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Abstract

Relational trust is frequently inferred from cooperation, disclosure, reported confidence, or
repeated successful interaction. Each indicator can also arise through sanction, habit, depen-
dence, strategic calculation, attachment, or transferential supposition. This paper develops a
conditional account of the emergence of relational trust while preserving that underdetermina-
tion. It first represents trust as a directional, domain-indexed profile comprising expectation,
exposed stake, trustee discretion, participant-directed normative address, and history-bearing
response. It then uses Lacanian accounts of transference, the subject supposed to know, and
the incomplete symbolic guarantee to clarify how an addressee may acquire a privileged place
in a relation. These concepts constrain interpretation; they remain distinct from measured psy-
chological variables. An adaptive state-space model represents typed events, relational memory,
symbolic position, observable conduct, and institutional context. Exact model-relative results
show that identical cooperation traces can support divergent latent interpretations, that equal
present observations can conceal consequentially different histories, and that additional probes
refine identification sets only relative to a declared model class. The resulting empirical pro-
gramme emphasizes longitudinal, low-risk, and ethically admissible contrasts involving discre-
tion, ordinary fulfillment, naturally occurring rupture, and repair. A separate normative profile
evaluates trustworthiness, warranted placement, benefit, power, justice, repair, and exit. The
framework is a revisable synthesis. Its central contribution is an architecture for studying how
trust may emerge while preserving distinctions among behavioral regularity, epistemic certainty,
and normative approval.
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1 Introduction

This section establishes the paper’s target, its interdisciplinary method, and the limits of its claims.
The discussion proceeds from an attribution problem to a process question, then states the contri-
bution and maps the argument.

Trust matters partly because action often proceeds before decisive assurance is available. A
person accepts testimony, discloses something vulnerable, delegates a task, receives care, or permits
another person’s discretion. Later events may reorganize the meaning of the earlier act. Fulfillment
can become a shared precedent; a rupture can disclose an unnoticed asymmetry; repair can alter
the relation and yield a new form. A theory of relational trust therefore needs both a conceptual
account of the relevant relation and a temporal account of how it acquires efficacy.

Observable regularity supplies only part of that account. Cooperation may be secured by surveil-
lance, contract, dependency, routine, fear, or calculated advantage. Disclosure may express trust,
desperation, institutional requirement, or a transferential address to someone invested with sup-
posed knowledge. Philosophical work on trust consequently disputes the factor that distinguishes
trust from reliance. Prominent proposals emphasize accepted vulnerability, goodwill, affective ex-
pectation, commitment, motives, or participant-reactive attitudes (Baier, 1986; Jones, 1996; Holton,
1994; Hawley, 2014; McLeod, 2023). The disagreement is substantive. A formal model that silently
selects one proposal would settle a philosophical dispute through notation.

The present paper adopts a profile strategy. A candidate relation is represented through several
typed dimensions whose aggregation remains open. This strategy allows rival theories to specify
different bridge conditions while sharing a common event and evidence architecture. It also dis-
tinguishes three questions: whether a history-bearing relation has emerged, whether that relation
deserves the name trust, and whether its placement is warranted or just.

Lacanian psychoanalysis enters at a specific juncture. In transference, an addressee can occupy a
privileged symbolic position, including the position of the subject supposed to know. This structure
can organize speech, expectation, dependence, and interpretation (Lacan, 1998, 2015; Fink, 2015;
Johnston, 2026). It can accompany trust, accelerate its appearance, or produce an appearance of
guarantee. The Lacanian contribution therefore concerns the structure of address and supposition.
It supplies a constraint against treating the other’s apparent knowledge as a complete foundation
for the relation.

Dynamical systems supply the temporal scaffold. Relational history is encoded as a state up-
dated by typed events, and that state can modify later action. Systems with memory and hysteresis
offer mathematical resources for path-dependent response (Krasnosel’ski and Pokrovski, 1989; Hale
and Kogak, 1991). System identification and latent-variable theory then clarify a second limit:
different mechanisms can generate the same observed trajectory (Ljung, 1999; Sontag, 1998; Bollen,
2002). Formal language is used here to locate inferential obligations while withholding precision
from an unvalidated construct.

Claim 1.1 (Conditional emergence account). A relational trust attribution gains process-level sup-
port when a typed history of exposure and response produces a persistent relational state that changes
later conduct, and when the trust interpretation survives comparison with coercive, strategic, habit-
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Table 1: Literature roles and translation limits

Literature layer Contribution to the Authority limit
framework

Philosophy of trust Conceptual distinctions Leaves several rival accounts open; conceptual
among trust, reliance, analysis alone supplies limited process evidence

vulnerability, goodwill, affect,
and commitment

Social and Risk, interdependence, Operational measures require conceptual typing

organizational process, repair, and and population-specific validation

research institutional context

Lacanian Transference, address, Clinical and metapsychological concepts require

psychoanalysis supposed knowledge, and an explicit bridge before empirical or dynamical
symbolic nonclosure use

Developmental and Attachment stability, Constructs remain distinct from the present

clinical research mentalizing, and epistemic interpersonal trust profile
trust

Dynamical systems Memory, feedback, A state variable receives meaning from a
multistability, and path separate measurement and interpretation model
dependence

Identification theory Equivalence classes, Identifiability establishes recoverability within a
observability, and model class; construct validity remains an
model-relative inference independent obligation

ual, attachment-based, and transferential rivals. Such support remains conditional on the declared
construct, model class, probe family, population, and institutional context.

The paper makes five contributions. First, it proposes a directional and domain-indexed trust
profile. Second, it reconstructs Lacanian supposition as a typed interpretive layer with explicit
translation limits. Third, it states a conditional philosophical argument for process-level relational
emergence. Fourth, it develops an adaptive model with exact, modest results about history depen-
dence and identification. Fifth, it separates emergence from trustworthiness, warranted placement,
benefit, justice, and repair.

Section 2 organizes the literature and assigns each tradition a limited role. Sections 3 and 4
develop the conceptual and Lacanian architectures. Section 5 states the philosophical argument.
Sections 6 through 8 provide the dynamical model, epistemic limits, and analysis of rupture and
repair. Sections 9 and 10 state an empirical programme and a normative audit. Sections 11 and
12 examine objections and research obligations. Section 13 concludes with the paper’s revisable
position.

2 Literature Corpus and Comparative Method

This section establishes the evidential division of labor among the literatures used in the paper. It
reviews six bodies of work, then specifies the comparative method by which concepts travel across
them. Table 1 records the resulting authority limits.
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2.1 Philosophical Models of Trust

This subsection identifies the conceptual dimensions that motivate the profile representation. It
compares influential accounts through their distinguishing factor and preserves disagreement as a
design constraint.

Baier’s analysis makes accepted vulnerability and goodwill central to the moral phenomenology
of trust (Baier, 1986). Jones develops an affective attitude account in which optimism about
another’s goodwill is partly constitutive (Jones, 1996). Holton connects trust with a participant
stance and the reactive attitudes surrounding betrayal (Holton, 1994). Hawley places accepted
commitment at the center of trust and distrust (Hawley, 2014). Hardin analyzes encapsulated
interest, while Pettit considers the possibility that trust can motivate trustworthiness (Hardin,
2002; Pettit, 1995). Faulkner develops a contemporary comparison of predictive and affective trust
through commitment-indexed expectation (Faulkner, 2025). The Stanford Encyclopedia survey
documents the continuing plurality of will-based, motive-based, affective, and predictive accounts
(McLeod, 2023).

These theories overlap around a structure of dependence under uncertainty, yet they type its
normative significance differently. The present framework treats expectation, exposure, discretion,
normative address, and relational response as separate coordinates. A specific philosophical theory
may then require a particular combination. The formalism consequently hosts conceptual disagree-
ment and leaves each combination subject to an articulated trust interpretation.

2.2 Reliance and the Trust-Specific Factor

This subsection reconstructs the principal philosophical dispute that motivates the paper. It
compares predictive, motive-based, affective, commitment-based, and participant-stance accounts
through the work each asks trust to perform.

The familiar three-place expression, “A trusts B to do X,” already contains more structure
than a global trait score. It fixes a direction, an object, and a practical dependence. Yet the
same expression remains compatible with several theories of the attitude involved. A predictive
interpretation emphasizes A’s expectation that B will do X. A motive-based account asks which
motive A expects to move B. An affective account emphasizes an optimistic orientation toward
goodwill. A commitment account asks whether A expects B to recognize and uphold an accepted
commitment. A participant-stance account attends to the quality of the relation and to responses
such as betrayal, resentment, gratitude, and assurance (Baier, 1986; Jones, 1996; Holton, 1994;
Hawley, 2014; McLeod, 2023).

The disagreement concerns the trust-specific factor added to practical reliance. Prediction alone
can guide action around a dependable person, a coercive official, or a reliable device. Trust ap-
pears to make the trustee’s discretion and responsiveness part of the reason for proceeding. Baier’s
betrayal distinction gives this point phenomenological force: failures of trusted action can be intel-
ligible as injuries to a participant relation, whereas failures of mechanisms invite disappointment
or repair of the device (Baier, 1986). Holton’s analysis connects this difference to a stance that
makes reactive attitudes intelligible (Holton, 1994). Hawley’s commitment account offers a more
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explicitly normative candidate for the added factor (Hawley, 2014).

Behavioral success leaves the added factor undetermined. Suppose two colleagues complete every
assigned task. In the first relation, each treats the other’s reliance as a reason and makes discre-
tionary adjustments when unforeseen needs arise. In the second, each anticipates strict inspection
and performs only the monitored task. Their outputs can coincide across routine episodes. The
distinction appears in the structure of reasons, discretion, and response to novel circumstances.
A trust theory must therefore specify which counterfactual differences matter and how they can

become evidence.

Motive accounts sharpen that requirement. Hardin’s encapsulated-interest model explains how
B can take A’s interests into account because preserving the relation serves B’s interests (Hardin,
2002). Goodwill approaches ask for a more direct orientation toward the trustor or the entrusted
object. Commitment-responsive accounts allow role, principle, or accepted undertaking to carry
the relation. These mechanisms can converge in action while diverging under conflict, anonymity,
altered incentives, or declining reputation. The profile representation preserves their differences as

rival causal and normative bridges.

Pettit’s account adds a recursive possibility. Being trusted can itself supply a reason to prove
trustworthy, so the attribution may contribute to the conduct that later confirms it (Pettit, 1995).
This possibility matters for emergence. A relation can be partly self-supporting through recog-
nition and response, yet the same recursion can be manipulated. Public confidence, idealization,
or assigned dependence can motivate performance while exposing the trustor to intensified loss.
Recursive efficacy therefore supports a process claim and leaves warrant open.

2.3 Expectation, Attitude, and Participant Relation

This subsection examines the ontology of the trusting orientation. It compares belief-like, affective,
practical, and normative interpretations and explains why the paper adopts a profile.

Expectation has an indispensable role. A person who assigns overwhelming probability to be-
trayal will usually avoid exposure when a feasible alternative exists. Yet a probability estimate
underdescribes the way trust organizes action. People can trust while acknowledging meaningful
risk, and they can predict compliant conduct while experiencing domination. Holton’s distinction
between deciding to trust and coming to believe shows that practical commitment and belief up-
date can follow different structures (Holton, 1994). Jones places affective optimism at the center,
presenting trust as a way of seeing the trustee’s goodwill and competence that shapes interpretation
as well as forecast (Jones, 1996).

These accounts locate trust at different levels. A belief-like account can be represented through p
in Equation (2). An affective attitude also influences attention, ambiguity resolution, and response
to evidence. A commitment account concerns the normative relation between what A counts
on and what B has accepted. A participant stance concerns the reasons and reactive attitudes
through which each party addresses the other. The dimensions interact, but their interactions are
contingent. A person may feel affection while withholding an entrusted task, or accept a professional

commitment while feeling limited warmth.

The profile strategy therefore embodies a modest metaphysical position. It treats relational
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trust as a structured practical orientation whose realization can include belief, affect, normative
expectation, and action. The strategy leaves open whether one dimension is constitutive across
every case. Its benefit is diagnostic: an empirical project can report which components it has
measured and which philosophical account licenses the move from those components to a trust
attribution.

The distinction between first-person and third-person descriptions also matters. A third party
may call A’s conduct trusting because it involves exposure. A may describe it as resignation,
necessity, or confidence in a procedure. B may experience the same conduct as an unwelcome
demand. The relation therefore contains several standpoints. A single global report leaves their
disagreement unresolved. A defensible attribution states whose interpretation is used and how
conflicting interpretations enter the analysis.

2.4 Trustworthiness, Warrant, and Relational Value

This subsection separates the existence of trust from its grounds and value. The separation prepares
the normative profile developed in Section 10.

Trust is commonly treated as an attitude or practical relation, whereas trustworthiness con-
cerns features of the trustee in a domain (McLeod, 2023). Competence is one component: good
intention leaves inability consequential. Willingness is another: a capable person may decline the
commitment. Reasons and context also matter, because performance produced by threat or hidden
surveillance differs from performance responsive to the entrusted stake. Institutional support can
make some commitments feasible and render others precarious.

Warrant concerns the relation between A’s placement and the available grounds. Its epistemic
form asks how evidence supports expectation. Its practical form asks whether the stake and safe-
guards fit the uncertainty. Its moral form asks whether placing the trust respects both parties and
affected others. These forms can diverge. An expectation may be statistically calibrated while the
exposure imposed on B remains unfair. A morally admirable trustee may still lack the domain
competence required by the stake.

Trust can also carry characteristic goods. It can enable coordinated action, reduce defensive
effort, support disclosure, recognize agency, and create a space in which commitments become
effective. Luhmann’s account of trust and complexity gives one social-theoretical expression of this
enabling role (Luhmann, 2017). Pettit’s recursive mechanism gives another: trust can call forth
trustworthiness (Pettit, 1995). These goods remain conditional. The same openness can increase
susceptibility to betrayal, manipulation, negligence, and unequal burden.

An account centered only on the value of trust can encourage indiscriminate trust promotion.
The appropriate objective is calibrated relational placement. Depending on the domain, this may
involve trust, monitored delegation, distributed verification, warranted distrust, refusal, or exit.
The distinction also changes empirical evaluation. An intervention that raises a trust score while
reducing effective alternatives may represent increased dependence. An intervention that lowers
deference while strengthening self-trust and remedy may represent improvement.
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2.5 Voluntariness, Burden, and Unwelcome Trust

This subsection analyzes agency on both sides of the relation. It focuses on the extent of choice,

the burden of being trusted, and the temporal development of a trusting stance.

Trust is sometimes described through a decision, yet many trusting orientations develop through
repeated practice before becoming objects of choice. A person can decide to rely, disclose, delegate,
or reduce monitoring. The affective and interpretive orientation accompanying those acts may
change more slowly. This difference motivates the multi-timescale model introduced later. It also
discourages a binary question asking whether trust was freely chosen at one instant.

The trustor’s agency depends on feasible alternatives. A patient assigned to a single provider, a
worker dependent on a supervisor, or a child dependent on a caregiver may have substantial exposure
and limited exit. Continued participation in such a relation has multiple possible meanings. The
analysis should record formal options, effective costs, knowledge, retaliation risk, and access to

remedy before interpreting exposure as voluntary placement.

The trustee’s agency deserves equal attention. Trust can confer recognition and valuable discre-
tion. It can also assign responsibility that the trustee never accepted, lacks resources to fulfill, or
experiences as intrusive. Philosophical discussion of unwelcome trust demonstrates that goodwill
alone leaves the demand’s legitimacy open (McLeod, 2023). A relational model therefore includes
commitments, role authority, refusal, and renegotiation on both sides.

These considerations strengthen the need for a directional episode. Trust from A toward B
changes the opportunities and burdens of each party through different paths. Reciprocity may
emerge through mutual responsiveness, but symmetry remains a special case. Ethical evaluation
must ask who receives discretion, who carries exposure, who can contest the relation, and who pays

for failure.

2.6 Social Process and Organizational Context

This subsection extracts temporal and institutional variables from social and organizational research.
Its role is to support process hypotheses while preserving the distinction between a research measure
and the philosophical target.

Luhmann relates trust to the management of social complexity, locating it within a broader struc-
ture of expectations (Luhmann, 2017). Mollering’s reconstruction links expectation, interpretation,
and suspension (Mollering, 2001). Organizational models place willingness to accept vulnerability
alongside perceived ability, benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998).
Experimental work on trust, reciprocity, and social history demonstrates how behavior changes
with interaction history (Berg et al., 1995). Research on trust repair organizes a large body of
findings concerning violation type, attribution, apology, denial, and subsequent response (Lewicki
and Brinsfield, 2017).

These literatures establish the practical relevance of time, context, and repair. They also sharpen
an interpretive caution: an investment or cooperative choice can be called a trust behavior within an
experimental paradigm while remaining compatible with several relational meanings. The present

model uses such behavior as evidence with an explicit observation map.
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Luhmann and Méllering also supply different accounts of the transition from uncertainty to
action. Luhmann treats trust as a way of acting amid complexity, where the future contains more
possibilities than an actor can secure in advance (Luhmann, 2017). Mollering reconstructs trust
through expectation, interpretation, and suspension, emphasizing the process by which an actor
moves beyond available reasons while remaining related to them (Mollering, 2001). The present
proposal draws temporal motivation from both. Relational emergence describes the formation of
a history-bearing state; Mollering’s suspension and dynamical transition retain distinct meanings,
as do social complexity and state-space dimension.

The organizational models introduce another useful distinction. Perceived ability, benevolence,
and integrity concern antecedent judgments about the trustee, while willingness to accept vulnera-
bility concerns the trustor’s orientation (Mayer et al., 1995). Cross-disciplinary synthesis likewise
emphasizes risk and interdependence (Rousseau et al., 1998). These constructs support the pro-
file architecture, yet they can be measured through static surveys that reveal little about how a
relation changes. A process theory needs event order, feedback, persistence, and context alongside
cross-sectional associations.

Experimental trust games offer controlled behavior and clear stakes. Berg, Dickhaut, and Mc-
Cabe show that social history can alter transfers and returns (Berg et al., 1995). The design demon-
strates that prior interaction matters under controlled conditions. The philosophical interpretation
of the transfer remains open because generosity, inequality aversion, reciprocity, reputation, strat-
egy, and trust may generate overlapping choices. The useful lesson is methodological: behavior

becomes more informative when the rival mechanisms and contextual changes are specified.

Repair research makes the temporal issue especially visible. Lewicki and Brinsfield distinguish
the violation, its recognition, short-horizon responses, and longer-horizon repair, while reviewing
apologies, denials, compensation, monitoring, reframing, forgiveness, and structural arrangements
(Lewicki and Brinsfield, 2017). Their review also exposes a measurement problem: studies fre-
quently assume a pre-existing level of trust whose internal structure receives limited direct mea-
surement. The present paper therefore treats rupture as a revealing episode within a longer relation
and measures several channels of recovery separately.

The process literature consequently contributes four propositions for model design. Trust de-
velops within histories; institutional conditions shape the meaning of exposure; the same observed
choice can express several mechanisms; and repair can follow several timescales. These propositions

motivate the dynamical scaffold while leaving the philosophical constitution of trust open.

2.7 Psychoanalytic Address and Clinical Comparison

This subsection locates the Lacanian source concepts and compares adjacent clinical research. Its
method is reconstructive: each concept is retained in its native argumentative role before a limited
bridge is proposed.

Freud’s writings provide the immediate psychoanalytic ancestry. “The Dynamics of Transfer-
ence” describes how expectations and relational patterns become actualized within the analytic
relation, including their role in resistance (Freud, 1958a). “Observations on Transference-Love”
examines love generated in the treatment situation and the technical and ethical demands it places

10
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on the analyst (Freud, 1958b). These texts establish transference as an effect of a relation and its
history. They also warn against treating the affect produced in a setting as transparent evidence
of the analyst’s personal qualities.

Lacan reformulates transference through the symbolic place of the analyst and the subject sup-
posed to know. The shift changes the question. Transference is organized through both the rep-
etition of earlier affective patterns and the supposition that knowledge concerning the subject’s
truth is located in the analytic address (Lacan, 1998). The supposition has causal and interpretive
effects while the analyst remains unable to supply a complete guarantee. This combination of ef-
ficacy and incompletion makes the concept relevant to trust, provided that transference and trust
retain separate definitions.

Lacan’s seminars on transference and the four fundamental concepts of psychoanalysis develop
love, knowledge, address, and the subject supposed to know within the analytic relation (Lacan,
2015, 1998). Fink provides a sustained interpretation of Seminar VIII, while Johnston offers a
current philosophical overview of Lacan’s conceptual architecture (Fink, 2015; Johnston, 2026).
These works support a view of transference as structured by the place from which speech is addressed
and knowledge is supposed. A numerical trust variable would require an additional measurement
bridge.

The graph-of-desire corpus broadens the bridge beyond the analytic attribution of knowledge.
Lacan’s “Subversion of the Subject” and Seminars V and VI develop a layered diagram relating
the divided subject, signifying chain, demand, desire, fantasy, drive, and the Other (Lacan, 2006,
2020, 2019). Fink provides a close reading of the essay and graph; Eidelsztein reconstructs its
stages and relations in book-length form; Van Haute and Chiesa develop philosophical accounts
of the subverted subject and its relation to otherness (Fink, 2004; Eidelsztein, 2009; Van Haute,
2002; Chiesa, 2007). This literature justifies sustained attention to the diagram in Section 4. It
also raises a strict limit: the psychoanalytic types of its visual nodes and arrows preclude their
treatment as homogeneous variables or causal edges.

Adjacent clinical constructs provide comparisons and remain distinct. Fonagy and Allison con-
nect mentalizing and epistemic trust to therapeutic change (Fonagy and Allison, 2014). Attach-
ment research studies patterns and stability with its own developmental constructs (Fraley, 2002).
A person may display attachment alongside weak domain-specific trust, epistemic openness along-
side limited practical discretion, or transferential supposition while remaining deeply ambivalent.
Section 3 keeps these paths separate.

The comparison yields three levels of relational openness. Epistemic trust concerns openness
to communication as personally relevant and generalizable in a mentalization-based clinical theory
(Fonagy and Allison, 2014). Attachment concerns affective and regulatory organization across
development (Fraley, 2002). Lacanian transference concerns the position of an addressee within
speech, desire, repetition, and supposed knowledge. P037’s relational trust profile concerns domain-
indexed exposure under discretion and participant-directed expectation. Empirical overlap among
these levels is plausible; conceptual equivalence would require arguments absent from the current
literature.

11
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2.8 Dynamics, Memory, and Identification

This subsection introduces the mathematical literatures that discipline the formal claims. The

discussion separates temporal representation from epistemic recoverability.

Dynamical systems theory provides state, flow, stability, bifurcation, and multi-timescale analy-
sis (Hale and Kogak, 1991). Hysteresis theory formalizes systems whose current response depends
on prior input paths (Krasnosel’ski and Pokrovski, 1989). These resources make relational history
mathematically consequential. They leave the semantic interpretation of the state to a bridge
theory and an empirical design.

System identification asks which structures and parameters can be inferred from inputs and out-
puts within a specified model class (Ljung, 1999). Control theory supplies observability concepts
for recovering state from output (Sontag, 1998). Latent-variable analysis emphasizes the measure-
ment assumptions that connect unobserved constructs with indicators (Bollen, 2002). The present
paper combines these ideas through probe-relative equivalence. The result concerns the information
content of a declared design, while the meaning of trust remains a conceptual and empirical matter.

2.9 Comparative Translation Protocol

This subsection states the rule governing interdisciplinary transfer. It prevents analogy, interpreta-
tion, and mathematical identity from being merged.

Each transfer is recorded through four elements: the source concept in its original role; the
target variable or constraint; the bridge premise licensing the relation; and the residual content
left untranslated. For example, the Lacanian subject supposed to know motivates a typed state
of attributed knowledge and symbolic address. A quantitative implementation would additionally
require observable indicators, a scale, a population, and validation evidence. The residual clini-
cal and theoretical meaning remains available for qualitative interpretation. This protocol allows
productive formalization while keeping the limits of that formalization visible.

3 Conceptual Architecture of Relational Trust

This section defines the target construct and its neighboring concepts. It moves from a typed
episode to a multidimensional profile, then states criteria for emergence and several conceptual
separations. Table 2 summarizes the architecture.

3.1 Directional Episode and Domain

This subsection identifies the minimal unit of analysis. It represents trust as directional and domain-
specific before considering reciprocity or global character traits.

Definition 3.1 (Candidate trust episode). For persons or positions A and B, domain d, valued
stake q, and interval I, a candidate trust episode is

E,CXLB:(AaBadaqalvAAvAB7K7X)7 (1)

12
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Table 2: Construct separation in the relational-trust framework

Construct Minimal content Distinguishing evidence requirement

Dependence One party’s outcome varies with Counterfactual stake and feasible alternatives
another’s conduct

Reliance Action organized around an Task-level prediction and planning
expectation of performance

Cooperation Behavior jointly contributes to an  Action and outcome pattern within a declared
outcome game or practice

Trust Directional exposure under Typed exposure, expectation, discretion,
another’s discretion with a address, and response across history

trust-relevant expectation and
participant-directed relation

Trustworthiness Features supporting appropriate Competence, commitment, reasons, integrity,
fulfillment of entrusted stakes and context

Attachment Affective bond or regulatory Construct-specific developmental or clinical
relation evidence

Transference Address organized through Interpretive and clinical evidence concerning
symbolic repetition and the position of the addressee
supposition

Confidence Generalized expectation regarding Evidence about the relevant system while
events or systems interpersonal address remains optional

where A4 and Ap are feasible action sets, KC records relevant commitments or participant-directed
reasons, and X records alternatives, monitoring, sanctions, and exit.

Direction matters because A may trust B in domain d while B adopts a different orientation
toward A. Domain matters because testimony, bodily care, money, confidential information, and
political representation expose different stakes and call for different capabilities. Reciprocity is
therefore represented by linked episodes Effi p and Egi/A. Their coupling is an empirical and
interpretive question.

3.2 Trust Profile
This subsection gives the framework’s central comparison object. The profile records heterogeneity
and leaves aggregation to an explicitly defended bridge.

Definition 3.2 (Relational trust profile). The candidate trust profile at time t is

Tii4—>B (t) = (Pﬁiax—>B (t)’ vfl—>B (t)’ 5§1—>B (t) ’ nii4—>B (t) ’ Tfl—)B (t)) ’ (2)

where p denotes task-relative expectation, v exposed stake, d trustee discretion, n participant-directed
normative address, and r history-bearing relational response.

The coordinates can occupy different scales. Expectation may be modeled as a probability under
one design; normative address may require categorical, linguistic, or qualitative representation
under another. The profile therefore functions as a typed record. A scalar index T = w'T is
admissible only after defending commensurability, weights, population invariance, and the decision
purpose.

13
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Claim 3.3 (Profile pluralism). Rival philosophical accounts of trust can be expressed as different
admissible regions and bridge conditions over the profile in Equation (2). Shared notation preserves
their disagreement concerning constitutive and supporting dimensions.

For example, a predictive account may emphasize p together with v and 4. A goodwill ac-
count adds a motive-related bridge into n and r. A commitment account requires evidence about
accepted commitment. A reactive attitude account attends to the meaning of betrayal and the par-
ticipant stance. The framework supplies comparison space, while philosophical argument supplies
the selection rule.

3.3 Relational Constitution and Temporal Formation

This subsection develops the philosophical meaning of calling trust relational and emergent. It
distinguishes a relation’s participants, constitutive conditions, developmental history, and later
causal efficacy.

The word relational can make several claims. A weak reading states that trust has two positions,
trustor and trustee. A stronger reading states that the trusting orientation concerns how one
participant understands another’s agency. A constitutive reading adds that some trust properties
exist through the interaction itself: a commitment is offered, accepted, interpreted, tested, and
revised within a shared history. P037 adopts the stronger and constitutive readings for a bounded
class of cases. It leaves room for dispositional or basal forms of trust that extend beyond a single
relation.

The relation includes more than the sum of participant traits. Suppose A is generally optimistic
and B generally conscientious. Their traits increase the prospect of trust, but they leave open
the meaning of a particular disclosure, delegation, or promise. A relation-specific commitment can
emerge when B recognizes what A has placed in their discretion and responds in a way that later
guides both parties. The history then supplies reasons, expectations, and interpretive precedents
generated through their interaction.

This relational surplus remains modest. It requires only a state description whose explanatory
role resists replacement by contemporaneous individual states within the declared model and res-
olution. The qualification matters because an expanded individual-state model might encode the
entire shared history. The philosophical point concerns the organization and attribution of that

history, while the formal point concerns model comparison.

Temporal formation also admits several modes. Trust may begin through explicit assurance: B
accepts a responsibility and A acts upon it. It may grow through repeated ordinary fulfillment. It
may appear quickly under urgent dependence, where evidence remains sparse. It may be inherited
from a role or institution. It may be transferred from an earlier relation or attached to a position of
supposed knowledge. Each mode gives the initial profile a different structure and calls for different
evidence.

Emergence therefore concerns a transition in organization. A universal hidden threshold lies
outside this definition. Before the transition, episodes may be connected only by an observer’s
chronology. After the transition, an earlier response functions as a shared precedent or a partic-
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ipant’s durable orientation and alters what later actions mean. The transition may be gradual,

discontinuous, contested, or visible only through later events.

Retrospective reinterpretation complicates the temporal order. A later rupture can recast an
earlier fulfillment as impression management. A later act of care can reveal that an ambiguous
earlier silence expressed restraint. Such changes affect the present meaning of the earlier event
while preserving its physical occurrence. The event history should therefore store both event time

and later interpretive revisions.

The relational account also includes prospective openness. Trust concerns an agent whose future
response retains meaningful discretion over an open field of action. The trustor acts under a view
of how the trustee may respond to reasons, commitments, and circumstances that remain partly
unspecified in advance. This openness connects the philosophical account with the Lacanian theme
of incomplete guarantee and the formal theme of partial identification.

Claim 3.4 (Historically constituted relation). For the target class of interpersonal cases, relational
trust is historically constituted when prior episodes establish participant-relevant expectations, com-
mitments, interpretations, or response patterns that alter the meaning and feasible course of later
episodes. Causal persistence supports the claim; trust-specific interpretation requires the profile

dimensions and bridge premises.

3.4 History-Bearing Emergence

This subsection specifies the sense of emergence used throughout the paper. It distinguishes tem-

poral efficacy from metaphysical novelty and normative value.

Definition 3.5 (Weak relational emergence). A relational state exhibits weak emergence over hori-
zon h when it summarizes typed interaction history, persists beyond the event that produced it, and
changes the distribution of at least one later action or interpretation under an admissible common
context.

Definition 3.6 (Reciprocal relational emergence). Weak emergence becomes reciprocal when one
party’s response to another party’s exposure or address updates the relational state, and that update
later modifies the conduct of at least one participant in a further episode.

These definitions are model-relative. They assert a mediated causal role for history. Similar loops
can sustain fear, domination, habit, resentment, or strategic accommodation. A trust attribution
therefore requires additional conceptual typing and rival-mechanism comparison.

3.5 Relational and Normative Separations

This subsection states boundaries that guide the later formal and empirical analysis. Its purpose

is to prevent process evidence from carrying conclusions that require independent premises.

Reliance can exist with minimal interpersonal address, as when a person relies on an automated
mechanism. Cooperation describes a pattern of coordinated action and can arise under compulsion.
Dependence concerns counterfactual stakes and can be involuntary. Trustworthiness concerns the
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trustee and context; trust concerns the trustor’s relation toward the trustee. Attachment concerns
a bond and regulatory history. Transference concerns how an addressee occupies a symbolic place.
Each relation can interact with trust while preserving a separate evidential burden.

The framework also separates existence from evaluation. Evidence that a trust relation has
formed leaves open whether B is trustworthy, whether A’s placement is warranted, whether the
relation benefits either party, and whether its institutional setting is just. This separation becomes
especially important when alternatives are constrained or when deference is socially distributed.

3.6 Boundary Cases and Interpretive Tests

This subsection tests the conceptual architecture through five contrasting cases. The cases isolate
dependence, discretion, normative address, transferential supposition, and institutional mediation

before the dynamical formalization begins.

Reliable scheduling. A commuter plans around a train timetable whose recent accuracy is high.
The case contains expectation and practical reliance. The train system has limited agency in the
relevant description, and a late train ordinarily disappoints the commuter. Interpersonal betrayal
is absent from the relation. This case shows why high p alone supplies insufficient conditions for
the target form of trust.

Monitored professional performance. An employee completes a sensitive task under con-
tinuous audit and a detailed rule set. The employer expects success and has placed a stake in
the employee’s performance. Yet discretion is narrow, sanctions dominate the context, and the
employee’s response to the employer’s reliance may carry little causal weight. The relation may
contain institutionally warranted reliance while its trust-specific profile remains thin.

Unwelcome personal disclosure. A person discloses highly sensitive information to an acquain-
tance and expects confidentiality. The acquaintance never accepted this role and lacks the capacity
to carry it safely. The trustor’s exposure and normative expectation may be genuine, while the
placement burdens the trustee and remains poorly warranted. The case separates the existence of
a trusting orientation from a legitimate or reciprocal trust relation.

Expert interpretation. A patient attributes exceptional insight to a clinician and discloses
material under that supposition. The clinician may be competent and trustworthy, and the relation
may also be organized through transference. Evidence of disclosure and deference leaves these
mechanisms entangled. Changes following an acknowledged limit, disagreement, or error may help
distinguish trust in professional commitment from a supposed guarantee of knowledge.

Constrained care relation. A dependent person receives reliable care from the only available
provider. Exposure is high, exit is costly, and gratitude coexists with fear of service loss. Repeated
cooperation can form a history-bearing relation, yet the effective alternatives remain central to its
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Figure 1: Complete graph of desire, redrawn in TikZ from the standard diagram in Lacan’s “Subversion
of the Subject.” P037 uses the graph as a conceptual source for address, desire, fantasy, drive, identification,
and symbolic incompletion. Its arrows retain heterogeneous conceptual functions.
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interpretation. Trust, necessity, attachment, and institutional dependence may all contribute to
the observed trajectory.

The cases serve two purposes. First, they demonstrate that the profile coordinates can vary
independently. Second, they identify informative transitions: changes in discretion, monitoring,
accepted commitment, supposed knowledge, and effective alternatives. Those transitions guide the
later probe family while remaining subject to ethical limits.

4 Lacanian Structure of Address and Supposition

This section reconstructs a bounded Lacanian contribution to the theory of relational trust. It
presents the structure of address, the subject supposed to know, the complete graph of desire,
and symbolic nonclosure, then specifies their translation into the model. Figure 1 supplies the
conceptual diagram; Figure 2 displays the translation boundary into the later formal model.

The complete graph belongs to Lacan’s graph-centered work in Seminars V and VI and “Sub-
version of the Subject” (Lacan, 2006, 2020, 2019). Specialist interpretations emphasize its staged
construction and warn that its geometry serves an argument about signification and subjectivity
before it serves any mathematical analogy (Fink, 2004; Eidelsztein, 2009; Van Haute, 2002). Ta-
ble 3 is therefore a navigation aid. The position descriptions require the paths connecting them,

and the trust column records questions whose translation requires independent argument.
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Table 3: Principal positions in Figure 1 and their limited relevance to relational trust

Position Lacanian orientation Trust-research relevance
$ Divided subject Trustor and trustee exceed their reported self-conceptions and
assigned roles
A Big Other Symbolic locus of address, code, authority, and attributed guar-
antee
s(4) Signification ~ of the Meaning produced through punctuation and later uptake of an
Other address
I(4) Ego ideal Symbolic point of evaluation and recognition
i(a) Specular image Imaginary form supporting an image of the other or self
m Ego Imaginary organization of self-description and relation
d Desire Orientation mediated by the enigma of the Other’s desire
($ca) Fantasy Structured relation to the object-cause that organizes an answer
to that enigma
(3o D) Drive Circuit of the subject in relation to demand
S(A) Signifier of lack in the Limit of final symbolic guarantee and complete knowledge
Other

4.1 Address and the Place of the Other

This subsection describes the relational position through which speech acquires an addressee. It

emphasizes relational structure over personality attribution.

In Lacanian theory, speech is organized through the symbolic order and through the place of
the Other. An utterance can seek information, recognition, love, authorization, or an answer
concerning the speaker’s own desire. The empirical person who receives the utterance and the
symbolic place occupied in the address are analytically distinguishable. This distinction is useful
for trust research because a person may entrust something to what another represents: professional
knowledge, institutional authority, care, judgment, or access to a supposedly coherent order.

The distinction also complicates a simple dyadic model. A relation written A — B can include
institutional rules, inherited signifiers, role expectations, and imagined audiences. Equation (1)
therefore includes context X and commitment structure K. The symbol B denotes an embodied

participant occupying one or more positions within a symbolic and institutional field.

4.2 Lower Chain of Signification and Relational Meaning

This subsection reads the lower level of the graph as a constraint on the interpretation of trust
episodes. It connects address, punctuation, voice, and imaginary identification while preserving
their distinct types.

The lower horizontal chain passes through A and s(A). In a common reading, A marks the locus
of signifiers and s(A) the signification produced through punctuation. The curved return expresses
the dependence of an earlier element’s meaning on later completion (Lacan, 2006; Fink, 2004). The
chain is therefore poorly represented by a sequence in which each token receives a fixed meaning
at arrival. An address acquires its sense through completion, response, and later placement within

a discourse.
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Figure 2: Interpretive bridge from Lacanian address to a typed model state. The dashed arrow marks a
translation obligation; the model state preserves only the declared distinctions.

Trust relations display an analogous temporal feature. “You can count on me” can function as
reassurance, professional formula, seduction, threat, or accepted commitment. Its relational mean-
ing depends on speaker position, addressee, domain, later conduct, and institutional convention.
Fulfillment can stabilize one interpretation. A later revelation can reorganize the meaning of the
original assurance. This analogy motivates storing interpretations across evaluation times while

leaving the physical order of utterances unchanged.

The path between Signifiant and Voir also warns against reducing an address to propositional
content. Timing, tone, silence, repetition, and the fact of being addressed can alter the relation.
A transcript can preserve words while losing the position from which they were spoken and heard.
The empirical programme should therefore combine linguistic material with context and participant

interpretation.

The lower chain intersects the imaginary relation involving i(a) and m. Images of a reliable ex-
pert, caring partner, loyal colleague, or independent self can shape what evidence receives attention.
The ego and specular image are distinct from the symbolic position of the Other. Trust research
should likewise separate an image of the trustee from role commitments, observed competence, and
the position to which an appeal is addressed.

4.3 Demand, Desire, and the Other’s Enigma

This subsection connects the graph’s demand and desire structure with the motivation problem in
trust. It interprets the phrase Che vuoi? as a relational question whose possible answers organize

exposure.

Lacan distinguishes need, demand, and desire. A need articulated in language becomes a demand
addressed through the signifiers and expectations of the Other. Satisfaction of the requested object

leaves a relational remainder, including the demand for recognition or love. Desire is sustained
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through this remainder and through the mediation of the Other (Lacan, 2006, 2019; Van Haute,
2002). The graph places desire d in relation to fantasy and to the upper level of enunciation.

Trust also contains an inquiry into the other’s orientation. The trustor asks, often implicitly:
What moves this person? How will my dependence matter to them? What do they want from
me, from the entrusted object, or from the relation? Philosophical theories answer differently.
Encapsulated interest, goodwill, accepted commitment, role integrity, and responsiveness to reliance
are candidate answers. The Lacanian question adds that the trustor’s account of the other’s motive

is organized through symbolic and fantasmatic structures as well as evidence.

The phrase Che vuoi? condenses several directions. It can express the subject’s inquiry into what
the Other wants, the demand experienced as coming from the Other, and the subject’s encounter
with its own desire through that demand. In a trust relation, A can interpret B’s request as
an invitation to cooperate, a test of loyalty, a demand for surrender, or a call for care. The
interpretation shapes the exposure before B’s intention has been settled.

This structure illuminates unwelcome trust. A person can be positioned as the one who should
know, protect, decide, or remain available. The attributed role can generate a normative demand
that the person never accepted. A theory of trust focused only on the trustor’s attitude may miss
this imposition. The graph directs attention to the demand experienced by the trustee and to the
symbolic authority through which that demand is conveyed.

The Lacanian account also complicates motive verification. Complete access to the other’s desire
remains unavailable, and self-report leaves part of the gap open. Responsible trust therefore relies
on situated grounds, revisable interpretation, bounded exposure, and response to new evidence.
The point is epistemic humility with practical structure, coupled with a clear distinction from
generalized suspicion.

4.4 Fantasy and the Organization of Exposure

This subsection examines fantasy as a structure that can stabilize an answer to the Other’s enigma.
It relates fantasy to trust placement while preserving the psychoanalytic specificity of ($ ¢ a).

In the graph, fantasy places the divided subject in relation to object a and supports a way of
navigating desire. It is more than an explicit false belief. It organizes positions, recurring scenes,
expectations, and the significance of objects (Lacan, 2006, 2019; Eidelsztein, 2009). Chiesa’s philo-
sophical reconstruction situates such structures within Lacan’s developing account of subjectivity
and otherness (Chiesa, 2007).

Trust placement can be filtered through recurring relational scenes. A person may experience
care as secure only when the other appears omniscient, loyalty as real only when sacrifice is de-
manded, or competence as convincing only when certainty is performed. These patterns can or-
ganize exposure and interpret ambiguous events. They may coexist with accurate judgment, and
they may also direct trust toward an untrustworthy person or away from a trustworthy one.

The term fantasy should therefore carry a limited role in PO37. It names a candidate organization
of interpretation and desire. Its extension to every mistaken trust judgment would exceed that
role. Empirical use would require discourse material, repeated patterns, alternative readings, and
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appropriate clinical competence. A survey scale labeled “fantasy” would lack this bridge.

Fantasy also changes how repair is understood. An apology may address the material violation
while leaving intact a relational scene in which the trustee must guarantee completion. Conversely,
the acknowledgment of limitation may initially reduce confidence while enabling a relation organized
around realistic competence and accountable commitment. Repair can therefore transform the
structure of placement as well as restore a behavioral expectation.

4.5 Drive, Repetition, and Relational Persistence

This subsection reads the upper paths of the graph as a warning about the meaning of repetition.
It distinguishes persistent relational circuits from trust-specific continuity.

The upper right position ($ ¢ D) places the divided subject in relation to demand at the level
of drive. The upper left position S(A) marks the lack of a final signifier in the Other. Jouissance
and castration mark the upper boundaries in the supplied diagram. The resulting paths concern
repetition, demand, enjoyment, and limit; their conceptual roles remain separate from a second

complete code above ordinary speech (Lacan, 2006; Eidelsztein, 2009).

A repeated relational pattern may therefore possess strong stability while remaining poorly de-
scribed as trust. Cycles of testing, reassurance, rupture, and reunion can persist because each
episode renews the conditions for the next. Institutional dependence can produce repeated cooper-
ation. Transferential address can sustain disclosure despite recurring disappointment. Dynamical
persistence establishes organization and leaves its trust-specific and normative meaning to further
analysis.

This distinction is important for the paper’s use of attractors and hysteresis. A stable regime
has an open normative and interpretive status. It may encode secure trust, vigilance, coerced
compliance, idealization, or a drive-like return. The event types, participant meanings, effective

alternatives, and normative profile determine which interpretation remains plausible.

Rupture can expose the circuit. When a familiar reassurance ceases to restore the prior rela-
tion, the trajectory may branch toward renegotiation, intensified testing, refusal, or exit. Such
branching offers longitudinal evidence, yet it also concerns vulnerable participants. The research
programme uses naturally occurring events and low-risk contrasts while severe betrayal remains

outside experimental induction.

4.6 Divided Subjects and Asymmetric Reciprocity

This subsection develops the implications of the barred subject for mutual trust. It replaces ideals
of complete transparency with answerable and revisable relations.

The barred subject indicates division through signifying representation and a gap between enun-
ciation and the statement. A participant’s report remains a valuable act of interpretation and
evidence, while its relation to desire, affect, and later conduct remains open. Third-person observa-
tion is similarly partial. The investigator occupies an institutional and symbolic position that can
influence what participants say and how they understand the inquiry.

Mutual trust consequently concerns reciprocal acknowledgment of limited knowledge, accepted
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commitments, bounded discretion, and effective response when expectations fail. Each direction
A — B and B — A can retain different stakes, domains, and histories. Reciprocal answerability
therefore admits asymmetric affection and confidence reports.

The conception of answerability developed here is practical. A participant can give reasons,
acknowledge consequences, revise conduct, contest an attribution, and support remedy. Answer-
ability preserves division and uncertainty while creating a relational form for acting within them.
Trust becomes a structured willingness to expose a stake under conditions of response and revision,

with transparent access treated as an unavailable ideal.

4.7 Transference and Supposed Knowledge

This subsection reconstructs transference as an organization of address and supposition. It then
states its relationship to trust in bounded terms.

Lacan’s formulation of the subject supposed to know gives transference a structural relation to
knowledge (Lacan, 1998). The analysand’s speech can position the analyst as the locus at which the
truth of symptoms is supposed to be available. This supposition has effects even when the analyst
possesses only partial knowledge of that truth. Seminar VIII further develops the relation among
transference, love, desire, and lack (Lacan, 2015; Fink, 2015). The analytic relation is distinctive,
yet the structural distinction between an actual person and an attributed place can inform other
relations when handled cautiously.

Claim 4.1 (Transferential conditioning). Transferential supposition may condition the formation,
direction, intensity, or interpretation of a candidate trust relation. Its presence is compatible with
trust, distrust, ambivalence, strategic compliance, and resistance. A trust attribution therefore
requires evidence beyond the presence of supposed knowledge.

The claim avoids two reductions. First, trust is larger than epistemic deference: practical care,
confidentiality, bodily safety, and fidelity involve other domains. Second, supposed knowledge has
effects while providing only a partial guarantee. A person may disclose because the addressee is
invested with knowledge while simultaneously expecting disappointment or betrayal.

Table 4 separates six positions that often converge in lived relations. The distinctions matter
because the same person can occupy several positions at once, and because a transition in one
position can transform the meaning of the others.

Actual expertise can justify confidence about a bounded task. Supposed knowledge concerns
the place from which an answer is expected. Symbolic authority concerns the social and linguistic
conditions under which that place is recognized. Idealization organizes an image of unusual coher-
ence or value. Relational trust adds exposure, discretion, and a practical orientation toward the
addressee. A physician, teacher, analyst, intimate partner, or technical system can consequently
receive all six attributions in different proportions. Conceptual clarity depends on keeping their

grounds and revision conditions separate.

Freud’s clinical writings describe transference as the activation of expectations and relational
patterns within treatment, including affectionate and hostile forms (Freud, 1958a,b). Lacan’s re-
formulation places special weight on the structure created when an addressee is supposed to know
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Table 4: Distinctions among expertise, supposition, authority, confidence, idealization, and relational trust

Relational
position

Primary basis

Interpretive significance

Actual expertise

Demonstrable
competence within a
specified domain

Supports task-relevant reliance when competence and
conditions align

Supposed Knowledge attributed Organizes speech and expectation before the attributed
knowledge through the structure of knowledge is verified

address
Symbolic Institutionally or Shapes whose speech counts, what can be disclosed, and
authority culturally recognized which interpretations acquire force

place of judgment
Reported Participant report Supplies evidence about an avowed attitude under a
confidence concerning expected stated description

conduct or outcome
Idealization Elevation of an addressee = Can intensify attachment, obscure limits, and amplify

or relation within an
imaginary or normative
economy

Directional placement of
an exposed stake under
another’s discretion and
answerability

later disappointment

Requires domain, history, interpretation, and
rival-mechanism assessment

Relational trust

(Lacan, 1998). This structural account shifts attention from the accuracy of an isolated belief to
the organization of a speaking relation. Speech can become oriented toward an addressee whose
replies, silences, and failures acquire exceptional significance.

The bridge to ordinary trust remains conditional. Clinical transference has a specific institutional
setting, technique, and aim. Friendship, care, education, professional advice, and organizational
leadership have different roles and remedies. P037 therefore borrows a question of relational po-
sition: which place has the addressee acquired, through which history, and with what effects on
exposure and interpretation? Each domain still requires its own account of obligation, competence,

consent, power, and exit.

Transference also illuminates why growing confidence and growing dependence can diverge. A
sequence of interpretations that feels revealing may deepen the supposition of knowledge even
when practical trustworthiness remains unchanged. A failure can weaken reported confidence while
strengthening a demand for an authoritative answer. Conversely, an addressee who acknowledges
limits can reduce idealization while supporting a more answerable relation. These possibilities

motivate a vector description and a temporal analysis.

Transformation of the relation has equal theoretical importance. Analytic work often concerns
changes in the subject’s relation to supposed knowledge, desire, and repetition (Lacan, 2015; Fink,
2015). A trust study can ask whether an attribution of guarantee becomes a bounded assessment
of competence, whether idealization gives way to negotiated commitment, or whether disclosure be-
comes increasingly dependent on the addressee’s privileged place. These trajectories carry different
meanings even when the observed frequency of disclosure remains stable.
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4.8 Symbolic Nonclosure

This subsection converts the absence of a complete guarantee into a constraint on the target frame-

work. The result is interpretive and model-relative.

A symbolic order can coordinate expectations and commitments while leaving residual ambiguity
concerning motives, future action, and the meaning of an event. Trust occupies this residual
space because another person’s discretion has practical significance. A relation governed by fully
determined output would resemble reliable mechanism use more closely than interpersonal trust.
This observation supports a nonclosure condition focused on responsible action under uncertainty.

The graph of desire locates this limit at S(A), the signifier of a lack in the Other. Within the
present argument, the position resists an image of the symbolic order as a complete repository
of final authorization. Institutional rules, professional credentials, shared language, and explicit
promises can stabilize a relation. Their coordinating force coexists with residual questions about
application, interpretation, and future response. The relation therefore combines symbolic media-
tion with practical contingency.

This point differs from general skepticism. General skepticism asks whether knowledge of another
mind is available. Symbolic nonclosure concerns the structure through which assurances acquire
intelligibility and authority. A promise can be understood clearly while its fulfillment remains
contingent. A credential can establish training while leaving judgment in an unforeseen case open.
A shared account of a rupture can coordinate repair while allowing different memories and stakes

to persist. Trust develops within these bounded forms of incompletion.

Symbolic nonclosure also supplies an interpretive discipline. Every declaration of trust is made
under a vocabulary, role structure, and available narrative. Those resources enable expression and
delimit it. A participant may articulate confidence while lacking a socially acceptable idiom for de-
pendence, fear, or ambivalence. The investigator’s coding scheme introduces a further articulation.
The resulting evidence is valuable and positioned. Its evidential weight grows through triangulation
across conduct, reports, history, and carefully chosen contrasts.

Let Ilsym(H;) denote the distinctions fixed by the available symbolic articulation of history, and
let ©compatible(H:) denote the mechanisms compatible with the declared evidence. The framework
imposes

Msym (Ht) & Ocompatible (Ht)- (3)

Equation (3) is an authored formal obligation motivated by Lacanian nonclosure. It records that
articulation leaves multiple compatible mechanisms. Its status is a proposed interpretive constraint,
distinct from a theorem derived from Lacan or a demonstrated empirical universal.

The strict inclusion in Equation (3) applies relative to the framework’s declared target and evi-
dence. A particular engineering subsystem may be fully identified under a sufficiently strong model
and probe family. Relational-trust inquiry retains semantic and historical questions concerning the
meaning of acts, the domain of exposure, and the participants’ positions. The formal expression
records that bounded research commitment. Empirical work can revise its domain and strength.
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4.9 Typed Symbolic State

This subsection specifies the narrow formal residue of the Lacanian analysis. It retains distinct

kinds of supposition and avoids an ungrounded scalar score.
Define
Sii4—>B(t) € Saddr X Sknow X Sguar (4)

where the components record the position of address, the type of knowledge attributed, and the
form of guarantee supposed. These spaces can be categorical, set-valued, linguistic, or omitted

when evidence is unavailable. Numerical use requires a separate operationalization.

A change in s can alter the interpretation of the same act. Silence may be read as containment,
indifference, expertise, or withdrawal. Monitoring may be read as care, accountability, suspicion,
or domination. The next section gives this interpretive state a place within an adaptive dynamic

while preserving its status as a model proposal.

The three coordinates in Equation (4) preserve distinct questions. The address coordinate
concerns the person or place toward which an utterance is oriented. The knowledge coordinate
concerns the kind and extent of knowledge attributed there. The guarantee coordinate concerns
the source of assurance invoked, including expertise, office, moral commitment, shared history,
or idealized coherence. A coding scheme can use ordered categories, sets of participant terms,
or competing qualitative interpretations. Numerical coordinates become appropriate only after a

measurement argument establishes their meaning and invariances.

The typed state also supports disagreement. Participant, addressee, observer, and institution
may assign different symbolic positions to the same exchange. The model can retain these assign-
ments as indexed states s(4), s(B) s(O) () or as a set of admissible interpretations. Such multi-
plicity can be substantively informative. Persistent disagreement about the addressee’s authority
may explain a trajectory more effectively than a prematurely averaged score.

The formal residue remains deliberately narrower than the graph. Fantasy, drive, signification,
voice, and the divided subject retain roles in qualitative interpretation and in the design of rival
explanations. Equation (4) captures only the distinctions required for the later dynamics. This
selective translation protects the conceptual density of the source framework while exposing the

assumptions used by the mathematical model.

5 Philosophical Argument for Relational Emergence

This section states the paper’s central argument independently of its mathematical implementa-
tion. It identifies the explanatory target, develops a conditional premise sequence, and examines
the roles of history, contingency, meaning, and normativity. The argument establishes conditions
under which an emergence vocabulary earns explanatory use; it leaves metaphysical and empirical

alternatives available for comparison.

25



Rethinking the Emergence of Relational Trust September 2026

5.1 Explanatory Target and Levels of Description

This subsection distinguishes the phenomenon to be explained from the evidence used to study it.

It organizes the account across participant, relational, institutional, and observational levels.

The target is a directional relation in which one participant places a domain-specific stake under
another participant’s discretion, addresses that participant through an expectation or commitment,
and carries a history that shapes later interaction. The target includes more structure than a
favorable prediction. It can involve affect, practical vulnerability, recognized obligation, interpretive
orientation, and a retained response to fulfillment or rupture. Rival philosophical theories can assign
different necessity and weight to these dimensions.

Four levels contribute to an explanation. The participant level concerns capacities, avowed
attitudes, affects, expectations, and practical options. The relational level concerns patterns whose
identity depends on the two directed positions and their history. The institutional level concerns
roles, sanctions, permissions, material dependencies, and available exits. The observational level
concerns the probes, coding practices, and inferential models through which researchers encounter
the other levels. Each level can change while selected indicators at another remain stable.

Relational language earns explanatory value when it identifies dependence that participant-
level inventories leave unresolved. Consider two dyads whose members receive the same scores
for generalized confidence, risk preference, and cooperative disposition. One dyad has a history of
acknowledged vulnerability and negotiated repair. The other has a history of monitored compliance
under constrained exit. Equal inventories can coexist with different meanings of disclosure, different
responses to monitoring, and different future paths. The relational description identifies historically
organized dependence among acts, interpretations, and available responses.

This position permits multilevel explanation. Participant dispositions help produce relational
patterns; relational patterns alter later participant expectations and action; institutions shape both.
Emergence in this paper names a process-level organization within that reciprocal dependence. It
carries a modest ontological commitment: a relation can possess historically constituted causal and
interpretive properties whose description requires reference to the organized interaction. Strong
claims about irreducible substances or universal laws remain outside the present scope.

Definition 5.1 (Relational emergence). A relational pattern exhibits process-level emergence within
a declared domain when an interaction history produces a persistent organization that changes the
meaning, probability, or available path of later interaction, and when an adequate explanation of
that change requires relationally indexed history in addition to contemporaneous participant and
contextual states.

The definition has explanatory, semantic, and counterfactual aspects. Persistence concerns re-
tention across time. Organization concerns patterned dependence among events and positions.
Explanatory requirement concerns the comparative performance of models that include relational
history and models restricted to contemporaneous states. Semantic dependence concerns the way
later acts can acquire meaning from earlier commitments and responses. Counterfactual dependence

concerns differences in future trajectories across histories that share selected present indicators.
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5.2 Conditional Argument Sequence

This subsection presents the main inference in an explicit sequence. Each premise is defeasible and

receives a corresponding research obligation.

Assumption 5.2 (Trust-specific articulation). A trust attribution requires an articulated bridge
from observed conduct to a trust-relevant profile. Cooperation, disclosure, confidence reports, and
repeated success remain compatible with several causal and interpretive mechanisms.

The assumption follows from the philosophical dispute over reliance and trust. Predictive expec-
tation, goodwill, commitment, affective security, and a participant stance offer different accounts
of the trust-specific factor (Baier, 1986; Jones, 1996; Holton, 1994; Hawley, 2014; McLeod, 2023).
The profile strategy retains this dispute as a set of bridge alternatives. FEmpirical evidence can
then test consequences of an interpretation while retaining the interpretation as an independent
premise.

Assumption 5.3 (Historically mediated response). Some trust-relevant acts receive their practical
and relational significance through earlier exposure, fulfillment, rupture, acknowledgment, or repair.

A promise illustrates the premise. Its later fulfillment matters partly because an earlier utterance
created an expectation and made a response answerable. Repair illustrates a stronger form. An
apology, explanation, or changed practice acquires reparative significance through its relation to
a recognized injury. An isolated behavioral description omits this historical typing. The premise
remains domain-sensitive because routines and one-shot encounters can require thinner historical
accounts.

Assumption 5.4 (Persistent relational organization). A subset of interaction histories yields re-
tained organization that influences later interpretation, exposure, and response across more than

one event.

This premise is empirical in application. Attachment research, organizational trust research,
and studies of repair provide plausible sources of hypotheses about persistence (Fraley, 2002; Mayer
et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998; Lewicki and Brinsfield, 2017). Their constructs and populations
differ, so each transfer requires validation. The premise can fail where a history leaves little trace,
where institutional turnover resets the relation, or where observed persistence reflects a stable

participant trait.

Assumption 5.5 (Relationally discriminating comparison). The emergence attribution receives
support when history-sensitive explanations outperform declared participant-only, context-only, and
measurement-artifact rivals on prospective or intervention-sensitive evidence.

The premise converts relational emergence from a verbal redescription into a comparative obliga-
tion. A history variable earns a role through incremental prediction, counterfactual discrimination,
interpretive adequacy, or successful forecast of response to a low-risk change in context. Model
comparison remains relative to the rivals actually specified. Qualitative process evidence can also

discriminate mechanisms by showing how participants connect an earlier event to a later decision.
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Assumption 5.6 (Trust-specific rival survival). The relational process receives a trust interpreta-
tion when its profile and trajectory fit an articulated account of trust and withstand comparison with
coercion, strategic compliance, habit, attachment alone, role conformity, idealization, and transfer-

ential supposition.

The assumption gives Lacanian analysis a precise position. Transferential supposition can be
one mechanism organizing exposure and interpretation. Its presence may coexist with relational
trust, yet by itself supplies insufficient grounds for the trust-specific profile. A comparable discipline
applies to attachment and strategic cooperation. Each can support, imitate, intensify, or constrain
a trust relation depending on history and context.

Proposition 5.7 (Conditional relational-trust emergence). Given Assumptions 5.2 through 5.6, a
history-bearing relation can receive a defensible process-level emergence attribution and a separately
arqgued trust interpretation. The strength of the conclusion is indexed to the construct, domain,

population, history representation, rival set, evidence, and probe family.

The proposition separates two inferential steps. The first concerns the emergence of a consequen-
tial relational organization. The second concerns its interpretation as trust. Evidence for persistent
dyadic memory can support the first while leaving the second unsettled. Strong participant testi-
mony and a philosophically coherent trust profile can support the second while causal evidence for
an emergent process remains preliminary. Keeping these steps separate prevents mathematical fit
from deciding conceptual identity.

5.3 Constitutive History and Retrospective Meaning

This subsection develops the strongest philosophical reason for retaining history in the account. It
distinguishes historical causation from the constitution of relational meaning and explains retro-

spective reorganization.

Historical causation occurs when an earlier event changes a later state. A reward can reinforce
conduct, a threat can induce compliance, and repeated success can update an expectation. Con-
stitutive history concerns a different relation. The identity of a later event depends partly on its
place within a history of address, commitment, and response. The same words can function as a
first promise, a renewal, a reluctant concession, an acknowledgment of rupture, or a ritual emp-
tied of credibility. Physical description and contemporaneous self-report may underdescribe this
difference.

Trust relations commonly combine both forms. Earlier fulfillment can causally increase will-
ingness to accept exposure. It can also become a precedent through which a later request is
interpreted. A rupture can reduce confidence and simultaneously reorganize the meaning of earlier
episodes. Conduct previously experienced as care may be reinterpreted as control; discretion previ-
ously experienced as respectful may be reinterpreted as neglect. Retrospective change retains the
occurrence of the earlier event while altering its place in the relation’s intelligible history.

Lacanian accounts of signification sharpen this point. Meaning emerges through differential
relations and punctuation across a signifying chain (Lacan, 2006, 2020; Fink, 2004). P037 uses
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that insight as a philosophical constraint whose empirical-law status remains open. A trust event
receives meaning through later uptake, symbolic position, and the available terms of narration.
This framework therefore treats event typing as revisable and participant-indexed.

Retrospective meaning creates a methodological demand. Researchers should preserve time-
stamped reports and action records while allowing later accounts to reinterpret their significance.
Replacing early records with the latest narrative would erase change; freezing the earliest interpre-
tation would erase retrospective organization. A layered record can retain occurrence, contempo-

raneous interpretation, later reinterpretation, and investigator coding as distinct entries.

Claim 5.8 (Dual historicity). Relational trust can display causal historicity, in which earlier events
alter later respomnses, and semantic historicity, in which later developments alter the relational
meaning assigned to earlier events. A mature process account should state which form its evidence
supports.

Dual historicity also clarifies repair. Repair can influence future behavior and revise the shared
account of a rupture. Agreement about the entire past is unnecessary for practical repair. Partici-
pants may reach a workable account of responsibility, remedy, and future safeguards while retaining
different experiences of the event. Relational continuity can therefore include durable disagreement.

5.4 Counterfactual Dependence and Replaceability

This subsection specifies the counterfactual content of a relational claim. It examines partner
substitution, history substitution, and institutional change as distinct tests.

A participant-level account predicts later conduct from each person’s current state and context.
A relational account predicts that selected substitutions will change the trajectory even when those
participant-level descriptions are held fixed as far as the design permits. Three substitutions are
especially informative. Partner substitution changes the addressee while preserving a task. History
substitution compares relations with different trajectories and similar current reports. Institutional
substitution changes rules, monitoring, or exit while preserving the participants. Each probes a
different dependence.

Partner-specificity requires careful interpretation. A history with one person can yield expec-
tations that generalize to a role or population. A professional relation can remain appropriately
role-based and still involve trust. The relevant question concerns which features travel across sub-
stitution and which remain tied to the relation. Generalization itself can become an outcome, with
relational formation evaluated separately.

Replaceability also has a semantic dimension. An apology delivered by a substitute may compen-
sate materially while leaving a relational demand unanswered. A task successfully transferred to
another colleague may restore organizational function while ending interpersonal trust. Conversely,
a role may be the appropriate bearer of the relevant obligation, so a qualified substitute can fulfill
it. Domain analysis determines the unit whose continuity matters.

These counterfactuals resist an isolated-dyad picture. Institutions allocate authority, record
histories, and define channels for appeal. Material conditions shape whether exposure is voluntary
and whether substitution is available. A claim of relational emergence should therefore specify
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its boundary: interpersonal dyad, team, role relation, organization, or hybrid configuration. The

model’s state boundary is an analytic choice with normative consequences.

5.5 Contingency, Opacity, and Practical Commitment

This subsection connects epistemic limits to the practical form of trust. It argues that uncertainty
has several sources and that commitment operates within their differentiated structure.

Trust involves exposure to another’s discretion, yet uncertainty alone supplies insufficient dis-
tinction from gambling, ignorance, or technical risk. The relevant uncertainty concerns an agent
or organized role whose response bears practical and often normative significance. Confidence may
be high or low. The relation can still include a commitment, invitation, appeal, or expectation
addressed to that other.

Three forms of opacity deserve separation. Epistemic opacity concerns limited knowledge of
motives, competence, or future conduct. Semantic opacity concerns the plurality of meanings
available for an event. Subjective opacity concerns the participant’s incomplete access to the
organization of personal desire, affect, and repetition. Lacanian theory contributes most directly
to the latter two while also cautioning against fantasies of complete epistemic guarantee (Lacan,
1998; Chiesa, 2007; Johnston, 2026).

Practical commitment can organize action across these limits. A person may accept another’s
promise, disclose under agreed conditions, or delegate with review procedures. Such action expresses
more than a probability estimate when it creates or invokes a participant-directed expectation. The
addressee can acknowledge the expectation, contest it, fulfill it, or become answerable for a failure.
This participant relation explains why betrayal has a distinctive meaning compared with technical
malfunction or unsuccessful prediction (Holton, 1994; McLeod, 2023).

Opacity also limits demands for transparency. Continuous access to another’s reasons and
activity can displace discretion, produce surveillance, and burden the relation. Appropriate trust
may coexist with verification, role accountability, and audit. The evaluative issue concerns the
distribution and purpose of visibility. Monitoring that protects a vulnerable participant differs

from monitoring that secures domination, even when the information collected is similar.

The subject supposed to know helps explain the attraction of complete assurance. Investing an
addressee with privileged knowledge can make exposure feel anchored in a coherent order. Acknowl-
edgment of limits can initially feel like loss, yet it may support a relation grounded in bounded
competence, negotiated commitment, and revisable expectations. This trajectory is a philosophical
possibility and an empirical research question; its developmental evaluation remains specific to each

domain.

5.6 Normative Independence and Conditional Value

This subsection preserves the independence of emergence, trust attribution, and ethical evaluation.

It develops the reasons that a well-formed trust relation can carry divergent value.

An emergent relation can be causally robust, subjectively meaningful, and ethically harmful.
Histories of coercive dependence can create persistent partner-specific patterns. Manipulative lead-
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ership can organize disclosure, loyalty, and interpretation. Transferential investment can intensify
a bond around asymmetrical authority. These examples satisfy parts of the process definition while

raising severe concerns about voluntariness, warrant, distribution, and exit.

Trust itself is a conditional good. Well-placed trust can support coordination, knowledge ex-
change, care, intimacy, and collective action. Misplaced trust can expose a participant to betrayal
or exploitation. Demands for trust can shift risk toward less powerful parties. Warranted distrust
can protect agency and register a history of institutional failure. These possibilities support a

normative profile whose coordinates remain visible throughout evaluation.

The distinction between trustworthiness and warranted placement is especially important. Trust-
worthiness concerns features of the potential trustee within a domain, including competence, com-
mitment, responsiveness, and relevant constraints. Warranted placement concerns the trustor’s
reasons and situation, including available evidence, stakes, alternatives, and vulnerability. A trust-
worthy person may receive limited trust because the cost of error is high. A person with little
effective choice may place trust in a poorly warranted relation. Evaluation should preserve both

perspectives.

Relational emergence can also create responsibilities. A participant whose conduct has cultivated
dependence or invited vulnerable disclosure may acquire obligations concerning notice, continuity,
confidentiality, transition, or repair. Institutions that design roles of care, advice, education, or
automated support shape those obligations. Responsibility depends on foreseeability, capacity,
role, power, and contribution to the relation; the mere existence of another person’s attachment
supplies an incomplete basis.

Claim 5.9 (Normative independence). Evidence that a relational organization has emerged leaves
open the attribution of trust, the trustworthiness of its participants, the warrant for placing trust,
the justice of its conditions, and the value of preserving it. Each judgment requires an explicit bridge

and appropriate evidence.

The claim protects the inquiry from a common evaluative slide. Stability can be desirable or
oppressive. Repair can restore safety or renew harmful dependence. Exit can represent loss or
a necessary exercise of agency. A process theory supplies distinctions for these judgments while
leaving their normative grounds to ethical and political argument.

5.7 Scope and Revision Conditions

This subsection records the boundaries of the philosophical proposal and the conditions under which
revision becomes necessary. It closes the conceptual argument before the mathematical construction
begins.

The account is conditional in four senses. Conceptually, rival theories of trust can instantiate the
profile differently. Empirically, evidence for history-bearing relational states will vary across popula-
tions and domains. Formally, identification results depend on model and probe classes. Normatively,
value depends on power, warrant, alternatives, consequences, and institutional responsibility.

Several findings would require substantial revision. Participant-level models may explain prospec-
tive trajectories as well as relational-history models across carefully designed comparisons. Event
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Table 5: State variables, mathematical roles, and interpretation obligations

State Mathematical role Candidate interpretation Required bridge
ZA,ZB Participant-level retained  Belief, affect, capacity, Construct-specific measurement
state commitment, or strategy and temporal scale
e Exposure state Stake dependent on Feasible actions, alternatives,
another’s discretion and counterfactual dependence
m Relational memory Persistent effect of typed Kernel or update rule plus
interaction history prospective predictive evidence
s Symbolic position Address, supposed Interpretive coding and a
knowledge, and guarantee Lacanian translation argument
U Context or intervention Opportunity, institution, Design description and ethical
monitoring, sanction, or admissibility
probe
Y Observation Conduct, report, language, Observation model, error

structure, and construct
validity

physiology, or outcome

typing may show weak reliability and limited interpretive usefulness. Symbolic-position coding may
add little beyond established measures. The profile may fail to distinguish trust from its declared
rivals. Cross-cultural work may reveal that its dimensions encode a narrow institutional ideal. Each
result would identify a boundary or motivate a redesigned construct.

Metaphysical restraint also remains appropriate. The paper proposes relational emergence as
an explanatory status within a research architecture. It leaves open whether the relevant relations
ground stronger claims about social ontology. The proposed dynamics operationalize one family
of process descriptions. Success would support that family within tested domains; alternative

mathematical and philosophical accounts would remain candidates.

The next three sections convert this argument into a formal scaffold. The formal work has a
limited task: represent history-bearing states, demonstrate specific identification limits, and derive
conditional consequences of memory, rupture, and repair. The equations gain substantive meaning
only through the conceptual bridges and empirical obligations established above.

6 History-Bearing Relational Dynamics

This section constructs the temporal core of the framework. It introduces typed event histories, an
adaptive state-space model, relational memory, reciprocal feedback, and nonlinear regimes. Table 5
defines the roles of the states before any dynamical consequence is derived.

6.1 Typed Event History

This subsection defines the input to relational memory. The event representation keeps action,
outcome, and interpretation distinct.

For a directional relation in domain d, let
A—B,d A B
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where €}, assigns a provisional type, a,‘;‘ and af are participant actions, o is an observed outcome,
and ¢ records context. The type vocabulary includes opportunity, exposure, fulfillment, rupture,
acknowledgment, repair, monitoring, refusal, and exit. Typing is an inferential act. A delayed
response may count as fulfillment in one practice and rupture in another; qualitative evidence and

participant interpretation can therefore alter e while the recorded action remains fixed.

The history can be represented as a marked point process, an ordered event log, or a continuous
signal. The choice depends on the temporal resolution of the research domain. Equation (5) serves
as a common notation and leaves open whether relations decompose naturally into independent

events.

6.2 Adaptive State-Space Scaffold

This subsection states the general model and its assumptions. The scaffold is broad enough to
compare candidate mechanisms and narrow enough to expose their dependencies.

Definition 6.1 (Adaptive relational state). Let

Xt = (2a(t), zB(t), e(t), m(t), s(t)). (6)

The continuous-time model is
dX; = Fp(Xy, we) dt + Lo( Xy, we) dWe, (7)
yr = Go( Xy, ut) + €, (8)

where 0 € © specifies a model, Wy is a declared stochastic process, and € follows a declared obser-
vation model.

Discrete and hybrid versions are equally admissible. At event time ¢, a hybrid model may apply
Xy = Rogy (Xt;,af,af, Ok, Ck), (9)

followed by continuous evolution between events. This form is useful for rupture and repair because
their effects may include an abrupt reclassification and a slower subsequent process.

Assumption 6.2 (Declared model class). Every formal claim is relative to a stated class O, ad-
missible inputs, initial-state family, time horizon, and observation map. Comparisons across model
classes require an explicit embedding or translation.

The assumption prevents a latent coordinate from becoming evidence through its name. A state
component labeled m becomes a relational-memory candidate only when its update depends on

defensibly typed history and its later effects survive comparison with simpler rivals.

6.3 Relational Memory Operators

This subsection gives three representations of history dependence. Their role is comparative; each
makes different regularity assumptions.
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A general causal memory operator maps prior typed responses into a current state:
A—B,d
m(t) = My (H; - )- (10)

For an integrable response signal p and kernel K, a linear-memory family takes the form

m(t) = mo(t) + /Ot K, (t,7)p(r)dr. (11)

The kernel may vary by event type, direction, domain, and context. Its parameters can express
decay, persistence, temporal windows, or delayed effects. A sum of exponential kernels admits a
finite-dimensional state augmentation. More general kernels can require an infinite-dimensional or

approximate representation.

For event-indexed data, the update may be written
A
Mmg+1 = Un(mk’7€k‘aa‘k7akB70k76k‘)' (12)

The nonlinear operator U, can represent asymmetric learning. Fulfillment and rupture can have
different magnitudes, time scales, and context dependence. The model leaves those relations to

estimation and conceptual interpretation.

A hysteretic representation allows the current state to depend on the path of an input rg.;:
m(t) = /Hn[ro:t] (t)’ (13)

where 7, is a causal hysteresis operator (Krasnosel’ski and Pokrovski, 1989). This family becomes
relevant if increasing and decreasing evidence follow distinct response paths or if a relation retains
effects after the precipitating condition has receded. Hysteresis is an empirical hypothesis here and

remains distinct from memory in general.

6.4 Reciprocal Feedback Conditions

This subsection translates the emergence definitions into causal model conditions. It states a
mediated loop and identifies its interpretive gap.

Let b and o' be two admissible responses by B to an exposure or address by A. The first link
requires

E(mt+1 | do(a? = b),Ht) # E(mt+1 | do(a? = b’),Ht) . (14)
For some later horizon h > 0, the second link requires
A _ A !
£(afhy | do(muy = ), Hy) # £(afky, | do(mugs = '), Hy) (15)

The interventions on memory are causal-model queries and may lack a direct experimental imple-

mentation. They state the mediation needed for a history-bearing relational account.

Proposition 6.3 (Reciprocal feedback chain). Suppose Equations (14) and (15) hold, and the
relevant differences persist under the declared context and confounder assumptions. Then the model
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contains a causal path from B’s response to relational memory and from that memory to A’s later

conduct.

Proof. Equation (14) establishes sensitivity of the mediator’s distribution to B’s response. Equa-
tion (15) establishes sensitivity of a later action distribution to the mediator. Under the declared
causal composition assumptions, the two links form the stated directed path. The proof establishes
model structure. A trust interpretation additionally requires the profile and bridge conditions of
Section 3. O

The same feedback form can represent intimidation, resentment, conditioned avoidance, or strate-
gic adaptation. Process emergence and semantic typing are therefore complementary obligations.

6.5 Timescale and Directional Asymmetry

This subsection extends the model to asymmetric and multi-timescale relations. It clarifies how
reciprocal trust can involve asynchronous states.

Let mA8 and mP4 denote the two directional memory states. A coupled model can take the

form

mAB = fAB(mAvaBA7zA)ZBueABaSAB)U)) (16)

mBA :fBA(mBA,mAB,zB,zA,eBA,sBA,u). (17)

Different functions preserve different sensitivities and capacities. One party may update quickly
after disclosure while the other updates only after repeated fulfillment. Institutional hierarchy may
change exposure and exit for one direction more strongly than for the other.

For multiple timescales, write

mf:f(mf,ms,X,U), (18)
ems = g(myg, ms, X, u), 0<exl (19)

The fast state can represent episode-level updating; the slow state can represent an entrenched
relational orientation or institutional memory. The separation parameter is estimated or bounded

in an application. Its numerical value remains an application-specific empirical quantity.

6.6 Nonlinear Regimes and Hysteretic Possibility

This subsection states a cautious route from nonlinear dynamics to qualitative regimes. It uses

general conditions and avoids assigning universal constants to an abstract relation.

Consider a reduced memory coordinate with a context-dependent potential:

m = —0nV (m;\,u) + o(m,u)é(t). (20)
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Table 6: Probe families, discriminatory value, and relational burden

Probe family

Potential evidential contribution

Principal burden or limit

Repeated conduct

Participant report
Ordinary discretion
Monitoring variation
Natural rupture
Repair process

Institutional
comparison

Temporal regularity, adaptation,
and prediction

Expectation, interpretation, felt
exposure, and address
Response when rules leave a
meaningful choice

Dependence of action on
surveillance or sanction
Response to events arising
independently of the study
Attribution, acknowledgment,
accountability, and later change
Role of alternatives, hierarchy,
and governance

Coercive, habitual, strategic, and
trust-based mechanisms can remain
equivalent

Demand effects, retrospective
reconstruction, and linguistic variation
Contextual risk and unequal stakes require
ethical screening

The variation can communicate suspicion
and transform the relation

Weak control, selection effects, and
participant burden

Visible reconciliation can diverge from
structural repair

Population and measurement invariance
may fail

Stable deterministic equilibria satisfy

OV (m*; N\, u) =0, 2V (m*; \,u) > 0. (21)
If two stable equilibria coexist with an unstable separator, histories can lead to distinct states under
the same current context. A transition barrier can be defined symbolically as

AV, = V(mT A\ u) — V(mi A u),

i (22)

where mjj is an intervening saddle or unstable point. Its value depends on the specified potential
and scale. Equations (20) through (22) express a model family. A quantitative law of trust would

require construct validation and domain-specific estimation.

Claim 6.4 (Regime interpretation obligation). A stable branch, basin, or transition in a fitted
dynamical system supports a claim about response organization. Calling that organization trust re-
quires independent evidence for exposure, discretion, expectation, normative address, and relational

meaning.

This obligation is central to the paper. Mathematical stability can accompany beneficial trust,
exploitative dependence, rigid suspicion, or adaptive refusal. The epistemic question is therefore

directed toward mechanism discrimination.

7 Probe-Relative Epistemic Limits
This section determines what can be inferred from observations and interventions within a declared

model class. It defines probe equivalence and identification, proves two exact results, and treats

measurement as a potentially constitutive event. Table 6 organizes the main probe families.
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7.1 Probe Equivalence and Identification Sets

This subsection gives the central epistemic definitions. It treats identification as relative to obser-

vations, interventions, and model class.

Let P be a family of probes. A probe specifies admissible inputs, interventions, observation
channels, sampling times, and conditioning information. Model My induces an outcome law P} (Y")
for every p € P.

Definition 7.1 (Probe-relative equivalence). For 6,6 € ©,
O ~pb <— PUY)=PL(Y) foreverypeP. (23)
The compatible class is [0]p = {0' : §' ~p 6}.
Definition 7.2 (Trust-property identification set). For a candidate property T : © — V), define
T(0;P) = {+(0) : 0 < [0p). (24)

The property is identified relative to P when this set is a singleton, and partially identified when its
possible values admit informative bounds or restrictions.

The property 7 may be a profile coordinate, a mechanism type, a causal effect, or a qualitative
regime. Its definition carries conceptual commitments. The identification set reports what the
declared probes distinguish after those commitments have been made.

Proposition 7.3 (Identification criterion). A property 7 is identified relative to P exactly when it
is constant on every probe-equivalence class.

Proof. If T is constant on [f]p, the image in Equation (24) contains one value. Conversely, a
singleton image assigns the same value to every member of the class. The argument applies to each
class and proves the equivalence. ]

The proposition is definitional and exact. Its modesty is useful: empirical confidence is bounded
by the restrictions created by the model class and probe family, and a precisely identified quantity
can still have weak construct validity.

7.2 Output-Equivalent Latent Extensions

This subsection proves a broad non-identification construction. It formalizes the insufficiency of
cooperation output for unrestricted latent interpretation.

Proposition 7.4 (Output-equivalent extension). Consider a well-posed state-output model

j;:f(:c,u), y:g(a:,u). (25)

Form an extended model
a'c:f(:n,u), h:qn(h,m,u), y:g(l',U) (26)
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For shared xo and input u, Equations (25) and (26) generate the same output. Any property that
varies with the unrestricted latent state h is unidentified by probes observing only y.

Proof. The x dynamics and initial state are identical. Well-posedness gives the same trajectory x(t)
under the same input. The output map is also identical, hence y(t) agrees for every output-only
probe. Choose two admissible initial states or functions ¢, that yield different values of a property
depending on h. Their output laws coincide while their property values differ. The identification
set consequently contains more than one value. ]

The construction leaves the accessibility of trust open. It shows that adding a hidden state
and naming it trust leaves the observed information unchanged. A substantive programme must
constrain the latent dynamics, connect them to indicators, and design probes that distinguish

relevant rivals.

An immediate application concerns stable cooperation. One model can generate cooperation be-
cause B accepts a participant-directed commitment; another can generate the same actions because
sanctions dominate the payoff structure; a third can generate them because A attributes exceptional
knowledge to B. Output equivalence survives until the design introduces a discriminating context
and the bridge assumptions make its response interpretable.

7.3 Intervention Signatures and Probe Refinement

This subsection describes how admissible interventions can narrow compatible models. It then
proves the monotonic relation between probe families and identification sets.

For an intervention family J, define the signature
57 (My) = {Py(Vir | do(J = j), Hy) 1 j € T} (27)

The family may vary information, ordinary opportunities, low-risk discretion, monitoring, or a
response following a naturally occurring error. The signature is richer than a single score because
it records how the trajectory changes across contexts.

Proposition 7.5 (Probe refinement). If P C P’, then
[9]73'/ - [9]777 IT(H; Pl) - IT(H; P) (28)

Proof. Agreement under every probe in P’ entails agreement under its subset P. The first inclusion
follows. Mapping both compatible sets through 7 gives the second inclusion. O

The result establishes potential information gain. Ethical authorization for a probe follows a
separate assessment. Additional measurements may burden participants, communicate suspicion,

redistribute power, or change the target process.
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7.4 Constitutive Measurement

This subsection incorporates the possibility that observation participates in the relation. It replaces

an external-observer ideal with probe-indexed dynamics.

Let a probe p enter both the transition and observation maps:

dX; = Fyp(X¢,ue) dt + Lo p( Xy, ug) AWy, (29)
Yt = Gg’p(Xt, ’LLt) + Et,p- (30)

Questioning someone about trust can invite reflection, defensive presentation, or renegotiation.
Surveillance can reduce discretion and alter the meaning of fulfillment. A staged task can create a
game-like orientation absent from ordinary interaction. These effects are part of the data-generating
process.

Two inferential targets should therefore be distinguished. The first is the relation under ordi-
nary context u. The second is the relation as reorganized through measurement p. Designs can
estimate reactivity through varied timing, low-burden sampling, delayed inquiry, or comparison
among measurement regimes. The resulting estimate remains conditional on ethical and causal

assumptions.

7.5 Epistemic Limit and Lacanian Nonclosure

This subsection relates the formal identification result to the earlier Lacanian analysis. The relation
is analogical and constraint-based; the two levels remain distinct.

Probe equivalence states that a declared evidence family leaves several models compatible. Laca-
nian nonclosure concerns the symbolic impossibility of a final guarantee and the effects of supposing
knowledge in an addressee. Both oppose a fantasy of complete warrant, but they operate at differ-
ent levels. The first is a theorem inside a model architecture; the second is a psychoanalytic and
philosophical position concerning subjectivity, knowledge, and address.

Their disciplined conjunction yields a practical rule: a researcher should state both the statistical
or structural uncertainty remaining within the model and the interpretive remainder excluded by
the model. More data can shrink an identification set, while the symbolic and normative meaning
of the relation continues to require participant interpretation and conceptual argument.

8 Rupture, Repair, and Path Dependence
This section analyzes events that can make relational history empirically visible. It proves a prospec-

tive separation result, defines a typed rupture and repair map, and distinguishes outcome recovery
from relational transformation. Table 7 records the components used in the analysis.
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Table 7: Repair components and their separate evidential functions

Component Relational function Evidence requirement

Recognition Registers the event and its Agreement and disagreement concerning the
significance event type and stake

Explanation Supplies a causal and intentional  Consistency with available evidence and
account acknowledgment of uncertainty

Responsibility Locates accountable agency and  Feasible control, commitments, and
role obligations institutional allocation

Restitution Addresses material or practical Stake-specific recovery and distributional
loss effects

Structural change Alters conditions that enabled Policy, resource, authority, or practice change
recurrence with follow-up evidence

Relational Revises exposure, discretion, Participant authorization and later trajectory

renegotiation boundaries, or exit

Time and repetition Tests persistence beyond a Longitudinal conduct under relevant
declaration opportunities

8.1 Prospective Separation by Memory

This subsection establishes how equal present behavior can coexist with distinct relational states.
The result states explicit antecedents and a limited conclusion.

Proposition 8.1 (History-bearing prospective separation). Suppose two histories yield

yi(te) = a(te),  ma(ts) # ma(t). (31)

Apply a common admissible future context and input. If the flow-to-output map m(ts) — y(t« + h)

1s injective on the two relevant memory states for some h > 0, then

y1(ts 4+ h) # ya(ts + h). (32)

Proof. The two initial memory states at t, differ by assumption. Their shared future context defines
the same flow-to-output map. Injectivity on the pair maps the distinct inputs to distinct outputs,
establishing Equation (32). O

For the kernel model, the antecedent can arise from
ta
m;(te) = mo(ts) + A K (ty,7)pi(T)dr, i€ {1,2}, (33)

when the two weighted histories differ while their current observation agrees. The proposition
demonstrates a logical possibility within a state-space model. Empirical application requires evi-
dence that the memory difference exists and that a later probe is sensitive to it.
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8.2 Rupture as a Typed Relational Event

This subsection defines rupture through a mismatch among stake, commitment, expectation, and

response. It allows disagreement about event meaning to become part of the state.

Definition 8.2 (Candidate rupture). A candidate rupture at time ti is an event for which at
least one participant registers a consequential mismatch among an exposed stake, an applicable
expectation or commitment, the trustee’s conduct, and the response available afterward. Its record
18

Wi = (i, ks B, Ok gy L, €1, (34)

where qi is the stake, ki the relevant expectation or commitment, oy the causal and responsibility
attribution, and ¢ the loss or relational consequence.

A failed outcome alone may reflect chance under a competent and responsible response. A
successful outcome may conceal exploitation or unauthorized risk. The rupture record therefore
includes conduct, outcome, attribution, and stake. Participant disagreement can be represented
through multiple records w,{:‘, w,?, and an institutional record w,ﬁ.

The symbolic state also matters. If B occupied a place of supposed guarantee, an error may
reorganize more than a task-level expectation. It may expose the limits of the attributed knowledge,
intensify supposition through a revised explanation, or alter the address entirely. Such trajectories
are interpretive hypotheses for longitudinal study.

8.3 Repair Operator and Component Vector

This subsection represents repair as a sequence of heterogeneous operations. It avoids treating

apology or resumed cooperation as a complete state restoration.

Let the repair process be

- rec ,.eXp _resp  rest str _ren _ time
rk_(rk T T 5Tk Tk STk Tk )a (35)

corresponding to recognition, explanation, responsibility, restitution, structural change, relational
renegotiation, and temporal follow-through. The hybrid update becomes

Xt; = RO,wk (Xt,: , Tk, Ck). (36)

Different violation types can respond to different components, consistent with the heterogeneous
repair literature (Lewicki and Brinsfield, 2017).

Definition 8.3 (Structural repair). A repair process is structurally responsive when it changes at
least one condition that generated, enabled, concealed, or inequitably allocated the rupture, and when

the change persists across a relevant future horizon.

This definition is stricter than interactional smoothness. Polite exchange, reported forgiveness,
or renewed coordination can coexist with unchanged power, resource, and accountability conditions.

Conversely, structural repair can proceed while emotional reconciliation remains incomplete.

41



Rethinking the Emergence of Relational Trust September 2026

8.4 Repair Trajectories and State Comparison

This subsection supplies quantities for comparing trajectories while preserving repair’s distinction

from a universal score. It separates outcome, relation, and institution.

Let dy, das, and d; be declared discrepancy functions for task outcome, relational state, and
institutional condition. Relative to a reference region R = (Ry,Ras, Ry), define

Dy(t) = dy(yt,Ry), DM<t) = dM(mt,RM), D[(t) = d](it,R[). (37)

The three discrepancies can move differently. Their reference regions require normative and empir-

ical justification; a pre-rupture state may itself contain harmful or unstable conditions.

For each channel j € {Y, M, I}, a conditional recovery time is
T;(ej) = inf {t >t} : D;(t') <e¢j for all ¥’ € [t,t + L;]}, (38)

where L; is a persistence window. This quantity is meaningful only for declared metrics and
thresholds. It permits outcome recovery to be compared with relational and institutional change
while preserving their distinctions.

8.5 Forgiveness, Refusal, and Exit

This subsection places repair alongside several possible participant responses. It resists a teleology

in which every relation should return to trust.

Forgiveness can alter blame or resentment while leaving future exposure restricted. Reconcilia-
tion can restore interaction while retaining monitoring. Warranted distrust can protect a participant
when trustworthiness is weak. Refusal can reject an assigned vulnerability, and exit can terminate
the relation when alternatives exist. In constrained institutions, effective exit may require collective
or structural change.

These possibilities motivate a branch-valued response map:
B(wy, Ht, , X) C {repair, renegotiation, monitoring, distrust, refusal, exit }. (39)

The set records feasible and potentially warranted pathways. Normative analysis selects among
them using stakes, alternatives, power, history, and participant authorization. Section 9 develops
that analysis after an empirical programme is specified.

9 Empirical and Interpretive Programme

This section translates the framework into a staged research programme. It specifies construct
development, longitudinal observation, low-risk causal contrasts, interpretive analysis, model com-
parison, and falsification conditions. Table 8 records the dependency order and the evidence gate
at each stage.
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Table 8: Staged research programme and evidence gates

Stage Research role Principal materials Advancement gate
1 Construct Interviews, vignettes, conceptual  Stable domain distinctions and
articulation analysis, participant terminology  documented ambiguity
2 Measurement Multi-method indicators for Convergent and discriminant
mapping profile coordinates, context, and  validity within the target
alternatives population
3 Longitudinal Event diaries, interaction traces, = Reproducible temporal patterns
description reports, and institutional records with attrition analysis
4 Mechanism Memory-free, strategic, affective,  Out-of-sample discrimination
comparison normative, and transferential and sensitivity to model
rival models assumptions
) Low-risk causal Information, monitoring, Ethical approval, manipulation
contrast ordinary discretion, and response validity, and bounded
to standardized minor error participant burden
6 Rupture and repair Naturally occurring events and Independent event
study prospective follow-up documentation and protections
for affected parties
7 Cross-context Roles, institutions, languages, Documented invariance,

evaluation

and cultures

calibrated noninvariance, or
restricted scope

9.1 Construct Articulation and Domain Sampling

This subsection begins the programme with construct formation. Its objective is to determine how
expectation, exposure, discretion, address, and response are expressed within a selected domain.

Research should start from bounded practices such as confidential peer support, collaborative
work, professional consultation, or repeated delegation. Each practice defines different stakes and
commitments. Semi-structured interviews, critical incidents, participant-generated vignettes, and
document analysis can identify local distinctions among trust, reliance, obligation, dependence, loy-
alty, confidence, and strategic accommodation. Philosophical concepts guide questions; participant
language tests their fit.

The resulting codebook should preserve disagreement. If participants contest whether an event
constituted betrayal, the data record the rival typings and their reasons. Inter-coder agreement can
assess procedural reproducibility, while participant disagreement remains substantive information.
Conceptual clarity is served by documenting plural use as well as convergence.

9.2 Measurement Architecture

This subsection connects the trust profile to observable indicators. It uses a multi-method measure-
ment model and gives every indicator a limited role.

For participant ¢, occasion ¢, and method r, let
Yitr = ATnit + bir + ¢ + Eitry (40)
where 7;; contains candidate latent dimensions, A, is a method-specific loading map, b; a participant—
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method effect, ¢y a context—method effect, and €;;, residual variation. The model clarifies that
reports, behavior, language, and outcomes can load differently on the target dimensions. Latent-
variable methodology supplies tools for this task, together with familiar risks of misspecification
(Bollen, 2002).

Expectation p may draw on calibrated predictions and prospective reports. Exposure v requires
a stake description and counterfactual alternatives. Discretion § requires analysis of rules, sanc-
tions, monitoring, and feasible choice. Normative address n may use explanations, participant
expectations, reactive responses, and commitment language. History-bearing response r requires

longitudinal evidence that earlier typed events alter later conduct or interpretation.

Discriminant validation should compare trust indicators with perceived reliability, attachment,
dependency, generalized confidence, social desirability, risk preference, and sanction sensitivity.
Convergent validity should be evaluated across methods while allowing method effects. Measure-
ment invariance across time and group is a research question, since the meaning of disclosure or

monitoring can vary by role and culture.

9.3 Longitudinal Event Sampling

This subsection designs observation around relational sequences. It prioritizes prospective records

over retrospective global scores.

A sampling unit can be a relation—domain pair (A — B,d). At baseline, the study records
history, alternatives, institutional roles, ordinary monitoring, and the profile coordinates. Repeated
sampling records opportunities, exposure, responses, outcomes, interpretations, and changes in
feasible action. Event- contingent reports can reduce retrospective compression; periodic interviews
can recover meaning and reassessment. Institutional records can document policies, authority, and
material outcomes.

The observation schedule should span multiple time scales. Dense sampling near an event can
identify episode dynamics. Wider intervals can reveal persistence and delayed reinterpretation.
Attrition requires explicit analysis because withdrawal may be related to rupture, burden, or lack
of effective exit. The study should retain an ethically appropriate trace of why observation ceased

when participants consent to provide it.

9.4 Rival Mechanism Models

This subsection turns conceptual alternatives into comparative models. Its objective is to make
trust attribution depend on discrimination in addition to fit.

At minimum, a study should compare the following mechanism families:
1. a memory-free response model depending on current context;

2. a reinforcement or habit model updated by task outcomes;

3. a strategic model sensitive to incentives, sanctions, and monitoring;

4. an affective or attachment-related model with participant-level carryover;
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5. a commitment-sensitive model responsive to accepted obligations and participant-directed

reasons;

6. a transferential-supposition model sensitive to attributed knowledge and the position of ad-
dress;

7. a mixed relational model with typed memory and cross-directional feedback.

The candidates can be expressed as restricted instances of Equations (7)—(8). Comparison should
include predictive accuracy, calibration, residual structure, parameter stability, and qualitative
adequacy. Penalized likelihood, Bayesian comparison, cross-validation, and posterior predictive
checks may each contribute under their own assumptions. Selection among statistically close models

should retain an equivalence set and suspend selection of a single winner.

9.5 Low-Risk Causal Contrasts

This subsection specifies interventions capable of separating mechanisms while protecting partici-

pants. The design emphasizes ordinary variations and minor, repairable perturbations.

One contrast varies monitoring within the range already acceptable in the practice. A purely
sanction-sensitive mechanism predicts a larger behavioral change when monitoring changes than a
commitment-sensitive mechanism, after relevant confounding is addressed. A second contrast varies
whether a trustee receives meaningful discretion. A third varies the explanation and response
following a standardized, low-consequence error. A fourth varies information about competence
while holding role and incentive conditions stable.

For a response Y and two ethically admissible repair conditions r and 7/, a history-conditional
causal contrast is

TY(Ht; r, 7’/) = E[Yt:HH(T) - YZ:HH(T/) | Ht] . (41)

Identification requires a defensible assignment or adjustment strategy, consistency, positivity in
the relevant history stratum, and an account of interference between linked participants. These
assumptions should be stated for each design.

Deliberate betrayal, deprivation, coercion, threatened attachment, and removal of essential sup-
port fall outside the default intervention family. Naturally occurring serious ruptures can be studied
through consented observation and supportive follow-up; the event itself should remain independent

of the researcher’s manipulation.

9.6 Interpretive Reconstruction

This subsection gives qualitative interpretation a formal role in mechanism assessment. It examines

how participants type events and position one another.

Interviews and discourse records can investigate who is addressed, what knowledge is attributed,
which commitment is invoked, and how an outcome is retrospectively narrated. A Lacanian read-
ing may attend to repetition, displacement, demand, idealization, and the addressee’s supposed
knowledge. Such a reading should present textual evidence, alternative interpretations, and the
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analyst’s position in producing the material.

The typed symbolic state in Equation (4) can be linked to a coding distribution that preserves
ambiguity among labels:
Qt(s) = ]P)(St =S ’ Dtaca Ainterp)a (42)

where D is the discourse material, C the codebook, and Ajperp the declared interpretive assump-
tions. Multiple coders or readings yield a set of distributions. Their divergence can preserve and

expose interpretive ambiguity.

9.7 Model Evaluation and Falsification Conditions

This subsection states conditions under which the framework should be revised, narrowed, or aban-

doned for a domain. It protects the proposal from automatic confirmation.

The history-bearing account loses support if a well-validated memory-free rival matches prospec-
tive observations across the relevant horizons and probes. The reciprocal account loses support if
one party’s responses fail to update any relationally consequential state. The profile requires revi-
sion if its dimensions collapse empirically and conceptually across the target uses, or if participant
practices demand additional dimensions. The transferential bridge loses practical value if its indi-
cators add limited interpretive discrimination and limited prospective prediction beyond general
attribution models.

The causal interpretation requires revision when unmeasured common causes, interference, se-
lection, or measurement reactivity plausibly explain the estimated links. The cross-context scope
should contract when measurement and event meanings vary under weak translation warrants. Fi-
nally, evidence that a study burden reorganizes the relation beyond its research purpose should
lead to redesign or termination even when the probe promises greater identification.

10 Power, Placement, and Normative Evaluation

This section evaluates the relation after its emergence has been studied. It separates six normative
and empirical dimensions, then examines constrained dependence, epistemic injustice, monitoring,

warranted distrust, and institutional responsibility. Table 9 provides the audit structure.

10.1 Dimension-Preserving Evaluation Profile

This subsection defines the normative audit and explains why its dimensions remain separate.

For a directional episode, define
N4 5= (E,W,P,B,J,R). (43)

The tuple preserves a multi-dimensional record and leaves the welfare function undefined. Strong
emergence evidence F can accompany weak trustworthiness W. A trustworthy person can receive
an unwarranted or excessive exposure, yielding weak placement P. A mutually valued relation
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Table 9: Dimension-preserving normative profile for relational trust

Code Dimension Guiding assessment Independent evidence

E Emergence Strength of history-bearing Longitudinal and
relational evidence mechanism-comparison results

W Trustworthiness Capacity and disposition to Competence, commitment,
handle the entrusted stake reasons, integrity, and context

P Placement Fit between exposure and Evidence, stakes, uncertainty,
available grounds and feasible safeguards

B Benefit and harm Effects on each participant and Material, psychological,

affected third parties

relational, and opportunity
consequences

J Justice and power Distribution of voice, credibility, = Institutional and
discretion, burden, alternatives, social-structural analysis
and remedy

R Repair and exit Availability and quality of Procedures, resources,

correction, renegotiation, refusal,
and exit

enforcement, and longitudinal
follow-up

can still distribute burdens unfairly, affecting J. Effective repair and exit can mitigate risk while
leaving the other dimensions open.

Aggregation may be required for a concrete decision. In that case, the rule, weights, author-
ity, uncertainty, and distributional effects should be stated. A scalar created for administrative
convenience should retain a route back to the underlying dimensions.

10.2 Constrained Dependence and Apparent Voluntariness

This subsection examines relations formed under unequal alternatives. Its aim is to prevent expo-
sure from being read automatically as freely placed trust.

Let A4 (c) be A’s feasible actions in context ¢, including monitoring, refusal, complaint, substi-
tution, and exit. An option can exist in formal policy while carrying prohibitive cost. Define an
effective feasible set through a burden bound b:

A (b)) = {a € Aa(c) : ba(a,c) < byl (44)

The burden function can include financial cost, retaliation risk, status loss, care disruption, language

access, and emotional or administrative load.

When the effective set is narrow, continued exposure may express necessity more strongly than
trust. Organizational and care relations often combine dependence with asymmetrical authority. A
complete assessment therefore records who controls alternatives and who bears the cost of testing

trustworthiness.

10.3 Epistemic Position and Self-Trust

This subsection analyzes credibility and interpretive authority. It connects relational trust with the
social distribution of epistemic standing.
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Epistemic injustice theory identifies harms involving credibility and the resources available for
understanding experience (Fricker, 2007). These harms can shape trust evidence itself. A person’s
report of rupture may receive reduced credibility; available institutional language may render the
experience difficult to name; a trustee’s professional role may amplify supposed knowledge. The

observation process then reflects the same power relations under evaluation.

Self-trust concerns a person’s practical and epistemic relation to their own judgment and agency.
McLeod’s work shows its significance for autonomy in a domain of consequential and socially struc-
tured choice (McLeod, 2002). In the present framework, deference to B may interact with A’s
self-trust. Supportive relations can strengthen reflective agency; dominating relations can displace

it. The direction and mechanism need empirical study.

A useful extension adds a self-relation Ei’i 4 and coupling terms between mA4 and mAB. This

notation is provisional because interpersonal trust and self-trust have different conceptual structures.
Its purpose is to make their interaction available for analysis.

10.4 Monitoring, Discretion, and Accountability

This subsection locates monitoring within the trust profile. It treats monitoring as a heterogeneous
institutional practice.

Monitoring can supply accountability, protect vulnerable parties, and make repair possible. It
can also communicate suspicion, narrow trustee discretion, or place disproportionate scrutiny on less
powerful participants. The relevant question concerns its function, authorization, proportionality,

distribution, and effect on the relation.

Let u™°" denote a monitoring regime. Its assessment records at least
M (u™°") = (purpose, scope, visibility, reciprocity, burden, remedy). (45)

Two regimes with equal detection probability can differ normatively across all six dimensions. Their
effects on discretion ¢, behavior g, symbolic position s, and memory m should be estimated sepa-
rately.

10.5 Warranted Distrust, Refusal, and Exit

This subsection recognizes protective orientations as legitimate outcomes of relational evaluation.

It places them within a broader ecology of agency.

Trust research can acquire a pro-trust bias when greater trust is treated as the desired endpoint.
The normative profile supports a wider range. Distrust can be warranted by evidence, experience,
or structural risk. Refusal can protect a stake from unauthorized exposure. Monitoring can be pro-
portionate to domain risk. Exit can be appropriate when repair conditions are absent. In collective
settings, contestation and institutional redesign may preserve valued relations while changing their

governance.

The desirability of trust therefore depends on the object, direction, domain, alternatives, and
consequences. A successful intervention may produce more calibrated placement, stronger self-trust,
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safer boundaries, or effective exit while reported interpersonal trust decreases.

10.6 Institutional Responsibilities

This subsection reallocates some trust burdens from individuals to governing structures. It identifies
responsibilities that make warranted relations more feasible.

Institutions can support competence standards, transparent role commitments, proportionate
oversight, protected reporting, independent review, restitution, and accessible exit. They can
distribute exposure so that vulnerable parties bear a reduced cost when learning whether a trustee
is reliable. They can also maintain records that permit longitudinal accountability while protecting
privacy.

Institutional design influences every state in Table 5. Rules shape discretion and exposure;
role symbolism shapes supposition; remedy shapes relational memory; resource distribution shapes
effective alternatives. The ethical task consequently includes governance of the conditions under
which trust is invited, demanded, measured, violated, and repaired.

11 Objections and Boundary Cases

This section tests the framework against six major objections. Each subsection states the objection,
offers a bounded response, and records a condition that would require revision.

11.1 Profile Heterogeneity

This subsection considers the objection that the trust profile collects dimensions while leaving a
unified concept open. The objection targets both explanatory power and operational tractability.

The profile is intentionally pre-aggregative. Its unity comes from the typed episode in Equa-
tion (1): a directional relation involving a stake, another’s discretion, expectation, address, and
historical response. Different theories specify which dimensions are constitutive. This architecture

supports comparison while withholding a premature universal definition.

Revision is required if the dimensions prove unrelated across the intended domains or if the
episode structure excludes central cases recognized by participants and defensible philosophical

accounts. In that event, the profile should split into several construct families.

11.2 Dynamical Redescription

This subsection addresses the concern that relational emergence merely redescribes ordinary learn-
ing. The objection is strongest when the memory state contains only accumulated outcomes.

The framework accepts that some observed relations will be adequately explained by reinforce-
ment, habit, or strategic updating. A relational emergence claim requires event typing, cross-
participant response, persistence, and prospective effects beyond a validated memory-free rival. A
trust interpretation adds exposure, discretion, and participant-directed meaning.
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The account loses distinctiveness if those additions yield limited predictive and interpretive gain.
Such a result would support a narrower learning model for the studied domain and limit the present
proposal accordingly.

11.3 Psychoanalytic Translation

This subsection addresses the risk that Lacanian concepts become decorative labels or universal
explanations. The concern applies especially to the typed symbolic state.

The paper assigns Lacan three bounded roles: distinguishing empirical persons from symbolic
positions, analyzing supposed knowledge in transference, and constraining fantasies of complete
guarantee. Equation (4) records only these distinctions. Clinical claims and interpretive judgments
retain their own evidential standards.

The bridge should be removed from an empirical application if general concepts of authority,
idealization, or latent attribution explain the relevant material with equal adequacy and greater
clarity. The psychoanalytic layer earns its place through discriminating interpretation or novel,
testable process hypotheses.

11.4 Underdetermination and Practical Inquiry

This subsection considers whether probe-relative equivalence makes empirical trust research futile.
The objection interprets underdetermination as permanent ignorance.

The identification framework yields graded conclusions. Restricting the model class through
theory and validation, adding longitudinal observations, and using ethically admissible contrasts
can shrink the identification set by Proposition 7.5. Partial identification, sensitivity analysis, and
comparison of mechanism families can support practical decisions while preserving a partial view

of the relation.

The framework becomes obstructive if it demands distinctions irrelevant to the decision at
hand. Each study should therefore state the resolution required by its purpose. A safety policy
may depend on demonstrated reliability and remedy, while a philosophical claim about betrayal
requires participant-directed meaning.

11.5 Cultural and Linguistic Scope

This subsection addresses variation in the meaning and value of trust-related practices. It challenges
universal event types and measurement scales.

The profile uses formal labels whose empirical meanings can vary. Disclosure, autonomy, discre-
tion, apology, obligation, and relational continuity are shaped by language, kinship, role, institution,
and history. Cross-context work should begin with local construct articulation, test measurement

invariance, and document untranslatable or contested terms.

A universal scale should be rejected when its score equivalence masks divergent practices. The
broader framework can remain useful as a comparison protocol if it records those divergences.
It requires deeper revision if its directional episode and profile require systematic distortion to
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represent the relations at issue.

11.6 Normative Expansion

This subsection considers whether the six-dimensional normative profile extends the paper beyond
trust theory. The objection concerns analytical scope.

Trust relations distribute vulnerability and discretion within social structures. Evaluating only
emergence would leave coerced dependence and untrustworthy placement unexamined. The profile
keeps these evaluations separate, enabling a study to report E while reserving conclusions about
W, P, B, J, and R.

Applications may select only dimensions relevant to their purpose. They should state that
selection and its consequences. The paper’s claim concerns the need for separation; each normative
question can require a distinct model and evidence base.

12 Research Directions

This section converts unresolved assumptions into a research agenda. It groups the agenda into
mathematical, empirical, psychoanalytic, comparative, and institutional programmes. Every direc-
tion includes an evidence gate.

12.1 Mathematical Development

This subsection identifies formal questions that remain open after the present state-space construc-

tion.

Open Problem 12.1 (Minimal memory realization). Determine conditions under which a typed
relational-memory operator admits a finite-dimensional realization that preserves the intervention
signatures relevant to trust attribution. Compare realization error across event types and time
scales.

Open Problem 12.2 (Hybrid identifiability). Characterize structural and practical identifiability
for hybrid models with continuous adaptation, discrete rupture and repair maps, partially observed
symbolic states, and dyadic interference.

Open Problem 12.3 (Regime robustness). Establish when inferred multistability or hysteresis
persists across plausible observation maps, model classes, and sampling schedules. A qualitative
regime clatm should advance only after robustness and construct validation are shown.

Further work can analyze set-valued symbolic states, nonparametric kernels, networked relations,
and stochastic transition paths. Mathematical elegance is secondary to an explicit link between

each structure and an empirical or interpretive question.

12.2 Longitudinal and Causal Studies

This subsection identifies the empirical sequence required to test the history-bearing account.
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Initial studies should select low-stakes domains with repeated interaction, observable opportuni-
ties, meaningful discretion, and feasible participant report. Construct articulation and measurement
validation precede mechanism comparison. Prospective studies can then compare memory-free and
history-bearing models. Low-risk causal contrasts should follow only after ordinary dynamics and
participant burdens are understood.

Evidence for reciprocal emergence requires both links in Equations (14) and (15). Mediation
estimates should address time-varying confounding and interference. Evidence for repair requires

persistence beyond immediate report and attention to material and institutional conditions.

12.3 Psychoanalytic Discrimination

This subsection states the research burden of the Lacanian contribution. It emphasizes discrimi-

nating consequences over terminological inclusion.

One programme can examine relations in which expertise, care, or interpretive authority make
supposed knowledge salient. Qualitative analysis can compare changes in address before and after
an acknowledged limit, error, or successful interpretation. Candidate hypotheses include transfer of
supposition to a new figure, intensified idealization, revised demand, and differentiated trust across
domains.

The evidence gate is comparative. A Lacanian account should clarify material that general
authority, expectancy, attachment, and strategic models leave unexplained, or it should generate
a prospective contrast among those models. Failure at this gate warrants an interpretive-only role

or removal from that application.

12.4 Cross-Cultural and Institutional Comparison

This subsection extends the framework across settings while making scope conditions explicit.

Comparative work should examine how institutions distribute discretion, credible commitment,
monitoring, remedy, and exit. Linguistic and ethnographic research can identify local concepts
that overlap partially with the profile. Multi-group models can test selected measurement relations,
while qualitative comparison records differences excluded by invariance tests.

The evidence gate requires documented construct equivalence for each comparison. Where
equivalence is limited, results should remain context-specific and the comparison should shift toward
differences in relational organization.

12.5 Governance and Design

This subsection translates the normative profile into institutional research. It treats governance as
a determinant of trust conditions and remedies.

Interventions can target accessible complaint, independent review, transparent commitments,
calibrated oversight, restitution, and protected exit. Evaluation should measure whether the inter-
vention changes effective alternatives, exposure distribution, self-trust, trustee behavior, and repair
capacity. Reported trust is one outcome among several.
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The evidence gate is distributional. A governance change should be assessed across parties,
especially those bearing high stakes or low credibility. An average improvement can conceal con-
centrated loss or new barriers to refusal.

13 Conclusion

This section consolidates the paper’s conditional position and identifies its principal limits. It moves

from concept to process, inference, and evaluation.

Relational trust can be studied as a directional, domain-indexed, and history-bearing organiza-
tion of exposure, expectation, discretion, normative address, and response. The profile developed
here preserves philosophical disagreement concerning which dimensions constitute trust. It also dis-
tinguishes trust from reliance, cooperation, dependence, confidence, trustworthiness, attachment,

and transference.

Lacanian psychoanalysis contributes an analysis of the complete graph of desire, including the
signifying chains, address, demand, desire, fantasy, drive, divided subject, supposed knowledge, and
incomplete guarantee. Its value lies in showing how an addressee can acquire a privileged symbolic
position whose effects exceed actual knowledge, and how exposure can be organized by the subject’s
response to the Other’s enigmatic desire. The formal model retains a selective residue through a
typed state and a nonclosure obligation. The larger clinical and theoretical architecture remains
available for interpretive work.

The philosophical argument establishes the exact burden carried by the word emergence. Rela-
tionally indexed history must contribute to prospective, counterfactual, semantic, or intervention-
sensitive explanation beyond declared rivals. Causal historicity concerns how earlier events change
later response; semantic historicity concerns how later developments reorganize the relational mean-
ing of earlier acts. The emergence attribution and the trust interpretation therefore remain separate

achievements.

The dynamical account gives relational history a precise possible role. Typed events update a
memory state; that state can alter later conduct; dyadic responses can form a reciprocal loop; non-
linear and hysteretic models can represent path-dependent regimes when data support them. These
structures describe possible mechanisms. Conceptual and empirical bridges determine whether a
mechanism warrants a trust interpretation.

The identification results impose a disciplined epistemic limit. Cooperation output alone leaves
unrestricted latent properties unidentified. Additional probes can narrow compatible models, while
measurement itself can transform the relation. Longitudinal and low-risk designs therefore offer
a path toward stronger evidence, with complete access to relational meaning remaining an open
epistemic limit.

Finally, emergence carries limited normative force. Trustworthiness, warranted placement, bene-
fit, justice, power, repair, and exit require independent assessment. A mature research programme
should be capable of recognizing warranted distrust, strengthened boundaries, and institutional
redesign as successful outcomes. The proposed framework remains revisable at every bridge: its
profile, event types, dynamics, Lacanian interpretation, measurement model, and normative audit
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all depend on future philosophical criticism and empirical work.
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