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ABSTRACT

The aim of my dissertation is to lay the foundation for a substantive exploration of trust. In
Chapter One I explain why such an exploration is important and speculate as to why the topic has been
largely ignored by the philosophic community. In Chapter Two I construct a definition of trust that allows
it to be differentiated from related concepts such as reliance and dependence and explicate some of the
reasons as to why trust matters so much to us. In Chapter Three I present the conditions under which we
can reasonably apply the definition worked out in Chapter Two toward collectives such as organizations
and professions. In Chapter Four I explain some of the moral dimensions of trust and construct a
framework that allows us, within limits, to address ethical questions involving issues of trust. In Chapter
Five I use this framework to examine some issues concerning the physician/patient relationship. In

Chapter Six I use this framework to examine some issues concerning teacher/student relationships.
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CHAPTER ONE
WHY THINK ABOUT TRUST?
Consider the following narrative:

Joe and Maggie Griffith, a couple in their early forties, have been married twenty years and have
two children, Ken and Maria, aged 10 and 17 respectively. They share a joint position in the economics
department at a medium sized Midwestern university, and this year they will be taking a sabbatical in
Bangkok, Thailand. This is the first time either one of them will have gone abroad. Joe has secured a
one year post working for the U.N., while Maggie plans to do independent research on international labor
economics. Both are also engaged in ongoing projects which will need to be kept up while they are out of
the country. Maggie is co-writing a book on the history of labor economics with Bruce, a new person in
the history department. Bruce is counting on this book to help him secure tenure. Joe is part of a
commission appointed by the state legislature to examine the feasibility of creating a single payer health
care system for the state. The commission will continue meeting while he is gone, but he has asked to
remain involved in the project in at least an advisory capacity.

The economics department advertises in the Chronicle of Higher Education for two one-year
replacement faculty who will take over the Griffiths' classes while they are gone. In December both the
Griffiths and the chairman of the department interview a number of candidates at the national Economics
meeting. They hire two ABD's, explaining to them that there is no possibility of these positions being
converted into tenure stream jobs. When Robert, one of the replacement faculty, asks about housing the
Griffiths raise the possibility of his housesitting while they are gone. After some discussion about the cost
of the monthly payments and what responsibilities it would entail, Robert agrees to live in the house. He
points out though that he will not be able to move in until three weeks after the Griffiths have all left for
Thailand. The Griffiths ask their neighbor Sam to watch over the house in the interim. They have also
asked Sam to take in the family dog, Thorstin, for the duration of the sabbatical. A few months before he
leaves Joe has a lengthy discussion with Gary, the family accoutant. Gary and Joe discuss various

investment strategies for the coming year, what documents Gary will need the Griffiths to save for tax
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purposes, and how much leeway he will have to pursue unexpected investment opportunities.

Maggie arranges with the family physician, Frances, to conduct a thorough physical on each
Jfamily member and start each on the necessary regimen of shots. Maggie asks Frances to assess the
general health situation in Thailand; what sorts of diseases should they be aware of? How prevalent is
HIV in the population? Is the blood supply safe? How should they go about finding a doctor for their
time there? What is the status of the water supply? Frances utilizes a number of sources in her
researches, including the state university's Institute on International Health, the World Health
Organization, UNICEF, and the International Red Cross.

Joe leaves two months earlier than Maggie in order to find suitable housing, begin his job, select
a school for the children, and generally get a feel for the city. Most of his new colleagues have lived in
Thailand for many years and are generous with their advice. Several of them explain that if he and his
family are only going to be here for a short time he should hire a driver to help him through the maze of
Bangkok. He interviews a variety of applicants and hires a chauffeur, Su Chat. He explains to Su Chat
that part of his duties will entail keeping an eye on Ken, his son, who has never lived in a big city, as well
as making sure that the whole family learns the safe and unsafe sections of town. Before Joe accepted the
position he had contacted the American embassy in Bangkok for their assessment of political situation.
He had explained that he needed to be sure the country was stable enough to risk bringing his family. He
was reassured by Anne, an aide to the ambassador, that even though there was an attempted coup three
years ago, there is little chance of any serious trouble.

A few days before Maggie and the kids are scheduled to leave, Maggie is asked to be a last minute
replacement for the main speaker at an extremely important conference in New York. She calls her sister,
Sue, who lives an hour away, to ask if she will look after the children for the next couple of days. They
both agree that this will work out well since the airport Maggie and the kids are scheduled to depart from
is in Sue's town. When Maggie returns Sue can simply drive her and the kids to the airport, and Sue will
keep the car for the duration of the sabbatical. Maggie helps the children unpack and leaves with Sue to
catch her flight. As they drive out to the airport, Sue asks Maggie if she would do her a favor while in

New York. She tells Maggie that if she comes across any interesting art prints or compact discs she would
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appreciate it if Maggie would buy her some, and she could reimburse her later. They discuss the sorts of
painters and music Sue has been interested in lately, as well as the general price range, to give Maggie a
rough idea of what to look for.

Sue lets 10-year-old Ken stay up past his usual bedtime, orders pizza for dinner two nights in a
row, allows 17-year-old Maria an after-dinner glass of wine, and rents several movies to amuse the
children while she catches up on some work from her office. On Saturday night Sue and Maria stay up
late into the morning talking about their respective relationships. Sue tells Maria what she thinks of the
choice she and her boyfriend, Marc, have made to remain committed to each other. They have agreed to
each remain celibate while Maria is in Thailand, but they can date other people. On Sunday Ken, while
playing a game of street football, picks up a number of scrapes and twists his ankle slightly. Sue looks
Ken over, puts some antiseptic on the cuts, and takes him to a Redi-Care where a nurse practitioner
examines him. The NP sees no need for any further treatment, only telling Ken to keep off the ankle as
much as possible for the next twenty-four hours.

Meanwhile, Maggie gives her speech. During the follow up question and answer period she
makes reference to some unpublished work that she and her co-author have recently completed that has
some bearing on what an audience member has asked. Later that night she has dinner with Scott, an old
[riend of hers from graduate school who teaches at another, less prestigious school. They talk about the
conference, particularly whether she should spend much time turning her presentation into a publication.
Maggie is especially interested whether Scott thinks she would have a better chance at being accepted by
one of the top journals if she included the unpublished material she referred to in the question and answer
section. Scott says that if she'll send him the full draft of the paper, as well as the unpublished material,
he'll look it over. They discuss Scott's frustration with his present position, and they conclude that with a
Jfew more publications he might be able to find a better job elsewhere.

Maggie then spends the next day sightseeing and browsing for music and art for her sister. She
comes across a print which she believes Sue would want very much although it is substantially above the
agreed upon price range. Unable to reach Sue by phone, Marge decides to go ahead and purchase it.

Upon leaving the gallery she finds she is uncertain which bus she should take to the airport. She asks a
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man in a suit holding a briefcase who appears to be waiting for a bus the quickest way to Kennedy airport.
He gives her the correct directions and Maggie gets on her return flight.

Sue leaves Maria to watch Ken and drives out to the airport to pick up Maggie. Two days later
Sue drives Maggie, Ken, and Maria all out to the airport, and they board the flight to Hawaii where they
will make their connection to Hong Kong. From Hong Kong they fly on to Bangkok where they are met by

Joe who then drives them to their new home.



Section I: Why study trust?

Importance of trust in daily life

If the above narrative scems a trifle dull, it has partially served its purpose. One way to see the
importance and pervasiveness of trust is to take the normal ebb and flow of life and consider how much of it
involves some form of trusting. Although the Griffiths are about to dramatically alter their lives for a year,
nothing particularly dramatic happens. No one is murdered, no one lies to anyone else, no one cheats anyone
else out of money, no one has an affair, people behave decently towards each other. Yet the characters are not
sitting quietly and safely in their rooms, disengaged from the world. They serve on legislative commissions,
plan overseas trips, fly to New York, play football with friends, write articles. deliver papers, take on new jobs,
etc. Over and over again the characters in the narrative trust each other in a wide variety of ways. Why so
many complex, multi-partied events take place is due in large part to the success of such trusting. Trust is a
necessary condition for allowing the Griffiths to lead such active and interesting lives. Whether or not
someone merely depends upon another as opposed to trusting them will turn out to be a difference of some
import, but I cannot address it here. A detailed definition of trust distinguishing it from related, but importantly
different notions like faith, dependence, and reliance, will be introduced and defended in Chapter Two.
Assuming though that all the characters mentioned are genuinely trusting each other, we can list the some of
the varieties of trusting taking place in this brief narrative:

Maggie and Joe are trusting each other: To be maritally faithful to each other before Maggie and the kids
fly over to join him.

Maggie, Ken, and Maria are trusting Joe: To pick out a pleasant, comfortable, safe house which will fit
within their budget. The children are also trusting Joe to select a decent school which will challenge them and
not be too much of a culture shock.

Joe is trusting Maggie: To care for the children, keep them healthy and safe and continue the counseling,
nurturing, supportive activities which will help them to grow up happy and fulfilled.

Maggie is trusting Bruce, her co-author: To continue working on the book and correspond regularly with
her.

Joe is trusting his fellow commission members: To continue gathering the necessary data for the report and
to make sure he is kept up to date.

Joe and Maggie are trusting Robert: To maintain the house and to deal with any accidents which may occur.
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They are also trusting Robert to notify them if any large scale disasters arise that might require their personal
attention.

Maria and Marc are trusting each other: To adhere to the bargain they made to remain celibate even
though they may each date other people.

The Griffiths are trusting Sam, their neighbor: To care for their dog as well as watch over the house until
Robert moves in.

Maggie is trusting Sue: To keep her children safe for the weekend and to contact her if anything serious
happens. She is also trusting Sue will reimburse her for any C.D.'s or prints she purchases.

Maggie is trusting Frances, the physician: To do an accurate diagnosis of the family's physical health, to
administer the regimen of shots in a professional manner, and to help her know what to expect in Thailand.

Sue is trusting Maggie: To use her good judgment to pick out music and art work in New York and to stay
within the agreed upon budget.

Maggie is trusting Sue: To accept her judgment that if she sees something extra special out of the price range
Sue mentioned and yet Maggie is confident that Sue would love it, the two of them will work out an equitable
means of handling the situation.

Joe is trusting Gary: To watch over the family accounts, make wise investments, and handle the taxcs.

Maggie is trusting Scott: About his opinion of the speech and its prospects. She will also be trusting him not
to plagiarize her work if she does indced send him some of the unpublished material.

Ken and Maria are trusting Aunt Sue: To treat them decently, and not abuse them physically or mentally in
the absence of their parents.

Joe is trusting his new colleagues: To give him good advice on the schools, restaurants, places to live.

And so on.

It is also interesting to note the diversity of trusting taking place. The nature of the relationships
between the trusting parties varies tremendously. Friends, family members, lovers, colleagues, strangers are all
trusting each other with regard to a wide range of items. Sometimes the characters are trusting each other with
the care of a person or a thing: children, money, houses. Sometimes they are trusting each other for or about
something: directions, editorial opinions, political advice. Sometimes the trusting is reciprocal, sometimes it is
one-sided. Sometimes the people are very conscious they are trusting another, and sometimes it is so implicit
in the nature of the relationship that neither party is even aware of how much has been passed between
them.

It might be argued that while nothing untoward happens to the Griffiths, this is hardly a normal month
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in anyone's life; far too many momentous events are taking place in the Griffiths' lives. So while trust may be
clearly involved in these sorts of scenarios it is hardly as important in daily life as the narrative would indicate.
However, any of us can conduct a similar sort of inquiry by taking the a mundane two week period of life and
looking for moments when we are either explicitly or implicitly trusting someone else. A baby-sitter, a
teacher's evaluation of a child's performance, a magazine article on the potential success of a political nominee,
a car mechanic's explanation of what is wrong with the car, a fricnd loaning a pair of gardening shears. Any of
these interactions is the occasion for trust. Trust plays a significant role in innumerable relationships ranging
from the trivial to the highly consequential.

What does seem to be true is that the more removed from social interaction a person is, the less
significant a factor trust is in his/her life. Trust is primarily a social phenomenon, one of consequence only to
those who engage in relationships with other people. A hermit in a cave does not need to worry about trusting
(although bad experiences with trust may have been the primary reason for becoming a hermit in the first

place).

The absence or destruction of trust points to its importance

As lies spread--by imitation, or in retaliation, or to forestall suspected deception--

trust is damaged. Yet trust is a social good to be protected just as much as the air

we breathe or the water we drink. When it is damaged, that community as a whole

suffers; and when it is destroyed, societies falter and collapse.'

Annette Baier, in her important essay, "Trust and Anti-Trust," points out that since trust is so
pervasive we are most likely to notice it only when it has broken down. It is only after we have been let down
or betrayed that we realize we were even trusting at all.? Therefore, another way to see the significance of trust
is by looking for situations where the loss of trust has been raised as a serious issue. For instance, consider
some possible ways to spice up the narrative: Joe cheats on Maggie in Thailand, Maggie's friend lies to her
about her speech because he is jealous, Aunt Sue abuses the children, Gary embezzles all the funds from the
family, Joe's colleagues use his ideas and then neglect to include his name when they publish their report. The

inherent dramatic possibilities of such scenarios are the direct result of the destruction or violation of trust.
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This is hardly surprising since trust shows up constantly as a central theme in literature, theater, and
cinema. Many of Shakespeare's plays revolve around issues of misplaced trust, foolish trust, betrayal of trust,
unjustified trust, and trust rewarded or denied. Macbeth assassinates King Duncan who believes him a
trustworthy subject; Desdemona is killed because Iago manipulates Othello to think she has betrayed him; Lear
is convinced he has been betrayed by Cordelia; Richard III plays upon the trust of everyone around him and
betrays almost everyone he encounters. In his book, Frames of Deceit, Peter Johnson has a fascinating
examination of the intersection between political and personal trust in Sophocles's Philoctetes. The outcome of
the Trojan War depends upon the successful betrayal of Philoctetes who is marooned as the result of an earlier
betrayal.’ David Mamet's Oleana asks the audience to decide whether or not the teacher has betrayed the trust
of the student who comes to see him in Act I.

In Jane Austen's Pride and Prejudice Elizabeth Bennet begins by trusting Mr. Wickam and not Mr.
Darcy, only to eventually learn that the former is a villain who almost destroys her family. In Josephine Hart's
novel Damage a man's ongoing affair with his son's fiance ultimately results in the death of his son and the
destruction of his own career and marriage. Madame Bovary betrays her husband and is in turn betrayed by her
lover; the reader must decide whether either character was ever worthy of trust to begin with. Much of the evil
of Orwell's 1984 stems from the fact that it is impossible to trust anyone in that world since anyone might be
an agent of Big Brother. This is why the private and intimate relationship between Winston Smith and Julia is
so poignant. In Nikos Kazanzakis's novel The Last Temptation of Christ Jesus must trust Judas to betray
him in order for God's plan to be carried out.

Francis Ford Coppola's Godfather trilogy is filled with occasions in which trust becomes the central
issue. In the first film Sonny Corleone is set up for his execution by his brother-in-law, and an old family
friend later tries to do the same thing to Michael. In the second film Michael Corleone is betrayed by his
brother who feels he has been betrayed by the family. In each case these violations of trust result in death and
suffering for everyone concerned. The film Thelma and Louise includes several crucial episodes where the
trust the two women have in each other causes them to make a specific decision. What happens is then all the

more dramatic when contrasted with their unwillingness to trust the law and its representatives. Even simple
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cinematic thrillers like Basic Instinct and Single White Female depend upon achicving their emotional
effects by challenging the audience to figure out,"Who here can be trusted?"

These examples from the art world reflect the frequency and magnitude of our encounters in the real
world with the problems of broken or absent trust. If we look for them, we are quickly overwhelmed by
examples of significant societal changes that result from the loss of trust in the realms of politics, medicine,
teaching, law, as well as relationships between individuals of different genders, races, sexual orientations, and
generations. Whether or not these societal transformations are ultimately good or bad is a separate question
deserving intensive study. What is far less controversial, however, is the fact that a deterioration or weakening
of trust changes the substance and style of human interaction.

For example, trust has become an increasingly prominent issue in politics. In the closing months of
the 1992 presidential election President Bush settled on his theme to attack, then-governor, Bill Clinton's lead
in the polls: "Trust and Taxes." Clinton couldn't be trusted about anything he said he had done or about
anything he was going to do. This was a deliberate and effective strategy on the part of the Bush campaign
staff. It had initially been recommended to them by political advisors of British Prime Minister John Major
who had recently utilized it to defeat a challenge from the Labor party. Questions about trust were not directed
solely toward Clinton though. Bush's own "trust factor" became a major campaign issue, stemming in part
from his decision to raise taxes after explicitly promising not to in the 1988 election, as well as damaging
evidence regarding the truthfulness of his explanation of his role in the Iran-Contra scandal. Professional
pollsters on both sides spent hundreds of hours and thousands of dollars trying to determine the extent to which
voters trusted Clinton or Bush and which of them had the biggest problems with the "trust factor.” Numerous
polls indicated a lack of trust on the part of citizens with the political process and the members of congress.
This lack of trust with both the conventional political parties created the groundswell of support for a third
party.

Looking closely at professions such as teaching and medicine provides a wide range of examples of
issues that turn on seeing the pivotal role of trust. Universities and colleges in the past ten years have created a
host of new policies and regulations governing the behavior of students and faculty that are the result of a

breakdown of trust. Many schools forbid teachers from dating students taking courses in their department or in
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their classes. Some schools have prohibited faculty and students from dating at all. Clearly these regulations
arise in large part from a belicf that teachers cannot be trusted to refrain from abusing their power over
students. In even more mundane matters schools are introducing new policies to deal with the loss of trust.
For instance, some schools make it a requirement for their faculty to issue syllabi for their courses. Students
can use these as a basis for filing a grievance with the institution's ombudsman if the professor fails to adhere
to it. This policy has arisen because of students' distrust that teachers will act in a non-capricious fashion about
grades, tests, paper requirements, reading loads, and evaluations.

In medicine there are hundreds of thousands of people who will not trust mainstream medical
practitioners with even basic treatment. Each year millions of dollars are spent on alternative health care.*
Every bookstore carries bestsellers by writers such as Deepak Chopra who argue that mainstream medicine is
misguided in a number of fundamental aspects.’ For many minorities this skepticism of the competency of the
medical community is combined with a belief that mainstream medicine is racist. African Americans are less
likely to donate kidneys than whites in good part because they fear their organs may be taken from them before
they are dead. They refuse to sign Advance Directives in large part because of a fear that this will cause the
medical community to curtail life-saving treatment if they need it.° A number of African Americans believe
that both the push for family planning and the advent of AIDS are part of a conspiracy between the medical
community and the government to eradicate them.’

Several leading members of the disabled community are fighting against "right to die" and advance
directive legislation. They argue that this legislation is simply one step down the road to increased bigotry and
marginalization. They do not trust the philosophical proponents of autonomy/freedom of choice. In their eyes,
right to die advocates are simply laying conceptual, moral, and legal groundwork that will later be used to rid
society of "non-productive” persons. This mistrust has caused serious problems in the dissemination of
medical technology such as genetic screening as well as creating problems for legislation designed to
promoting further access to health care. The state of Oregon's 1990 program for increasing Medicare access
to everyone below the poverty line was initially challenged and stopped by leaders in the disabled community.
They went to court to challenge the state's process for establishing priorities for what services would be

provided, arguing that the state's methods were potentially discriminatory to the handicapped.
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Within the medical field itself mistrust is a constant issuc. We frequently hear claims that doctors
don't trust nurses, administrators don't trust the staff, and nurses don't trust the doctors. As a result of this
distrust there is frequently a restriction on the autonomy of practitioners, both in deciding how to structure the
health care system as a whole and within the institutions as they presently exist. In the AMA's 1993
conference in New Orleans the governing body once again reiterated its strong objections to nurse practitioners
being allowed to set up individual practices away from the oversight of a certified M.D. Within hospitals,
detailed policy guidelines are often created in order to regulate the behavior of everyone involved. Frequently
the guidelines entail restricting an individual health care provider's discretionary powers to deal with a problem
on the spot as people become afraid to deviate from the regimen in any way. Regimented care becomes more
and more commonplace for both patients and health care providers, thereby resulting in a impersonal and cold
health care system. Some philosophers have urged that the traditional idea of an "ethics of trust” as integral to
the professional client relationship is incoherent and dangerous and should be replaced with a different view,
an "ethic of distrust."® These writers claim this is especially so when it comes to understanding the
doctor/patient relationship.

These are just some of the many issues of distrust and trust that affect everyone on a daily basis. It
would be easy to create an even larger list, but this should suffice as a beginning. It is not hard to see that there
are similar sorts of issues involving trust in business, religion, the military, the arts, science, personal

relationships, psychology, education, and politics.

Important theoretical questions about trust
In investigating the practical ramifications of trust we are inevitably led to a plethora of intriguing
theoretical questions. Some of the questions that follow will be addressed in the dissertation but, as will
quickly become apparent, there are enough issues here for many such inquiries.
To begin with, there is the problem of trying to construct a definition of trust. Bernard Barber, a
leading writer on the topic, has pointed out that this definitional unclarity is more than a mere semantic
problem. He contends that the confusion surrounding what is meant by the term makes most of the surveys

purporting to measure trust misleading or worthless.” Are 'trust,’ ‘dependence’, 'faith,’ 'confidence,’ and



12
'reliance’ different words for the same phenomenon? Is the definition for one the same for all? If there are
mmportant differences between these terms, then they need to be clearly expressed. This will be further
complicated by the fact that it is unlikely there is one particular kind of trusting relationship that can serve a
paradigm example. Trust between lovers, between siblings, between friends, between professionals and their
clients are each important, but no one kind is obviously the key to understanding trust.

People constantly use phrases like,"You can trust Toyota" or "You should never trust the
government.” However, 'Toyota' and 'the government' refer not to specific individuals but to collections of
individuals. This immediately raises the question of whether it makes sense to talk about trusting an organized
collection of people. Is trusting an institution or profession or organization, such as the doctors or teachers or
the government or Ford, the same sort of thing as trusting an individual? It may be that it is simply a
misleading use of the term to say,"I trust the Democrats more than I trust the Republicans.” For strict clarity
some other term entirely, like "confidence" or "faith", may be required. Do any collectives have the necessary
features that would allow one to talk sensibly about trusting them? Moreover, this is complicated by the fact
that there are an enormous variety of collectives ranging from business organizations to professions to cultures
to clubs to government systems.

Does a society require widespread trust among its citizens in order to ensure its survival? Where
there is widespread distrust among the citizenry is it possible to establish a democratic government or a
flourishing economy? Perhaps it is possible to have a thriving society with citizens who distrust each other so
long as they trust certain critical social institutions (¢.g., banking, police, the legislature, the President). Or it
may be that it is impossible to create and sustain a modern capitalist, democratic society without widespread
trust. In any case, understanding the interrelationship between trust in large social and economic institutions
and the level of interpersonal trust among the citizenry matters a great deal. Governments may need to learn
how to promote trust among their citizenry in order to be able to follow through on their duties and
responsibilities to the public. It may turn out that some forms of economic or political systems inevitably
generate a deterioration of trust among participants.

There are epistemological questions regarding the nature of trust. Some writers have claimed that the

notion of unconscious trust makes no sense. Others maintain that unconscious trust is the most prevalent kind
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there is. Must trust always involve a conscious decision or awarencss on the part of the one trusting?'® Trust
always carries with it the possibility of disappointment and betrayal. Knowing this, we must determine what is
means to sensibly trust someone and how this is separated from simple gullibility or foolishness. An adequate
response to such questions will entail constructing criteria to distinguish between those people who have good
grounds to trust and those who are trusting blindly. Can trust be a purely intellectual conscious decision with
no emotional content or is it primarily an emotional response to people and situations? Perhaps trust is
something of which the contrast between sensible and foolish does not make any sense. What is the distinction
between trust that was merely disappointed and that which has been betrayed?

Children, opinions, directions, jewelry, houses, careers. politics, medical diagnoses, human life, are
all different as can be, and yet all have been spoken of as objects of trusting relationships. Simply figuring out
what can be entrusted from one person to another is an enormous challenge. It would be helpful to know
whether we can transfer the trust someonc has for us to another party. Are there some relationships where the
duties imposed by trust can never be relinquished? It may turn out that the difference between trusting
someone "about” something as opposed to trusting them "with" something is a critical distinction. Frequently
people are asked to trust each other about actions that took place before they knew each other. Becoming clear
on what it means to trust someone about claims in the past will involve investigating the relationship between
truth claims and trust.

There are important ethical questions about trust. Annette Baier has written about what exactly
constitutes morally acceptable trust relationships.!" Is her analysis adequate for all trusting or will it work for
only certain kinds of trust relationships? Some have claimed that trust is a prima facie good, while other
maintain its moral status depends on the moral qualities of the relationship in which it is embedded. What
should we think of spying which depends upon the intentional fostering of trust with the explicit goal of
violating that trust. Answering this depends upon determining if betrayal is always a bad thing or whether
there are times when betrayal is courageous and virtuous. Is trust something we must work at to deserve or
should we all be trusted until we do something that demonstrates our untrustworthiness? To what extent is it
fair for businesses to manipulate and mislead people who may trust them? Does trust always have moral

overtones or can there be trust relationships which have no ethical ramifications? Some professional
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occupations automatically carry with them certain expectations of trust that are supposed to be part of the
moral virtues of the professional role. It may be the case that this relics on an inadequate and dated
understanding of what it means to be a professional. Is it a sign of an immoral prejudice if we are incapable of
trusting certain kinds of people?

Related to such ethical considerations are numerous social/political questions. Should the most
vulnerable in society ever trust those in power? When is trust a necessary political strategy? Should women
adopt a general attitude toward men of "distrust until proven otherwise?" In what ways does management
utilize the distrust various factions may have for each other. (e.g.,working class whites and blacks) to split
organized labor? Is trust toward government something that should be actively promoted and nurtured in
society or is the public better off with a general tendency to distrust any government plan?

This is only a sample of the large number of intriguing questions about trust that merit serious
consideration. Furthermore, there is a great deal of interplay between these philosophical questions and related
questions in fields such as psychology, sociology, and political science. How do we go about constructing
instruments for measuring trust? Can surveys capture the concept adequately? What are the general sources of
distrust? Are some groups of people generally more trusting? If so, what factors contribute to this tendency to
trust? What are the means for facilitating trust or for promoting it within relationships, citizens, and nations?
What is the relationship between trust and self-esteem, self-reliance and interdependence? What is the role of
communication in trust? Is it the case that the more people understand each other's motivations and history the
more likely trust will develop? What is the history of societies in which there has been a lack of trust of its

basic institutions? The possibilities for important interdisciplinary work are enormous.

Section II: What has been done and what needs to be done
What has been written about trust?
This abundance of difficult, substantive problems at both the practical and theoretical level should
make trust a topic of great interest to philosophers. When we consider the vast amount of literature generated

on subjects of a similar nature such as equality or justice it would seem reasonable that there would be a
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similar body of literature on the topic of trust. There should be a number of different schools representing
long traditions of thought about the subject. It seems as though there ought to be forums, colloquia,
conferences, special issues of Philosophy & Public Affairs, and so on.

However, this is decidedly not the case. Historically, the most extensive philosophical discussions of
trust have taken place within a religious framework by such thinkers as Augustine and Aquinas. Not
surprisingly many of these writings focus on the question of the role of faith and trust in the relationship
between man and God. Such discussions, while of immense significance within philosophy of religion, are
hard to successfully transplant from their religious context. There are some secular philosophers such as Plato,
Aristotle, Machiavelli, Hume, and Locke, who may passingly write about trust. Yet, even then they generally
do so within the context of another problem they are addressing. Plato, Locke, Machiavelli, are all primarily
concerned with trust's role in political theory. Aristotle, in as much as he can be interpreted as discussing trust,
writes about its role in interpersonal relationships. No one in the history of philosophy has undertaken a
sustained examination of trust.

Trust has not fared much better in the twentieth century. Although a number of contemporary
philosophers might mention trust as an afterthought there are only three philosophers--Annette Baier, Trudy
Govier, and Laurence Thomas--whose work regularly and explicitly addresses the subject. There are only two
collections of essays on the topic; one edited by sociologist Diego Gambetta and another by Robert Veatch,
Edmund Pellegrino and John Langan. Sociologists Bernard Barber, and Niklas Luhman, as well as political
philosopher Peter Johnson have each written a full length book on trust as it plays out in their respective fields.
There are other philosophers who recognize the importance of the topic. Judith Shklar in Ordinary Vices,
and Sissela Bok in Lying, examine the topic with sensitivity and seriousness, but both of their books are
largely devoted to other questions. While the 1980's and 1990's have seen a decided increase in the number of
articles written on the topic, it is still small in proportion to the subject's importance.'?

Since, as I will show, trust is a genuinely profound and significant topic, it is puzzling as to why there
is such a dearth of material on it. In Moral Prejudices Annette Baier proposes the following reason for this

want of attention."’ In her judgment moral philosophers have thus far largely ignored trust because of a
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fascination with contract and its various manifestations. She contends that there is a direct relationship
between the fixation on contract and the historical fact that most moral philosophers have been male. Her
claim is that for these philosophers the ideal of how interpersonal relationships should be construed is based,
not surprisingly, on the nature of their own interactions with their fellow men. Everyone in their immediate
circle has roughly equal access to power and shares a strong desire to be let alone to do their work. Since a
contract allows one to regulate the nature of one's contact with others and such devices are most successful
among people of roughly equivalent power status, this focus on contract has been understandable, if somewhat
narrow. [t is a natural reaction from those who have a fair amount of control in how they will live their lives.
Historically, this has been in sharp contrast to the disadvantaged in society, such as women and minorities, who
seldom have had the luxury of such independence and control in their lives. Their relationships can not usually
be so cleanly or neatly arranged to fit into a contractual scheme and so the question of whom one can trust is of
greater significance.

Baier may have put her finger on a crucial reason why trust has been so long neglected, but there are
at least three additional reasons. First, since trust is so pervasive, so intertwined in our lives, it is for that very
reason hard to recognize as a worthy topic for a sustained and rigorous examination. It is utilized so frequently,
like walking or driving a car, that we seldom scrutinize it, seldom even give it a second thought. It is so much a
part of the social fabric of everyday life that, as was pointed out earlier, we are frequently not even aware we
have been trusting. Sometimes this is made clear to us when we are forced to abandon an environment that
was filled with trust and move to a new, unfamiliar situation, we move from our parents' comfortable house to
a poor, rundown neighborhood. Often it is only after we had that trust violated or come to see that it had been
misplaced that we understand the profound role trust plays in our lives. Our first great love may turn out to be a
cheat and liar. Only when we have to think twice about it, when we encounter a similar situation and we are
forced to consciously decide whether or not to trust again, do we become aware of the extent to which ordinary
life involves trust.

Bernard Barber cites an interesting study in support of this view in his book The Logic and Limits

of Trust."* Sociologist Harold Garfinkle conducted a series of experiments he terms "breaching experiments.”
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In each version his students were instructed to act in ways that damaged trust between themselves and other
people. They deliberately set out to doubt, question, and mistrust every statement made by their family, friends,
and acquaintances. Not surprisingly, the experiments annoyed, frustrated, and infuriated the people who were
being mistrusted. Perhaps more significant was that the experimenters found it was extremely difficult to even
engage in this extensive and prolonged distrusting without becoming confused, depressed, and angry
themselves. It was not until after they had gone through the experiments did they become aware of how much
of their daily life was dependent upon such basic trust.

A second explanation is related somewhat to the first. Since almost everyone engages in some form
of trusting in their daily lives, when people do think about trust they tend to assume that others know exactly
what they mean. Therefore, people may have a proclivity to assume that trust is a phenomenon well understood
by all concerned parties. It is only when asked to spell out exactly what is meant by the term that the
conceptual confusion surrounding the term becomes evident. For example, four women who are all asked,
"Do you trust your doctor?” may each say "Yes,” and it would not be at all clear what that would reveal. One
means that she believes her doctor will be completely honest with her, telling her the full truth about her
condition. The second does not necessarily believe that the doctor will be candid, but she does trust the
physician's clinical judgment and competence in dealing with her disease. The third believes in neither the
physician’s candor nor competence, but rather that the doctor’s intense fear of being sued would prevent
him/her from pulling the plug in the case of some terminal disease. The fourth may mean that if she contracts
a terminal disease she believes the doctor would have the decency to disguise the fact rather than disclose the
information about it which she fecls would ruin her time left. These are very different types of expectations
about the behavior of the doctor. Along with these differing expectations will be differing ranges of
confidence, authority, and discretionary power being extended to the doctor. Yet since each woman is clear in
her own mind in what she means it is not hard for each of them to think that she also knows what the others are
referring to when making a similar claim. The very familiarity of trust to each of us blinds us to the
complexities surrounding it, thereby impeding careful investigation.

A third reason why trust has been ignored is, like Baier's argument, historically based. Much of

modemn ethical theory has been an outgrowth of the enlightenment project exemplified by the works of Kant.
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One of the central goals was to produce an abstract ethical theory in a non-pejorative sense of the term. For the
enlightenment philosophers the goal was to provide a universal philosophy which provided moral guidance in
all situations regardless of particular relationships and circumstances. Whether one was a father or a son or a
landowner or a member of royalty, the essential moral demands on an individual's life were all the same. Onc
result of this approach was that philosophers tended to focus on an ethic of strangers in which people were
seen, for the purposes of morality, as identically as possible. Clearly, there are numerous exceptions to this
approach, but both Kantians and utilitarians share this basic tenet.

Whatever the merits of such a project it is not surprising that the topic of trust does not figure very
prominently in the writers who follow in it. Understanding trust depends on discerning a vast number of subtle
differences in historical background, individual circumstances, and the differing relationships of those
mvolved. There are several crucial distinctions between two gay lovers trusting each other as opposed to trust
between an elderly mother and her grown daughter. The history of the relationship between the lovers, societal
expectations that accompany certain roles like "daughter” and "mother,” the future goals of the parties
mvolved, the political and cultural context, and so on, all matter a great deal. Given the import of such factors it
will be almost impossible to examine and evaluate the role trust plays if one is relying on a highly abstract
philosophic framework.

So there are at least four reasons why trust has been largely ignored by the philosophic community:
the male fixation on contract as a general model for relationships; the pervasiveness of trust blinding people to
its importance; the familiarity with some form of the phenomenon leading to the mistaken belief that everyone

is means the same thing by the term; and the abstract, impersonal nature of post-enlightenment ethical theory.

Outline for the dissertation
The account that follows starts by constructing a definition of trust and distinguishes trust from
related, but importantly different, terms such as reliance, dependence, faith, and confidence. Chapter Three
focuses on the question of whether or not it is possible to apply this idea to a collective; that is, whether it
makes conceptual sense to say we can trust an organization or a profession. In this chapter I defend the claim

that the use of the concept is coherent in such contexts as long as the collective possesses certain features. In
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Chapter Four I construct a framework that allows one to explore some of the moral dimensions of trust. I
explicate what features distinguish genuine trust violations from merely perceived ones and explore the
destructive potential of trust violations. I conclude by proposing an approach for investigating trust and ethics
that draws on the material in this chapter, as well as from the earlier chapters. Lastly, in the remaining two
chapters I move from these more general questions about trust to specific questions about the role of trust
within the fields of teaching and medicine. In Chapter Five I contend that, despite some arguments to the
contrary, trust is critical for physician/patient relationships. I then briefly explore the potential and limitations
of two different collectives in creating an atmosphere of trust within physician/patient relationships. Chapter
Six follows a similar path in that I argue against the notion that we should reconceive of teacher/student
relationships along contractual lines; rather, we should recognize that teaching is an activity that depends for its
success upon trust. I then examine whether undergraduate students should trust universitics and colleges with
regard to their education. I conclude this chapter by presenting a set of suggestions that I believe will aid those
teachers who are interested in taking the role of trust seriously in their classes.

Given the complexity of what is involved it is clear that not all of the issues surrounding trust can be
examined within this dissertation. Nevertheless, perhaps simply conducting a sustained examination of trust
will stimulate others to look seriously at other aspects of the topic. Annette Baier's 1986 article clearly sparked
some interest among philosophers, as has the recent work by Trudy Govier and Laurence Thomas. The more
work that is done on the topic and the more questions that can be identified, the more likely it will attract the

attention that it merits.
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CHAPTERTWO
THE CONCEPT OF TRUST

Introduction

The primary goal of the first chapter was to illustrate the importance of trust and discuss some
possible reasons for its neglect as a topic of serious philosophical inquiry. The purpose of this chapter is to
analyze the concept of trust and then briefly consider why trust matters to us. I begin by examining the various
trust relationships in the introductory narrative for shared features. In doing so I distinguish the notion of
dependence from those of trust and reliance. I then identify seven different features that trust and reliance have
in common: dependence on another, vulnerability arising from that dependence, confident expectations about
the outcome of the relationship, a certain degree of discretionary power, disposition to submit this discretionary
power to another, a belief in the competence of the other, and an object of trust. I then argue that these alone do
not capture all of the most significant aspects of trust and that we must further include what I call a good will
condition. This allows us to distinguish trust from reliance and faith and also helps us to understand some of
the reasons why trust is so important to us.'

Chapter Three will then take the definition of trust to be worked out in this chapter and consider
whether or not it makes sense to say we can trust a collective of people, specifically organizations and
professions. While the conclusion reached there is that such a move is plausible, the issue is extremely
difficult and complex. Clearly, it cannot be dealt with before the more fundamental issue of defining trust is
addressed. Therefore, for the purposes of this present chapter no examples of individuals trusting collectives

will be utilized.

Section I: Dependence, reliance, and trust

"depending" and "vulnerability"
One common theme of the relationships in the narrative is that many of the characters are depending
in some way on others. When we depend on someone else it means that this other person has the authority or

power to make decisions and take actions in ways that will effect us. Maggie is depending on Joe to find
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affordable, comfortable living quarters. In doing so Joe, not Maggie, is the one who will make the decisions
concerning next year's housing. Joe is depending on Maggie to care for the children. It is Maggie, not Joe,
who will be making decisions about the children's homework, chores, health care, social life, etc. By taking the
children to see Frances, the doctor, Maggie is depending upon her to make knowledgeable decisions and
recommendations about their health. At this moment it is Frances who will give her opinion, not Maggie,
about which shots are needed, what constitutes a health hazard in Thailand, and what sorts of precautions have
to be taken. If Maggie is genuinely perplexed about what to do with her paper, then she is giving Scott some
power when she secks his advice. She is setting aside her own opinions of the paper for the moment and
allowing Scott to assess it. Scott, not Maggie, will be deciding what is vague or good or unclear or exciting
about the paper.

Where there is dependency there is usually some degree of vulnerability. By vulnerability I simply
mean that there is some risk of an unsatisfactory outcome for us if the people we are depending on fail in their
task or assignments. If Joe is lazy and waits until the last minute to search for a house, the family may have to
live in a small, overpriced place. Part of the risk that Maggie and the children run in depending upon Joe is
that they may have to spend a year in cramped quarters with much less money then originally anticipated. If
Maggie puts off taking the children to the doctor, Ken and Maria run the risk of contracting any number of
diseases in Thailand. The extent or depth of our vulnerability is determined in large measure by the extent of
the other's discretionary power or authority, as well as the value of the object/task over which they are
exercising control.

Some might argue that an unsatisfactory outcome is not the inevitable result of such a failure.
Suppose Joe and Maggie go out for an evening and leave the children in charge of the house. Maria and Ken
engage in a game of high speed tag and chase each other through the house. During this game Ken knocks
over a vase causing it to shatter. Clearly the children have failed in the task their parents had charged them
with. However, when the parents return that evening and are informed of what happened, Joe and Maggie
confess that they had always secretly despised the vase. Moreover, it turns out that Maria and Ken also loathed
the vase. No one had said anything because each person thought that the other family members were fond of it.

Everyone is glad that the vase is gone and it might have remained there for years if the children hadn't
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disobeyed their parents. In this case it would scem that there is positive outcome resulting from the failure on
the part of the dependent parties.

While it is true there might be a short term benefit from the loss of the vase, there is damage of
another kind. The fact that it was the vase that was broken, not the stereo or the T.V., or that one of the
children was not injured, was more a matter of good fortune than anything else. Maria and Ken have given
Maggie and Joe evidence that they may not be counted on in future situations to be on their own. Each
interpersonal relationship provides some evidence or data for judging what to do in future similar
circumstances. Whenever a dependence relationship fails in such a fashion, it creates a sense of insecurity in
the dependent party about the future outcome of a similar scenario. If people have enough such disappointing
incidents they may become withdrawn, reluctant to interact with others, obsessed with controlling whatever

situation they are in.

"trust objects"

In the narrative the trusting relationships are always about or concerned with something. Trusting
involves a relationship between two or more parties with regard to something else. There is always some trust
object in the relationship. Although the term "trust object" is awkward, it is meant to function as a short hand
for the even more awkward "that which is entrusted to another” or "that with which the trusting relationship is
concerned.” This trust object is usually something which is of value to the truster. It may be valued
instrumentally: as a secret about one's past might be important because of what would happen if other people
learned of it. Or it may be something which has intrinsic value, such as one's children. There is a great deal of
variety in what might constitute a trust object. It might be an inanimate thing. The Griffiths trust both Sam and
Robert with their house. It could just as easily be a car or jewelry or a guitar or a book or a shirt. The trust
object may be a living creature. Maggie trusts the children to Sue's care while she is in New York. The
Griffiths trust Sam with the dog while they are on sabbatical. However, the trust object need not be something
which can be felt or seen. Often it involves intangible, though no less important, items of concern. For
instance, the trust object might be a bit of information. Sue and Maria trust each other with secrets and details

about their lives. Ken and Maria tell their doctor Frances about their aches and pains, and Maria tells her about
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her sexual activities. Maggie tells Scott about the conclusions she and her co-author have reached from the
unpublished data. There is still a vulnerability there just as in the case of a more corporeal trust object.

The above examples, both in the tangible and intangible cases, share a similarity in that the truster is
trusting the other with a trust object. In those situations we hand over or turn over control of something in our
possession to the trusted party. However, in some circumstances we request something from the trusted party
which is already in the control of the latter. In such cases we are trusting another about something. When
Maggie trusts the man at the bus stop the trust object is with regard to the directions to the airport. Joe's trust
of the ambassador's assistant is with regard to the accuracy of her information about the political conditions in
Thailand.

We may also trust someone to do something, to engage in a particular activity. This is somewhat
complicated in that whenever we trust someone with or about something we are also trusting them to do
something as well. In asking Sue to take her kids for the weekend, Maggie expects that Sue will be doing a
whole range of actions: feeding them, giving them a place to sleep, and watching over them. Trusting Robert
with the house presumes he will do whole set of tasks, jobs, chores, etc. While this is certainly true, it will be
helpful to make a distinction between situations like those and instances where the trust object may be a skill or
talent which we ask the trusted to exercise on our behalf. Partly, the difference lies in the domain of the trusted
party’'s authority or power. When we trust others with something, we are giving them authority or power over
that item directly. This is not necessarily the case when the trust object is some skill or task.

For example, when Maggie trusts Scott to look over her manuscript she is not trusting him with the
manuscript except in the most trivial sense. Certainly he could burn it or shred it, but these sheafs of paper are
not what is at stake. What is being trusted is Scott's judgment, his editorial skills. When Maggie brings the
children to Frances for a check up it is Frances's knowledge and diagnostic skills that are the trust object.
Frances is not being trusted with the children, she is not being given power over them. The powers she is
being granted are to conduct a diagnosis, make medical recommendations, to use her judgment about the safety
conditions in Thailand. These various ways of trusting, with/over/about are not mutually exclusive; they can
overlap and intertwine in a number of interesting ways.

Some might argue that trust need not always have an object. People often say. "I trust so and so"
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without specifying what it is in particular that they are trusting the other party with or about. However, when
such a statement is more closely examined it can be understood in one of three ways: (1) it is an incomplete
statement, (2) the trust object is to be determined by the context of the discussion, (3) it is synonymous with
the notion of trustworthiness or competency. For example, take the statement, "Maggie trusts Joe." Without
there being something which Maggie is trusting Joe about or with or regarding, it is an incomplete statement. It
is hard to know how to interpret such a declaration in a way that would make sense to us. It is comparable to
trying to interpret the statements "Maggie gives Joe" or "Maggie tells Joe." We want the speaker to continue
and tell us what was given or told.

Generally, we take it that if we knew the background or context of the statement we could understand
it. Of course, "Maggie trusts Joe," could mean a number of things depending upon the context in which it is
uttered. Perhaps it is a reference to sexual fidelity: that Maggie trusts Joe not to be having affairs. Joe and
Maggie are going to be separated a long time, and Maggie may be concerned with Joe not cheating on their
marriage vows. However, this is only a guess. It might be that Maggie is talking about Joe's selection of a
place for them to live or about his judgment as an economist. The point is that if we analyze the context of the
statement usually we will find that there is a specific object of the trust.?

There is also a wider sense of the phrase "Maggie trusts Joe" which is roughly synonymous with
trustworthiness or general competency. In such cases, Maggie is making a comment about Joe's overall
capabilities or character. Maggie believes that there is a whole range of tasks, things, capacities, that Joe is
capable of handling. Yet, while the range of trust objects may be vast, presumably even here there is an
implicit limitation on the set, should we bother to seek it. Maggie would presumably not trust Joe with surgery

on their children or with flying them on the space shuttle.

"confident expectations" and "dispositions"
Is it possible to stop here and stay that trust is the same thing as dependency? On such an account to
say "X trusts Y" is essentially equivalent to "X depends on Y." That is X, rather than Y, has the authority or
power to make some decision or take some action about something of concern to Y. Furthermore, by being in

this trust relationship Y is necessarily vulnerable to X to some extent. While trusting relationships do entail
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both dependency and vulnerability, the expressions, "trust” and "depending” are not simply interchangeable.

For one thing, 'dependence’, as | have been using it thus far, refers to a non-psychological state.*
When Maria was an infant she was dependent upon Maggie and Joe for even the most basic functions if she
was to survive. There was no conscious choice involved in her actions. Moreover, this is not a condition which
only applies to infants. If Ken had been hit by a car, instead of merely twisting his ankle, he would have had to
depend upon the paramedics to do their job well. He would have no choice about the matter. This lack of
choice, or rather the irrelevancy of choice in the matter, separates trust from dependency. Dependence does
not exhaust the meaning of trust. In some ways this is similar to G.E. Moore's open question test. We can
always meaningfully ask of someone, "Yes, I know you are depending on X for Y, but do you really trust X to
do (or provide) Y?"

We can see this even more clearly when we have a conscious, competent adult. Take a soldier in the
ficld who may have to depend upon his commanding officer's knowing what to do in the upcoming
engagement. Unfortunately, the officer has frequently demonstrated that he is lazy and unconcerned with the
lives of his men. Or suppose when Ken is in his Aunt Sue's care he suddenly comes down with appendicitis.
Sue takes him to the hospital for emergency surgery but learns to her horror that Dr. Johnson is the only person
available to perform the surgery. Sue, who was close friends with Dr. Johnson's ex-wife, has good grounds to
believe that he is an incompetent and a drunk. Sue is clearly depending upon Dr. Johnson to save Ken's life and
Sue is thereby vulnerable (as is obviously Ken). The soldier is depending upon his commanding officer and
clearly vulnerable to any mistakes. However, it is obvious that Sue doesn't trust Dr. Johnson and that the
soldier doesn't trust his commanding officer. This distinction is important for situations in which a person
depends upon another and yet trust is absent. Such situations are unfortunately fairly common.

There must be something about those people in a trusting relationship which separates them from
those in a "mere” dependence relationship. Whatever it is that distinguishes those situations that are
characterized by trust from those that are mere dependence is not locatable in the trusted party. We can have
the same person being trusted by one person and not by the next. Suppose that Ken who is actually going under
the knife of the drunken surgeon knows nothing at all about the surgeon's reputation as a drunk and a hack.

Ken may have heard reports from Dr. Johnson's children about how wonderful a surgeon their father is. Ken
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may therefore believe everything will be fine even though his Aunt believes the operation is likely to be a
disaster. They are both depending upon Dr. Johnson, but only one trusts him.

One thing that distinguishes the two is their different beliefs about what will happen in the future as a
result of entering into this relationship. There is a sense of confidence or positive expectation with the one
and a sense of fear and dread by the other. Ken believes that as a result of this relationship with Dr. Johnson he
will have a good outcome. This is n<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>