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ABSTRACT
Until recently, psychologists have conceptualised and studied trust
in God (TIG) largely in isolation from contemporary work in
theology, philosophy, history, and biblical studies that has
examined the topic with increasing clarity. In this article, we first
review the primary ways that psychologists have conceptualised
and measured TIG. Then, we draw on conceptualizations of TIG
outside the psychology of religion to provide a conceptual map
for how TIG might be related to theorised predictors and
outcomes. Finally, we provide a research agenda for future
empirical work in this area, as well as practical applications for
counsellors and religious leaders.
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The past few decades of research have evidenced a thriving body of work on the psychol-
ogy of religion and spirituality (R/S). There are two primary driving forces of this move-
ment. First, research has linked R/S to numerous positive physical and mental health
outcomes, as a source of resilience, coping, and well-being rather than pathology
(Garssen et al., 2021; Oman & Syne, 2018). Second, the multicultural movement (e.g.,
Sue et al., 1992) has increased recognition of the importance of attending to cultural
differences. Given that R/S is strongly influenced by culture (Cohen, 2009) and is a core
aspect of many people’s identities (Hook et al., 2012), investigators have increasingly
recognised the importance of R/S in cultural research. Better understanding the R/S
values and perspectives of individuals can provide a richer and more complete view of
human functioning.

However, the overgeneralised statements about religion characteristic of early
research in this area presented an obstacle to further progress, as they ignored individual
variation in beliefs, behaviours, bonding, and belonging (cf. Saroglou, 2011), as well as the
myriad ways that individuals engage their religion. Accordingly, definitions of R/S and its
components have become more nuanced. Early on in the field, R/S was often measured
using global indices such as self-rated religiousness or church attendance (Hill &
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Pargament, 2003). Such approaches were a good first step for measuring relatively acces-
sible indices of R/S: researchers could assess R/S using straightforward questions about
religious rituals or behaviours (e.g., frequency of prayer or church attendance), or
through asking participants to provide a general sense of how important R/S was in
their life. However, these broad measurement approaches failed to capture the rich com-
plexity of how R/S affects psychology and behaviour. Moreover, it obscured meaningful
differences in religious individuals. Put differently, such general approaches were
helpful for understanding between-group variance when comparing religious and nonre-
ligious individuals, but there is at least as much (if not more) within-group variance
among religious individuals. The wide variety of R/S perspectives and practices predict
important outcomes across a range of psychological processes and behaviours; thus,
the field has developed as researchers have begun to conceptualise and measure R/S
more specifically. For example, researchers have explored more nuanced constructs,
including constructs that focus on people’s relational experience of God in addition to
more traditional measures of religious salience, belief, or involvement.

One helpful extension of research on R/S is to conceptualise one’s relationship with
God as having similar properties, functions, and processes as interpersonal relationships.
Just as other research programmes have extended features present in interpersonal
relationships (e.g., attachment) to one’s relationship with the divine (e.g., attachment
to God; Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002), trust can be extended to one’s relationship with
God since trust is a central feature in interpersonal relationships (Rosmarin et al., 2009).
Moreover, many major religions emphasise trust for initiating, maintaining, and repairing
a relationship with God (Godfrey, 2012). So, it is not surprising that there is some interest
in this area in the psychological study of religion. Furthermore, recent advances in the
philosophy of trust (e.g., Faulkner & Simpson, 2017) and the conceptualisation of Trust
in God (TIG) in history, theology, and biblical studies (e.g., Morgan, 2015), suggest that
revisiting this construct in the psychology of religion could lead to some productive
research directions. Thus, in the present article, we aim to review how TIG has been con-
ceptualised and measured in the psychological literature. Then, we present a conceptual
model for TIG and suggest some directions for future research.

Prior conceptualisation and measurement

Only two research teams have conducted programmatic research on the psychology of
TIG. Examining their definitions and measures will provide a context for comparing the
psychological literature on TIG to related work in philosophy and theology.

Trust in God as beliefs about God’s nature and relations to humanity

One programme of research was developed by Rosmarin and colleagues. Their measure
of TIG is based on Jewish theorising (ibn Pekuda, trans. 1996), according to which TIG
involves “a cognitive and affective state in which a person feels that God is taking care
of their best interests” (Rosmarin et al., 2009, p. 100). However, their measure drops the
affective state and focuses exclusively on the cognitive state, which they identify as
believing six statements: (1) God has constant regard for all worldly affairs, (2) God has
absolute knowledge of what is in people’s best interests, (3) no power is greater than
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God, (4) God must be involved for anything to occur, (5) God is merciful and generous,
and (6) God is righteous in judgment (Rosmarin et al., 2009). Thus, the conceptualisation
of TIG they used in their measure was cognitive.

In their initial scale development effort to measure TIG, Rosmarin et al. (2009) used four
items for each of the six beliefs. After scale development work and winnowing items, their
work resulted in a 16-item measure with two subscales reflecting TIG (12 items; e.g., “God
is never ignorant of my concerns”) and mistrust in God (MIG; four items; e.g., “God disre-
gards my activities”). Both subscales showed adequate levels of internal consistency and
test-retest reliability, and were correlated in the expected direction with general religious-
ness, prayer, synagogue attendance, and religious study, which provided evidence for
convergent validity.

Subsequent studies by Rosmarin and his team have used slightly different versions of
the TIG and MIG scales. For example, Rosmarin et al. (2010) used an 11-item TIG subscale
and a nine-item MIG subscale, both of which showed adequate levels of internal consist-
ency. Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, Auerbach, et al. (2011) also developed a brief six-item measure
of TIG (three items measure TIG and three items measure MIG), which again showed
strong evidence for internal consistency and validity. This brief measure has been success-
fully used in samples of Christians (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, & Pargament, 2011), Jews
(Krumrei et al., 2013), and Muslims (Hafizi et al., 2014).

Over time Rosmarin’s (Rosmarin et al., 2010) TIG framework has become more parsimo-
nious. According to Rosmarin’s team, TIG is belief of the following three statements about
God: (1) the Divine has regard for all worldly affairs (i.e., omniscience), (2) the Divine is
greater than other powers/forces (i.e., omnipotence), and (3) the Divine is merciful and
generous (i.e., omnibenevolence) (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, Auerbach, et al., 2011). Elsewhere,
TIG is simply “the conviction that God takes care of one’s best interests” (Rosmarin et al.,
2010, p. 100). MIG, in contrast, is the belief that the Divine is ignorant or malevolent. TIG
and MIG are considered to be orthogonal constructs: whereas TIG involves the presence
or absence of belief of core religious teachings, MIG is more closely connected to the pres-
ence or absence of spiritual struggles (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, Auerbach, et al., 2011). The
upshot is that the construct used in the measure identifies TIG with beliefs about God
and God’s role in the world and relation to humanity.

Trust in God as expectancies of God

A second programme of research was developed by Krause and his team (Krause, 2015a).
They used Rosmarin’s conceptualisation of TIG (Krause & Hayward, 2015), but Krause
emphasised two further claims (2015b). First, TIG underlies many theodicies because
they involve the afterlife, which is empirically unverifiable, and so they must be taken
on trust. Second, TIG increases as individuals worship together and receive consensual
validation and support for their beliefs.

In addition to his work on general TIG, Krause and colleagues developed a research
programme on trust-based prayer expectancies (TBPE; Krause, 2004; Krause et al.,
2000). Expectancies are defined as beliefs about future states of affairs. In the context
of prayer, they are beliefs about responses from God. An expectancy is trust-based
when it involves, for example, believing that only God knows when it is best to answer
a prayer, and only God knows the best way to answer it. In other words, people
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acknowledge that they are limited in knowing what they need, and instead trust in God’s
better judgment. TBPE may be more likely to be adaptive and related to positive mental
health (compared to other types of expectations about prayer) because they are more
difficult to disconfirm (Krause & Hayward, 2013).

In regard to measurement, Krause and colleagues have used a five-itemmeasure of TIG
across studies (Krause, 2015b). All items are positively valenced, two represent face-valid
statements about TIG, in that they reference trust directly (“I trust God completely” and “I
trust God because He has always been right there for me in the past”) and, similar to the
Rosmarin measure, the other three items are beliefs about the benevolence of God (e.g., “I
believe that God will never let me down”). This measure of TIG has shown strong levels of
internal consistency across studies. To assess TBPE, Krause and colleagues have used a
two-item scale (i.e., “Learning to wait for God’s answer to my prayers is an important
part of my faith”; “When I pray, God does not always give me what I ask for because
only he knows what is best”) (Krause & Hayward, 2013). The two items show moderate
to strong correlations with each other across studies (Krause & Hayward, 2013, 2014).
Most of the research using these measures has involved Christians (Krause, 2004;
Krause & Hayward, 2013); the reliability and validity of these measures are currently
unknown for use with people from other religious traditions.

Summary and critique

Research on TIG is in a very early stage, with only two initial research programmes in exist-
ence. Both approaches view TIG as amostly cognitive construct. In other words, they identify
TIG with believing statements about God. Rosmarin’s (Rosmarin et al., 2009) approach
involves particular beliefs about God and Krause’s (2015a) approach involves a mix of
beliefs about God and two face-valid items about trust (which could incorporate cognitive,
affective, or behavioural components). There are some key limitations in these approaches
to conceptualising and measuring TIG.

First, although TIG plausibly involves some cognitive state toward statements about
God, it is not at all clear that TIG must involve the cognitive state of belief that, for
example, God is benevolent. There are two alternate options to consider. First, rather
than, for example, believing that God is benevolent, one might accept that God is bene-
volent or belieflessly assume that God is benevolent. Acceptance and beliefless assuming
are cognitive states, but they are not belief (Alston, 1996; Howard-Snyder, 2017). More-
over, rather than believing the “thick” statement that God is benevolent, one might
believe a “thinner” statement (e.g., there’s a good enough chance that God is benevolent
to act on it). This first point was recognised in psychological studies of trust in business
contexts: “the amount of knowledge necessary for trust is somewhere between total
knowledge and total ignorance” (McAllister, 1995, p. 26; citing Simmel, 1964).

Second, TIG plausibly involves much more than cognitions about God. Indeed, the
Jewish theological source of Rosmarin’s (Rosmarin et al., 2009) cognitive construct (ibn
Pekuda, trans. 1996) emphasises relying on God for something that matters to one,
which points to motivational, emotional, and behavioural components of TIG. Further-
more, the primacy of experiential, rather than merely cognitive, understandings of TIG
is suggested by developmental theory such as Erikson’s (1950) work, which proposes
that the capacity for trust is developed in the first two years of life—long before the
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possibility of abstract beliefs of the sort Rosmarin (Rosmarin et al., 2009) and Krause
(2015a) focus on. Erikson’s (1950) proposal has received support in the form of research
in the attachment tradition (e.g., Rodriguez et al., 2015).

Third, simply naming the construct “TIG”may have some limitations because religions,
and individuals within those religions, might vary widely in how they conceptualise trust.
With respect to religious differences, both measures appear to be based on the work of
Rabbi ibn Pekuda (trans. 1996), writing around 1080, although different versions of the
Rosmarin et al. (2009) measure have been used with Jewish (Rosmarin et al., 2009), Chris-
tian (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky et al., 2011), and Muslim (Hafizi et al., 2014) samples. Even so,
the measures omit the evident non-cognitive components of ibn Pekuda’s (trans. 1996)
account of TIG, notably relying on God. Furthermore, a theoretical base that draws
broadly and deeply on work in other disciplines may be needed to ensure that measures
represent a well-grounded conceptualisation of TIG.

Thus, initial work on TIG has mostly conceptualised and measured TIG in terms of prop-
ositional beliefs about God (e.g., the belief that God is benevolent), rather than other cog-
nitive states such as acceptance and assuming, or believing much “thinner” statements
about God. Further, it has omitted what seems more central to TIG than cognition,
namely a relying on God for something that matters to one. Conceptualizations of TIG
that foreground these possible components might affect measures in new and interesting
ways. Thus, as with any developing field of study, there is a need for strong theory that
can help refine measurement and drive research.

Drawing on interdisciplinary theory to conceptualise TIG

Because the current conceptualizations of TIG in the psychology of religion focus mostly
on beliefs about God, it is possible that TIG is conflated with conformance to theological
ideology within a tradition or other constructs that have very little to do with TIG. Both of
the main research teams that have conducted programmatic research on TIG conceptu-
alised TIG mostly in terms of propositional beliefs about God—specifically, whether God
has benevolent intentions. Given the strong correlations between these beliefs and other
constructs, the study of TIG, from the very outset, faces a danger of reproducing prior
work on similar constructs.

For example, to what degree are current measures, and future measures, of TIG simply
indicative of religious orthodoxy? That is, most theistic traditions assert the benevolence
of God, and research on TIG has been mostly cognitive-focused, assessing whether people
believe certain things about God. Belonging to a group typically involves having these
beliefs, and this is especially true within many Protestant Christian groups, which predo-
minate in many US samples. So, again, responses to measures could conflate TIG with reli-
gious orthodoxy.

Religious orthodoxy could easily become conflated with TIG because interpreting
scripture is a primary means of hearing from God within many groups. Yet, most
groups rely on religious leaders and a broader tradition to put some limits on what
people put their trust in God for. Pressures to conform to the beliefs of a community
can be quite strong, and in cases of intratextual fundamentalism, religious groups may
become closed off to influences outside the religious community or broader tradition
(Hood et al., 2005; Williamson et al., 2010).
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This sort of challenge is precisely the kind of situation where it may prove helpful for
psychologists to consider theory from a variety of disciplines before charting a course. We
suggest a strategy that involves careful work to conceptualise TIG and test the measure-
ment implications of that work at both the general (i.e., TIG) and specific (i.e., TIGx) level.
Once the conceptual and measurement foundations are fortified, it would then make
sense to examine predictors and outcomes of TIG, and researchers would have greater
reason to expect that the endeavour would yield new insight rather than simply replicat-
ing prior work.

What are the core features of trust and TIG from a philosophical perspective, and how
does this differ from the psychological conceptualizations we reviewed earlier? Since
Baier (1986), theories of trust typically involve reliance as a core component, and then dis-
tinguish trust from mere reliance by some further features of trust. This suggests a con-
ceptualisation of TIG that involves relational and behavioural factors (i.e., reliance), not
just a cognitive factor or, more narrowly, a belief factor. Whether trust also involves
belief remains a matter of disagreement among philosophers. In one class of theories,
for you to trust someone to do something is, roughly, for you to (1) be disposed to rely
on them to do it, and (2) expect that they will do it, which is a predictive rather than nor-
mative expectation. In another class of theories, for you to trust someone to do something
is, roughly, for you to (1) be disposed to rely on them to do it, and (2) expect that they
prima facie should do it, which is a normative rather than a predictive expectation
(McKaughan & Howard-Snyder, in preparation). This suggests that TIG involves two key
factors: (1) relying on God to come through (i.e., relational/behavioural factor), and (2)
a predictive and/or normative expectation that God will and/or prima facie should
come through (i.e., cognitive factor).

The first relational/behavioural factor (i.e., relying on God to come through) is more
consistent with the developmental theories mentioned above (i.e., Bowlby, 1968;
Erikson, 1950) than purely cognitive conceptualizations of TIG. We should also mention
that the disposition to rely on God is not arbitrary, but is formed on the basis of direct
or indirect relational encounters that shape the disposition. While these shaping relational
experiences are not an intrinsic part of the construct of TIG, their role should be noted, as
they connect this construct with other constructs such as attachment to God.

As for the second cognitive factor, it is important to note that, when a person puts
their trust in another person to do something, the required expectation might be
belief, but it might also be some other cognitive state (e.g., acceptance or beliefless
assuming), or it might be belief of a much “thinner” statement than that they will do
it or that they prima facie should do it. Trust theorists in philosophy agree that the
trustor cannot believe that the trusted will not or prima facie should not do it, but
that leaves a lot of flexibility in the cognitive factor, a far cry from the insistence on
belief that God is benevolent that we find in Rosmarin (Rosmarin et al., 2009) and
Krause (2015a), for example.

Philosophical conceptualizations of trust also distinguish one-, two-, and three-place
trust (McKaughan & Howard-Snyder, in preparation). First, someone can be higher or
lower in trust (i.e., one-place trust). In other words, they can be more or less likely to be
a trusting person, someone who is more or less likely to trust others, including God,
across situations and targets. Second, someone can have higher or lower levels of trust
in a particular person (i.e., two-place trust), including God (TIG). Finally, someone can be
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higher or lower in trust in another person, in some capacity or to do something (i.e., three-
place trust). For example, they trust them to come through, as a student but not as a pilot,
or they trust them to manage their personal finances but not to run an investment
company. Applied to God (TIGx), someone with three-place trust might trust God as a
loving and providential creator, but not as a plumber, or they might trust God to make
all things well, but not to take out the garbage cans.

Based on this conceptualisation of TIG, we offer three key implications for future
research.

Implication 1: trusting behaviour evidences trust

Can someone trust God without being disposed to engage in trusting behaviour? There is
reason to expect that trust will at least typically have behavioural manifestations. For
example, according to Pace (2020), trusting someone requires a willingness to take prac-
tical risks on their proving trustworthy and a level of confidence sufficient to motivate rel-
evant actions even if that confidence falls far short of belief. When trusting in God, a
person takes a risk and acts as though God will be involved and come through in the
expected way. For a crude metaphor, imagine a chair with a broken leg. It is one thing
to believe that the chair is still structurally sound enough to sit on, but it is an entirely
different psychological state to rely on it by sitting on the chair. More work will be
needed to measure this state well. Most likely, innovation will be needed in measurement
and research design, because there are a variety of factors that indicate TIG. In some cases,
the relevant behaviour may involve inaction (e.g., waiting on the Lord), or patient engage-
ment of prayer or other spiritual disciplines until a person obtains a clearer sense of what
to expect from God.

To ascertain someone’s degree of TIG, according to this conceptualisation, we would
need to ascertain more than someone’s beliefs about God. Given that trust involves
reliance, studies of TIG would do well to explore behaviours characteristic of relying on
God. The primary evidence for TIG would involve several parts. First, we would need infor-
mation about what people are relying on God for, including their expectations of God in
situations where these have the potential to be upheld or violated. Second, we would
need information about their behaviour, in situations where the person has variable
options to respond, based on the degree to which they are relying on God to come
through. Third, we might also want information about how people react when they
take their expectations to have been upheld or violated. Each step involves a variety of
beliefs or other cognitive states, motivations, emotions, and possible behaviours. So,
the challenge for psychologists is to begin to—albeit crudely at first—develop ways to
constrain some of the complexity in order to isolate aspects of TIG.

For example, what might be some behavioural indicators of TIG, or relying on God to
come through? These behavioural indicators might vary based on religious affiliation
and denomination or cultural background, but could include activities such as turning
toward God in time of stress or adversity such as threats to one’s health, finances, or
concerns in one’s family. It may also be demonstrated in rituals such as devotional or
scriptural reading focusing on a general reliance on God. Petitionary prayer (i.e.,
asking God for something) or even asking others to pray for something may also be
an indicator of TIG (Krause & Hayward, 2013, 2014). Engaging in religious coping
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strategies (Pargament, 1997) in response to a stressful event may also be a behavioural
indicator of TIG.

Implication 2: psychologists need to study trust at varying levels of specificity

As we indicated earlier, it is important to distinguish assessing the degree to which indi-
viduals trust God in general (TIG) from the degree to which they trust God in a particular
capacity or trust God to act in a particular way (TIGx). Perhaps individuals who have a high
degree of TIG also have a high degree of TIGx. Alternatively, perhaps individuals who have
a high degree of TIG also have a high degree of one-place trust (generally). Initial work on
TIG has only focused on something crudely related to two-place trust—namely, trusting
God because of attributes, without attending to details, such as variations in what people
expect of God, either predictively or normatively, and one’s degree of confidence that
God will live up to human expectations.

The goal of conceptualising and measuring specific instances of TIGx may need to be
achieved before attempting to operationalise TIG, in order to distinguish TIG from similar
constructs. This is particularly important in light of existing research showing strong cor-
relations with variables such as intrinsic religiosity, which challenges the discriminant val-
idity of current measures of TIG. A specific instance of TIGx will need to be identified in
ways that are able to differentiate it from alternative explanations. For example,
someone may report that they are trusting God to do something in a particular situation,
while actually they are simply conforming to group norms in order to protect their social
standing in their religious community. It may be that only after these specific instances of
TIGx are identified, can a measure of a more trait-like or global TIG be constructed by
aggregating several instances of TIGx. Identifying and studying specific instances of
TIGx may also be important because trusting God in different instances may have differ-
ential effects on one’s TIG more generally. For example, a person who trusts God for one
consequential action (e.g., saving me from my sins) may look different from a person who
trusts God for smaller actions throughout one’s day.

Implication 3: it is important to study how people form expectations of God and
cope with disappointed expectations

TIG—which crucially involves relying on God to come through—does not come without
relational risk. When people count on God for things that matter a lot to them, they will
have various predictive or normative expectations. Expectations about what God will or
won’t do, or should or shouldn’t do, can be frustrated or violated. When their expectations
are frustrated or violated, they might feel let down, disappointed, betrayed, or resentful.
Similarly, they might feel gratitude when their expectations are upheld. The experience of
frustrated or violated expectations might create uncertainty in one’s relationship with
God, or people might blame themselves for generating false expectations in the first
place. Since the range of reactions people experience might correlate with the particula-
rities of their theological commitments, it may be important to explore both how people
come up with the expectations they place on God (e.g., are there individual, cultural, or
religious predictors of these expectations?), as well as how people cope when their
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expectations are not met (e.g., does TIG persist, or does it decrease following unmet
expectations?).

Model of TIG and related constructs

In this next section, we present a theorised model of the relationships between TIG (both
general and specific), predictors of TIG, and outcomes of TIG (see Figure 1). Our model of
TIG has cognitive, emotional, and motivational predictors, which suggests several fruitful
avenues for further research. Here we discuss these as cognitive predictors of general TIG,
affective predictors of general TIG, motivational predictors of general TIG, predictors of
specific TIG, and predicted outcomes of general and specific TIG.

Cognitive predictors of general TIG

In our conceptualisation, we would place most of the prior constructs and measurement
strategies of TIG in this category—of cognitive predictors of general TIG (e.g., those found
in Rosmarin’s measure; Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, Auerbach, et al., 2011). However, in line with
what we proposed about TIG earlier, we would also place new constructs and measure-
ment strategies in this category (e.g., those that would assess believing “thinner” state-
ments about God rather than “thicker” ones).

In our model, all of these cognitive states focused on God would fall under cognitive
predictors of TIG. Some commonly believed claims about God (e.g., that God is loving or
all-powerful) are hypothesised to be related to greater degrees of TIG. Also, we expect
that having positive beliefs about the existence of God would be related to higher
levels of TIG. We also hypothesise that “thinner” claims about God may be related to
greater degrees of TIG (e.g., even when it is questionable whether God is loving,
there’s a good enough chance to act on that assumption). Other less commonly believed
claims about God (e.g., that God is distant or uninvolved in worldly affairs) are hypoth-
esised to be related to lower degrees of TIG. However, this domain is only one set of pre-
dictors of TIG.

Figure 1. Conceptualizing the relationship of trust in God with predictors and outcomes.
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Affective predictors of general TIG

Existing research shows that the positive effect of trust in relationships may be more
influenced by affect than cognition. For example, one study found that “deep acting”
emotional labour in the workplace (i.e., regulation of feelings), but not “surface acting”
(i.e., regulation of facial expressions), was influenced more by “affective trust” (i.e., trust
conceptualised as emotional bonds between individuals) in servant leaders than “cogni-
tive trust” (i.e., trust conceptualised as performance-relevant cognitions such as compe-
tence, responsibility, reliability, and dependability) (Lu et al., 2019; cf. McAllister, 1995).
These results suggest that one may be more committed to a relationship when trust is
rooted in strong affect. Of course, whether such findings translate to TIG is merely specu-
lative at this point. However, Fadardi and Azadi (2017) found in a Muslim sample that posi-
tive affect was positively related to TIG, conceptualised as believing certain things about
God and their relation to God; conversely, negative affect was negatively associated with
their belief-focused construct of TIG. It might be interesting to assess whether doubt in
combination with positive affect rather than doubt in combination with negative affect
is more positively associated with TIG. Furthermore, it would be interesting to explore
the relationship between feeling God’s presence and TIG. In any case, it is likely important
to consider affective and emotional predictors of TIG.

An especially fruitful area of research on TIG might be the close connections between
TIG and attachment to God. There has been extensive work that has explored religion and
one’s relationship with God as an attachment system (Kirkpatrick, 2005). For example, reli-
gious individuals tend to (1) seek and maintain proximity to God, (2) use God as a safe
haven in times of stress, (3) rely on God as a secure base from which to explore and
develop, (4) respond to perceived separation from God with anxiety, and (5) perceive
God as stronger and wiser than themselves (Davis et al., 2019; Granqvist et al., 2010). In
one qualitative study of disaster survivors (Davis et al., 2019), when asked about their
attachment behaviours to God, participants explicitly talked about actively putting
their trust in God. It may be that having a secure attachment relationship with God
leads to higher levels of TIG (and vice versa). Given that trust is a central component to
relationships, focusing more on the affective and relational components of one’s engage-
ment with God should prove useful for advancing research on TIG.

Motivational predictors of TIG

Motivational factors may also predict TIG. Krumrei et al. (2013) noted that persons with an
intrinsic religious motivation, where religion serves as a master-motive end in itself, are
more inclined to TIG, conceived solely as beliefs about God, than are those extrinsically
motivated individuals who see religion as a means to some other personal or social
end. Does TIG, so conceived, reflect only the “mature sentiment” of intrinsically motivated
religion (Allport, 1950)? Why might not an extrinsic motivation toward religion predict TIG
just as well? Similarly, individuals with a strong need for meaning require a sense of
purpose, self-worth, value, or efficacy (see Baumeister, 1991). Such personal needs for
meaning may be associated with TIG. For example, resting assured that all of life has
meaning and purpose, even in the face of tragedy, may require a trust in God who is
sovereign over all things and who does all things well (Hood et al., 2005).

10 J. N. HOOK ET AL.



A relatedmotivational construct is one’s need for the certainty that religionmayprovide.
Indeed, compensatory control theories of religion posit that when feeling a lack of control
or certainty, people turn to external structures, such as God, to restore a sense of control
(Kay et al., 2010). At first glance, need for certainty may be positively associated with TIG.
However, TIG might be more evident in the face of intellectual doubt or uncertainty. Ironi-
cally, it may require a greater trust in Godwhen belief-cancelling doubt is present, and one
nevertheless acts on the assumption that God is trustworthy.

The relationship of doubt to TIG may be more complex than studies of TIG in psychol-
ogy of religion seem to presuppose. Though not directly measuring TIG, the empirical lit-
erature has quite consistently shown that higher levels of doubt are at least moderately
associated with less religiousness such as Christian orthodoxy, less dogmatism, and lower
intrinsic religiosity (Hunsberger et al., 1993; Hunsberger et al., 1996). However, research in
this area has failed to distinguish intellectual doubt (i.e., lack of certainty about specific
propositions; e.g., being in doubt about whether God is loving) from interpersonal
doubt (i.e., lacking confidence in a person; e.g., feeling insecurity about God’s love for
me) (cf. Hall, 2021). TIG may be related in different ways to intellectual and to interperso-
nal doubt. Quest religious orientation—especially the distinction between “hard” quest
and “soft” quest (Edwards et al., 2011)—might also be relevant to the relationship
between doubt and TIG. Whether and, if so, how doubt is related to TIG has not been
empirically tested.

Predictors of specific TIG (TIGx)

As already noted, two-place TIG (trust in God across time and situations) may differ from
three-place TIGx (trusting God at some particular time for some particular thing, x). TIG is
likely positively correlated with TIGx, perhaps even necessary for TIGx; and enough posi-
tive (or negative) TIGx experiences may promote (or hinder) TIG. Still, the association
between TIG and TIGx may not be as strong as one might expect. For example, additional
factors might differentially predict TIGx from a more general TIG (e.g., beliefs about
human responsibility such as “There is no reason to trust that God will help me on this
important exam if I don’t do my part and study hard”) and social support or lack
thereof (e.g., “My friends think I am crazy to just trust God to take care of the matter”).
Further, the consensual validation of church attendance and spiritual support as a predic-
tor of TIG (Krause, 2015b) may even more robustly predict TIGx.

One way in which social support may encourage TIGx is through intercessory prayer.
Though no scientifically discernible effect of intercessory prayer on physical health has
been found (Masters et al., 2006), many people believe in the efficacy of prayer. Thus, we
encourage further research that builds on the work of Krause and Hayward’s (2013,
2014) TBPE. At the least, the effects of intercessory prayer on trust-related human
relationships appears to be substantial, especially in close relationships. For example,
praying for a romantic partner increases relationship satisfaction (Fincham et al., 2008)
and relationship commitment (Fincham & Beach, 2014) for both parties involved. Such
prayer support may also impact TIGx simply by a reinforcing connection with others
who demonstrate TIG.

Just as there are motivational factors of TIG, a motivational account of TIGx might be
important in situations in which meaning and control are in jeopardy, such as conditions
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that we are unable to master or make sense of. Hood et al. (2018) point out that religion in
general provides a greater sense of control in three forms: interpretive control (“things
could be much worse”), predictive control (“things will turn out all right in the end”),
and vicarious control (“let go and let God”) when a situation, such as a life-threatening
disease, is beyond one’s control. TIGx may be an important component of religious
coping with particular stressful life events. Pargament et al. (2001) discuss various ways
that religion may be used to cope, many of which indicate a degree of TIGx such as ben-
evolent religious reappraisal (e.g., “God gives me these trials to test me.”), pleading reli-
gious coping (e.g., “Please, God, help me through this terrible time.”), reappraisal of
God’s powers (e.g., “Nothing is too small for God not to notice and help.”), and spiritual
discontent (e.g., “How could God do this to me?”).

The potential conflict between TIG and TIGx in these kinds of situations is illustrated in
the body of research associated with Park’s (2010) meaning-making model. According to
this theory, which has robustly included religious constructs, when people face difficult
circumstances, their distress can be predicted by the discrepancy between their global
beliefs (that might predict TIG), and their initial appraisal of the difficult situation
(which might predict TIGx). Often people have to go through a lengthy meaning-
making process in order to resolve discrepancies between these global and situational
meanings. In the face of a life-threatening illness, for example, an individual may generally
endorse TIG, but may still struggle to reconcile notions of God’s trustworthiness in general
with confidence that God will still be good in whatever the outcome of the illness may be.
Such doubts may give rise to religious and spiritual struggles, which may alter their view
of God (Van Tongeren, Sanders, et al., 2019).

Predicted outcomes of TIG and TIGx

To date, the research on correlates of TIG that might be conceptualised as outcomes (i.e.,
consequences of TIG) has focused primarily on well-being. Although such research is
important and should be further pursued, there may be other important outcome vari-
ables to consider, as well as variables that may serve as mediating variables to well-
being. For example, do people who TIG display a more (or less) eudemonic sense of
well-being? Do people engage in TIG for primarily selfish reasons (e.g., healing for
oneself or loved one; hoping for a desirable new job)? Are there more altruistic ways to
engage in TIG, where one’s self-interest is deemphasized? Or is TIG another expression
of self-focused processes that predominate in the social psychological literature?

Other outcome variables of interest may include the relationship between TIG and
TIGx with perceptions of God in the face of tragedy, whether experienced personally or
not. What role do TIG and TIGx play in questions of theodicy and how people make
sense of suffering? For example, if people trust in God and view God as good, and
yet watch their loved one suffer with a terminal disease, might they feel abandoned
by, overlooked by, or angry at God? Or if they trust God to heal their family
member and God does not, how might that affect their coping with loss and grief?
Relatedly, how do TIG and TIGx influence perceptions of whether or not prayer
requests have been answered? Not only are TBPEs different for those high in TIGx,
but what criteria are used in determining whether those expectancies have been
fulfilled?
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What happens when one perceives that TIG expectancies have been violated or
ignored by God? Under what conditions does this lead to a mistrust in God (MIG)? Do vio-
lations of TIG expectancies produce doubt in God’s sovereignty or character, or might TIG
actually increase in the face of such struggles? How might TIGx be related to religious
coping or spiritual fortitude (Van Tongeren, Sanders, et al., 2019)?

Directions for future research

Based on our conceptual model of TIG, there are several exciting areas for future research.
First, it may be interesting to consider how well the measurement strategies offered by
Rosmarin (Rosmarin et al., 2009) and Krause (2015a), based on their theoretical conceptu-
alizations, get at the core aspects of TIG. Namely, both measurement strategies focus
mainly on beliefs about the nature of God. As seen in our conceptualisation and
model, perhaps these cognitive factors would be better placed as predictors of TIG
rather than viewed as TIG itself. New measures may be necessary to get at the core
aspects of TIG—which focus on (1) relying on God to come through and (2) having pre-
dictive and/or normative expectations that God will come through. Similarly, future work
needs to differentiate TIG from other related constructs (e.g., religious orthodoxy, God
representations).

It may also be important to question whether the existing measurement strategies are
valid for individuals from different religious groups. Rosmarin has argued that although
the development of his measurement strategy was rooted in Jewish theology, his items
may be applicable to persons from other religious traditions as well (e.g., Christians
and Muslims) (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, & Pargament, 2011). Indeed, there is initial evidence
to support the reliability of his measure in these populations. However, it is uncertain
whether a specifically Christian or a specifically Muslim theory of TIG may have led to
different items or a different scale. There have also not yet been any attempts (to our
knowledge) to apply Rosmarin’s theory and measurement strategy (Rosmarin et al.,
2009) to individuals outside the Abrahamic religions, or for individuals who engage in
Eastern religious practices, polytheistic religions, or non-religious spiritualities. Similarly,
the majority of Krause’s studies on TIG have focused on Christians (e.g., Krause, 2015a,
2015b). It is uncertain whether his conceptualisation of TIG would apply to people
from other religious traditions. And, of course, within each of these major traditions,
there is great variety. Certainly, a robust theoretical framework of TIG should include a
consideration of how various religious traditions and sub-traditions—including those
that place multiple deities at the centre of their religious focus—conceptualise TIG.

Second, future work could further explore the similarities and differences between TIG
and MIG. Rosmarin and colleagues have suggested that TIG and MIG are getting at
different constructs—TIG reflects a basic presence or absence of core beliefs about
God, whereas MIG is more connected with spiritual struggle (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, Auer-
bach, et al., 2011). However, the empirical data show very similar correlations (in opposite
directions) between TIG, MIG, and related constructs. A compelling alternative hypothesis
that would need to be accounted for is that the difference between TIG and MIG is
method variance: negatively worded items are often clustered on one factor and posi-
tively worded items on another factor; rather than reflecting two different psychological
dimensions or constructs, they rather reflect valence in a self-report measure. It remains to
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be seen whether TIG and MIG are conceptually unique, or whether they reflect a similar
underlying phenomenon.

Third, future research could further examine the relationship between TIG and religious
coping. One previous research study found that TIG was positively related to positive reli-
gious coping and negatively related to negative religious coping (Krumrei et al., 2013).
(The opposite pattern was found for MIG.) However, this study used a brief measure of
religious coping that divided religious coping into two categories: positive and negative.
It would be interesting to explore the relationship between TIG and specific religious
coping strategies, such as collaborative religious coping and passive religious deferral
(Pargament et al., 2000)

Fourth, future research could investigate potential differences between trust and faith,
whether constructs related to TIG and faith in God (FIG) are empirically distinguishable,
and whether one or the other more usefully tracks psychological features salient to religious
life and practice. For example, some accounts of FIG differentiate it from TIG by focusing on
the importance of resilience in the face of challenges (McKaughan & Howard-Snyder, in
preparation). In other words, FIG may be particularly helpful when individuals experience
challenges or struggles in their religious journey. Studies investigating the relations
between either FIG or TIG and resilience and other questions, such as the extent to
which either construct is compatible with intellectual doubt, might explore how these con-
structs manifest over time, especially through various kinds of challenges and difficulties.

Fifth, future work might also pursue differences and similarities between trust and
trustworthiness, and faith and faithfulness. This is especially important given the preva-
lence and importance of relationships of mutual faith and faithfulness both in human
life and in the covenantal relationships between God and human beings in Abrahamic
religions as these are understood in recent biblical, historical, and theological work
(Bates, 2020; Lindsay, 1993; Morgan, 2015). On the face of it, when a person puts their
faith in God, they are disposed to rely on God for whatever it is that they put their
faith in God for. Typically, however, they also take it that God relies on them to come
through in a variety of ways – perhaps because God has entrusted to them the care of
creation or more specific vocations – and, when they do come through in these ways,
their doing so can be usefully conceptualised as resulting from their being faithful to
God with respect to what they take God to be relying on them for. Faith is not faithfulness
(McKaughan & Howard-Snyder, in press)—and so a rich research programme in the psy-
chology of religion awaits, one that involves conceptualising faithfulness to God, devel-
oping measures of it, and relating it to faith and other nearby constructs as well as a
host of other outcomes (e.g., behaviour and well-being).

Sixth, research might study exemplars of faith and faithfulness. It is one thing to con-
ceptualise faith as a complex mental state; it is quite another to conceptualise it as some-
thing more trait-like; and it is a third thing to conceptualise it as a moral and/or
intellectual excellence. Just as psychologists have studied geniuses and exceptional
leaders, and just as psychologists have begun to study morally exceptional people, so
they might study exemplars of faith and faithfulness generally, as well exemplars of
faith in and faithfulness to God. Different religious traditions will put forward different his-
torically prominent exemplars (e.g., Abraham and Jesus, as well as more recent ones such
as Mother Teresa; McKaughan, 2018). Study of these and other people might provide a
template for conceptualising faith and faithfulness as excellences, which might then
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enable psychologists to identify living people who are exemplars of these traits. Study of
these living individuals may well turn up features and practices that might help others as
they aim to live well within their religious tradition.

Practical application

TIG may be an important construct to consider for therapists or religious leaders who are
working with individuals who are struggling with mental health problems or their
relationship with God. If individuals are struggling with TIG, it may be helpful to
discuss in more detail what they are trusting God for. In other words, does TIG refer to
more of a general tendency to rely on God? Or does TIG refer to relying on God for some-
thing specific—either in a particular capacity or for a particular action? It may be that a
more general reliance on God is more beneficial for mental health than trusting God to
intervene on specific issues or events. Perhaps, for some, simply trusting God in
general without qualifications or expectations regarding how God ought to act would
provide freedom and comfort when life eludes easy explanation or simplistic answers.

TIG could also be a religious variable that can help peoplemanage a stressful situation, thus
mitigating the negative effects of stress and adversity. If someone is going through a difficult
time, it might be helpful to discuss with them how TIG might help them withstand the chal-
lenge, similar to the idea of using spiritual fortitude to engage one’s struggles or obstacles in a
productive manner (Van Tongeren, Aten, et al., 2019). However, we hasten to clarify that for
some undergoing religious and spiritual struggle, the idea of encouraging TIG may feel inva-
lidating and inauthentic; for some, trusting Godmay be precisely what led to their struggles—
especially if they assume that TIG requires belief. Thus, we encourage wise clinical insight
regarding the nature of the struggle and history and beliefs of the particular client.

One way that R/S might positively impact health is by giving religious individuals
access to a wide array of R/S-specific coping resources, such as prayer, meditation, and
social support (Pargament, 1997). It may be that TIG enables individuals to utilise a
broad range of R/S coping resources that are available to them. In fact, utilising religious
coping strategies might be one behavioural manifestation of relying on God. If religious
individuals are struggling with stressful events, it may be helpful to reorient them toward
TIG and the R/S coping resources that have worked for them in the past.

Finally, given the growing number of people who are leaving religion (i.e., the rise of
the “nones;” Pew-Templeton, n.d.) via deidentification, disaffiliation, or deconversion, a
better understanding of the role of TIG in why people are walking away from faith is
needed. Does an overly cognitive conceptualisation of TIG that equates TIG with belief,
or sometimes even intellectual certainty and freedom from doubt, lead some who experi-
ence spiritual struggles to wonder if they really trust God at all, subsequently leading to a
perceived loss of religious identity, and leaving one’s religious community altogether?
Might a more nuanced picture of TIG change the landscape of religious identities?

Conclusion

In the present article, we explored TIG from a psychological perspective. Similar to advances
in theology and philosophy, psychologists have becomemore interested and active in study-
ing TIG in recent years. Continued work in this area will help to develop a deeper and richer
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conceptualisation of TIG, distinguish it from nearby constructs such as FIG, clarify and
improve existing measurement strategies, and further explore the effect of TIG on mental
health and well-being. We hope this paper provides an impetus for such continued research.
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