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First	published	Mon	20	February	2006;	Substantive	Revision	Month	August	10,	2020	The	confidence	is	important,	but	also	is	dangerous.	It	is	important	because	it	allows	us	to	depend	on	others	-	for	love,	by	counseling,	for	help	with	our	plumbing,	or	what	you	have	-	especially	when	we	know	that	no	external	force	compels	them	to	give	us	these	things.
But	the	confidence	also	involves	the	risk	of	people	we	trust	will	not	go	through	us,	for	if	there	was	any	guarantee,	they	would	pass,	then	we	do	not	need	to	trust	them.	[1]	The	confidence	is,	therefore,	dangerous.	What	we	risk	as	you	trust	is	the	loss	of	valuable	things	that	we	trust	others,	including	our	self-respect,	perhaps,	which	can	be	destroyed	by
the	betrayal	of	our	confidence.	Because	the	confidence	is	risky,	the	question	of	when	it	is	guaranteed	is	of	particular	importance.	In	this	context,	Ã	â	€	™	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	Â	€	™	ÂμM	Justified	or	well	founded,	respectively,	that	the	confidence	is	rational	(for	example,	Based	on	good	tests)	or	that	it	is	successfully	intended	for	a	trustworthy
person.	If	the	confidence	is	guaranteed	in	these	directions,	then	the	danger	is	minimized	as	with	confidence	justified	or	completely	eliminated	as	with	well-founded	confidence.	Leaving	the	danger	of	confidence	aside,	you	can	also	ask	if	the	confidence	is	guaranteed	to	be	plausible.	The	confidence	can	not	be	guaranteed	in	a	particular	situation	because
it	is	simply	not	plausible;	The	necessary	conditions	for	this	there	are	no,	as	is	the	case	when	people	feel	only	the	antagonism	with	each	other.	This	entry	into	the	confidence	is	framed	as	a	response	to	the	general	issue	of	when	the	confidence	is	justified,	where	"imagined"	is	widely	interpreted	to	include	"bustified"	Ã	â	€	€	"	Ã	£	o	â	€	".	plausible.	A	full
philosophical	response	to	this	question	must	explore	the	various	philosopic	definitions	of	confidence,	including	the	conceptual	nature	of	confidence,	the	confidence's	epistemology,	the	value	of	the	confidence,	and	the	type	of	Mental	attitude	confidence	is.	To	illustrate	how	each	of	these	matters	is	relevant,	notice	that	the	confidence	is	guaranteed,	this
is,	plausible,	again,	only	if	the	conditions	needed	for	the	confidence	exist	(for	example,	some	optimism	on	the	ability	of	one	another).	Know	what	these	conditions	require	the	understanding	of	the	nature	of	the	confidence.	Well	founded,	only	if	the	administrator	(that	trustworthy)	is	trustworthy,	which	makes	the	nature	of	the	important	confidence	to
determine	when	the	confidence	is	justified.	Justified,	sometimes	when	the	administrator	is	not	in	a	trustworthy	fact,	which	suggests	that	the	epistemology	of	the	confidence	is	relevant.	Justified,	often	because	some	value	will	emerge	from	the	confidence	or	because	it	is	valuable	in	itself.	Therefore,	the	value	of	the	confidence	is	important.	Plausible,
only	when	it	is	possible	to	develop	the	confidence,	given	the	circumstances	of	a	person	and	the	kind	of	mental	attitude	is.	For	example,	confidence	may	not	be	the	type	of	attitude	that	someone	may	feel	without	any	evidence	of	a	person's	reliability.	This	piece	explores	these	different	philosopic	questions	about	confidence.	He	deals	predominantly	with
interpersonal	confidence,	which	is	indisputably	the	dominant	paradigm	of	the	confidence.	Although	some	philosophers	write	about	confidence	that	is	not	interpersonal,	including	confidence	in	groups	(Hawley	2017),	institutional	confidence	(ie	confidence	in	institutions;	see,	for	example,	Potter	2002	;	Govier	1997;	Townley	and	Garfield	2013),
confidence	in	government	(for	example,	Hardin	2002;	Budnik	2018)	or	science	(eg	ORESKES	2019),	self-confidence	(Govier	1993;	Lehrer	1997;	Foley	2001	McLeod	2002;	Goering	2009;	Jones	2012b;	Potter	2013),	and	Trust	in	Roban	(eg,	Coeckelbergh	2012,	Sullins	2020),	most	agree	that	these	forms	of	"trust"	are	consistent	only	if	they	share
important	characteristics	of	(ie	can	Modeled)	The	interpersonal	confidence.	The	assumption	that	will,	therefore,	is	that	the	dominant	paradigm	is	interpersonal.	In	addition,	while	this	entry	focuses	mainly	on	the	confidence	and	reliability,	it	also	covers	the	distrust	(more	in	this	version	than	in	previous	versions).	prior).	received	surprisingly	little
attention	from	the	philosophers,	although	recently	became	a	worried	topic	for	some	of	them,	especially	those	who	are	interested	â	€	â	€	â	€	in	the	polic	of	confidence	and	distrust	Companies	marked	by	oppression	and	privileged.	Relevant	issues	include,	when	the	distrust	is	justified	by	people	who	experienced	oppression	and	how	misguided	distrust
(that	is,	in	the	oppressed)	can	be	overcome	by	people	who	are	privileged.	This	entry	investigates	these	questions	and	also	summarizes	the	few	theories	that	exist	about	the	nature	of	the	distrust.	The	confidence	is	an	attitude	that	we	have	for	people	who	hope	to	come	to	be	worthy	of	confidence,	where	reliability	is	a	property	is	not	an	attitude.
Confidence	and	loyalty	are,	therefore,	distinct,	although,	ideally,	those	to	whom	we	trust	will	be	trustworthy,	and	those	who	are	confident	â	€	â	€	œ	are	trustable.	For	the	confidence	to	be	plausible	in	a	relationship,	the	parties	in	the	relationship	must	have	attitudes	in	relation	to	another	that	licenses	of	confidence.	In	addition,	for	the	confidence	to	be
well	founded,	both	parties	should	be	trustworthy.	(Note	that	here	and	everywhere,	unless	specified	in	contrary,	Trustworthiness	is	understood	in	a	thin	sense	according	to	which	X	is	trustworthy	for	me	in	case	I	can	trust	X.)	Trusting	requires	that	We	can,	(1)	to	be	vulnerable	to	other-vulnerable,	particular	betrayal;	(2)	depend	on	others	to	be
competent	to	do	what	we	want	to	trust	them	to	do;	and	(3)	count	on	which	they	are	willing	to	do	so.	[2]	Note	that	the	second	two	conditions	refer	to	a	connection	between	confidence	and	dependence.	For	most	filosophers,	the	confidence	is	a	dependence	species,	although	it	is	not	mere	dependence	(Goldberg	2020).	Instead,	the	confidence	involves	a
dependence	as	a	few	extra	factor	(Hawley	2014:	5).	Controversy	involves	this	extra	factor,	which	usually	concerns	why	the	grantor	(ie,	that	trusting)	would	count	on	the	administrator	who	is	willing	to	do	what	they	are	trusted	â	€	â	€	to	do.	Reliability	is	also	a	reliability	species,	although	itams	is	not	grave	what	kind.	Clear	conditions	for	reliability	are
that	the	person	of	confidence	is	competent	and	willing	to	do	what	they	are	trusted	â	€	â	€	œ	to	do.	However,	this	person	can	also	have	to	be	willing	for	certain	reasons,	or	as	a	result	of	having	a	certain	kind	of	reason	to	act	(for	example,	they	care	about	the	grantor).	This	section	explains	these	various	conditions	for	the	confidence	and	credibility	and
highlights	the	controversy	that	surrounds	the	condition	about	reason	and	similar	way	as	it	differs	from	confidence	of	mere	dependence.	Included	in	the	end	is	some	discussion	about	the	nature	of	the	distrust.	Let	me	start	with	the	idea	that	the	grantor	must	accept	some	level	of	vulnerability	or	risk	(Becker	1996;	Baier	1986).	In	the	minimum,	the	risks
this	person,	or	is	vulnerable	to,	is	the	failure	for	the	administrator	to	do	what	the	grantor	is	depending	on	that	they	do.	The	grantor	may	try	to	reduce	this	risk	by	monitoring	or	imposing	certain	constraints	on	the	behavior	of	the	fiduciary	agent;	But	after	a	certain	threshold,	perhaps,	more	monitoring	and	restricting	they	do,	unless	they	trust	in	this
person.	Confidence	is	a	relevant	before	you	can	monitor	the	actions	of	a	|	OthersÃ	¢	(dasgupta,	1988:	51),	or	when	out	of	respect	for	others	someone	refuses	to	accompany	them.	A	content	must	be	with	them	having	some	power	of	appreciation	or	freedom,	and	as	a	result,	with	being	a	little	vulnerable	to	them	(Baier	1986;	Dasgupta	1988).	One	can
think	that	if	someone	is	counting	while	trusting	â	€	œIf	this	is,	if	the	confidence	is	a	reliance	spy	¢	then	acceptance	vulnerability	would	not	be	essential	for	the	confidence.	Will	they	not	depend	on	things	only	when	we	believe	that	they	will	actually	happen?	And	if	we	believe	that,	then	do	not	don	theirselves	as	vulnerable.	Many	philosophers	who	write
in	confidence	and	dependence	on	the	contrary.	They	endorse	Richard	Holton's	vision,	who	writes,	Ã	¢	when	I	trust	something	happening	Ã	¢	|	I	[only]	need	to	plan	this	to	happen;	I	need	work	around	the	assumption	that	it	will	[happen]	Ã	¢	(Holton	1994:	3).	I	do	not	have	to	be	sure	that	And	I	could	even	have	doubts	that	this	will	happen	(Goldberg
2020).	I	could	therefore	accept	that	I	am	vulnerable.	I	could	do	this	as	I	trusted	if	the	confidence	is	a	form	of	confidence.	What	you	trust	makes	us	vulnerable	â	€	â	€	â	€	œ	in	particular?	Annette	Baier	writes	that	â	€	™	¬	"Trusting	can	be	betrayed,	or	at	least	disappointment,	and	not	just	disappointing	â	€	™	(1986:	235).	In	his	vision,	the
disappointment	is	the	appropriate	response	when	he	only	invented	somebody	to	do	something,	but	did	not	trust	them	to	do	this.	To	elaborate,	although	people	who	monitor	and	restrain	the	behavior	of	others,	they	can	trust	them,	they	do	not	trust	them	if	their	confidence	can	only	be	disappointed	instead	of	trailers.	You	can	rely	on	inanimate	objects
such	as	alarm	clocks,	but	when	they	break,	one	is	not	betrayed	although	someone	can	be	disappointed.	This	point	reveals	that	dependence	without	the	possibility	of	betrayal	(or	at	least	â	€	"Labor)	is	not	confident;	people	who	depend	on	each	other	in	a	way	which	makes	this	impossible	reaction	not	to	trust	each	other.	But	the	confidence	always
involves	the	potential	of	betrayal?	Ã	â	€	‡	œ	â	€	â	€	-	Be	an	exception	(Nau	2007:	318;	and	for	more	exceptions,	see,	e.g.,	Hinchman	2017).	To	illustrate	this	kind	of	confidence,	consider	parents	who	trust	their	adolescents	with	the	house	or	the	family	car,	believing	that	their	[children]	can	abuse	confidence,	but	waiting	for	this	confidence	to	provoke,	in
the	fullness	of	time,	more	responsible	and	confident	behavior	of	confidence.	(McGerer	2008:	241,	his	Ãªnfase;	see	also	Horsburgh	1960	and	Pettit	1995)	The	therapeutic	confidence	is	probably	not	traúda	instead	of	being	disappointed.	It	is	unusual	in	this	respect	(no	doubt)	and	in	other	aspects	that	will	become	evident	later	in	this	entrance.	The	rest	of
this	section	deals	with	usual	forms	instead	of	unusual	confidence	and	reliability.	Without	relying	on	people	to	exhibit	some	competence,	we	can	not	trust	them.	We	usually	trust	people	to	do	certain	things,	such	as	taking	care	of	our	children,	giving	us	advice,	or	being	honest	with	us,	that	we	will	not	do	if	we	thought	they	did	not	have	the	relevant	skills,
including	potentially	moral	skills	of	Knowing	what	it	means	to	be	honest	or	affection	(Jones	1996:	7).	We	rarely	trust	people	completely	(ie,	simply	trust	B).	Instead,	Ã	¢	â,	¬	"Trust	is	usually	a	relation	of	three	parts:	a	confidence	B	to	do	XÃ	â,	¬	(Hardin	2002:	9)	Ã	¢	€"	or	Ã	¢	â	€	"A	Trusts	B	with	a	valued	item	CÃ	â	€	™	(Baier	1986)	or	Trusts	B	in
Domain	D	(DÃ	â	€	1999;	Jones	2019).	[3]	To	have	confidence	in	a	relationship,	we	do	not	need	to	assume	that	the	other	person	is	competent	in	every	way.	Optimism	about	the	competence	of	the	person	in	at	least	one	area	is	essential,	however.	When	we	trust	people,	we	trust	them	not	only	competent	to	do	what	we	trust,	but	also	be	willing	or
motivated	to	do	so.	We	could	talk	about	this	subject	in	terms	of	what	the	confidence	waiting	for	the	administrator	or	in	terms	of	what	the	administrator	has:	this	is,	as	a	condition	for	the	confidence	or	reliability	(and	the	same	It	is	clear,	it	is	true,	the	competence	disease).	For	the	sake	of	simplicity	and	concentrate	some	of	this	section	on	reliability
rather	than	confidence,	the	following	refers	to	the	motivation	of	the	administrator	primarily	as	a	condition	for	reliability.	Although	both	competence	and	motivational	elements	of	reliability	are	crucial,	the	exact	nature	of	the	last	is	not	clear.	For	some	filosophers,	it	matters	only	that	the	administrator	is	motivated,	where	the	central	problem	of
reliability	in	his	opinion	concerns	the	likelihood	of	this	motivation	to	exist	or	to	support	(see,	for	example,	2002:	28;	1988B	gambetta	).	Jones	calls	these	visions	"risk-evaluation"	on	the	confidence	(1999:	68).	According	to	them,	we	trust	people	whenever	we	realize	that	the	risk	of	trusting	them	Act	in	a	certain	way	is	low	and	so	we	trust	(this	is,	Ã	â	€	™
¬	"Trustâ	€).	They	are	confident	â	€	â	€	œ	if	they	are	arranged	for	any	reason,	do	what	they	are	trusted	â	€	â	€	œ	to	do.	Risk	Risk	Evaluation	They	do	not	attempt	to	distinguish	between	confidence	and	mere	dependence	and	have	been	criticized	for	this	reason	(see,	for	example,	Jones	1999).	On	the	other	hand,	other	philosophers	say	that	only	being
motivated	to	act	relevantly	is	not	enough	for	reliability;	According	to	them,	the	nature	of	motivation	is	important,	not	just	their	existence	or	duration.	It	matters,	in	particular,	tell	them,	to	explain	the	confidence	distinguishment	of	confidence,	which	is	something	we	intend	to	do.	The	central	problem	of	reliability	for	them	is	not	simply	if	but	also	as	a
fiduciary	agent	is	motivated	to	act.	Is	that	this	person	have	the	kind	of	motivation	that	makes	it	appropriate?	Katherine	Hawley	identifies	theories	that	respond	to	this	question	as	theories	â	€	BasedÃ	¢	(2014).	For	subjects	to	complicate,	there	are	a	non-motives	based	theorieshã	¢,	which	are	also	theories	not	of	risk	evaluation	(Hawley	2014).	They
strive	to	distinguish	between	confidence	and	mere	dependence,	although	they	do	not	associate	a	certain	kind	of	motivation	with	reliability.	Like	most	philosophical	debate	on	the	nature	of	the	confidence	centers	and	reliability	in	theories	that	are	or	reasons	based	or	not	reasons	based	on,	let	me	expand	in	each	of	these	categories.	1.1	Theories	based
on	filosophic	motives	that	endorse	this	type	of	theory	differ	in	terms	of	what	kind	of	motivation	they	associate	with	reliability.	For	some,	it	is	self-interest,	while	for	others,	it	is	an	explicitly	moral	motive,	such	as	moral	or	virtue	integrity.	[4]	For	example,	Russell	Hardin	defines	reliability	in	terms	of	self-interest	in	his	anticipation	Interestsan	Account	¢
(2002).	He	says	that	people	of	confidence	are	motivated	by	his	own	interest	of	keeping	the	relationship	they	have	with	the	grantor,	who	in	turn	encourages	them	to	encapsulate	the	interests	of	this	person	in	their	own	interests.	In	addition,	trusting	people	is	appropriate	when	we	can	reasonably	expect	them	to	encapsulate	our	interests	in	their	own,	an
expectation	that	is	missing	with	mere	dependence.	Hardin	¢	s	theory	can	be	valuable	to	explain	many	different	types	of	trust	relationships,	including	among	people	who	can	predict	little	about	an	otherworthy	reasons	from	where	their	own	interest	lies.	Still,	your	theory	is	problematic.	To	see	why,	consider	it	as	it	applies	to	a	sexist	employer	who	is
interested	in	maintaining	relationships	with	women	employed,	which	takes	them	reasonably	as	a	result,	but	whose	interest	is	due	to	a	desire	to	keep	them	around	so	that	He	can	dream	of	having	sex	with	them.	This	conflicting	interest	with	the	interest	of	women	have	not	be	objectified	by	their	employer.	At	the	same	time,	if	they	were	not	aware	of	their
daydreaming,	they	are	not	a	note,	so	he	can	ignore	this	particular	interest	of	them.	He	can	keep	his	relationships	with	them	going	while	ignoring	this	interest	and	encapsulating	enough	of	his	other	interests	in	his	own	country.	And	that	would	do	him	trustworthy	in	Hardin	¢	S.	But	is	it	trustworthy?	The	answer	is	an	NOA	or	at	least	women	would	say
an	NOA	if	they	knew	that	the	main	reason	for	their	job.	The	point	is	that	it	is	being	motivated	by	a	desire	to	maintain	a	relationship	(the	central	motivation	of	a	person	of	confidence	on	encapsulated	visualization	interests)	can	not	require	one	to	adopt	all	The	interests	of	the	grantor	who	really	make	a	trustworthy	for	that	person.	In	the	end,
encapsulated	interests	visualize	seems	to	describe	single	reliability,	not	reliability.	The	sexist	employer	can	confidently	treated	women	well,	because	of	his	interest	in	dreaming	of	them,	but	he	is	not	trustworthy	because	he	treats	them	well.	A	different	kind	of	theory	is	that	Jones	calls	a	Will-basedan	account,	which	finds	reliability	only	when	the
administrator	is	motivated	by	ages	(Jones,	1999:	This	vision	originates	in	the	work	of	Annette	Baier	and	is	influential,	even	outside	the	moral	philosophy	(for	example,	in	bio	e-law	and	law,	law,	fiduciary	law;	See,	for	example,	Pellegrino	and	Thomasma	1993,	Neill	2002,	and	Fox-Decent	2005).	Accordingly,	an	administrator	who	is	trustworthy	will	act
willingly	for	the	fiduciary,	for	what	or	for	whom	the	administrator	is	entrusted,	or	both.	While	many	readers	can	find	the	vision	of	good	willing	will	-	we	can	certainly	trust	people	without	presuming	their	goodwill!	-	It	is	immune	to	a	chromic	that	applies	to	Hardin's	theory	and	also	to	risk	risk	theories.	The	chromica	is	that	they	do	not	need	that	the
trustworthy	person	concerns	(ie,	feel	good	for)	the	fiduciary,	or	cares	what	the	fiduciary	cares.	As	we	have	seen,	such	affection	seems	to	be	central	to	a	complete	reliability	account.	The	particular	reason	for	which	care	can	be	central	to	which	allows	us	to	understand	how	confidence	and	confidence	differ.	The	above	suggested	that	they	differ	because
only	the	confidence	can	be	traúda	(or	at	least	disappointment).	But	why	is	this	true?	Why	can	confidence	be	traúda,	while	mere	dependence	can	only	be	disappointed?	The	Baier	answer	is	that	the	betrayal	is	the	appropriate	response	to	someone	in	whom	it	has	been	invoked	to	act	in	good	will,	in	opposition,	will,	egish	or	habit	of	indifference	(1986:	234
-	See	also	Baier	1991).	Those	who	say	that	confidence	could	involve	relying	on	people	to	act	instead	of	motives	such	as	willingness	or	ego	they	will	have	difficulty	distinguishing	between	confidence	and	mere	dependence.	While	useful	in	some	ways,	Baier	based	account	is	not	perfect.	They	were	chronic	that	they	suggest	that	goodwill	is	not	necessary
or	enough	for	reliability.	It	is	not	necessary	because	we	can	trust	other	people	without	presuming	that	they	have	goodwill	(for	example,	Neill	2002;	Jones	2004),	as	useless,	when	we	put	our	confidence	in	strangers.	In	addition	to	being	unnecessary,	the	aggre	may	not	be	enough	for	reliability,	and	this	is	true	for	at	least	three	reasons.	First,	somebody
trying	to	manipulate	you	Ã	¢	â	€	"a	thistle	of	confidence	â	€	â	€"	Baier	1986)	Ã	¢	â	€	"could	â	€".	Â	€	")	Ã	¢	â	€")	Without	relying	on	you,	say,	to	give	them	money	(Holton,	1994:	65).	You	are	not	trustworthy	for	them,	despite	your	goodwill,	because	they	are	not	trusting	you,	but	just	trying	to	fool	you.	Secondly,	the	reliability	base	in	goodwill	alone	can
not	explain	unwanted	confidence.	We	do	not	always	receive	the	confidence	of	people,	because	the	confidence	can	be	burdensome	or	inadequate.	When	does	this	happen,	do	not	go	to	the	optimism	of	these	people	about	our	aggregate	(which	would	oppose	this?),	But	only	for	the	fact	that	they	are	counting	on	us.	Third,	we	can	expect	people	to	be
trusted	â	€	-	benevolent	for	us	without	trusting	them	(Jones,	1996:	10).	We	can	think	that	your	benevolence	is	not	shaped	by	the	types	of	values	that	for	us	are	essential	for	reliability.	[5]	Crystals	about	Goodwill	are	not	enough	for	the	reliability	to	have	raised	revisions	to	Baier's	theory	and,	in	some	cases,	to	the	development	of	new	will-based	theories.
For	example,	in	response	to	the	first	critic	-	about	the	confidence	cheater	-	Zac	Cogley	argues	that	the	confidence	involves	the	belief,	not	simply	that	the	administrator	will	show	goodwill	for	us,	but	that	person	in	the	It	must	gooodwill	(2012).	Since	the	trustworthy	cheater	does	not	believe	that	his	mark	must	be	good	will,	they	do	not	trust	that	person,
and	not	that	person	is	trustworthy	for	them.	In	response	to	the	second	critic	-	that	on	unwanted	confidence	-	Jones	states	that	the	optimism	about	the	administrator	aggregate	must	be	coupled	with	the	expectation	that	the	administrator	will	be	used	to	"favorably	by	the	thought	[We	are]	Counting	with	Elah	â	€	(1996:	9).	Jones	does	this	in	his	work
beginning	in	the	confidence,	where	she	endorses	a	will-based	theory.	Finally,	in	response	to	the	third	concern	with	the	aggregate	be	informed	by	the	types	of	values	that	would	make	people	trustworthy	â	€	"for	us,	some	claim	that	the	confidence	involves	an	expectation	about	some	shared	values,	standards	or	interests	(Lahno	2001,	2020;	2020;	2002,
2020;	Mullin	2005;	Smith	2008).	(To	be	clear,	this	last	expectation	tends	not	to	be	combined	with	Goodwill	to	produce	a	new	will-based	theory.)	A	final	chroma	of	will-based	accounts	concerns	"Goodwill"	must	be	interpreted.	Most	of	the	discussion	above,	it	is	closely	designed	so	that	it	involves	friendly	sensation	or	enjoying	personal.	Jones	desires	us
in	his	work	early	to	confidence	to	understand	the	agreement	more	widely,	so	that	he	can	equal	to	benevolence,	consciousness	or	similar	or	friendly	sensation	(1996:	7).	But	then	in	his	later	work,	she	worries	that	defining	goodwill	so	widely	we	transform	them	into	a	meaningless	catchall	that	only	reports	the	presence	of	some	positive	reason,	and	one
that	can	or	even	be	directed	to	the	three.	(2012A:	67)	Jones	abandon	her	own	theory	based	in	Will	by	rejecting	both	a	narrow	and	a	wide	constrict	of	goodwill.	(The	kind	of	theory	she	endorses	now	is	a	responsive	confidence	a	person;	see	below.)	If	your	worries	about	defining	Goodwill	are	Varilidas,	she	then	the	theories	based	on	sécios	They	are	in	a
few	problems.	Recap	about	encapsulated	interest	and	will-based	theories,	they	say	a	trustworthy	person	is	motivated	by	own	or	goodwill	interest,	respectively.	Encapsulated	theories	of	interest	struggle	to	explain	how	reliability	differs	from	mere	reliability,	while	will-based	theories	are	confronted	with	the	chromic	that	the	aggregate	is	not	necessarily
necessary	for	reliability.	Some	filosophers	who	say	that	goodwill	is	insufficient	to	develop	will-based	alternative	theories.	An	example	is	Cogley	theory,	according	to	which	the	confidence	involves	a	normative	expectation	of	Goodwill	(2012).	The	field	of	theories	based	on	reasons	is	not	exhausted	by	encapsulated	theories	of	interest	and	will,	however.
Other	reasons	based	theories	include	those	describing	the	reason	for	trusted	people	-	in	terms	of	moral	commitment,	moral	obligation	or	virtue.	To	expand,	consider	that	someone	could	give	sense	to	the	reliability	of	a	stranger	assuming	that	the	stranger	is	motivated	not	for	proper	interest	or	goodwill,	but	for	a	commitment	to	be	in	their	moral	values.
In	this	case,	I	could	trust	a	stranger	to	be	decent	presuming	only	that	it	is	committed	to	the	common	decency.	In	the	last	analysis,	what	I	am	presuming	about	the	strange	is	the	moral	integrity,	which	some	say	that	they	are	relevant	reason	for	the	relevant	relationships	(those	who	are	prototypic;	see	McLeod	2002)	.	Others	identify	this	reason	similarly
as	moral	obligation,	and	say	that	it	is	attributed	to	the	administrator	for	the	proper	act	of	trusting	them	(Nickel	2007;	for	a	similar	account,	see	Cohen	and	Dienhat	2013).	Although	convincing	in	some	ways,	the	concern	with	these	theories	is	that	they	moor	the	confidence	inadequately	demanding	that	the	trustworthy	person	has	a	moral	motive	(see
below	and	also	Mullin	2005;	Jones	2017).	However,	someone	can	insist	that	it	is	appropriate	to	moralize	the	confidence	or	at	least	moral	reliability,	which	we	often	think	like	a	virtuous	character	trait.	Nancy	Nyquist	Potter	refers	to	the	trace	as	â	€	™	full	confidentiality	ã	â	€,	and	distinguishes	it	from	Ã	â	€	œChartwity	Ã	¢	â	€	™	s	which	is	specific	to
certain	relationships	(and	equivalent	to	the	thin	reliability	sensation	that	I	used	along;	2002:	25).	To	be	totally	trustworthy,	it	is	necessary	to	have	a	provision	to	be	trustworthy	in	relation	to	all,	according	to	Potter.	Let's	call	this	account	of	â	€	"Virtuous	â	€	™.	It	may	seem	strange	to	insist	that	reliability	is	a	virtue	or,	in	other	words,	a	moral	provision
to	be	trustworthy	(Potter	2002	:	25;	Hardin	2002:	32).	What	exactly	should	it	be?	A	provision	normally	to	honor	the	confidence	of	people?	strange,	since	the	confidence	can	be	unwanted	if	the	confidence	is	immoral	(for	example,	be	trustworthy	to	hide	a	murder)	or	interpret	the	nature	of	the	relationship	of	one	with	the	administrator	(for	example,
trustworthy	to	be	a	friend	of	a	mere	knowledge).	Perhaps	reliability	is	a	provision	to	answer	respond	Confidence	in	appropriate	ways,	given,	"whom	one	is	in	relation	to	the	fiduciary	and	gave	other	virtues	that	it	is	owned	or	must	have	(for	example,	justice,	compassion	o)	(Potter	2002:	25).	This	is	essentially	the	Potter's	vision.	Modeling	the	reliability
in	an	Aristotth	Conception	of	Virtue,	it	defines	a	trustworthy	person	as	"for	those	who	can	be	told	by	a	matter	of	person	he	or	she	is,	take	care	of	these	things	that	the	Others	rely	on	one	and	(following	the	doctrine	of	the	mother's)	whose	ways	of	caring	are	not	excessive	or	disabled	"(his	Ãªnfase;	16).	[6]	A	similar	account	of	reliability	as	a	virtue	-	an
epistemic,	specifically	-	can	be	found	in	the	literature	on	testimony	(see	Frost-Arnold	2014;	Daukas	2006,	2011).	Crystal	virtue	account	comes	from	Karen	Jones	(2012A).	As	she	explains,	if	she	is	trustworthy	it	was	a	virtue,	so	to	be	unworthy	of	confidence	would	be	a	vita,	but	this	can	not	be	right	because	we	can	never	be	required	to	display	a	vita,	but
we	can	be	forced	to	be	Reliable	â	€	â	€
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