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This document seeks to illuminate the dangers of using the term TRUST in
relation to artificial intelligence (AI). The concept of RELIANCE will be introduced
as a suitable replacement. Several informal thought experiments are used to
distinguish TRUST and RELIANCE from one another, and to propose possible use
cases for the latter. The goals of the paper are to address concerns about widely-
adopted paradigms surrounding Al, explain the dangers posed by said paradigms,
and introduce methods to mitigate potential harm.

I Introduction

To paraphrase an excellent paper, anthropomorphism of AI' is a phenomenon produced when
a system appears to possess human-esque qualities, stemming from the language used in
reference to the system [1]. People are largely unconscious that this process occurs, or that
their linguistic or behavioral cues are perpetuating anthropomorphism, leading to a range of
possible pernicious effects [2, 3]. However, discussing the general issue of anthropomorphism
is beyond the scope of this paper. Instead, this document will focus on one specific influence
of anthropomorphism: the usage of the term TRUST? in relation to Al.

TRUST is a thorny topic. “TRUST in AI” is, necessarily, more so. There exist many philo-
sophical approaches to the concept of TRUST, and detailed coverage of even a few of the most
consequential is also not the focus of this paper. However, it will be beneficial to cover some
more widespread and pervading definitions and theories in this document. An influential paper
by Lee and See defines TRUST as “the attitude that an agent will help achieve an individual’s
goals in a situation characterized by uncertainty and vulnerability.” [4]. Other definitions of
TRUST, such as the one set forth by Baier as a first approximation, rely on a will-based theory
[5]. Recent literature further splits TRUST into different paradigms—normative, affective, and
rational—arguing that for an artefact to truly be capable of being trusted, it cannot only
satisfy requirements of a rational account of TRUST [6].

Beyond these various opinions on the definition of TRUST, there also exist many different
attitudes towards the concept of “TRUST in AI” [7, 8, 9, 10, 11]. Some believe that AI pos-
sesses an unusual amount of independent decision-making and thus should be treated as an
artefact capable of being TRUSTED and being TRUSTWORTHY [12]. On the other hand, many
philosophers on TRUST believe that TRUST = RELIANCE + F, where F is some extra factor
associated with an agent that possesses a will [13]. Regardless of what this extra factor is, Al

!The common initialism AI will be used throughout this document because it has come to be widely accepted
across various fields. My mentor is not fond of it because he is not fond of the term “artificial intelligence” ,
preferring “probabilistic automation” or “probablistic automation systems” depending on context.

2Throughout the paper, words such as TRUST, RELY, and RELIANCE will be typeset in SMALL CAPS to
emphasize attention to these terms of art.



in its current form neither has a will nor is an agent. Therefore, we cannot say it is possible
to truly TRUST Al

Even if this theory seems unappealing, it is not necessary to believe in it to see that the main
problem with the discourse on TRUST is that a majority view does not exist [6, 7, 14, 15]. Due to
the broad range of meanings that could be implied when the term TRUST is used in correlation
to Al, it is entirely possible that two people, saying they “TRUST ChatGPT”, are thinking about
and implying vastly different things. However, given the many normative implications and
connotations that TRUST already carries, as well as the continuing debate about its definition,
standardizing one meaning of TRUST as it relates to Al poses complications. Instead, it would
be better to choose an entirely new and agreed-upon way of referring to what we call TRUST. In
a technological and complex field, it is necessary to ensure vocabulary and ways of thinking are
similar, to avoid misunderstandings. Therefore, this new term should be comparatively freer
of value-laden propositions, sufficiently precise, and flexible when addressing our designated
concept.

This paper will introduce the paradigm of RELIANCE, which may serve as a suitable re-
placement for TRUST, and proposes several informal thought experiments to determine how it
may be used and challenged. Section II explores historical and current definitions of TRUST
and the ways in which this term is used in relation to Al. Section III introduces the defini-
tion of RELIANCE. Here, we address important differences between TRUST and RELIANCE and
explain the reasoning behind the greater suitability of the latter for usage for Al. Section IV
addresses the necessity of having a safe system, and whether assured safety can justify our
RELIANCE on it. Section V addresses potential concerns with the paradigms we set forth in
this paper, and offers warnings about the manner in which we think about Als. The paper
concludes by discussing the necessity of changing the TRUST paradigm in relation to Al to
that of a RELIANCE paradigm, and potential benefits it could set forth when used in relation
to safety and doubt.

IT Misuse of TRUST

The Ozford English Dictionary defines TRUST (the noun) as “Firm belief in the reliability,
truth, or ability of someone or something; confidence or faith in a person or thing, or in an
attribute of a person or thing.” The OED goes on to define TRUST (the verb) as “To have
faith or confidence in a person, quality, or thing; to rely on.” Such definitions are suitable for
colloquial use and what can be termed “usage shortcuts.” However, these everyday definitions
of TRUST differ from more formal definitions, particularly how philosophers of TRUST define
it [7]. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy explains that “For most philosophers, trust
is a kind of reliance. . . plus some extra factor” [16]. Our concern is not figuring out what this
factor is (as it is still highly debated) but rather knowing that such a factor exists which sets
TRUST apart from RELIANCE.

Ryan’s paper proposes characteristics of TRUST which may be helpful in elucidating norma-
tive qualities that distinguish TRUST from RELIANCE [6]. These characteristics are described
in the paper as the following:

i. A has confidence in B to do X.
ii. A believes B is competent to do X.

iii. A is vulnerable to the actions of B.



iv. If B does not do X then A may feel betrayed.
v. A thinks that B will do X, motivated by one of the following reasons:

(a) Their motivation does not matter (rational trust)
(b) B’s actions are based on a goodwill towards A (affective trust)

(¢) B has a normative commitment to the relationship with A (normative trust)

Before further explaining the importance of these qualities, it may be helpful to provide
demonstrations of how TRUST is used to refer to varying subjects. The below examples are
ordered in terms of our strength of belief in the sensibility of the sentences.

I trust my mother.

I trust my friends.

I trust my dog.

I trust my pet rabbit.

I trust my car.

I trust my computer.

I trust my Wi-Fi connection.
I trust my clock.

I trust the microwave.
I trust my screwdriver.
I trust my fork.

I trust my notebook.

I trust my pet rock.

Though it is not necessary to enumerate on the differences between every single sentence,
it will be beneficial to explain why the sentence at the very top is much more sensible than
the sentence at the very bottom. Let us extend these sentences to situate them within helpful
contexts:

Example: I trust my mother to take care of my roses while I am on vacation.

Example: I trust my pet rock to keep steady so that I don’t fall.

If I return from a vacation to find out my mother has let my roses die, I might feel angry
or upset. Hence, it would not be out of order for me to ask for an apology from her, express
my emotions, or expect that she understands how I feel. However, if I climb on top of my pet
rock and it wobbles, leading to me falling off and skinning my knee, I might be upset, but it
would be nonsensical to berate the rock or expect it to have sympathy for my bleeding knee
(regardless of if it is my pet or not) [13]. This is because the word TRUST, to a substantial
amount of a population, implies something between agents with free will. It is necessary for the
one whom TRUST is being placed in—Ilet’s call them the Trustee—to have obligations towards
the person who is TRUSTING them—the Trustor. One prominent theory for this belief is that
these obligations are motivated by goodwill—that is, they are concerned with the Trustor’s
interests, without realization of personal benefit. For the Trustor, they are willing to place



their vulnerability in the hands of the Trustee—in other words, both know the Trustee has the
option to harm the Trustor and (hopefully) is choosing not to. Additionally, these roles can
be reversed, as TRUST is a two-way street. If this is the case, both Trustee and Trustor must
possess an emotive state and must both be full moral agents with free will, who understand
their responsibilities to each other |7, 13].

Given this explanation, inanimate artefacts cannot be TRUSTED, no matter how “intelli-
gent” they are [14]. To extend this analogy to Al let us replace the pet rock example with an
example about ChatGPT instead.

Example: I trust ChatGPT to give me the correct answers for my problem set.

If T use these answers for my problem set and discover later that my TA has given me a
50 percent on it, it would be unreasonable to feel betrayed by ChatGPT as it would also be
unreasonable to feel betrayed by Google®. However, that doesn’t seem to be the case for some.
There exists the phenomenon of users believing an LLM is an unbiased agent |9, 17|. However,
it is neither unbiased nor agentic?. Suppose pilot Joe is flying a commercial airplane. There
would be no negative repercussions or even any difference if we were to swap pilot Joe out for
pilot Jill, because we TRUST pilots due to their training, qualifications, and shared motivation
to survive the flight, rather than a personal relationship with a specific pilot. However, there
would certainly be a difference if we were to swap pilot Joe out for a probabilistic automation
system. Unlike a human, this system has no personal investment in landing the airplane safely,
for it has no true existence or life to value, or moral consideration for the passengers’ lives
[18]. Therefore, given that an LLM is not an agent and not unbiased, blindly TRUSTING that
they have all the capability of a human being and none of the flaws is a mistake [6, 14, 19, 20].
Problems such as users believing they are in a relationship with their LLM, taking unsanctioned
therapy advice, or thinking LLMs to be “magic” are aided by this belief that Al in its current
state is a superhuman being.

To correct this assumption, a brief explanation is necessary. Current forms of Al—such as
LLMs and other variants that the general public associates the term “AI” with nowadays—are
ultimately very fast, mostly accurate pattern-matchers. LLMs such as Gemini, ChatGPT,
and Claude are not yet capable of generating original output; rather, they are trained on vast
amounts of data and are capable of rapidly recognizing the most likely subsequent pattern
from an input the user gives it [21]. If you asked ChatGPT to generate a paragraph on the
importance of democracy, it would select the most likely beginning word based on its database
of other essays on the importance of democracy. Using that first word, it would then generate
the next word, and the next, based on the most logical and common patterns. This can in no
way be called “intelligence” of a higher form.

Let us take an example of someone attempting to login to their Google account. Suppose
the website returns a “password incorrect” message. Colloquially, one might say “Google thinks

3As will be elucidated in more depth later on, there are cases where it is fine to ascribe the emotive
states, intents, and beliefs of the creators to the product itself; in other words, a kind of shorthand. The
issue is not so much that people are using this shorthand, but that they do not even recognize that it is a
shorthand. They instead ascribe all the capacity for emotion and motivation to the product itself—in this
case, ChatGPT—rather than the engineers and designers behind it. Therefore, when they say “ChatGPT
believes...”, they really do think the belief stems from ChatGPT itself and not the developer who integrated
this “belief” into its architecture when training it on a certain dataset.

4There are some that may pose the argument that LLMs as they are today truly are agentic. However,
possibilities of their evolving behavior, which might eventually differ from hard-coded workflows, are not what
we will explore now. Rather, it is necessary to proceed with the presupposition that potential for “truly” agentic
AT exists in in the distant future, if at all.



my password is incorrect.” Of course, we would consider the possibility that Google possesses
the capacity to “think” at all to be implausible, because it has no agentic capability. What is
occurring here is this: Google utilizes their comparison algorithm, which processes your pass-
word input and compares it to their stored password value. If it detects an inequality, Google
will print this pre-recorded “password incorrect” message. However, we would be mistaken to
think that this password comparison algorithm is something other than a program tasked with
a certain objective—that is, it does not possess what we conceive to be “intelligence”.

In a more consequential example, suppose we have an machine learning algorithm that
allows a doctor to better detect in a mammogram whether their patient has breast cancer. We
understand that this algorithm has been trained on a set of annotated images that allow it to
make a determination on a classification for breast cancer, or no breast cancer. Therefore, we
view it as a “tool” or “calculator” in the hands of the doctor. On the other hand, if we begin
to perceive that the algorithm is the “operator” rather than the doctor, which is the case with
many conceptions of LLMs, it is more likely we will adopt a notion of its supposed “agency”,
and then slip into the fallacy of TRUST.

Given that we categorize Als as non-human systems, it would be best to evaluate whether
TRUST really is the term of art to be used. Perhaps it would be better to propose an alternative:
RELIANCE. The doctor could RELY on the Al algorithm to assist with a breast cancer diagnosis,
but ultimately, the doctor is the accountable agent, not the algorithm. If I choose an easily
guessable password for my Google account and it happens to be stolen, it would be irrational
to get angry with the Google algorithm. Similarly, it would be just as irrational to get angry
with ChatGPT if it gave me the wrong answers that lead to a low grade on my problem set’.
However, this is not to say that people do not become irritated with or act irrationally towards
machines. The primary issue is that they do not understand that an LLM is not sentient, and
therefore incapable of responding to expressed anger. In other words, they believe it is rational
to be angry, since the LLM is “alive” and could respond to their reaction as a human would.

III RELIANCE

Much of the literature that involves the discussion of RELIANCE defines it as what it is not,
rather than what it is. Some works focus on separating TRUST from RELIANCE; when doing
so, they specify exactly what constitutes TRUST, commonly stating that it is a type or form
of RELIANCE |6, 13]. Given that there is extensive discourse on the definition of TRUST but
few on RELIANCE, it is necessary to establish parameters in this paper for RELIANCE. In his
1994 paper, Richard Holton argues for the following definition [25]:

...to rely on someone to X is to act on the supposition that she will X: this can
fall short of believing that she will X, though it is incompatible with outright belief
that she will not X.

In other words, RELIANCE does not necessarily stem from “merely believing”, though it
could be defined as a more practical offshoot of belief [26, 27|. Justifying why you rely on
something or someone does not necessarily have to be rooted only in knowledge of prior events
or rationalism (though these are, of course, helpful), but perhaps, as we will see in a later
example, can be drawn from necessity, or active choice. Furthermore, RELIANCE must have
some realistic grounds, even if it is something like “I didn’t have time; thus, I relied on someone

5This is heavily debated in the field of Al ethics. Some ethicists may disagree with this position. While it
is not in the scope of this paper to discuss these views, it may be interesting for future research [22, 23, 24|



else to complete the task.” Belief, on the other hand, could stem from pure epistemics, and
does not have to be actively chosen [25].

If we take this definition to be a well-specified and complete one, we can further distinguish
RELIANCE to be an attitude not influenced by irrational factors (or extra factors that distin-
guish it from TRUST), or anthropomorphic influences |14, 27|. Furthermore, we have already
established that TRUST requires both parties to be full moral agents (which necessitates the
Trustee and Trustor to also possess wills and emotive states); RELIANCE, on the other hand,
does not by definition. RELIANCE also lacks an anthropomorphic component. It is more accu-
rate to say, “I rely on my heater to warm my house,” rather than “I TRUST my heater to warm
my house.” Therefore, RELIANCE would be both a more accurate and less dangerous term of
art to use for Al. Below are some examples of accurate usage of reliance:

I rely on my car to get me to the diner.
I rely on my Wi-Fi connection to not cut out.
I rely on ChatGPT to provide me with solutions to the problem set.

I rely on my hammer as a means to drive in nails while building a table.

One of the main distinguishing factors is that unlike TRUST, RELIANCE has less normative
value attached to it. Let’s say that I am planning a party. I decide to rely on my friend Amy
to buy balloons for the party, because I have too many other things I have to do. There is no
evidence that I should believe Amy will not buy the balloons for me. However, suppose that in
the past Amy has occasionally not done the tasks I have set for her; in this case, there is also
not absolute belief that she certainly will go and buy the balloons. However, even if Amy does
not buy the balloons, no injury or betrayal will emerge from this. I might be disappointed, but
there would not be any harm to our fundamental relationship. On the other hand, when you
TRUST someone, there will always exist the possibility that your Trustee will injure you [13].
This is not necessarily a condition of RELYING on another person or object, as it is unlikely a
reasonable person would assume that someone who, or even something that, they rely on owes
them anything in return. For example, assume we have a case in which I tell Amy that one
of my relatives is going through a divorce, but that she should keep it a secret. If she then
spreads this information to our other friends and coworkers, I would certainly feel hurt by her
actions, as I TRUSTED her to not do that. In this case, TRUST is the correct word to use in
this situation, because I not only RELIED on her to not say anything, but also felt safe enough
to be vulnerable. In this case, she broke my confidence and caused me emotional pain.

A word of caution here. Some accounts use RELIANCE and “reliability” interchange-
ably when referring to AI [28]. This is another error. “Reliability” carries connotations of
measurable and numerical properties—stemming from engineering and technological disci-
plines—which we hope to avoid. RELIANCE lacks these unwanted associations. Hence, RELY
and RELIANCE should not be grouped with “reliability”. “Reliability”; or even “reliable |AI]”
should also not be used as a term of art here®.

SThere are cases in which “reliable” can be applied to certain services, even with AI. However, this would be
applicable more for engineering use cases, rather than common ones. For example, it would be alright to say
that an LLM could “reliably” hit certain targets they have been engineered for, such as giving an answer to a
prompt 100 percent of the time. However, this is different from giving the correct answer. If asked a question
outside their set of training data, an LLM would still provide an answer and deliver it with confidence (in order
to hit the aforementioned engineering target), whereas a human might tell you they would not be able to give
an answer. Therefore, we would be able to RELY on a human to give the correct answer—even if that means
saying “I don’t know,”—but not on an LLM, as they would be hitting their engineering targets ‘“reliably” by
providing an answer, which itself is unreliable.



Similarly, some may wonder if it is acceptable to use “reliance-worthy” as a replacement
for “trustworthy” when referring to AI. Again, this is not an acceptable alternative. Although
we do say things such as “This is a reliable hammer”, or “This is a reliable car”, these are
first, shortcuts, and second, a significant amount of the population would never assume that
a qualifier of “reliable” when used on a hammer or car ascribes an agentic capacity to them.
However, as we have already explained, there exists a widespread belief that current Als have
agency, and thus can be trustworthy [29]. Since we want to avoid propagating this belief
further, we will not use a term such as “reliance-worthy AI” but instead adhere to phrases that
maintain full agency and decision-making with ourselves, the humans, such as:

I rely on the AL
The Al can be relied upon.

I believe reliance on this Al is a wise choice.

IV  Does Safety Assure RELIANCE?

Assuring safety is presuppositional to relying on a system. There are many methods of safety
assurance, and some, such as ones developed for the avionics industry, may be well-suited to
application in the AI realm [30, 31|. Nevertheless, we still must deal with the gap between
safety and RELIANCE. In other words, can we be sure that a safe system is one that we can
RELY on with minimal remaining doubt?

To answer the question posed in this section, comparisons that can be analogues between
the relationship of safety and reliability, and safety and RELIANCE, will be used”. For example,
high levels of reliability are sometimes correlated with high levels of safety, but this is not
always the case. Sometimes, increasing reliability of an artefact or system leads to decreasing
levels of safety; other times, the opposite is true. Let us say we are dealing with a nuclear
reactor system. If we never turned the system on, it would be very safe, but we could not call
it reliable. On the other hand, let us say the system functioned reliably to generate electricity,
but emitted radiation that killed the nearest worker every time it was turned on. This is
obviously unsafe, although reliable in its function. Following a similar line of reasoning, we
can posit that high safety does not necessarily imply a high conviction in our ability to RELY
on, or to have high RELIANCE in, a system.

Although we hope to avoid connotations of measurability or numerical properties by us-
ing the term RELIANCE, it is beneficial to introduce the concept of measurable, or modeled,
reliability, as another helpful analogue for a problem we may run into with RELIANCE. That
is, we should not always RELY on a system or artefact merely because it has high modeled
reliability. Modeled reliability only considers properties that can be measured, or properties
that people see fit to introduce into the model, thereby overlooking a whole host of factors that
either cannot be modeled or were never considered. This leads to two major consequences.
First, due to this elimination of “unnecessary” or “extraneous”’ factors, modeled reliability
cannot be a complete metric. Therefore, users should not mistakenly over-RELY on systems
or artefacts when they see it possesses high modeled reliability. Second, users may also not
understand that they are relying on these systems or artefacts in an incorrect manner or may

" Although we are using the safety-reliability relationship as an analogue for comparable situations for safety-
RELIANCE, it is still important to remember that reliability should not be and is not being used interchangeably
with RELIANCE.



assume—mistakenly—that a future situation will always produce the same result as a past sit-
uation. A person using a driver-assist system in the car may have had a situation (or several)
in the past when their car helped them brake in time. However, it would be mistaken to be
perpetually assured that the car will brake every single time. Perhaps the person also relies
on the brake assist in situations that the system was not built for, due to their assumption
that it would apply to every possible scenario. Additionally, suppose this driver-assist system
is reliable 98 percent of the time. There is no random collection of events where the 2 percent
of failure shows up; rather, it happens in specific situations. Suppose this failure only shows
up when a child runs in front of a car. A 2 percent chance of failure—which might be called
a small number—does not assure us of its safety, or reliability. We must ask ourselves where
the outliers in the sample space are, and furthermore, what these outliers lead to. If these
outliers only lead to a faulty hazard light, it would be more reassuring to rely on this system.
If these outliers, as in the previous example, lead to injuring a child, RELIANCE on this system
is not possible. Thus, modeled reliability cannot inherently assure that one should apply their
RELIANCE to a situation.

If modeled reliability, safety assurance, and measurable properties are not all that com-
pletely assure that we can RELY on something, what other factors could be involved? Let us
introduce another thought experiment to determine a possible answer to this question. Say
we have an alarm system in our home that detects if somebody is attempting to come in
through the front door. Say we also know this alarm has a confirmed modeled reliability (not
RELIANCE) of 99.5 percent. However, if the alarm goes off and we decide to check if a burglar
is at the front door, we are not conducting a reliability test. Nor would most of the population
be actively recalling that “This alarm has a reliability of 99.5 percent; therefore, I will decide
to rely on it.” When the moment of RELIANCE comes, it is not based off only epistemics,
and neither can it be called a purely active decision. Reasons of practicality and reinforced
behavior in the presence of past responses to alarms also affect the moment of RELIANCE.

Nevertheless, there is clearly a gap between concrete testing, such as in safety assurance,
and measurable properties such as reliability, and the moment at which we decide to act upon
this. We have a missing link between the so-called “real world” and the world of abstract
things, such as knowledge and perception. This is called the epistemic gap in philosophy [32];
for our purposes, it may be helpful to refer to it as the uncertainty gap.

Let us construct a thought experiment to work through this question. Assume we create
a deterministic model to measure the amount of fuel we have, using sensors in the aircraft’s
tanks for detection. The assumptions it uses are ones that the industry has used in the
past. Everything about this system builds on an iteration that previously has been executed
and tested; only the deterministic model itself is completely new. Then also assume another
person is working on the same task. Instead of a deterministic model, they are creating a
probabilistic model to measure the amount of fuel in the tanks. This model does not use the
same assumptions as our deterministic model, and neither does it build on things that the
industry has done before. Unlike with the deterministic case, where only the model itself is
a new and untested ‘version’, the probabilistic model has no precedent, in both assumptions
and structure. In other words, we are concerned with whether the deterministic model will
measure fuel correctly under the systems and assumptions we use. With the probabilistic
model, we are concerned with whether this novel method itself is the correct process. A crude
simplification for our moment of RELIANCE on this probabilistic model could be akin to this:
the point at which we choose to RELY on the deterministic model requires one step over the
uncertainty gap, whereas the probabilistic model requires two—or some number greater than
one—steps over the uncertainty gap.



If we extend this thought experiment to Al, it is reasonable to conclude that there would
be a massive uncertainty gap to overcome. Not only is the nature of the models we are using
probabilistic, which inherently carries uncertainty, but there is also not nearly enough evidence
or historical backing in the field upon which we can build. This contrasts with the field of
avionics, where there have been long decades of prior testing and constant reassessment [33].
With avionics, introducing new systems or artefacts can be compared to a short step over an
uncertainty gap of known distance. With Al, choosing to rely on it is a leap; simultaneously,
the dimension of its uncertainty is so far unknown.

V  Warnings

Someone who does not believe exploring the concepts in this paper is worthwhile, may offer
rebuttals to the value such as the following:

1. It is pointless to argue about semantics.

2. The term is already well-established in the research community and wider circles. At-
tempts to dismantle this paradigm, and others like it, is not worth the effort given the
minimal gain.

3. Trust is a good thing.

In this section, we will attempt to present counter-rebuttals against these three points.
These are summarized as follows (ordered sequentially based on the arguments above):

1. The only thing worth arguing about is semantics.

2. Dismantling this paradigm does not lead to minimal gain. In fact, the work to dismantle
it is very important considering how people beyond the research community are handling
Al right now.

3. The population of people who believe that trust is a good thing fall into three categories,
which we will discuss separately:

(a) They do not yet understand the harm that emerges from using terms such as trust.
(b) They are acting in bad faith.
(¢) They truly believe that encouraging trust in Al is a good thing.

Rebuttal 1 is easy to refute. Semantics concerns how we give meaning to words. Although
there may be bad faith arguments made using semantics to deliberately obfuscate the substance
of the original discussion, this is not what we are attempting to do with our distinctions. Some
of the most important and controversial arguments in philosophy deal with defining terms;
for example, the differences between ‘killing’ and ‘letting die’ [34]. By being precise about
the correlations and implications TRUST carries, versus those of RELIANCE, we can begin to
establish definitions that are truly appropriate for usage in these contexts, especially since so
many of these implications can be detrimental to our goal.

Rebuttal 2 comes from a sector who: 1) doubt it is possible to change usage of “TRUST
in AI” to “RELIANCE in AI”, and 2) believe that regardless of these attempts, it would not
be worth the time or effort to change this paradigm [15]. However, it is both possible and



worth the effort. One of the dangers currently circulating in the Al industry are attempts
by companies and investors to increase TRUST by manufactured and marketed methods. This
can be called the “commodification of TRUST”, a phenomenon in which practices such as
anthropomorphization are promoted to increase a user’s TRUST—in this case, in AI—to benefit
from it. If people TRUST Al more, it follows that they are more willing to spend money, use
those models, and support the company [1, 20, 35]. Research has found that these efforts
are successful, and have extended not just to the general public but the research community
[15], demonstrating how the constant and deliberate usage of anthropomorphic terminology
only furthers over-RELIANCE on Al. Given that this is a widespread and increasingly prevalent
threat, it would be both defeatist and inaccurate to say that it is not worth the effort of
changing the terms used for Al

Rebuttal 3 is a general statement that, upon closer inspection, stems from three broad
groups. Group 3(a) says it because they are not aware at all, or not aware to the fullest
extent, of the harm in using words like TRUST to refer to AI. However, it is our hope that this
paper will shed light on its detrimental effects and allow people to think more critically about
their usage of the word TRUST, and, if they would prefer to continue using it, to have been
made aware of its possible signals and implications.

Group 3(b) says that TRUST is a good thing because they have other motives for encour-
aging TRUST in Al. These motives are often malicious. They could be doing it to commodify
TRUST, which, as we have already elucidated, is not a good thing. They could also be doing
it because they believe it offers some kind of personal benefit through ethicswashing their
motives [36]. Whatever the case, we cannot accept this as a valid rebuttal given the way they
seek to weaponize TRUST.

Group 3(c) says that TRUST is a good thing because they truly believe that we will both
create Als that are truly agentic and possessed of free will, and that we should put our TRUST
in them when these Als emerge [37]. We can also call this the ‘good faith’ argument. While
there exists extensive discourse (and belief) concerning the emergence of agentic Al, it is not in
the scope of our discussion to delve into these arguments, whether possible or not. Neither is
it in our purview to discuss if we should TRUST agentic Al. To the third group, we will merely
say that truly agentic Al does not exist yet, and that it is a mistake to believe any of current
LLMs or other forms of Al, generative or otherwise, that are used and developed today, are
near the capability of having free will or agency [38|. Therefore, their second proposition that
TRUST in Al is desirable cannot yet be valid.

Finally, beyond concerns around shifting the TRUST paradigm to a RELIANCE paradigm,
there is another point of warning necessary to make. Though we have discussed in length
the dangers of anthropomorphizing Al and using anthropomorphic terms to refer to them,
this poses the threat of shifting too far in the opposite direction: thinking of Als as nearly
completely akin to calculators®. A calculator follows a structured strategy and algorithm. We
have minimal remaining doubt in its output because we can follow a series of well-understood
principles that underpin its calculations. However, it is well-documented that humans are
more likely to over-RELY on inanimate systems, such as Al, because of the mistaken belief
that these systems are free of human bias and/or are infallible’ [39]. This gives Als such as
LLMs undeserved credence; we implicitly assume its output must be correct. However, LLMs
are not thoroughly understood, even to this day; the black-box problem is well-documented
and still being worked on despite recent breakthroughs [40, 41|. Additionally, regardless of the

8Calculators here is being used as a general term; we could also say it is being thought of as an explainable,
inanimate tool.
9Whereas we understand and are cognizant of human fallibility.
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in-explainability of its computing process, it is still dangerous to assume the system will never
fail simply because it appears as though a human is not making decisions!® [43]. Therefore,
just as we must be cautious to avoid anthropomorphizing Al, so too must we be aware of the
dangers in treating them as simple calculators we can consistently RELY on.

VI Conclusion

In a world where Al is increasingly used in all manners from self-driving cars, to large language
models, to making medical breakthroughs, it is necessary to delve deeper into the way we think
about these models. Setting forth an alternative to the paradigms used today may not only
encourage deeper consideration about the true suitability of TRUST in relation to Al, but also
introduce caution where these paradigms are being used extensively. This paper introduced the
concept of RELIANCE as a more informed and cautionary manner of dealing with Al. Several
informal examples were used to elucidate the relationship between TRUST and RELIANCE,
the usage of RELIANCE itself, and the relationship between safety and RELIANCE. In future
research, it would be interesting to conduct a more formalized thought experiment utilizing
safety assurance methodologies to elucidate how uncertainty gaps might be reduced to better
RELY on systems. Stemming from this, it would also be beneficial to elucidate if creating an
Al we can RELY upon is currently possible, or a wise choice.
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