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The main point is to treat trust in the context of uncertainty and ambivalence as the indispensible conditions of performing trust in the action and interaction.  “Trust performatives and narratives” can be explored only taking into account the axiomatic assumption –any form of social solidarity is based upon trust (thus the concept of trust is about the very foundations of social ontology). The modern ontological turn in social theory addresses the liminal categories of “social being” (Trust and The Other among them) which presupposes the agent in the core of the issue of action, the agent in his relation to the Other and the agent who performs trust. This reconsidering of the basic assumptions could produce presumably the kind of social ontology which is, in Ricoeur’s words “in harmony with the phenomenology of intention and epistemology of teleological causality”. Why the reconsideration is needed?
New fluid forms of networked solidarity based on new “mobile” forms of communication provoke the new recognizable performances of trust; trust occurs to be a contingent property of the “in-between sphere” which is the locus of the communicative situation.  

In sociological theory the modifications of trust as an attitude of daily life (or the ground for the commonsensual solidarity) could be traced in the different contexts: the dichotomy “trust/risk”, trust in the marginal position – between rational discursive reason and practical reason, “trust” as the means of overcoming the gap between the ideal rational defining the situation and the action per se; “trust” and “belief” in pragmatism overcoming the doubt, trust as facilitating action and solidarity in action, trust as the foundation of ontological security and deontological responsibility versus “existential isolation”; “trust and accountability”, trust as a result and a condition of the ideal situation of the uninterrupted communication, and which is the most  appropriate for the following considerations -- trust as a “communicative effort”. This is bound to the Stranger (or “marginal” in classical sociological meaning of the term) as the constituent and prevailing type of the new mobile forms of solidarity. It is considered not as much as “a not trustworthy and not trusting person” but rather as one who is ready to be considered as “not trustworthy” and thus inclined to modify performances of trust and to produce new grounds for trust. The Stranger  (whatever theoretical connotation it refers to) derives from the ontologically axiomatic in social sciences  category of The Other.
So, my intent is to revise some considerations concerning trust in sociological discourse with regard of Ricoeur’s approach to the Otherness and Trust (I mean his concepts of Another and Attestation). The idea of constitutive practices – as it was taken up in interpretative  sociology (particularly in the Ethnomethodological  usage) – turned on trust as a background condition for mutually intelligible action. Mutually intelligible means accountable as well; an account of action could be seen as narrative. 
One of the basic conditions of any constitutive practice is a mutual commitment to rules of engagement in that practice – that is, all parties to the interaction must understand that they are engaged in the same practice, must interpret(or “read”) the context of this engagement the same way, must be competent to perform the practice, must actually perform competently and assume this also of the others. It is as such a constitutive condition that Garfinkel (1963) elaborated trust as a necessary background condition of any mutually intelligible interaction.

In the core of this background is the idea that “a person responds not only to perceived behavior, feelings, motives, relationships, but he is responsive as well to the perceived “normality” of these events (or socially organized features of life). Trust, then, is the expectation of the “normality” of the event. Normality means its typicality, likelihood to occur, comparability with the previous and the following events, causal texture, instrumental efficacy, moral requiredness. In a short, normal is meaningful in the commonsensual view. But if it is just common sense (that is produced in the interaction, in the in-between sphere), “meaningful events” are entirely and exclusively events in a person’s behavioral environment, they become objectified in Ricoeur’s sense: “By this objectification, action is no longer a transaction to which the discourse of action would still belong. It constitutes a delineated pattern which has to be interpreted according to its inner connections. This objectification is made possible by some inner traits of the action which are similar to the structure of the speech act and which make "doing" a kind of utterance”. The “delineated pattern of action” acquires the central place in the sociological analysis of trust which no more the monopoly of the personal inner states of mind. Garfinkel’s famous dictum : “There is no reason to look under the skull since nothing of interest is to be found there but brains” (in the best case we could add) puts forward the idea that meanings are produced in the in-between , they are confined to the performances that are “scenic” to the person. Those performances frame up the “constitutive order of events” and trust is compliance to this order shown in “behavioral displays” that could be read and interpreted like texts.
 Part of the reason for this is that, because of its tacit character, trust is such a fugitive contextual phenomenon – it ‘appears’ in only a few contexts and ‘disappears’ in very many others. 
Most frequently, it is a presumptive phenomenon and therefore tacitly attended to by members.

 How this phenomenon is traced and portrayed in the everyday life practices? There are various ways in elucidation of trust in local orders. Serial orders of pedestrians moving through public spaces place trust in locally established standard paces and trajectories, as well as in co-participants’ identities; indeed, the issues of pace, trajectory (exhibited, temporally organized course) and identity turn out to be closely related and are, together, constitutive of the flow-file or the queue. A trustworthy person could be defined as someone who can produce a public show of respect for prescribed attitudes, and visibly exhibiting the prescribed metrics of local public orders. It is possible to make some suggestions about the study of breaches of trust. We can begin by asking how an attitude of distrust, suspicion or doubt come to be locally and naturally occasioned. Or where trust does take place? What is local about trust? And how those local circumstances can contribute to the distrust production? The answer could be -  counterfinality (in Jon Elster term). Ricoeur’s notion of “objectification” as “autonomization of human action”, when “our deeds escape us and have effects which we did not intend”, corresponds with this notion of counterfinality as a background for the very “social dimension of action”. 
Counterfinality is the term to denote unintended consequences that arise when each individual in a group acts upon an assumption about his relations to others (which is an assumption of trust), that, when generalized yields the contradiction in the consequences. The untended consequences  stem from similar in their strategies (in their commonsense), but uncoordinated actions. Suboptimality – when all the actors adopt the solution strategies, fully aware that the others will do so as well and that they could all have obtained at least as much, and one of them more, than in the solution if some or all of them had diverged from the solution strategies.
In a Prisoner’s dilemma: counterfinality is generated when everyone does X in the hope of being the only one to do X; suboptimality – when everyone does X out of fear of being the only one not to do X. The hope of being free rider does, when generalized, generate counterfinality. Counterfinality and suboptimality could be counted for the main features of the collective behavioral environment, that accumulate this outcomes of collective behavior. 
It is assumed that the local orders are participant-produced orders, realized through reciprocally sensible, locally embedded practice. We should add here that the orders are not only mutually, but also commonly/collectively produced ones. Thus having also couterfinal results. Temporal ordering is a constitutive feature of such produced settings: the sequential ordering of the setting is one major way in which such ordering is worked out as an identifiable course of action. This refers to ‘practical trust’ which is, essentially, tied to local production and local-natural accountability; operation of trust as a praxeological process.
The example could be the traffic flow, particularly the locally organized serial ordering of high-speed traffic on motorways. Other locally organized serial orders, such as pedestrian flow-files in urban public spaces, and queues or waiting lines, furnish further opportunities for the study of trust. In these cases the so-called ‘information’ oriented to by participants is setting-specific (and practice-specific), relating to the distinguishing particularities of the evolving gestalt contextures in terms of which these local orders are constituted.

The local behavioral environment accumulating and embodying counterfinal outcomes of the collective commonsensual (based on trust) actions transforms the performances of trust since the unintended general consequences undermine the expectations fixed in the “taken for granted”. They are not granted anymore, they have to be accounted for. The result of the account could be interpreted as the different kind of a certainty rendered by Ricoeur as “attestation”. “Attestation is opposed to certainty of cogito, to the episteme, to the ultimate and self-founding knowledge and to the suspicion as well. It is rather a belief (almost in pragmatist connotation of Pierce), credence. “Credence is also trust, -- in Ricoeur Onself as Another: 22, -- attestation is fundamentally attestation of self. This trust will, in turn, be a trust in a power to say, in the power to do, in the power to recognize oneself as a character in a narrative, in the power, finally, to respond to accusation in the form of the accusative: “It’s me here”. The counterfinal environment of any action makes to arrive at not only to the polisemy of the question of “Who?”, but also to the polisemy of the answer about the actor and his self. Actors and interactors become strangers to each other and to themselves as well. New performances of trust are bound to the strangehood: the new in-betweenness is being formed by the persons who are ready to abandon commonsensual patterns, are ready to question any “taken for granted” and ready to be distrusted as well. The Stranger is located in the ambivalent space between self and Other giving vulnerability to attestation; the self as a Stranger stays in need for attestation which “can be defined as the assurance of being oneself acting and suffering. This assurance remains  the ultimate recourse against all suspicion; even if it is always in some sense received from another, it still remains self-attestation”. Trust among strangers is an issue that evokes a new hermeneutics of the Strangehood as “credence without any guarantee, and also as trust greater than any suspicion” (.
