Trust is another piece of the foundation of a BDSM relationship, as well as any other relationship in life. In explaining the importance and inner conflict coming with trust , mayhaps a deeper understanding of the essence of it can be derived from it’s contents. Contained Herein I shall explain the nature of trust and trustworthiness, the Epistemology of trust, the value of it and how trust relates to ones will. The importance of trust for the deepening of oneself and their understandings of not only themselves, but other people is not to be taken lightly. 

 Trust is both important and dangerous. It is important because it allows the formation of relationships with others and to depend on others for love, for advice, for help especially when we know that no outside force compels them to give us such things. Trust always involves the risk that the trusted person will not pull through for the trusting person . If the truster could guarantee that the trustee would pull through, then the truster would have no need to trust that person. The truster therefore cannot assume, while trusting, that the trustee will do what s/he is trusted to do because the trustee has no legitimate choice in the matter. Since people often can choose whether to pull through for us, we often need to trust them. But since trust necessarily involves risk, it can also be dangerous. What one risks while trusting is the loss of the things that are entrusted to others, including our self-respect, perhaps, which can be shattered by the betrayal of our trust. Because trust is risky and can be dangerous, the following question is of particular importance: “Under what conditions is trust warranted, justified or well-grounded in.A complete answer to this question requires the exploration of various philosophical dimensions of trust, including the conceptual nature of trust and trustworthiness, the epistemology of trust, the value of trust, and the kind of mental attitude trust is. To illustrate how each of these dimensions is relevant, note first that trust is only warranted (in the sense of being plausible) when the truster is willing to accept the conditions that accompany the act of trusting Knowing what these conditions are requires an understanding of trust. Second, trust is warranted (i.e. well-grounded) when the trustee is trustworthy, which makes the nature of trustworthiness important in determining when trust is warranted. Third, trust may be warranted (i.e., justified) even when the trustee is not in fact trustworthy. This point proves the relevance of the epistemology of trust. Fourth, trust can be warranted (i.e. justified), either because some value will emerge from it, or because it is valuable in and of itself. Thus, the value of trust is relevant. Lastly, trust would not be warranted (i.e. plausible) if it was impossible for the agent to develop a trusting attitude, given the agent's circumstances and the sort of attitude trust is.

Trust is an attitude that one has towards people whom are hoped will be trustworthy, where trustworthiness is a property, not an attitude. Trust and trustworthiness are therefore distinct although, ideally, those whom are trusted will be trustworthy, and those who are trustworthy will be trusted. For trust to be warranted (i.e. plausible) in a relationship, the parties to that relationship must have attitudes toward one another that are conducive to trusting one another. Moreover, for trust to be warranted (i.e. well-grounded), both parties ought to be trustworthy. 
Likewise, it is unclear what, if any, sort of motive a trustworthy person has. Clear conditions for trustworthiness are that the trustworthy person is competent and committed to do what s/he is trusted to do. But this person may also have to be committed in a certain way or for a certain reason (e.g. s/he cares about the truster). One important condition for trust is that the truster accepts some level of risk or vulnerability (Becker 1996). Minimally, what this person risks, or is vulnerable to, is the failure by the trustee to do what s/he depends on that person to do. The truster might try to reduce this risk by monitoring or imposing certain constraints on the behavior of the trustee; but, after a certain threshold perhaps, the more monitoring and constraining s/he does, the less s/he trusts that person. Trust is relevant “before one can monitor the actions of  others” (Dasgupta 1988, 51) or when out of respect for others one refuses to monitor their actions. Hence, a refusal to be vulnerable tends to undermine trust or prevents it from occurring at all. Another related condition for trust is the potential for betrayal (and, as noted below, the corresponding condition for trustworthiness is the power to betray). Annette Baier writes that “trusting can be betrayed, or at least let down, and not just disappointed” (1986, 235). In her view, disappointment is the appropriate response when one merely relied on someone to do something, but did not trust him or her to do it. People who monitor and constrain other people's behavior and do not allow them to prove their own trustworthiness may rely on others, but they do not trust them. For, while their reliance could be disappointed, it could not be betrayed. Consider that one can rely on inanimate objects , but when they break, one is not betrayed, although one may feel disappointed. Reliance without the possibility of betrayal is not trust. Thus, people who rely on one another in a way that makes betrayal impossible do not trust one another. People also do not, or cannot, trust one another if they are easily suspicious of one another (Govier 1997, 6). If one assumes the worst about someone then one distrusts, rather than trusts the person. Trusting involves being optimistic, rather than pessimistic, that the trustee will do something for one  and such optimism is, in part, what makes us vulnerable by trusting. It “restricts the inferences we will make about the likely actions of another. Trusting thus opens one up to harm, for it gives rise to selective interpretation, which means that one can be fooled, that the truth might lie, as it were, outside one's gaze” (Jones 1996, 12). Failing to believe in or be optimistic about people's competence also makes trust impossible. If one does not think that certain people were competent in any way, then one would not trust them. One usually trust people to do certain things but we would not do so if it is  thought that they lacked the relevant skills. Rarely, if ever, one does trust people completely . Instead, “trust is generally a three-part relation: A trusts B to do X” (Hardin 2002, 9).[2] To have trust in a relationship, therefore, one does not have to believe that the other person is competent in every way. Optimism about the person's competence in at least one area is essential, however.

While both the competence and motivational elements of trustworthiness are crucial, the exact nature of the latter is unclear.  The central problem of trustworthiness concerns the ongoing commitment of the trustee, and in particular, under what circumstances, if any, one could expect such a commitment from another person (see, e.g., Hardin 2002, 28). Conflictingly the origins of the commitment may matter, not just its existence or duration, based on perception. The central problem of trustworthiness does not simply involve existence or duration, which deals with whether the trustee is or will be motivated to act; it must also concern how that person is or will be motivated. Some motives are simply incompatible with trustworthiness. Trustworthiness can be “compelled by the force of norms” or, more generally, by the force of social constraints (Hardin 2002, 53; see also O'Neill 2002, Dasgupta 1988). In an effort to be trustworthy, people can subject themselves to social constraints. Alternatively, the truster in a relationship can introduce the constraints by requiring that the trustee sign a contract, for example. The constraint imposed could be the primary motivation for being trustworthy. It would compel on ongoing commitment grounded in self-interest. The social contract is only a partial account of what could motivate trustworthiness. While social constraints can shore up trustworthiness, they cannot account for trustworthiness altogether.In such, while a person's behavior is predictable or reliable, it may not trustworthy in any genuine sense. This might distinguish mere reliability from trustworthiness on the grounds that people known or considered to be trustworthy have the power to betray us, whereas people known or considered to be merely reliable can only disappoint us. Another view according to which trustworthy people are motivated by their own interest to maintain the relationship they have with the truster, which in turn encourages them to encapsulate the interests of that person in their own interests. Russell Hardin defends this view. (2002). Yet, being motivated by a desire to maintain a relationship  may not require one to adopt all of the interests of the truster that would actually make one trustworthy to that person. In the end, like the social contract , the encapsulated interests view may describe reliability, but not trustworthiness. The social contract  and the encapsulated interests  are both instances of what Karen Jones calls “risk-assessment views” of trust or trustworthiness (1999, 68). According to such , people trust other people whenever they assume that the risk of relying on other people to act a certain way is low because it is in the self-interest of these people to act that way and so they rely on them. Self-interest determines trustworthiness on these accounts. It can be assumed from this that people are naturally self-interested. Another type is what Jones calls a “will-based account” of trustworthiness which finds trustworthiness only where the trustee is motivated by goodwill (Jones 1999, 68). This view is dominant in the literature and originates in the work of Annette Baier. According to it, a trustee who is actually trustworthy will act out of goodwill toward the truster, to what or to whom the trustee is entrusted with or both. 
While proponents of risk-assessment views would likely find the goodwill view too narrow it does seem immune to criticisms that apply to those views. One could summarize those criticisms as follows: these accounts, unlike the goodwill account, fail to demand that the trustworthy person care about the truster, or care about what he or she cares about. Such caring appears, as we have seen, to be central to a complete account of trustworthiness. The particular reason why care is central is that it allows us to distinguish between trust and mere reliance. I have said the two differ, because only the former can be betrayed. Betrayal is the appropriate response to someone on whom one relied to act out of goodwill, as opposed to ill will, selfishness, or habit bred out of indifference (1986, 234-5). Those who say that trusting could involve relying on people to act on any of these motives cannot distinguish trust from reliance. But one could make sense of trust in strangers without assuming that self-interest would be the motive of the trustworthy stranger. One specific sort of motive that could underlie trustworthiness in the absence of goodwill is the motive to stand by one's moral commitments. For example, one could trust a stranger to be decent simply by presuming that he is committed to common decency  1994, 65). Ultimately, presuming about the stranger is moral integrity, which some say is the relevant motive for all relations of trust. As well as being unnecessary, goodwill may not be sufficient for trustworthiness for three reasons. First, someone trying to manipulate youa “confidence trickster” (1986)could “rely on your goodwill without trusting you” (Holton 1994, 65). Second, basing trustworthiness on goodwill alone cannot explain unwelcome trust. When people do not welcome your trust, they do not object to your optimism about their goodwill , but only to the fact that you are counting on them. Thus, optimism about goodwill is insufficient and, according to Karen Jones, needs to be coupled with the expectation that the trustee is “favorably moved by the thought that [you are] counting on them” (1996, 9). Third, you can expect people to be reliably benevolent toward you without trusting them (Jones 1996, 10). You can think that their benevolence is not shaped by the sorts of values that for some, are essential to trustworthiness. It follows that some expectation about shared values or norms may be an important element of trust (McLeod 2002, 27-29). One last view about trustworthiness, which is distinct from the views we have considered so far, is that trustworthiness is a virtue. To illustrate the distinctiveness of this view, consider why it is not captured in the goodwill account. Someone can show goodwill towards another and be trustworthy within the scope of their relationship  without being someone who we would describe as being trustworthy (Potter 2002, 8). Sometimes, we think of trustworthiness as a character trait that virtuous people possess. Nancy Nyquist Potter refers to the trait as “full trustworthiness,” as opposed to trust that is specific to certain relationships, which she calls “specific trustworthiness” (25).

 To be fully trustworthy, one must have a disposition to be trustworthy toward everyone. Call this the “virtue” account. Perhaps trustworthiness is instead a disposition to respond to trust in appropriate ways, given “who one is in relation” to the truster and given other virtues that one possesses or ought to possess (e.g., justice, compassion) (Potter 25). This is essentially Potter's view of trustworthiness. She models trustworthiness on an Aristotelian conception of virtue. Defining a trustworthy person as “one who can be counted on, as a matter of the sort of person he or she is, to take care of those things that others entrust to one and (following the Doctrine of the Mean) whose ways of caring are neither excessive nor deficient” (her emphasis; 16). But, one might ask what reasons we have for thinking that trustworthiness is a virtue, beyond the fact that calling a convicted felon “trustworthy” seems out of place.  Two things can be said. First, the thick conception of trustworthiness as a virtue is not meant to displace the thin conception. We can and do refer to some people as trustworthy in the specific or thin sense and others as trustworthy in the full or thick sense. Second, one could argue that the thick conception explains better than the thin one why fully trustworthy people are as dependable as they are. It is ingrained in their character. Therefore, they must have an ongoing commitment, and better still, their commitment must come from a source that is compatible with trustworthiness (i.e. virtue as opposed to mere self-interest). An account of trustworthiness that includes the idea that trustworthiness is a virtue may seem ideal, but only if one thinks that the genesis of the trustworthy person's commitment is important. If one thinks that it matters only whether the truster will be motivated to act, then one might assume that social constraints and self-interest could do the job as well as a moral disposition. There are certain things we can say for certain about trust and trustworthiness that are relevant to deciding when trust is warranted. The trustee must be competent and committed to do what the truster expects of him or her, and may have to be committed in a particular way. Moreover, the truster must be optimistic that the trustee is competent and committed, and must accept that by trusting, s/he is vulnerable, to betrayal in particular.

Writings on the epistemology of trust obviously bear on the issue of when trust is warranted (i.e. justified). thus the question of trusting another being rational comes to mind.  First, it appears that trust and rational reflection (e.g. on whether one should be trusting) are in tension with one another. Since trust inherently involves risk, any attempt to eliminate the risk through rational reflection could eliminate the trust at the same time. Second, the question is relevant because trust tends to give us blinkered vision: it makes one resistant to evidence that may contradict one's optimism about the trustee (Baker 1987; Jones 1996).Even if some of one's trust could be rational, however, one might claim that not all of it could be for a number of reasons. First, if one trusts people in a myriad of ways every single day, as some claim that one does (e.g. Baier 1986, 234), then we could not possibly subject all of our trust to rational reflection. We certainly could not reflect on every piece of knowledge we have acquired through the testimony of others, such as that the earth is round or that Afghanistan exists (Webb 1993, Fricker 1995, Coady 1992). Second, bioethicists point out that some trust is unavoidable and occurs in the absence of rational reflection . Lastly, some trust purposefully leaps beyond any evidence of trustworthiness in an effort to engender trustworthiness in the trustee. This is what H.J.N. Horsburgh calls “therapeutic trust” (1960). Parents often engage in it in order to encourage their children to be trustworthy. So it can be concluded that rationality of trust by saying that rationality, when applied to trust, needs to be understood differently than it is in each of the skeptical points above. There, “rationality” means something like this: it is rational to believe in something only if one has verified that it will happen.  Leaving aside general problems with this view of rationality, problems exist with applying it to trust specifically .Moreover, the above understanding is “truth-directed” or “epistemic,” but the rationality of trust can be “end-directed” or “strategic” (Baker 1987; de Sousa 1987). F.  Trust may be rational in an end-directed way because it contributes to ends shared by people in relationships or even in whole communities. Some assume that trust is rational only if it conforms to what a rational egoist would do (i.e. someone who acts on a conception of the good that is purely individual). Others say that the trust of socially embedded agents (who act on conceptions of the good that are public as well as individual) can be rational, and indeed can be more rational than the trust of egoists (Hollis 1998).

In such, trust can be rational depending on how one conceives rationality and also depending on the nature of trust. “Rationality” can be understood in a truth-directed way. But it could also be understood in an end-directed way, and often is understood in that way when applied to trust. Some say that all of these reasons must be available to this person in order for the trust to be rational; in that case, the person is or could be internally justified in trusting as s/he does. Others say that the reasons need not be internal, but can instead be external to the truster and can lie in what caused the trust, or, more specifically, in the epistemic reliability of what caused it. However, the truster need not have access to, or be aware of the reliability of, such reasons. (The latter's epistemology of trust is therefore externalist, while the former's is internalist.)Some epistemologists of trust write as though trust is only rational if the truster him or herself has rationally estimated the trustworthiness of the trustee.  Social constraints exist that will encourage ones trustworthiness. Such an internalist epistemology of trust is valuable because it coheres with the common sense idea that one ought to have good reasons for trusting other people, at least when something important is at stake (Fricker 1995). The theory also implies that the reasons for trusting well (i.e., in a justified way) are accessible to the truster, at some point or another, which may be false. Some suggest that these reasons are often too numerous and varied to be open to the conscious consideration of the truster (e.g., Baier 1986). There can be very subtle reasons to trust or distrust someone—for example, reasons that have to do with body language, with systematic yet veiled forms of oppression, or with a complicated history of trusting others about which one could not easily generalize. Such reasons, or factors, may influence the truster, even though s/he could not state what they are.Some argue for reliabilist theories that make trust rationally justified if and only if it is formed and sustained by reliable processes (i.e. “processes that tend to produce accurate representations of the world”; Goldman 1992, 113). Others gesture towards externalism (Webb 1993; Baier 1986), as Baier does with what she calls “a moral test for trust.” The test is that “knowledge of what the other party is relying on for the continuance of the trust relationship would … itself destabilize the relation” (1986, 255). The other party might be relying on concealment of untrustworthiness or on a threat advantage, in which case the trust would probably fail the test. Because Baier's test focuses on the causal basis for trust, or for what maintains the trust relation, it is externalist. Moreover, because the truster often cannot gather the information needed for the test without ceasing to trust the other person (Baier 1986, 260), the test cannot be internalist.Presumably to avoid having to defend either internalism or externalism, some simply provide a list of common “justifiers” for trust (i.e. “facts or states of affairs that determine the justification status of [trust]”; Goldman 1999, 274), which a trusting agent could take into account in deciding when to trust (Govier 1998, Jones 1996). The lists include such factors as the social role of the trustee, the domain in which the trust occurs, an “agent-specific” factor that concerns how good a truster the agent tends to be (Jones 1996, 21), and the social or political climate in which the trust occurs.


Turning first to the instrumental value of trust to the truster, some argue that trusting vastly increases one's opportunities for cooperating with others and for benefiting from that cooperation; but, of course, we would only benefit if people we trusted generally cooperated as well (Gambetta 1988; Hardin 2002). Trust enhances cooperation; because it removes the incentive to check up on other people, it makes cooperation with trust less complicated than cooperation without it (Luhmann 1979). This point applies to justified trust only if trust is justified in external rather than internal ways, however  If trust were only justified when the truster could produce legitimate reasons for why the trustee is trustworthy, then cooperation with justified trust would not be a whole lot easier than cooperation without it. That is true, at least, if having proper reasons required frequently checking up on the trustee.Trusting provides us with goods beyond those that come with cooperation; but again, for these goods to materialize, the trust has to be justified. Sometimes, trust involves little or no cooperation, so that the truster is completely dependent on the trustee, although the reverse is not true. Examples are the trust of young children in their parents and the trust of severely ill or disabled people in their care providers. Trust is particularly important for these people, because they tend to be powerless to exercise their rights or to enforce any kind of contract. Moreover, since the trust that the ill or disabled place in their care providers contributes to them being vulnerable, it is essential that they can trust these people; in other words, it is important that their trust be justified. The goods at stake for them are all the goods involved in having a good or decent life.The characteristics of trust that suggest it is an emotion are ones that we can try to mimic in our attitude toward other people, in an effort to be more trusting. In other words, one could purposefully try to focus thier attention on what makes other people trustworthy, and in doing so cultivate trust in them. In doing so, one's goal might simply be self-improvement: that is, becoming more trusting, hopefully in a good way, so that one reaps the benefits of justified trust. (Alternatively, we might strive for the improvement of others: that is, making them more trustworthy. See the above discussions of “therapeutic trust.”)Among the specific goods that are associated with trusting are knowledge and autonomy. It can be argued that scientific knowledge (Hardwig 1991), moral knowledge (Jones 1999), or almost all knowledge in fact (Webb 1993) depends for its acquisition on trust in the testimony of others. The basic argument for the need to trust what others say is that no one person has the time, intellect, and experience necessary to learn, independently, facts about the world that many of us do know.  Of course, trusting the people who testify to these facts could only generate knowledge if that trust were justified. If one was told our birth date by people who were determined, oddly, to deceive us about when one was born, then one would not know when they were born.


Autonomy is another good that flows from trust, at least insofar as being autonomous is a skill that we acquire and exercise only in social environments where one can trust people to support it. Sexist or oppressive social environments can inhibit autonomy and that many of the conditions necessary for autonomy (e.g. adequate options, knowledge relevant to one's decisions) can exist only with the help of people or institutions that are trustworthy. Justified trust in others to ensure that these conditions exist is essential for autonomy, if in fact autonomy is relational.The kind of trust that is necessary for both knowledge and autonomy is arguably self-directed as well as other-directed. Keith Lehrer claims that to be able to do the epistemic work that his internalist epistemology requires of one (i.e. evaluating the truth of our beliefs and the worth of our desires), we need to trust oneself to do that very work (1997). Trudy Govier (1993) and Carolyn McLeod (2002) both assert that to be motivated to choose and act in accordance with one's own values that is, to choose and act autonomously, one needs to trust ourselves to do so. While some self-trust might be better than none at all as far as knowledge and autonomy go , justified self-trust is best overall. Without being justified in trusting ourselves to be good epistemic or autonomous agents, one cannot be either. Specific goods of trust that are instrumental to the well-being of the trustee also materialize only if the trust is justified. Trust can improve the self-respect and moral maturity of this person. Particularly if trust involves optimism about a person's moral character, it can engender self-respect in that person. (For on such an account of trust, to trust is to show respect, which can then be internalized.) To be trusted can allow one to be more respectful not only toward oneself, but also toward others. It can therefore enhance one's overall moral maturity. The explicit goal of “therapeutic trust” is precisely to bring about such maturity. Therapeutic trust leaps ahead of the evidence, which means that it is hard to justify epistemically. But perhaps it can be justified in a truth-directed way over time, provided that the trust has its intended effect of making the trustee more trustworthy (Baker 1987, 12). Clearly, for therapeutic trust to benefit trusted people significantly, it would have to be justified in this way (i.e. the therapy would normally have to work).

In conclusion, the importance of trust not only for development of self respect, relationships, moral maturity, but for the strong foundation of respect cannot be overlooked. It is not only a foundation of BDSM life, but also that of humanity as well. It can be proven from the evidence above provided that trust in and of itself holds a key to the deepening of  respect and highlights the duality of the dominance and submissive relationship.
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