packets that were completed, 104 were 

filled out by nonclinical participants and 44 were completed by individuals who were 

receiving therapy for marital issues at the time of their participation. Of the 148 

respondents, 40% were male and 60%» were female. They ranged in age from 19 to 86 

(M = 45.7). Regarding their ethnicity, 87.8% identified themselves as Anglo, 6.1% as 

Hispanic, and 3.5% as African-American, Asian-American, or Native American. Length 

of marriage ranged from one year to 62 years (M = 20.7). It was the first marriage for 

83.1% of respondents, the second marriage for 12.2%, and the third marriage for 4.7%. 

Almost 44 % of respondents reported that then- marriage was their only romantic 

relationship of six months or more during their aduh life. Over one-third of respondents 

(35.8%) appeared to be m the "empty-nest" stage of their married lives, while 52.7% had 

at least one child living at home. These and other demographic variables are included in 

Table 3.1. 

Before undertaking data analysis, a decision was made to limit the final sample to 

individuals married for less than 35 years. Although individuals married more than 35 
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years are important and their experiences are worthy of exploration and understanding, 

some research suggests that the experiences of people in long-term marriages may differ 

dramatically, and potentially in a qualitative fashion, from the experiences of those who 

have been married for shorter periods of time. The contention by Hazan and Shaver 

(1994) that people become more secure over time was supported by the findings of 

Davila et al. (1999). In their summary of findings, Davila et al. stated: "The present data 

support the latter hypothesis: Spouses tend to become more secure over tune -

specifically, more comfortable dependmg on others and less anxious about abandonment" 

(p. 797). 

The descriptive statistics for individuals married 35 years or more in this smdy 

support a similar conclusion. Of the 38 individuals who fell into the category of marriage 

stability greater than 35 years (24 women and 14 men), 30 (79%) were determined to 

have a secure attachment style, based upon their responses to the "Experiences in Close 

Relationships Scale" (Brerman et al., 1998), an attachment scale that its creators 

acknowledged is more conservative and cautious when identifying individuals as secure. 

Furthermore, individuals married more than 35 years in this sample as a group averaged 

120.1 on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976), a measure of marital 

satisfaction. Spanier (1976) noted that nonchnical couples average 115 on the 

instrament. Since the purpose of the study was to explore issues of tmst in specific areas 

of marital relationships, it seemed that the inclusion of such a secure and satisfied group 

marked by longevity might interfere with the ability to adequately examine the possible 

relations between the variables of interest in the study. 
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Choosing to exclude mdividuals married 35 years or more left a final sample of 

110 individuals. The final sample (n = 110) differed from the original sample (n = 148) 

on three demographic variables: average age (final, 38.6; original, 45.6), average length 

of marriage (final, 12.6; original, 20.7), and percentage of individuals receiving therapy 

for marital issues (final, 40%; original, 29.7%). Descriptive statistics for the 

demographics of the final sample are included in Table 3.2. 

Procedures 

Potential participants were asked to participate in a study designed to foster the 

understanding of the role of tmst in marital relationships. Those who expressed an 

interest in participating were asked to sign an informed consent form. Once they had 

given their informed consent to participate in the study, they were given a packet of 

pencil-and-paper survey instmments and asked to complete them. The instmments in the 

packet included a demographic questiormaire and three measures related to the variables 

of interest in the study. (The demographic questiormaire and the measures used will be 

described in the next section of this chapter.) Due to the potentially sensitive nature of 

the variables being assessed, volunteers were asked to complete the measures 

individually and privately without discussing the items or their responses to them with 

anyone else, including their partner. CUnical participants were asked to complete the 

packet of materials while in the office or waiting room of tiieir therapist. Nonclinical 

participants were asked to complete the packet and return it in a self-addressed, stamped 

envelope provided in the research materials packet. 
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Variables of Interest 

There are three principal variables that were examined. The three variables are 

tmst in a specific area, marital satisfaction, and attachment style. These variables were 

discussed in Chapter I. 

Measurement 

The measures used to gather data whereby the hypotheses could be tested and the 

research questions answered will now be described. 

Tmst in Specific Areas Scales fTSASl 

These scales were developed by the author specifically for this study. Single 

scale items measure a marital partner's perceived level of tmst in his or her spouse in a 

particular area of their relationship. Scales were developed for twelve areas believed to 

be theoretically and clinically important (Sager, 1981) (see Appendix A). The twelve 

scales are: (1) Commitment and Faithfulness, (2) Money and Finances, (3) Fairaess, (4) 

Balance of Power, (5) Sexual Intimacy, (6) Communication Style, (7) Alcohol Use, (8) 

Dmg Use, (9) Anger Management, (10) Violence, (11) Relationships with Extended 

Family, and (12) Children/Parenting. For each of the above areas of the relationship, 

respondents are asked to choose from among seven statements corresponding to seven 

levels of tmst in a partner. Response options range from "1 - 1 have absolutely no tmst 

in my partner" to "7 - 1 have complete tmst in my partner." 

In preliminary work, once the scales in the TSAS were developed, they were 

assessed for content validity by a panel (n = 15) of faculty and graduate students 
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(master's level and doctoral level) in a Marriage and Family Therapy program based in a 

large university in the southwestera United States. The opmion of the panel of experts 

was that the items in the TSAS tapped into important areas of the tmst domain and were 

comprehensive with regard to their coverage of the domain. 

The TSAS was also pilot tested with the same group of individuals and their 

partners. Although the group used for the pilot test was too small (n = 26) for a rehable 

analysis of the factor stmcture of the instmment, a principal components analysis (PC A) 

was conducted to obtain some preliminary data on the possible stmcture of the TSAS. 

Although the results of the PC A must be considered inconclusive, h suggested that the 12 

scales of the TSAS do not represent separate dimensions. One goal of the present study 

was to use the data collected to examine the reUability and validity of the TSAS. 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS: Spanier. 1976) 

The DAS is a widely used self-report questionnaire that yields an index of global 

marital satisfaction from the individual's perspective. The 32-item measure is primarily 

descriptive in focus (see Appendix B). Most items use a 5- or 6-point Likert-type scale 

defining the amount of agreement or the frequency of an event. Possible scores range 

from 0-151. Higher scores mdicate greater marital satisfaction. A cut score of 97 is used 

to differentiate between distressed and non-distiessed partners. A score at or below 97 is 

considered low relationship adjustment while a score above 97 is considered high 

relationship adjustment. Married couples from a nonclinical sample averaged 115 and 

persons who had been divorced within a year of completing the DAS averaged 71 

(Spanier, 1976). Spanier reported a reliabihty coefficient of .96 (Cronbach's alpha) for 
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the DAS. For the present study, Cronbach's alpha was .95. The DAS has been shown to 

be valid if only the total score is used (Feeney, Noller, & Callan, 1994). 

Experiences in Close Relationships (Brennan et al.. 1998) 

Participants' attachment style was determined using the "Experiences in Close 

Relationships," a measure developed by Brennan et al. (1998) (see Appendix C). To 

develop the instmment, the authors created a pool of 482 items taken from existing 

pubUshed and unpublished measures of attachment style. After redundant items were 

eliminated, a final pool of 323 items was selected. The items were then administered to 

1086 undergraduate students, and the data were factor analyzed. The factor analysis 

revealed two underlying factors, one labeled Avoidance and the other named Anxiety. 

Two 18-item scales were then constmcted from the 36 items with the highest absolute-

value correlations with one of the two factors. The resulting 36-item measure utilizes a 

7-point Likert format with possible responses ranging from "1-Disagree strongly" to "7-

Agree strongly." 

Scoring for the instmment involves using scale scores for the two subscales. 

Avoidance and Anxiety, and classification coeflBcients derived from Brennan et al.'s 

(1998) large sample to compute scores that place participants in one of four attachment 

style categories: secure, fearful, preoccupied, and dismissing. Theoretically, secure 

individuals are low on both avoidance and anxiety; fearful individuals are high on both 

avoidance and anxiety; preoccupied individuals are high on anxiety, but low on 

avoidance; and dismissing individuals are low on anxiety, but high on avoidance. 
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Brennan et al. (1998) reported a reliability coefficient of .94 (Cronbach's alpha) 

for Avoidance and a reliability coefficient of .91 (Cronbach's alpha) for Anxiety. For the 

sample used in this study, the Avoidance subscale had a Cronbach's alpha of .94 and the 

Anxiety subscale had an alpha of .92. 

Demographic Questionnaire. 

This questiormaire was developed by the author to collect data on various 

demographic variables (see Appendix D). The variables for which participants were 

asked to provide information were: gender, age, ethnicity, level of education, family 

income, length of current marriage, number of current marriage (i.e., 1 ,̂ 2"**, 3'̂ '̂ , etc.), 

number of adult romantic relationships of at least six months in length, number and ages 

of children, whether or not the participant was currently receiving treatment for marital 

issues, and if so, for how many sessions. 

Design 

For this research study, a pre-experimental design was used (Frankfort-Nachmias 

8c Nachmias, 1996). With pre-experimental designs, participants are neither randomly 

selected nor randomly assigned and there are no experimental manipulations. Such a 

design is primarily useful in exploratory research. Hypotheses generated by pre-

experhnental research can later be tested in studies using experimental and quasi-

experimental research designs (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996). The present 

study was intended to explore (1) the relation between tmst in one's marital partner in 
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specific areas of their relationship and marital satisfaction, and (2) the relation between 

attachment style and tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship. 

Research designs intended to demonstrate relations between variables rather than 

produce causal inferences are referred to as "correlational designs" (Campbell & Stanley, 

1963). Campbell and Stanley (1963) noted that "the relatively inexpensive correlational 

approach can provide a preliminary survey of hypotheses, and those which survive this 

can then be checked through the more expensive experimental manipulation" (p. 64). 

Although no causal inferences can be made with such a design, significant correlations 

strengthen the credibility of the hypotheses (Campbell 8c Stanley, 1963). 
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Table 3.1 

Demographics for All Respondents (n = 148) 

N Percentage M SD 

Gender 

Male 
Female 

Age 

Ethnicity 

African-American 
Hispanic 
Anglo 
Asian-American 
Other 

Educational Level 

Completed High School 
Some College 
Completed Undergraduate 
Some Graduate Work 
Earaed Master's 
Earned Doctorate 

Family Income 

Less Than $10,000 
$10,000-$25,000 
$25,001 - $40,000 
$40,001 - $60,000 
Above $60,000 

59 
89 

2 
9 

131 
2 
3 

27 
47 
34 
13 
15 
11 

6 
7 

42 
37 
56 

40.0 
60.0 

1.4 
6.1 

87.8 
1.4 
2.1 

18.2 
31.8 
23.0 

8.8 
10.1 
7.4 

4.1 
4.7 

28.4 
25.0 
37.8 

45.66 16.18 

Length of Current Marriage 20.66 15.98 
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Table 3.1 
(Continued) 

N Percentage 
(0/ 

M SD 

Number of Marriages 

1^ Marriage 
2"'' Marriage 
3̂** Marriage 

Number of Romantic Relationships 
During Aduh Life (>6 months) 

One 
Two 
Three/Four 
Five or More 

Number of Children 

123 
18 

7 

83.1 
12.2 
4.7 

64 
41 
31 
12 

43.3 
27.7 
20.9 

8.1 

1.22 0.52 

2.26 2.01 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 

Marital Treatment 

Yes 
No 

Number of Sessions in 
Treatment 

None 
One 
Two 
Three-Five 
More than Five 

70 
16 
46 
14 
2 

44 
104 

104 
12 
9 

13 
10 

47.3 
10.8 
31.1 

9.5 
1.4 

29.7 
70.3 

70.3 
8.0 
6.1 
8.8 
6.8 
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Table 3.2 

Demographics for the Final Sample (n = 110) 

Gender 

Male 
Female 

Age 

Ethnicity 

Hispanic 
Anglo 
Asian-v^merican 
Other 

Educational Level 

Completed High School 
Some College 
Completed Undergraduate 
Some Graduate Work 
Earaed Master's 
Earaed Doctorate 

Family Income 

Less Than $10,000 
$10,000 - $25,000 
$25,001 - $40,000 
$40,001 - $60,000 
Above $60,000 

N 

45 
65 

9 
96 
2 
3 

23 
29 
30 
10 
11 
6 

6 
4 

35 
25 
40 

Percentage M SD 
(%) 

40.9 
59.1 

38.57 11.63 

8.2 
87.3 
1.8 
2.7 

20.9 
26.4 
27.3 

9.1 
10.1 
5.5 

5.5 
3.6 

31.8 
22.7 
36.4 

Length of Current Marriage 12.64 8.51 
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Table 3.2 
(Continued) 

N Percentage 
(0/. 

M SD 

Number of Marriages 

1^ Marriage 
2"** Marriage 
3'̂ '' Marriage 

Number of Romantic Relationships 
During Adult Life (>6 months) 

86 
17 

7 

78.2 
15.5 
6.4 

1.28 0.58 

2.51 2.22 

One 
Two 
Three/Four 
Five or More 

39 
33 
27 
11 

35.4 
30.0 
24.6 
10.0 

Number of Children 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 

36 
14 
44 
14 
2 

32.7 
12.7 
40.0 
12.7 

1.9 

Marital Treatment 

Yes 
No 

44 
66 

40.0 
60.0 

Number of Sessions in 
Treatment 

None 
One 
Two 
Three - Five 
More than Five 

66 
12 
9 

13 
10 

60.0 
10.9 
8.2 

11.7 
9.2 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter describes the resuhs of the various analyses that were conducted on 

the data in order to test the proposed hypotheses and answer the research questions that 

formed the basis for this research study. The resuhs of the preluninary analyses and 

procedures will be described, followed by a description of the principal analysis resuhs. 

Preliminary Analyses and Procedures 

Factor Analysis and Reliability Testing of the Tmst in Specific 
Areas Scale fTSAS') 

An exploratory factor analysis of the Tmst in Specific Areas Scales had to be 

conducted before any of the hypotheses connected with the study could be tested. 

Exploratory factor analysis is used when there is no hypothesis about the number or 

nature of the factors measured by an instmment (Crocker & Algina, 1986). A Principal 

Component Analysis (PCA) was chosen as the method of factor analysis. 

An important issue in factor analysis is the choice of the method that will be used 

to rotate the factors. Researchers typically do not attempt to interpret unrotated factor 

loadings (Crocker 8c Algma, 1986). Instead, one of several methods of rotation is 

employed in order to transform the initial factor loadings so that they approximate sunple 

stmcture. The rotated factor loadings are then interpreted. Some rotations of the factor 

loadings result in uncorrelated factors; others resuh in uncorrelated factors. A set of 

factor loadings associated with uncorrelated factors is referred to as an orthogonal 
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solution, and a set of loadings corresponding to correlated factors is known as an obhque 

solution (Crocker & Algina, 1986). 

The research questions in the present study concerned tmst in specific areas. 

Therefore, they called for uncorrelated factors. For that reason, the decision was made to 

use varimax rotation with the factor analysis, since varimax rotation resuhs in 

uncorrelated factors and an orthogonal factor solution. 

A second important issue when conducting factor analysis is sample size. Tinsley 

and Tinsley (1987) suggested that a ratio of 5-10 participants per item is an acceptable 

sample size for factor analysis. Since the TSAS consists of 12 items, the sample for this 

study (n = 110) constituted an adequate sample size for the factor analysis. The criterion 

used for factor extraction was that the eigenvalue must be greater than one. Only factor 

loadings of .33 or higher were considered. 

Prior to conducting the factor analysis, the decision was made to omit Item 12 of 

the TSAS, Children/Parenting, since h did not appear to apply to all participants in the 

study. Many of the participants (n = 23) did not respond to the hem, presumably because 

they did not have children or had grown children for whom they no longer considered 

themselves to be serving in a parenting role. The factor analysis was conducted, 

therefore, on the remaining 11 items of the TSAS. Descriptive statistics (means and 

standard deviations) for the 11 items of the TSAS are shown in Table 4.1. 

The resuhs of the PCA revealed two underlying factors for the TSAS, with the 

two factors extracted accounting for 61.1% of the sample variance. The first factor 

accounted for 51.9% of the sample variance; the second, for 9.2%. Table 4.2 shows the 

correlation matrix for the PCA, and Tables 4.3 and 4.4 provide information regarding 
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initial eigenvalues and total variance explained. Figure 4.1 is the scree plot which 

supports the two-factor stmcture for the TSAS. Seven of the scale's 11 items had then-

highest loadings on the first factor, while the remaining four items loaded highest on the 

second factor. Table 4.5 shows the various hems comprising the TSAS and their factor 

loadings on each of the two factors extracted. 

The TSAS items loading highest on the first factor suggest that this factor has to 

do with entmsting oneself to a marital partner and the perception of the partner's 

tmstworthiness when h comes to valuing, respecting, and protecting the person of his or 

her spouse. Therefore, the factor was labeled "Tmst with Self" When a partner manages 

anger, shares power, demonstrates fairaess, refrains from violence (or the threat of it), 

and communicates with openness and respect, that partner is deemed tmstworthy. A 

feeling of physical and emotional safety would most likely come with high tmst in the 

partner in this area. A feeling of personal vulnerability may accompany low tmst in this 

area. The only item that does not have the appearance of good fit with the selected 

naming of this factor is "Relationship with Extended Family." However, it mcludes how 

a person is treated by her or his partner while in the presence of extended family. 

The TSAS items loading highest on the second factor suggest that this factor has 

to do with one's perception of his or her partner's tmstworthiness when it comes to 

handling other things of value and importance. Therefore, the factor was labeled "Tmst 

With Other Things." When a partner uses alcohol and dmgs responsibly, and manages 

money and finances well, that partner is perceived to be tmstworthy. The one item 

whose association with this factor may not be as evident is Commitment and 

Faithfulness. Commitment and Faithfulness may have loaded on the second factor due to 
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the fact that fidelity requires being responsible when it comes to handhng potential 

alteraative partners. 

A test of the reliability of the TSAS resuhed in a coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of 

.90 for the entire scale. Tests of rehability were also conducted on each of the subscales. 

A Cronbach's alpha of .90 was obtained for the first subscale, "Tmst with Self," and a 

Cronbach's alpha of .70 was obtained for the second subscale, "Tmst with Other Thmgs." 

Thus, the entire scale, as well as the two subscales, demonstrated good to very good 

internal consistency. 

Computing Subscale Scores for the TSAS Factors. 

In order to test the hypotheses associated with the study, scale scores had to be 

computed for each of the two subscales of the TSAS. Various methods may be used to 

compute scale scores. Perhaps the simplest and most common method is to total a 

participant's scores on all of the items that load on a particular factor. In this case, 

participants' scores on the seven items loading highest on the first factor would be 

totaled, then their scores on the four items loading highest on the second factor would be 

totaled. 

The method for computing scale scores just described, however, produces scale 

scores that are correlated with one another. It was determined that since the research 

questions coimected with this study called for uncorrelated factors, and therefore 

uncorrelated scale scores, a method that preserves orthogonality should be used. 

Following that rationale, the factor score coefficient matrix created in the factor analysis 

was used to compute scale scores. Once the scale scores had been computed, a Pearson 
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correlation was mn between the two sets of factor scores to test for significance. As 

anttcipated, the resuhs of the Pearson correlation showed that the two sets of factor scores 

were not significantly correlated (r = .000, p = 1.000). 

Total Score for the DAS 

In order to test the two hypotheses associated with the first research question, a 

total score for the DAS was computed. For the sample included m this study, DAS 

scores ranged from 49 to 144, with a mean of 103 and a standard deviation of 20. As 

noted previously, Spanier (1976) determined a cut score of 97 to differentiate between 

distressed and non-distressed partners. For this sample, 38 participants (34.9%) fell into 

the "distressed" group and 71 participants (65.1%) fell into the "nondistressed" group. 

Determining Participants' Attachment Styles. 

The instmctions provided by Brennan et al. (1998) were used to score the 

"Experiences In Close Relationships" scale of aduh attachment and thereby determine 

each participant's attachment style. In accordance with those mstmctions, each 

participant's responses were used to compute a scale score for each of the measure's two 

subscales. Avoidance and Anxiety. Those subscale scores were then inserted into 

equations devised to enable coefficients to be computed for each participant for each of 

the four attachment dimensions - secure, fearful, preoccupied, and dismissing.' The four 

' The following equations used to compute attachment-style categories are based upon 
classification coefficients (Fisher's linear discriminant functions) based on Brennan et al.'s 
(1998) sample of n= 1082: Secure = avoidance*3.2893296+ anxiety*5.4725318 - 11.5307833; 
Fearful = avoidance*7.2371075 + anxiety*8.1776446 - 32.3553266; Preoccupied = 
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coefficients thereby obtained for each participant were compared to determme the 

attachment-style category for that particular individual. The dimension (secure, fearfiil, 

preoccupied, or dismissing) having the highest coefficient indicated the participant's 

attachment style. For example, if the coefficients computed for a participant were 18.76 

for secure, 18.20 for fearfiil, 20.94 for preoccupied, and 15.13 for dismissmg, the 

individual would be classified as having a preoccupied attachment style. 

For the sample used in this study (n = 109), 44 participants (40.4%) were 

determined to have a "secure" attachment style, 28 participants (25.7%) were found to 

have a "fearful" attachment style, 28 participants (25.7%) were identified as having a 

"preoccupied" attachment style, and 9 participants (8.3%) were placed in the 

"dismissing" attachment style group. For the purposes of this study, participants in the 

fearful, preoccupied, and dismissing groups were pooled into one group (n = 65; 59.7%). 

Some researchers (e.g., Noller & Feeney, 1994) have found that the insecure attachment 

groups are not as differentiated as theoretical models might suggest. Noller and Feeney 

(1994) stated that "recent data suggest that the cmcial and overarching distinction is 

between secure and insecure attachment" (p. 54). 

The percentage of participants in this sample who were determined to have either 

a secure attachment style or an insecure attachment style was similar to what Fuller and 

Fincham (1995) reported for their sample (n = 106) of married individuals. Fuller and 

Fincham used a categorical self-report measure of attachment style (Hazan & Shaver, 

1987) and reported that 46% of their sample had a secure attachment style and 54% had 

avoidance*3.9246754 + anxiety*9.7102446 - 28.4573220; Dismissing = avoidance*7.3654621 + 
anxiety*4.9392039 - 22.2281088. 
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an insecure attachment style. The slightly higher percentage of insecurely-attached 

individuals in the present sample may be due in part to the fact that it included people 

who were in therapy at the time of their participation. 

Identifying Control Variables. 

The final set of prehminary analyses involved miming the demographics with the 

variables of the study to determine if any should be used as control variables. When 

Pearson correlations were mn between the various demographic variables (n = 110) and 

marhal satisfaction, it was found that both age (r = .338, p < .01) and length of marriage 

(r = .210, E < .05) were significantly correlated with marital satisfaction. Similarly, 

analyses of variance (ANOVA), in which attachment style served as the independent 

variable (two levels: secure and insecure) and age and length of marriage, respectively, 

served as the dependent variables, showed that there were significant differences between 

securely-attached and insecurely-attached participants on both age, F (1,108) = 7.78, p < 

.01, and length of marriage, F (1,108) = 8.17, p < .01. Therefore, age and length of 

marriage were entered as covariates in all analyses conducted to test hypotheses. 

However, no other demographic variables demonstrated a significant correlation with the 

variables of the study. 

Testing the Research Hypotheses 

Hypothesis One 

The first hypothesis was associated with the first research question, "What 

relation, if any, is there between tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship and 
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marhal satisfaction?" The hypothesis stated: "Tmst in various specific areas of a marital 

relationship is poshively correlated with marital satisfaction such that the higher the tmst 

in the specific area, the greater the level of marital satisfaction." 

The testing of this hypothesis required that participants' scores on the TSAS be 

correlated with their total scores on the DAS. Smce the factor analysis of the TSAS 

revealed two factors, the hypothesis was expanded into the two areas reflecting the two 

factors. Thus, HI a stated: "Tmst in the area of 'Tmst with Self in a marital relationship 

is positively correlated with marhal satisfaction such that the higher the tmst in 'Tmst 

with Self,' the greater the level of marhal satisfaction." Hlb sunilarly stated: "Tmst in 

the area of 'Tmst with Other Things' in a marital relationship is positively correlated with 

marital satisfaction such that the higher the tmst in 'Tmst v^th Other Thmgs,' the greater 

the level of marital satisfaction." 

A partial correlation was conducted to test these hypotheses. For hypothesis HI a, 

participants' (n = 109) scale scores on the first factor of the TSAS (Tmst with Self) were 

correlated with their total scores on the DAS, while controlling for age and length of 

marriage. A positive significant correlation was obtained (r = .731, p < .001), thereby 

offering support for HI a. For the sample in this study, tmst in the area of "Tmst with 

Self was positively correlated with marital satisfaction. 

For hypothesis Hlb, participants' (n_= 109) scale scores for the second factor of 

the TSAS (Tmst with Other Things) were correlated with their total scores on the DAS, 

while controlling once more for age and length of marriage. Agam, a positive significant 

correlation was obtained (r = .395, p < .001), thereby supportmg the hypothesis. For this 
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sample, tmst in the area of "Tmst with Other Things" was also positively correlated with 

marital satisfaction. 

With regard to the first research question addressed m this study, the resuhs 

presented above indicate that there is a relation between tmst in specific areas of a marital 

relationship and marhal satisfaction. Since the correlations between "Tmst with Self 

and marhal satisfaction and "Tmst with Other Things" and marhal satisfaction were both 

positive, it suggests that the more tmst a person has in his or her partner in the areas of 

"Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Things," the greater will be that person's degree 

of satisfaction with the marriage and vice versa. 

In order to test the significance of difference between the respective correlations 

of the two tmst factors with marital satisfaction, the correlations were converted into 

Fisher's Z, then inserted into the formula used to test for significance.̂  A z-score value 

of 1.96 (plus or minus) or greater indicates a significant difference. When this procedure 

was followed with regard to the correlations between the tmst factors and marital 

satisfaction, a z-score value of 3.73 was obtained, indicatmg a significant difference 

between the two correlations. 

Hypothesis Two 

The second hypothesis was associated with the second research question, "How 

does attachment style relate to tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship?" 

Hypothesis Two stated: "Individuals with a secure attachment style will report 

T̂he formula is: z-score = zl - z2 divided by the square root of [1/ (nl-3) + 1/ (n2 - 3). In this 
case, zl = .931, z2 = .418, nl = 109, and n2 = 109. 

61 



significantly more tmst in specific areas of their marhal relationships than individuals 

whh an insecure attachment style." 

To test this hypothesis, participants with fearful, preoccupied, and dismissmg 

attachment styles were combined mto one group labeled "insecure attachment style." 

After that, a one-way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was mn with 

attachment style entered as the independent variable (two levels: secure and insecure), the 

scale scores for the two factors of the TSAS, "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other 

Things," entered as the dependent variables, and age and length of marriage entered as 

covariates. A total of 109 participants were included in this analysis, with 44 classified 

as "secure" and the remaining 65 classified as "insecure." Wilks' Lambda was selected 

as the multivariate statistic to test for significance. 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances was conducted to determine whether 

or not the assumption of homogeneity of variance had been violated. The test resuhs 

showed that the assumption had not been violated. When the MANCOVA was mn, the 

resuhs revealed a significant difference between the two groups on the two TSAS 

subscales, F (2,104) = 17.95, p < .001. Thus, the hypothesis was supported. The results 

of the MANCOVA are shown in Table 4.6. 

Following the significant omnibus F, univariate analyses of covariance 

(ANCOVA) were conducted. In each of the two analyses, attachment style served as the 

categorical independent variable (two levels: secure and insecure). The dependent 

variable in the first analysis was "Tmst with Self." In the second analysis, "Tmst with 

Other Things" served as the dependent variable. Once again, Levene's Test of Equality 
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of Error Variances was conducted with each of the univariate analyses and, each time, the 

resuhs revealed that the assumption of homogeneity of variance had not been violated. 

In the first univariate test, in which "Tmst with Self served as the dependent 

variable, the resuhs showed a significant difference between securely-attached 

participants and insecurely-attached participants, F (1,105) = 32.31, p < .001. Thus, in 

this sample, participants with a secure attachment style expressed significantly more tmst 

in then- partners in the area of "Tmst with Self than did participants with an insecure 

attachment style. When the second ANCOVA was mn with "Tmst with Other Thmgs" 

as the dependent variable, the resuhs showed no significance difference, F (1,105) = 2.60, 

n.s. Thus, there was no significant difference between securely and insecurely attached 

participants with regard to "Tmst with Other Things." Results of the two univariate tests 

are included in Tables 4.7 and 4.8. 

As hypothesized, individuals with a secure attachment style were found to report 

significantly more tmst in specific areas of their marital relationships than individuals 

with an insecure attachment style. However, they only reported more tmst in the area of 

"Tmst with Self." 

Additional Analyses 

Discriminant Function Analyses. 

The purpose of a discriminant function analysis is to determine the capability of a 

set of predictor variables to accurately predict group membership for a sample of 

participants. In order to fiirther examine the relation between the variables of interest in 

this study (tmst in specific areas, marhal satisfaction, and attachment style), two 
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discriminant fiinction analyses were conducted. The objective of the first discruninant 

fiinction analysis was to see if participants' scores on the two subscales of the TSAS, 

"Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Things," could be used to correctly classify 

participants into the two attachment style categories, secure and insecure. The aim of the 

second discriminant function analysis was to determine whether participants' scores on 

the two subscales of the TSAS could be used to correctly predict group membership m 

distressed and nondistressed groups. Since age and length of marriage were significantiy 

correlated with marital satisfaction and attachment style, they were also entered into each 

of the analyses as independent variables. In both analyses, the independent variables 

were entered together. 

The results of the first discriminant function analysis are mcluded in Table 4.9. 

They revealed that when participants' scores on the two TSAS subscales were used along 

with the covariates to predict membership in the secure or insecure group, 16.1% of the 

cases were correctly classified. A test of the significance of the percentage of correct 

categorizations was conducted and the percentage of correct categorizations was shown 

to be significant (x^ = 26.64, p < .001). 

The results of the second discriminant function analysis are given in Table 4.10. 

They showed that when participants' scores on the two TSAS subscales were used along 

with the covariates to predict membership in the distressed and nondistressed groups, 

87.2% of the cases were correctly classified. The TSAS subscales were somewhat better 

at predicting group membership in the non-distressed group (DAS total score > 97), with 

94.4% of individuals in that group being correctiy classified. Of those participants whose 

total scores on the DAS placed them in the "distressed" category (DAS total score < 97), 
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73.7%) were correctly classified by scores on the two TSAS subscales. Considering the 

fact that several participants had total DAS scores very close to the cut score of 97, the 

ability of the TSAS subscales to correctly classify such a high percentage of individuals 

is noteworthy. Once again, a test of the significance of the percentage of correct 

categorizations was conducted and the percentage of correct categorizations was shown 

to be significant (x^ = 52.04, p < .001). 
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Table 4.1 

Descriptive Statistics for the Items in the Tmst in Specific Areas Scale (TSAS) 

Item 

Commitment and Faithfulness 

Money and Fhiances 

Fairness 

Sharing Power 

Sexual Intimacy 

Communication Style 

Use of Alcohol 

Dmg Use 

Anger Management 

Violence 

Relationships with Extended Family 

N 

110 

110 

110 

109 

109 

109 

109 

110 

110 

110 

110 

M 

6.23 

5.75 

5.68 

5.75 

5.67 

5.18 

6.07 

6.74 

5.30 

6.36 

5.85 

SD 

1.34 

1.34 

1.35 

1.35 

1.47 

1.54 

1.59 

0.84 

1.61 

1.16 

1.27 
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Table 4.3 

Total Variance Explained-Initial Eigenvalues for the Principal Component 
Analysis of the Tmst In Specific Areas Scale (TSAS) 

Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 5.714 51.95 51.95 

2 1.015 9.23 61.18 

3 .884 8.04 69.21 

4 .719 6.53 75.75 

5 .617 5.61 81.35 

6 .538 4.89 86.24 

7 .421 3.83 90.07 

8 .398 3.62 93.69 

9 .292 2.65 96.34 

10 .238 2.17 98.51 

11 .164 1.49 100.00 
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Table 4.4 

Total Variance Explained - Extraction Sums and Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings for the Principal Component Analysis of the Tmst In Specific Areas 
Scale (TSAS) 

Extraction Sums of Sq. Loadings Rotation Sums of Sq. Loadmgs 

Component Total % Variance Cum% Total % Variance Cum% 

1 

2 

5.714 

1.015 

51.95 

9.23 

51.95 

61.18 

4.502 

2.227 

40.93 

20.25 

40.93 

61.18 
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Table 4.5 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Items in the Tmst In Specific Areas (TSAS) Scale 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 

Communication Style 

Sharing Power 

Relationships with Extended Family 

Anger Management 

Fairaess 

Violence 

Sexual Intimacy 

Dmg Use 

Use of Alcohol 

Commitment and Faithfulness 

Money and Finances 

Note. Loadings of .33 or higher were considered. 

.788 

.786 

.777 

.769 

.741 

.692 

.683 

.430 

.434 

.448 

.344 

.399 

.898 

.609 

.524 

.521 
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Table 4.6 

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance for Scores on "Tmst with Self and 
"Tmst with Other Things" (Covariates: Age and Length of Marriage) 

Source 

Attachment Style 

Wilks' Lambda 

.743 

dfl 

2 

m 

104 

Multivariate F 

17.95* 

*p<.001 
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Table 4.7 

Univariate Analysis of Covariance for Scores on "Tmst with Self (Covariates: Age 
and Length of Marriage) 

Source 

Attachment Style 
Error 

SS 

23.51 
76.39 

df 

1 
105 

MS 

23.51 
0.73 

F 

32.31* 

Eta 
Squared 

.235 

*p < .001 

72 



Table 4.8 

Univariate Analysis of Covariance for Scores on "Tmst with Other Things" 
(Covariates: Age and Length of Marriage) 

Source 

Attachment Style 
Error 

*p=.110, n.s. 

SS 

2.60 
104.75 

df 

1 
105 

MS 

2.60 
1.00 

F 

2.60* 

Eta 
Squared 

.024 
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Table 4.9 

Discriminant Function Analysis-Using Scores on Tmst with Self and Tmst with Other 
Things to Predict Group Membership for Securely Attached and Insecurely Attached 
Participants 

Summary of Canonical Discriminant Functions 

Eigenvalues 

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 467 100.0 100.00 

Canonical 
Correlation 

.564 

Wilks' Lambda 

Test of Function Wilks' Lambda 

1 .682 40.26 

df 

4 

Sig. 

.000 

Classification Results 

Secure 

Insecure 

Actual 
Count 

44 

65 

Predicted Group Membership 
(Count and Percentages) 

Secure 

33 
(75.0%) 

15 
(23.1%) 

Insecure 

11 
(25.0%) 

50 
(76.9%) 

Note: 76.1% of actual grouped cases were correctly classified. 
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Table 4.10 

Discriminant Function Analysis-Using Scores on Tmst with Self and Tmst with Other 
Things to Predict Group Membership for Distiessed and Non-Distressed Partners 

Summary of Canonical Discriminant Functions 

Eigenvalues 
Canonical 

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Correlation 

1 1.310 100.0 100.00 .753 

Test of Function 

1 

Wilks' Lambda 

Wilks' Lambda 

.433 

t 
87.90 

df 

4 

Sig. 

.000 

Classification Results 

Distressed 

Nondistressed 

Actual 
Count 

38 

71 

Predicted Group Membership 
(Count and Percentages) 

Distressed 

28 
(73.7%) 

4 
(5.6%) 

Nondistressed 

10 
(26.3%) 

67 
(94.4%) 

Note: 87.2% of actual grouped cases were correctly classified. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This fifth and final chapter is a discussion of the resuhs and unplications of this 

research. After a brief inttoduction, there will be a discussion of the two factors 

identified through the factor analysis conducted on the Tmst in Specific Areas Scale 

(TSAS), the scale developed specifically for this study. The two research questions and 

their accompanying hypotheses will then be examined in light of the resuhs of the data 

analysis. Next, tmst as a relational constmct will be discussed. That discussion will be 

followed by a discussion of the various clinical implications of this research. The final 

two sections of the chapter will address the limitations of the study and offer suggestions 

for future research. 

Tmst is foundational to human life and relationships. It is a cornerstone upon 

which individuals, couples, friends, partners, and nations can build meaningful, 

satisfying, and growth-enhancmg lives and partnerships. The greater the interdependence 

in those relationships, the more critical tmst is to them. 

A substantial amount of research has been conducted in the area, though perhaps 

not as much as one might expect, given the central and vital role tmst occupies in human 

existence. Perhaps the extraordinary challenges in defining and concepmalizmg tmst 

have served to deter those who might otherwise explore it. Like the six blind men who 

each studied an elephant and then gave very different descriptions to what they had 

experienced, tmst has been understood and described in many potentially conflicting 

ways. Some scholars have conceptuahzed tmst as a personality trait (e.g., Erikson, 
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1968). Others conceptualized tmst as a phenomenon within a given relationship (e.g., 

Boon, 1994; Holmes & Rempel, 1989). Although approaches and concepmahzations 

differ, all research to date seems to share one thing in common: tmst has been examined 

exclusively in terms of the dimension of depth. 

Tmst is a multifaceted and potentially multi-factored and dynamic constmct, one 

that may not be useflil unless attending to the complex and unique aspects of the given 

individuals and their relationship. In addition to having depth, clhiical experience 

suggests that tmst might also be conceptualized according to the dimension of breadth. 

Much like self-disclosure, which has both depth (how much one discloses about a given 

topic) and breadth (the range of topics or issues about which one discloses), tmst might 

be thought of as having breadth (the range of relationship areas in which one tmsts a 

partner) as well as depth (how much global tmst one has in a partner). Lewicki and 

Wiethoff (2000) asserted that a person in a relationship might tmst her or his partner m 

some areas of the relationship, but not in others. 

Development and Testing of the Tmst in Specific 
Areas Scale (TSAS) 

One aim of the present study was to develop a scale that attends to "breadth of 

tmst." The development of the scale, Tmst in Specific Areas Scale (TSAS), consisted of 

several steps, including: (1) identify areas of a marhal relationship in which tmst is 

believed to be important and perhaps, essential; (2) draft hems whereby level of tmst in 

those areas could be assessed; (3) recmh a panel of experts who could provide evidence 

for the content vahdity of the proposed hems; (4) pilot-test the scale to get preliminary 
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data regarding hs factor stmcture and rehability; and (5) administer the scale to a sample 

of participants and analyze the results through factor analysis. 

The final version of the TSAS assessed tmst in 11 specific areas considered by a 

panel of experts (faculty and doctoral level smdents in an accredited Marriage and Family 

Therapy training program) to be important for marhal relationships. The areas were: (1) 

Commitment and Faithfulness; (2) Money and Finances; (3) Fairaess; (4) Sharing Power; 

(5) Sexual Intimacy; (6) Communication Style; (7) Use of Alcohol; (8) Dmg Use; (9) 

Anger Management; (10) Violence; and (11) Relationships with Extended Family. Those 

servmg on the expert panel agreed that the items created to measure tmst level in the 

above areas adequately tapped into the domain of interest, namely, tmst in specific areas. 

After the TSAS was administered to the participants in the present study (n = 

110), a factor analysis was conducted to examine the factor stmcture of the scale. As the 

resuhs in the previous chapter show, two underlying factors were extracted after varimax 

rotation. Seven hems loaded on the first factor and four items loaded on the second 

factor. The two factors were named "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Things" A 

test of the reliability of the TSAS and hs two subscales revealed evidence of good 

internal consistency. 

An important issue that must be discussed here concerns the method of rotation 

that was chosen for use with the factor analysis. As noted in the previous chapter, 

varimax rotation was chosen as the method for factor rotation since h produces an 

orthogonal solution and the research questions called for uncorrelated factors. Consistent 

with that, a method was chosen for computing factor scores that would preserve the 

ortiiogonality of the two factors, "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Things." 
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At issue here is whether or not the two factors tmly must be uncorrelated in order 

to support the conceptualizations of either tmst in specific areas or breadth of tmst. 

Although the finding of uncorrelated factors would appear to offer excellent support for 

the notion of specific areas of tmst and breadth of tmst, it seems intuitively that areas of 

tmst in a marital relationship, however specific they might be, would nevertheless be 

correlated whh one another. Therefore, while there was justification for using a method 

of factor rotation that produces an orthogonal solution and a method of scale score 

computation that preserves orthogonality, they may have been unnecessary and may have 

produced somewhat misleading resuhs. Perhaps a factor rotation method that produces 

an oblique solution, for example direct oblimin, should have been used whh the factor 

analysis. 

At the same time, had allowance been made for correlated factors, and had that 

resulted in a finding of correlated factors, it would not mean necessarily that specific 

areas of tmst did not exist or that breadth of tmst was an invalid conceptualization. The 

various "love styles" identified by Steraberg and Barnes (1988) have been shown to be 

correlated with one another, yet they are conceptually different, and therefore, useful. 

The finding of correlated factors would have to be carefully evaluated and interpreted. 

As it is, varimax rotation was used with the principal component analysis of the 

TSAS and two underlying factors were extracted. Subsequently, scale scores were 

computed using the factor score coefficient matrix and those scores were used in the 

various data analyses mn to test the hypotheses associated with the study. For now, the 

conclusions regarding whether or not there are specific areas of tmst and breadth of tmst 
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must be based solely upon the resuhs of the factor analysis and the analyses that were 

conducted. 

After carefully reviewmg all of the resuhs of the data analyses associated with 

this study, h is unclear whether or not there are distmct factors and therefore, specific 

areas of tmst or breadth of tmst. Although there is some evidence for specific areas of 

tmst, the resuhs are at best inconclusive. Though there would seem to be sufficient 

evidence to justify and encourage further exploration in the area of specific tmst in close, 

committed relationships, caution must be taken with regard to the interpretation of the 

results of the data analysis. Specifically, one must be cautious and tentative when 

speaking of the possibility of tmst in specific areas or breadth of tmst. 

The results of the factor analysis of the TSAS provides the best evidence for an 

argument against distinct factors and specific areas of tmst. An examination of the 

initial, or unrotated, factor loadmgs produced m conjunction with the principal 

components analysis (PCA) of the TSAS suggests that there may tmly be only one large 

factor. According to the unrotated component matrix, ten of the 11 items loaded on the 

first factor, with only Dmg Use loadmg on a second factor. The eigenvalue of the second 

factor (1.015) barely satisfied the criterion for extraction of eigenvalues-greater-than-one. 

Consistent with that, the scree plot reveals only a very slight break between the second 

and thh-d components, suggesting that h may not be appropriate to identify more than one 

factor. 

At the same time, researchers typically do not attempt to mterpret unrotated 

loadings (Crocker & Algma, 1986). Instead, one of several methods of rotation is 

employed in order to transform the initial factor loadmgs so that they approximate simple 
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stiiicture. The rotated factor loadings are then interpreted (Crocker & Algma, 1986). In 

the case of the present research, the research questions called for uncorrelated factors. 

Therefore, varimax rotation, which produces uncorrelated factors, was used. With the 

varimax rotation, there were loadings on a second factor. Specifically, Use of Alcohol, 

Commitment and Faithfulness, and Money and Finances loaded on the second factor 

along with Dmg Use. 

Providing support for the notion of distinct factors and tmst in specific areas is the 

fact that the two factors, "Tmst with Seh" and "Tmst with Other Things," seemed to 

operate differently when subsequent data analyses were mn. For example, though the 

scores on both subscales were significantly correlated with marital satisfaction, a test of 

the significance of those correlations revealed that they were significantly different, as 

reported in Chapter IV. Furthermore, while significance was found with the multivariate 

analysis of covariance (MANCOVA), in which securely-attached and msecurely-attached 

participants were compared with regard to their scores on both tmst subscales, follow-up 

univariate analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) revealed a significant difference between 

the two groups only with regard to "Tmst with Self" Those results suggest that there 

may indeed be two somewhat distinct, and therefore interpretable, specific areas of tmst. 

Even if h is accepted, based on the above findmgs, that there are two distinct 

areas of tioist, labeled "Tmst with Self and "Tmst witii Other Thmgs," there might still 

be a question as to the legithnacy of conceptualizing tmst m marital relationships 

accordmg to the dimension of breadth. Although h would seem that the discovery of 

even two areas would be significant, especially if adequate empirical support for them 
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could be gathered, the decision regarding what constimtes "breadth of tmst" may have to 

wait for further research and discussion. 

Although the results of this smdy suggest that caution must be taken with regard 

to any claims regarding specific areas of tmst, it seems that there is enough evidence to 

proceed with a discussion of how "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Things" might 

differ conceptually, as well as the chnical implications accompanying those two aspects 

of tmst in close, committed relationships. 

"Tmst with Self might be conceptualized as the extent to which one can tmst his 

or her partner with that which is most personal, namely, a person's very being or soul, 

here referred to as the "self" The desire to share a person's self with another can be very 

strong. To share the self and have it accepted, nurmred, and valued can be extremely 

validating. At the same tune, such sharmg can be very fiightenmg. To have one's setf 

rejected, neglected, or degraded can be extremely pamful and damaging. Such behavior 

in its extreme forms may be experienced as dehumanizing. It stands to reason, therefore, 

that tmst in this area would be very important. 

The TSAS hems that loaded on the "Tmst with Self factor were: Communication 

Style, Sharing Power, Relationships with Extended Family, Anger Management, 

Fairness, Violence, and Sexual Inthnacy. The fact that those items had their highest 

loadings on this particular factor suggests that for each of the hems, there can be a very 

important connection with one's being such that when a partner is tmstworthy in those 

areas, there is affirmation and validation, but when a partner is untmstworthy, the injury 

can be extensive. That connection may be understood most easily with violence. 

Although the physical damage to person or property can be significant, h is the damage to 
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a person's self that can be most devastating. When one human being perpetrates violence 

against another, h can be a degrading and dislocating experience for the victhn (Bell, 

1997). Likewise, the victhn's sense of personal well-being and safety can be shattered. 

When a partner is unable or unwilling to manage and control his or her violent or abusive 

behavior, irrevocable harm potentially occurs, both individually and relationally. 

The fact that Sexual Inthnacy loaded on "Tmst vrith Self also makes sense. For 

many married individuals, the sexual relationship mcludes both the desire to share the 

self and the actual experience of doing so, and thus, there is a degree of vuhierability 

involved (Schnarch, 1991). When there is vuhierability, tmst and tmstworthiness become 

all the more salient. 

More difficult to understand, perhaps, is how the lack of fakness or the 

unwillingness to share power might degrade or violate a person's self The violation in 

those cases is probably more insidious. When things are perceived to be unfah-, there is 

often, at the very least, an uneasmess that is felt. Although initially it may not be enough 

to register a protest, if the unfairness persists or becomes more pronounced, it may result 

in a feeling of being personally discounted and devalued. A similar experience can 

happen with regard to the sharing of power. If there is the expectation that power and 

control will be shared in a marital relationship, but a person's partner insists on being in 

the "one-up" position, thereby assigning to the other the "one-down" position 

(Watzlawick, Bavelas, & Jackson, 1967), invalidation can occur. 

Communication Style and Relationships with Extended Family may be the hems 

that are most difficuh to locate with the "Tmst with Self factor. However, then-

cotmection with the other items loading on the factor becomes more understandable in 
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light of the descriptions used with those hems. Communication Style mcludes "the tone 

of the communication (for example, respectfial vs. disrespectful)." As Gottman and 

Krokoff (1989) pointed out, communication delivered m a critical or contemptuous tone 

can be very injurious to a person and her or his relationship. Similarly, the description of 

Relationships with Extended Family includes the phrase, "how he/she treats you when 

the two of you are with extended family." Such things as put-downs, criticism, or being 

ignored can be very hurtful, especiaUy when they take place in the presence of those 

whose respect and opinions are valued most. They are like attacks, just not physical. 

The second factor, "Tmst with Other Things," also represents a critical area of 

tmst in close relationships. This factor has to do with things that, while not as intimately 

associated with a person's sense of self, are nevertheless of great importance to the 

individual and the relationship. Tmstworthy behavior m this area probably enables 

greater relaxation. There is a sense of shared values that permits less vigilance and 

worry. Time and energy that might be spent monitoring the partner's behavior can be 

devoted to other, more enjoyable pursmts. When a partner is untmstworthy in the 

handling of these things, h will likely resuh is high anxiety, suspiciousness, bookkeepmg, 

careful supervision, and occasionally, corrective action. 

As with the first factor, "Tmst with Self," there are hems that namrally seem to 

belong with "Tmst with Other Things." Money and Finances, Dmg Use, and Use of 

Alcohol are easily associated with this factor, and irresponsible behavior with regard to 

any of those things can create significant stress in a relationship. 

The suhabiUty of the fourth hem, Commitment and Faithfulness, may not be as 

evident at first glance. Why would Commitment and Faithfulness load highest after 
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rotation on this factor, rather than "Tmst with Self?" The hem may fit because h can 

have to do with how one behaves with regard to other potential alternative relationships. 

Can the partner be tmsted to act responsibly with feelings of attraction for someone 

outside of the marhal relationship? Even as the impulse to drink or spend money must be 

controlled, so also a person must control any temptation to meet uitimacy needs in a way 

that might be harmful to the marital relationship. 

Dual loadings on the two factors were fairly common, with five of the 11 items 

having rotated factor loadings of .33 or higher on both subscales of the TSAS. Although 

the two factors are conceptually and empirically distinguishable from one another, there 

is an area of overlap between them. There is personal investment in the valued things of 

a relationship. Money is certainly personal. Likewise, the choices a partner makes with 

regard to those things loading on the "Tmst with Other Things" subscale (e.g., dmgs, 

alcohol, and fidelity) can greatly affect a spouse's sense of safety or vulnerability. 

Tmst as a Relational Constmct 

As the review of the Iherature showed, tmst has been conceptualized in various 

ways. Personality theorists have focused on individual personality differences in the 

readiness to tmst and on specific developmental and social context factors that bear upon 

that readiness. Social psychologists have examined the mterpersonal transactions 

between individuals that create or diminish tmst at the interpersonal level. Although the 

present study was not designed to address the specific arguments in that debate, the 

findings associated with the study can contribute to the discussion of how to 

conceptualize tmst in close, committed relationships such as marriage. The findings of 
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the study can also contribute to our understanding of how tmst develops and is either 

maintained or diminished. 

The findmgs suggest that in close, committed relationships such as marriage, tmst 

is highly dependent upon the interpersonal interactions of the two people m the 

relationship. With regard to the two possible specific areas of tmst, "Tmst with Seh" and 

"Tmst with Other Things," h seems that tmst develops, and is subsequently maintamed 

or destroyed, in connection with how each partner behaves within the relationship. For 

"Tmst with Self," the growth or decline of tmst seems to be related to how the partner, in 

small ways and great, manages anger, exhibhs fakness, communicates respect, and 

recognizes the other's power and value. Similarly, for "Tmst with Other Things," tmst 

increases or diminishes as a result of the choices a partner makes with regard to money, 

alcohol, dmgs, and potential alteraative relationships, ff the partner makes acceptable 

choices and exhibits responsible behavior, tmst develops and grows, ff the partner 

behaves in a way that is perceived to be irresponsible and untmstworthy, tmst is damaged 

and perhaps, declines. 

That is not to say that previous experiences, whether in childhood or adulthood, 

are not important. Individual differences in the readiness to tmst undoubtedly play a role 

in the development and maintenance of tmst. When it comes to developing tmst in a new 

partner, individuals whose experiences in the initial psychosocial stage of "basic tmst 

versus mistmst" (Erikson, 1968) led them to develop a sense of basic mistmst, may take a 

different course than someone who developed basic tmst in that critical developmental 

stage. Similarly, someone whose early-life experiences resulted in the development of 

secure attachment and positive "working models" (Bowlby, 1973, 1980, 1982) may 
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perceive a partner's tmst-relevant behaviors differently than someone whose early 

experiences with attachment figures was primarily negative. 

Although the possibility of such intrapersonal differences between individuals can 

be, and probably should be, taken into account, the resuhs of this study suggest that, at 

the very least, partners' behavior in the here-and-now with regard to "Tmst with Self 

and "Tmst with Other Things" is important to the development and maintenance of tmst 

between them. In both of those apparent specific areas of tmst, tmstworthy behavior was 

found to be significantly correlated with marhal satisfaction. It is even conceivable, 

though as yet unproven, that a partner's tmstworthy behavior m those areas could alter a 

person's "working model(s)" in a more positive direction. 

Relation Between Tmst in Specific Areas and Marital Satisfaction 

The first research question asked, "What relation, if any, is there between tmst in 

specific areas of a marital relationship and marital satisfaction?" As reported in the 

previous chapter, a significant association was found between participants' DAS scores (a 

measure of marital satisfaction) and scores on the two subscales of the TSAS. 

Furthermore, results showed that both correlations were in a positive direction, mdicating 

that as either tmst in specific areas or marital satisfaction increases, the other also 

increases, and conversely, as either dechnes, the other declines. Although both of the 

supposed specific areas of tmst were significantly correlated with marital satisfaction, h 

was subsequently found that the two correlations were significantly different from one 

another with the association between marital satisfaction and "Tmst with Self bemg 
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significantly stronger than the correlation between marital satisfaction and "Tmst with 

Other Things." 

It is easy to imagine how tmstworthy behavior in the area of "Tmst with Self 

might lead to greater marital satisfaction. Poshive feehngs for the partner and 

relationship would seem to follow naturally when a person's core needs for affirmation 

and validation are met (Harper & Hoopes, 1990). To sense that one is valued, honored, 

and respected by her or his spouse is usually very gratifying. Likewise, the feelmg that 

one is safe from physical or emotional assauh is Ukely to produce feehngs of satisfaction. 

Untmstworthy behavior in this area might lead a person to beheve that she or he is 

devalued, disrespected, and vulnerable, feelings that are typically antithetical to 

relationship satisfaction. It may be harder to see how increased feehngs of marital 

satisfaction could increase feelings of "Tmst with Self," but the correlational nature of 

the relation between the variables suggests that it is indeed possible. Perhaps as an 

individual becomes more satisfied with the relationship, he or she also becomes more 

relaxed and secure and ascribes tmstworthiness to the partner in the area of "Tmst whh 

Self" 

Tmst in the area of "Tmst with Other Things" is also associated with feelings of 

satisfaction with the marriage. A partner's tmstworthy behavior v̂ dth such thmgs as 

money, dmgs, alcohol, and potential alteraative relationships may be interpreted as the 

kind of prorelationship behavior (e.g., willingness to sacrifice) that signals commitment 

to the relationship (Rusbuh et al., 1999). Responsible behavior in the area of "Tmst with 

Other Things" may also have important symbohc value, servmg as evidence of growing 

investment in the relationship, rather than simply reflecting a dispositional quality such as 
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dependability (Holmes, 1991). At the same time, the correlational nature of the 

relationship between "Tmst with Other Thhigs" and marital satisfaction suggests that as 

marital satisfaction increases or decreases, so does "Tmst with Other Thmgs." It may be 

that as a person becomes dissatisfied with her or his relationship, they begin to look for 

explanations and/or ji^stifiqatinns for those feehap'- i Any f-gnsgressions, wifji regard to 

dmg Ui afcoii'oii dst̂  or financial nianigbment may be seen as evidence of 

untmstworthiness and justification for feelings of dissatisfaction. 

Several studies have examined satisfaction in marhal relationships, but none of 

those have examined the relation between tmst in specific areas and marital satisfaction. 

Therefore, it seems that no direct comparisons can be made between these findings and 

those of previous studies. However, the findings from this study may be used to interpret 

earher findings. 

Karaey and Bradbury (1997) studied newlyweds over a four-year period and 

assessed spouses' level of satisfaction every sk months. Although they found that most 

of the people in their sample reported some decline in satisfaction over time, they also 

found evidence to suggest that newlyweds who beghi their marriages with higher initial 

levels of marital satisfaction experience less steep declmes in reported satisfaction. The 

strong correlation between marital satisfaction and tmst in specific areas found in this 

study suggests the possibility that partners' tmstworthiness in the areas of "Tmst with 

Self and "Tmst with Other Thhigs" may have been involved both in creating higher 

initial levels of satisfaction and in lessening the disappointment that most married 

individuals experience after they progress beyond the initial "honeymoon" phase of their 

marriage (Guerin et al., 1987; Sager, 1981). Also, as noted above, feehngs related to 
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level of satisfaction may have resulted in ascribing tmstworthiness to a partner in those 

areas. 

Davis and Oathout (1987) exammed the role of empathy and relational 

competence in maintainmg satisfaction for 264 heterosexual romantic couples. They 

found that the individuals who reported higher levels of satisfaction had partners who 

reported having empathy, defined as "one person's responsivity to the experiences of 

another," and positive behaviors such as good communication, warmth, and an even 

temper. Empathy and the positive behaviors described would likely strengthen tmst in 

the area of "Tmst with Self and thereby increase the probabihty of satisfaction with the 

relationship. 

Jacobson, Follette, and McDonald (1982) examined reactivity, defined as the 

tendency for marital satisfaction to vary according to the frequency of recently occurring 

positive or negative events, in distressed and nondistressed couples. They found support 

for their hypothesis that recent events are particularly salient for distressed couples, 

whereas satisfaction for nondistressed couples is relatively independent of such events. 

Although the relation between tmst in specific areas and partners' reactivity was not 

examined specifically in the present study, the findmg that satisfaction is strongly 

correlated with tmst in specific areas at least suggests that when reactivity manifests, h 

may be due either to diminished tmst in "Tmst with Self and/or "Tmst with Other 

Things" or to diminished satisfaction that raises questions regarding a partner's 

tmstworthiness. At the same time, higher levels of tmst in those areas and/or increased 

marital satisfaction may serve potentially to inoculate the couple from negative events 

they might experience. 
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Relation Between Attachment Stvle and Tmst in Specific Areas 

The second research question asked, "How does attachment style relate to tmst in 

specific areas of a marhal relationship?" The hypotheses associated with the question 

predicted that individuals with a secure attachment style would report significantly more 

tmst in both areas, "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Thmgs," than participants 

with an insecure attachment style. The muhivariate analysis of variance, as well as the 

univariate foUow-up analyses, revealed that a difference exists between the two groups m 

terms of tmst in these specific areas of a marital relationship. A discrimmant function 

analysis demonstrated that participants' scale scores on "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with 

Other Things" could be used to correctly classify almost 80% of participants into either 

the securely-attached group or the insecurely-attached group. 

Although the results of the data analysis indicate that there is a relation between 

tmst in specific areas of a marital relationship (specifically, "Tmst with Self and "Tmst 

with Other Things") and attachment style, the exact nature of that relation cannot be 

determined on the basis of this research. Do individuals with an insecure attachment 

style have difficulty tmsting their partners in these critical areas, or is it the case that 

individuals whose partners are untmstworthy in these important areas develop insecure 

attachment? More than likely, attachment style (i.e., one's ability to feel secure in a 

close relationship) and tmst in specific areas are mutually influential. In a study of 

attachment processes m early marriage, Davila et al. (1999) found that there is a kmd of 

reciprocal process between feelings of security and marital circumstances such that 

people both change their levels of attachment security m response to their marital 

interactions and change their feelings about their marriage based on how secure they feel. 
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Kobak (1994) suggested that current hiteraction patterns can shape a person's 

internal working models, enabling those models to become either more poshive or more 

negative. Thus, tmstworthy behavior by a partner in the areas of "Tmst with Self and 

"Tmst with Other Things" may resuh in positive working models and attachment that 

feels more secure. In a study of married couples, Kobak and Hazan (1991) found that 

husbands' hstening was related to wives' attachment security. The act of bemg hstened 

to is validatmg and affirming (Nichols, 1995) and h would seem that when spouses hsten 

to one another, they enhance tmst in the area of "Tmst with Self and thereby mcrease 

feelings of security. In tura, the increased feehngs of security may lead to behavior that 

encourages tmstworthiness on the part of the partner. Davila et al. (1999) studied 

newlyweds and found that on average, spouses tended to become more secure over time, 

security being defined as more comfortable depending on others and less anxious about 

abandonment. Although their study did not examine tmst in specific areas, it is possible 

that reciprocal tmstworthy behavior in those areas contributed to the development of 

feehngs of more secure attachment. 

Johnson et al. (2001) have written about attachment mjuries in couple 

relationships. Attachment injury is characterized as an abandonment or a violation of 

tmst (Johnson & Whiffen, 1999). Impasses in therapy and/or sudden increases in the 

emotional hitensity of a couple's interactions often signal the presence of an unresolved 

attachment injury (Johnson et al., 2001). The actual events, so memorable and salient 

for one partner, may not even be remembered by the other, and except for the emotion 

they encompass, they may seem insignificant to the therapist as well. Johnson et al. 

93 



(2001) noted that "the actual incident that preciphates an attachment injury is not 

necessarily the primary causal factor in a couple's marital distress" (p. 149). 

The findings of the present study suggest that the prhnary causal factor in a 

couple's marital distress, and the cause of many attachment injuries, may be a violation 

of tmst in a specific area, particularly "Tmst with Self" Johnson et al. gave the example 

of a wife who was devastated because she was left out of a family photo taken by her 

husband. It is possible that she interpreted that otherwise innocuous act as a devaluing 

and dishonoring of her person. Chances are she already possessed low tmst in the 

specific area of "Tmst with Self and her husband's "mistake" provided additional 

confirmation that she could not depend upon him to value and protect her. If a spouse 

recalls an attachment injury event and protests the partner's violation of "Tmst with 

Self," only to have the partner dismiss the event as insignificant, the earlier violation of 

tmst is compounded by yet another violation of "Tmst with Self" 

At the same time, an attachment injury event can be associated with a protest of a 

violation of "Tmst with Other Thhigs." If the protest is met with defensiveness or 

dismissal, h may be experienced as a violation of "Tmst with Self" As Johnson et al. 

(2001) stated: "When the spouse discounts, denies, or dismisses the injury, this prevents 

the processing of the event in the relationship and compounds the injury" (p. 149). 

Gottman (1994) identified criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and withdrawal as 

predictors of relationship dissolution. When such behavior occurs, h is probable that a 

violation of "Tmst with Self or "Tmst with Other Things" has also occurred. At the 

same time, exhibitmg criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and withdrawal can create new 

violations of "Tmst with Self," smce such behaviors can be feh as an attack on the person 
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who is on the receiving end of them. It is no wonder then that such behaviors are 

extremely toxic to couple relationships (Gottman, 1994) and lead to increased feehngs of 

insecurity between partners. 

Clinical Imphcations of the Research 

There are several important implications of this research for chnicians, especially 

those who work with people who are in close, committed relationships. The Ikst 

conceras the therapeutic relationship hself There is increasing evidence that the 

relationship between a therapist and client is a helpful agent m hs own right (Brammer, 

Shostrom, & Abrego, 1989). Bordin (1975) distinguished three critical aspects of the 

"therapeutic alliance": (1) the emotional bond between cUent and therapist; (2) the quaUty 

of client and therapist involvement in the tasks of therapy, and (3) the degree of 

agreement between chent and therapist on the goals of treatment. 

Tmst is an aspect of the emotional bond that is so important. Without tmst, it is 

extremely difficult for anything therapeutic to happen (Paolino, 1982). If the client does 

not experience the therapist as tmstworthy, she or he is much less hkely to open up and 

disclose at the level necessary for change to occur (Egan, 1994). Likewise, chents will be 

reluctant to follow a therapist's recommendations or directives if the latter is not 

perceived as worthy of tmst. This is especially critical for those engaging in therapy for 

the first time, as they must rely on faith until evidence of the therapist's tmstworthmess 

can be found (Levin, 1998). 

This research suggests that clinicians should be aware of the two specific areas of 

tmst, "Tmst with Self and "Tmst with Other Things," as these are the places where the 
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therapeutic relationship either may be strengthened or damaged. With regard to "Tmst 

with Self," chnicians must be aware of issues of fairness and power in the therapeutic 

relationship, as these would seem to impact significantly the chent's feehngs of being 

honored and valued. Likev^se, therapists must be cognizant of their communication style 

with clients, especially with regard to metamessages concerning respect (Watzlawick et 

al., 1967). If clients must be challenged, such challenges should be communicated with 

respect and empathy. 

For therapists who identify with a positivist tradition, such self-monitoring may 

be especially important, since they may be comfortable with hierarchy and the exercise of 

power within the therapeutic relationship. Though clients may accept the hierarchical 

stmcture, they may also be monitoring the relationship for mdicators that they are being 

valued and respected. At the same time, there are important pitfalls to be avoided by 

therapists trained in a post-modera model. If they deny the power and hierarchy inherent 

in the relationship between chent and clinician, they may be unaware of those occasions 

when power is being exercised and tmst affected. Damage to tmst may occur without the 

knowledge that such has taken place. 

Chnicians must also be aware of the area of "Tmst with Other Things." This 

research suggests that the therapist's tmstworthmess in areas such as chargmg fees and 

keeping appointments will be assessed by the chent. Likewise, how the clmician handles 

sexual attraction in the therapeutic relationship will play a role in the development and 

maintenance of tmst. 

This research also has hnportant imphcations for the therapeutic relationship 

when chnicians are conducting conjoint therapy. Balancing power and fairaess when 
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there are one or more triangles (e.g., therapist, husband, and wife, or therapist, parent, and 

child), becomes even more chaUenging since the therapist's interactions with one chent 

are being monitored continually by the other chent for what those interactions might 

suggest about both relationships (Guerin, Fogarty, Fay, & Kautto, 1996; Weeks & Treat, 

1992). "Tmst with Self may be inadvertently violated if the therapist appears to be 

aligning with another person in the therapy room. Awareness of this possible dynamic 

must be combined witii intentional efforts to maintain a reasonable balance of power and 

fairness. 

The findings in this study also have imphcations for the assessment and treatment 

of individuals who are in close, committed relationships. Although many clinicians 

typically evaluate depth of tmst in such relationships (e.g., Guerin et al., 1987), this 

research suggests that a consideration of tmst in specific areas, particularly "Tmst wdth 

Self and "Tmst with Other Things," is extremely hnportant, as both areas are sttongly 

correlated with marital satisfaction. Kamey and Bradbury (1997) found that marital 

interaction behaviors, especially those exchanged during problem-solving discussions, 

were significantly associated with changes in reported marital satisfaction and they 

suggest that divorce might be better prevented by teaching couples to maintam their 

current levels of satisfaction. In some instances, violations of "Tmst with Self may be 

occurring during problem-solving discussions and by teaching couples to relate in a way 

that strengthens "Tmst with Self," satisfaction will likely be increased and the potential 

for divorce dimmished. 

Since both of those areas of tmst represent latent constmcts, not directly 

observable, chnicians must be sensitive to indicators of weakened and/or damaged tmst 
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in those areas. The sometimes vague complaints that clients offer regarding their 

partner's behavior (e.g., "I don't like h when we fight" or "I don't enjoy visiting his 

family") may be indicators that "Tmst with Self or "Tmst with Other Things" has been 

violated and is in need of repair. "Tmst with Seh"," seemingly the more hnportant 

specific area, may be the most difficuh to evaluate. Chents are sometimes reluctant to 

talk about violence, alcohol and dmg use, or theh sexual relationship. If tmst violations 

have occurred in those areas, the effect on the relationship can be considerable. 

This research also has implications for dohig therapy with individuals m a close, 

committed relationship. It suggests, first of all, that if tmst in the areas of "Tmst with 

Self or "Tmst with Other Things" has been damaged, other interventions may be 

ineffective unless tmst is first repaired. For example, helping a couple to plan and follow 

a budget may not work very weU if tmst in the area of "Tmst with Other Things" has 

eroded. Likewise, helping them to better plan their visits with family may not be very 

helpful if violations of "Tmst with Self are the real issue when they get together with 

extended family. Of course, such failed interventions may be a good sign that the 

underlying tmst issue is the real problem. 

Secondly, this research has clinical implications regarding the reparation of tmst 

in a couple's relationship. The finding regarding the area of "Tmst with Self suggests 

that interventions designed to foster affirmation and vahdation between partners may be 

especially powerful in facihtating healing where violations of tmst have occurred. 

Likewise, healing can be encouraged by helping partners to understand the various ways 

in their relationship that the perceptions of fairness and shared power are promoted. 
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Limitations of the Smdy 

There are hmitations concerning this study that must be mentioned. Fkst, there 

are methodological issues with regard to sampling. Since participants were not randomly 

selected, caution is necessary m generalizing the fuidings. Furthermore, the nonchnical 

individuals recmhed for this study were predominantly white, middle-class, and 

religiously active. They may differ in important ways from other individuals in the 

population; and therefore, different results might be obtamed if research were conducted 

using them. 

A second methodological limitation is the fact that a pre-experimental, 

correlational design was used. As noted in Chapter III, pre-experimental designs are used 

in exploratory research and correlational designs are used to determine if relations exist 

between variables of interest. Such designs do not allow for making causal inferences or 

predictions. While the design employed for this study was appropriate, given that a 

previously unexplored topic was being examined, there are numerous limitations with 

such a design. 

Another possible hmitation with this study has to do with the measures used to 

measure the variables of interest. The problems associated with measures of "attachment 

style" have been discussed in earlier chapters of this document. Until those problems are 

resolved, any study employing attachment style as a variable will have inherent 

limitations. Although attachment hself appears to be a useful constmct when studying 

and discussing close, interdependent relationships, the conceptualization and 

operationalization of attachment style seems to be a work in progress. 
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Smce "breadth of tmst" was a new conceptualization of tmst, no instmments had 

been developed to measure the phenomenon; therefore, the Tmst in Specific Areas Scale 

(TSAS) had to be developed for this stiidy. Until the rehability and vahdity of a scale are 

firmly estabhshed, there are inherent hmitations in the use of h. Although attempts were 

made to gamer and report evidence for the rehability and vahdity of the TSAS, much 

more work needs to be done in those areas. 

Suggestions for Fumre Research 

One very important area for fumre research was identified m the section above. 

More scale development work needs to be done on the Tmst in Specific Areas Scale 

(TSAS) and additional efforts must be made to establish its reliabihty and vahdity. 

Further scale development work could include the creation of additional items to measure 

tmst in each of the specific areas of tmst. Single-item scales often have problems 

associated with them that can be remedied by including additional items intended to 

measure the variable of interest. A panel of experts similar to the one used in this smdy 

could be used to create the pool of additional items and procedures could be employed to 

select the best items. 

Another step that could be taken to further develop the TSAS concerns the use of 

confirmatory factor analysis. Whereas exploratory factor analysis is the analysis of 

choice when the researcher has no hypotheses regarding the number or nature of 

underlying factors, confirmatory factor analysis is usefiil when there are such hypotheses 

(Crocker 8c Algina, 1986). It is typically used in the later stages of the research process 

to test a theory concerning latent processes (Tabachnick & FideU, 1996). Since the 
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exploratory factor analysis of the TSAS suggests that there are two factors, that 

hypothesis could be tested using confirmatory factor analysis. In keeping with that 

procedure, the hypothesis that certam factor loadmgs are zero could also be tested 

(Crocker «& Algina, 1986). 

Other steps could also be taken to estabhsh the rehability and validity of the 

TSAS. For example, the relation between tmst in specific areas and other variables could 

be examined to provide support for convergent or divergent validity. Also, although the 

sample size (n = 110) in the present study would appear to be adequate for factor analysis 

(Tmsley & Tinsley, 1987), an analysis with a new and larger sample might be usefiil in 

providing more credibility for the identified 2-factor stmcture of the TSAS. Using a 

sample with greater diversity in key areas (e.g., ethnicity) might also increase confidence 

in the usefulness of the scale. 

Once the psychometric properties of the TSAS had been clearly estabhshed, 

additional research on tmst in specific areas could be conducted using designs that might 

allow for more inferences to be made. At the very least, research employing 

experimental and quasi-experimental designs could improve the generalizability of any 

findings. 

Another important area for future research involves examining tmst in specific 

areas with other populations. This study on tmst in specific areas of a close relationship 

purposely targeted married individuals and the rationale for that decision was given and 

discussed earher. Although marital relationships continue to be an important part of the 

social stmcture of most cultures, they do not represent all close, committed relationships. 

Relationships between partners in cohabiting couples, heterosexual and same-sex, are 
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also important and worthy of study. Obviously tmst plays an important role m those 

relationships also, and tmst in specific areas of those relationships should be explored. 

Similarly, tmst in specific areas of close, interdependent, but nonromantic 

relationships should be examined. Examples of such relationships would be family 

members and close friends who share things like living expenses. Although some items 

in the TSAS would need to be omitted or altered for use with those populations (e.g., 

sexual intimacy or children/parenting), a smdy of tmst in specific areas of those 

relationships would provide insight into how they develop and maintain tmst. 
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Trust in Specific Areas 

Instructions^: Below are listed several specific areas of a marital relationship. For each one, 
please read the description given, then circle the number that corresponds to the level of 
trust you have in your partner in that particular area. Please note that higher numbers 
indicate more trust. 

Commitment and Faithfidness 
This category refers to the belief that one's partner is committed to the relationship and 

can be tmsted to be faithful. Which of the foUowing best describes how much tmst you have 
m your partner with regard to issues of commitment and marital fidelity? (circle the number) 

I-
I have 

absolutely 
no trust in 

my partner. 

I have much 
more distrust 

than trust 

-I-
I have some
what more 
distrust than 

trust. 

-I-
I have about 
as much 

distrust as I 
have trust 

I have some- I have much I have 
what more more trust complete 
trustthan thandistiust trustin 
distrust my partner. 

B. Money and Finances 
This area concerns how money is handled, spent, and distributed, and how financial 

decisions are made. Which of the following statements best describes how much tmst you 
have in your partner regarding money and financial matters? (circle the number) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I 1 1 1 I I I 

I have I have much I have some- I have about I have some- I have much I have 
absolutely more distrust what more as much what more more trust complete 
no trust in than trust distrust than distrust as I trustthan than distrust trustin 

my partner. trust. have trust. distrust my partner. 

Fairness 
"Fairness" has to do with achieving a good balance between relationship benefits and 

burdens. Which of the following statements best describes the amount of tmst you have in 
your partner that he/she wants things to be fair and will work to make them so? (circle the 
number) 

I have 
absolutely 
no trust in 

my partner. 

I have much 
more distrust 

than trust. 

I have some
what more 
distrust than 

trust 

-I-
I have about 
as much 

distrust as I 
have trust 

I have some
what more 
trustthan 
distrust 

6 7 
1 I 

I have much I have 
more trust complete 
than distrust trust in 

my partner. 

I Alan W. Korinek 
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D. Sharing Power 
This area concerns die exercismg of power and control in the relationship and die willingness to 

share power in a way that both partners like. Which of the foUowmg statements best describes how 
much you trust your partiier to share power with you as you desire? (circle the number) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 1 1 1 
I have 

absolutely 
no trust in 

my partner. 

I have much 
more distrust 

than trust 

I have some- I have about I have some- I have much I have 
what more as much what more more trust complete 
distrustthan distrust as I trustthan than distrust trustin 

trust have trust. distrust my partner. 

Sexual Intimacy 
This area concerns various issues related to a couple's sexual relationship, including the freedom 

to share feelings, needs, and fantasies, and a sense that one is physically and emotionally safe. Which 
of the following statements best describes how much tmst you have in your partner when it comes to 
these matters? (circle the number) 

I have I have much I have some- I have about I have some- I have much I have 
absolutely more distrust what more as much what more more trust complete 
no trust in than trust. distrustthan distrust as I trustthan thandistiust. trustin 

my partner. trust have trust. distrust. my partner. 

F. Communication Style 
"Communication Style" concerns the nature and quality of your partner's communication, 

including willingness to communicate, degree of openness and honesty, and tone of the 
communication (for example, respectful vs. disrespectftil). Which of the foUowing statements best 
describes how much trust you have in your partner when it comes to his/her way of communicating? 
(circle the number) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have 
absolutely 
no trust in 

my partner. 

I have much 
more distrust 

than trust 

I have some
what more 
distrustthan 

trust. 

I have about 
as much 

distrust as I 
have trust 

I have some
what more 
trustthan 
distrust. 

I have much 
more trust 
than distrust. 

I have 
complete 

trustin 
my partner. 

G. Use of Alcohol 
This category refers to one's choices regarding the use of alcohol. Which of the following 

statements best describes how much trust you have in your partner when it comes to his/her choices 
regarding alcohol use? (circle the number) 

I have I have much Ihavesome- I have about I have some- I have much I have 
absolutely more distrust what more as much what more more trust complete 
notrustin thantrust distrustthan distrustasi trustthan thandistiust trustin 

my partner. trust have trust distrust my partner. 

I Alan W. Korinek 
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H. Dmg Use 
"Drug Use" concerns one's choices regarding tiie use of drugs (illegal and/or prescription). Which 

of the following statements best describes how much taist you have in your partner when it comes to 
his/her choices regarding drug use? (circle the number) 

I have 
absolutely 
notrustin 

my partner. 

I have much Ihavesome- I have about Ihavesome- I have much I have 
more distrust what more as much what more more trust complete 

thantrust distrustthan distrustasi trustthan thandistiust trustin 
<™st have trust. distrust my partner. 

Anger Management 
This category has to do with how your partner deals with and expresses anger, especially in the 

relationship. Which of the following statements best describes the amount of tmst you have in your 
partner that he/she can and will deal effectively with anger? (circle the number) 

I have I have much Ihavesome- 1 have about Ihavesome- I have much I have 
absolutely more distrust what more as much what more more trust complete 
notrustin thantrust distrustthan distrustasi trustthan thandistiust trustin 

my partner. trust. have trust. distmst. my partner. 

J. Violence 
"Violence" refers to both actual physical violence (hitting, kicking, pushing, etc.) and threats of 

such violence. Which of the following statements best describes how much trust you have that your 
partner will not be violent or threaten violence? (circle the number) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have 
absolutely 
notrustin 

my partner. 

I have much 
more distrust 

thantrust. 

I have some
what more 
distrustthan 

trust 

I have about 
as much 

distrust as I 
have trust 

I have some
what more 
trustthan 
distrust. 

I have much I have 
more trust complete 
than distrust. tmst in 

my partner. 

K. Relationships with Extended Family 
Extended family refers to both your family and your partner's. This area concerns your partner's 

feelings about, and interactions with, extended family and how he/she treats you when the two of you 
are with extended family. Which of the following statements best describes how much you trust your 
partner where relationships with extended family are concerned? (circle the number) 

I have 
absolutely 
no tmst in 

my partner. 

-I 
I have much Ihavesome- I have about Ihavesome- I have much I have 

more distrust what more as much what more more tmst complete 
thantmst distiustthan distmstasi tmstthan thandistiust tiustin 

tmst have tmst distmst. my partner. 

© Alan W. Korinek 
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L. Children / Parenting (if applicable) 
This category applies to couples who have children. It concerns issues of responsibility, discipHne, 

and safety (physical and emotional) involving the children. Which of the following statements best 
describes how much trust you have in your partner when it comes to interacting with your children? (circle 
the number) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have 
absolutely 
no tmst in 

my partner. 

I have much 
more distmst 

thantmst. 

I have some
what more 
distmst than 

tmst 

I have about 
as much 

distmstasi 
have tmst 

I have some
what more 
tmstthan 
distmst 

I have much I have 
more tmst complete 
than distmst tmst in 

my partner. 

i Alan W. Korinek 
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APPENDIX B 

DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE 
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DAS 

Please read: Most people have disagreements in their relationships. For each of the items 
below, circle the number that indicates the approximate extent of agreement or 
disagreement between you and your partner. (Please note that agreement is on the left and 
disagreement is on the right of the scale.) 

1. Handling family finances 

2. Matters of recreation 

3. Religious matters 

4. Demonstration of affection 

5. Friends 

6. Sex relations 

7. Conventionahty (correct or 
proper behavior) 

8. Philosophy of life 

9. Ways of dealmg with parents 
or in-laws 

10. Aims, goals, and things 
believed hnportant 

11. Amount of time spent together 

12. Making major decisions 

13. Household tasks 

14. Leisure time mterests and 
activities 

15. Career decisions 

Almost Almost 
Always Always Occasionally Frequently Always Always 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

120 



For the next set of items, indicate how often you engage in the behaviors described by 
circling the number of the most fitting response. (Please note that the answer choices vary 
slightly for items #23 and #24.) 

16. How often have you discussed 
or considered divorce, separation, 
or terminating your relationship? 

17. How often do you or your partner 
leave the house after a fight? 

18. In general, how often do you think 
that things between you and your 
partner are going well? 

19. How often do you confide m your 
partner? 

20. Do you ever regret that you married/ 
entered the relationship with your 
partner? 

21. How often do you and yoiu: partner 
quarrel? 

22. How often do you and your partner 
"get on each other's nerves"? 

All the Most of More often 
time the time than not Occasionally Rarely Never 

1 

23. Do you kiss your partner? 

Every 
Day 

1 

Almost 
Every 

Day 

3 4 5 

Occasionally Rarely Never 

3 4 5 

All of Most of Some of Very few None of 
Them them them of them them 

24. Do you and your parmer engage 
m outside interests together? 

1 
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How often would you say that the following events occur between you and your partner? 
(Please note that here the higher numbers indicate greater frequency.) 

Less than Once or Once or 
Never once a twice a twice a Once a More 

month month week day often 

25. Have a Stimulating exchange of ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. Laugh together 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27. Cahnly discuss something 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28. Work together on a project 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Indicate if either of the following items caused differences of opinions or were a problem in 
your relationship during the past few weeks. (Circle yes or no.) 

29. Bemg too tired for sex. Yes No 

30. Not showmg love. Yes No 

Using the scale below, circle the number that represents the degree of happiness, all 
things considered, of your relationship. The middle point, "happy", represents the 
degree of happiness in most relationships. 

Extremely Fairly A Little Very Extremely 
Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy Happy Happy Happy Perfect 

I 1 1 1 I 1 1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of 
your relationship? (Place a check in the space before the statement) 

I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to almost any length to see that it 

does. 

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to see that it does. 

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to see that it does. 

It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more than I'm doing now to 
help it succeed. 

It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I refiise to do any more than I'm doing now to 
keep the relationship going. 

My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to keep it going. 
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Experiences m Close Relationships 

Instructions: The following statements concern how you generally feel in romantic 
relationships, both past and present. Respond to each statement by cirding the number 
that indicates how much you agree or disagree with the statement. Please note that smaller 
numbers signify disagreement and larger numbers indicate agreement. 

1.1 prefer not to show a partner how 1 feel deep down. 

2.1 worry about being abandoned. 

3.1 am very comfortable bemg close to romantic 
partners. 

4.1 worry a lot about my relationships. 

5. Just when my partner starts to get close to me, I 
find myself pulluig away. 

6.1 worry that romantic partners won't care about me 
as much as I care about them. 

7.1 get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants 
to be very close. 

8.1 worry a fair amount about losing my partner. 

9.1 don't feel comfortable opening up to romantic 
partners. 

10.1 often wish that my partner's feelings for me were 
as strong as my feelings for him/her. 

11.1 want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling 
back. 

12.1 often want to merge completely with romantic 
partners, and this sometimes scares them away. 

13.1 am nervous when partners get too close to me. 

14.1 worry about being alone. 

Disagree 
Strongly 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 

3 

3 

Neutral/ 
mixed 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

Agree 
Strongly 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Disagree 
Strongly 

15.1 feel comfortable sharing my private tiioughts and 
feelings with my partner. 

16. My desire to be very close sometunes scares people 
away. 

17.1 try to avoid gettmg too close to my partner. 

18.1 need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my 
partner. 

19.1 find rt relatively easy to get close to my partner. 

20. Sometimes 1 feel that 1 force my partners to show 
more feeling, more commitment. 

21.1 find it difficult to allow myself to depend on 
romantic partners. 

22.1 do not often worry about being abandoned. 

23.1 prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 

24. If 1 can't get my partner to show interest in me, 
1 get upset or angry. 

25.1 tell my partner just about everything. 

26.1 find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close 
as 1 woidd like. 

27.1 usually discuss my problems and concerns with 
my partner. 

28. When I'm not loved in a relationship, 1 feel 
somewhat anxious and insecure. 

29.1 feel comfortable dependmg on romantic partners. 

30.1 get frustrated when my partner is not around as 
much as 1 would like. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Neutral/ Agree 
mixed Strongly 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 

3 4 5 6 7 
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Disagree 
Strongly 

Neutral/ 
mixed 

Agree 
Strongly 

31.1 don't mind asking romantic partners for comfort, 
advice, or help. 

32.1 get frustrated if romantic partners are not available 
when 1 need them. 

33. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of 
need. 

34. When romantic partners disapprove of me, 1 feel 
really bad about myself 

35.1 turn to my partner for many thmgs, including 
comfort and reassurance. 

36.1 resent it when my partner spends time away from 
me. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

127 



Questionnaires for Study on Marital Relationships 

l t r Z ^ Z ' t h l \ T ' ' ' ^ ^ r ' " " ""••^ ' '*'"* •'"P'"^^"* ^^P"*^ " ^ - - ' t ^ relationships, l-lease provide the following information about yourself and your relationshin(s) Ull 
information ts confidential; your name should L appear on theseTges)^^^^^^ 

1. Gender: M F 

2. Age: 

3. Racial or edinic origui: Afiican-American (Black) 
(check one) Mexican-American (Hispanic) 

European-American (Anglo/White) 
Asian-American or Pacific Islander 
Native American 
Other: (please identify) 

4. Highest level of education achieved: Some grade school (K - 8* grade) 
(check one) Completed grade school 

Some high school 
Completed high school 
Some college 
Completed Bachelor's degree 
Some graduate work 
Master's degree 
Doctorate 

5. Net annual mcome, from all sources: Less than $ 10,000 
(check one) $ 10,000 - $ 25,000 

$25,001-5 40,000 
$ 40,001-$ 60,000 
Above $ 60,000 

6. Are you a religious/spiritual person: Yes No 
If "yes," how religious/spiritual are you on a 1-5 scale: (1-not very; 5- highly) 

7. Length of your present marriage: years 

Number of your present marriage: (r\ 2"^, 3''^, etc.) 

8. During your adult life, number of romantic relationships of at least 6 months in length: _ 

9. Number of children presentiy living in your household and their ages: 
Number: Ages: 

10. Are you currentiy receivmg marital therapy or counselmg? Yes No 
If "yes," number of sessions you have attended: 
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