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A Study on Interpersonal Trust in Taiwanese University Campuses
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Abstract

Interpersonal trust is an important social
resource that can facilitate cooperation and enable
coordinated social interactions.  Trust is vital for the

maintenance of cooperation in society and necessary
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as grounds for even the most routine and everyday
interactions. Trust has been viewed as a precondition
for superior performance and competitive success in
the new business environment.  Shockingly, many
incidents dominated the Taiwan media in what
commentators have lamented the worst social
education for young people and the saddest indication

of our interpersonal trust at an all-time low.

For faculty and students in a university, To
develop and maintain trust relationships is especially
important. Given the complexity and uncertainty
inherent in a university, the faculty has been left with
autonomy concerning how to carry out their tasks.
All related parties including school administration,
parents, and students themselves must have an
optimistic expectation from the instructors. What’s
more, given the nature of education, instructors could
A lack of

interpersonal trust will definitely hinder a university

exert great influence on their students.

from functioning efficiently. On the contrary, a
trust-inspiring environment in campuses will help
enhance effectiveness of our higher education, and

eventually facilitate a trustworthy society.

The present study examined the degree of trust
shown by university students toward the society, the
We found

that the students demonstrated an overall low trust

faculty, the classmates, and the schools.

levels and that the trust level toward society was
significantly the lowest. With a five-point Likert

scale, only the average trust level to classmates



reached the midpoint. Other meaningful findings
were that the males showed much higher trust in their
schools and that the students in science and
engineering demonstrated significantly higher trust in
their professors that those students in education.
Implications of these findings were discussed and
suggestions were made.

Keywords: interpersonal trust, cooperative behavior,
university autonomy
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