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Noburu Notomi (The University of Tokyo, Japan) 

What is Riso? History and Potentiality of the Concept of Riso in Japan 

The Japanese concept of riso (理想, ideal) is related to, yet distinct from, hope (kibō) or expectation 

(kitai). Unlike these more psychological or affective notions, riso has a distinctly philosophical 

connotation. In this paper, I explore the historical formation of riso and argue for its contemporary 

potential in relation to hope and trust. 

The Japanese word riso was coined in the mid-nineteenth century by Nishi Amane (1829–1897). It 

is composed of two Chinese characters: ri (理, reason or principle) and sō (想, idea or thought). This 

combination was original to Nishi. He first introduced the term in a footnote explaining Plato’s Ideas. 

Since the Platonic Idea is difficult to translate into Japanese, modern translations usually retain a 

transliteration of “idea.” Although it is not entirely clear what Nishi himself intended by riso, the term 

suggests an interpretation of the Platonic Idea as grounded in reason and thought. 

The word riso quickly gained currency in late nineteenth-century Japan and spread widely throughout 

society. It was later transmitted to China and Korea, where it is still used today without much 

awareness of its Japanese origin. Importantly, however, riso does not simply correspond to the 

Platonic Idea as a transcendent reality. Rather, it refers to an ideal posited by human reason as an 

approximate model of ultimate realities such as goodness, justice, or beauty. In this sense, we may 

speak of multiple risos as human attempts to articulate normative visions of the world. 

In early twentieth-century Japan, the concept of riso was mobilized to promote the modern nation-

state alongside Western powers, a project that ultimately collapsed with the failure of the Greater East 

Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere and Japan’s defeat in the Second World War. In the postwar period, riso 

came to be viewed with suspicion, dismissed as an empty or deceptive notion. Nevertheless, I argue 

that contemporary society urgently needs rational and dialectical efforts to articulate and critically 

examine shared risos. Engaging in such discussions fosters mutual understanding and trust. It is 

therefore the responsibility of philosophers to rehabilitate this concept and to propose plausible and 

reflective risos for our global world. 

 

 

Jacob Dahl Rendtorff (Roskilde University) 

Trust and Hope in the late Sartre’s Existential Phenomenology 

Just before Jean-Paul Sartre died in March 1980, he published together with Benny Lévy a set of 

articles in Le nouvel observateur with the title Hope Now (L’Espoir maintenant), which appeared 

as a book in 1995, that led to a considerable scandal among Sartre’s friends and collaborators, 

because it implied critical challenges to many key concepts of existentialism, and because Sartre 

now was much closer to Emmanuel Levinas than before.  

Sartre now emphasized that trust and hope, in contrast to his earlier philosophy, should be 

considered as a key point of human reality. With Benny Lévy, Sartre insists that in every action 

there is always an implicit trust and hope that is realized through the very freedom to act. This is 

in sharp contrast to Sartre’s statement in Being and Nothingness that there could be no hope or 

reason for action, due to human contingency, mistrust, and contradictions of freedom in situations 

where trust and metaphysical meaning is impossible, since nothing is determined in advance. 

Sartre insists that hope is the absolute in human existence, and that action is closely linked to hope, 

since hope makes the individual overcome defeat. This means that meaningful action is not 

impossible, since human beings act to realize something in the situation, so that hope becomes an 



integrated part of action. From the phenomenological point of view, hope comes with the 

realization of an action since action is directed towards a goal, so that hope becomes a necessity 

of action even in defeat. With this, Sartre revisits his analysis in Being and Nothingness and 

proposes that trust and hope of immortality is central to human action. According to this point of 

view, hope makes up for the metaphysical defeat, since the effort to succeed in turning into defeat 

also was driven by hope in the search for immortality. 

Sartre reconsiders his search for ethics and morality that was announced in Being and Nothingness 

but never accomplished. Hope is now conceived as a moral trust in the future overcoming 

historicity and tradition. Following Levinas, Sartre evaluates the Jewish messianism of the respect 

for humanity as the foundation of a new ethical demand. According to Sartre, turning back to the 

Jewish tradition may open for a new conception of morality and revolution with new goals 

whereby the contemporary society can be replaced by something more just and more moral society. 

This is the vision of human beings finding a common goal where they can live together with one 

another. With this, Sartre proposes a new hope for the revolution of morality that is central to the 

future in human history.  

Thus, in this presentation, we will present 1) Sartre and Lévy’s view on trust and hope in Hope 

Now 2) Sartre’s view of trust and hope in comparison with Levinas’ ethical philosophy 3) Sartre’s 

views in relation to the criticism of other existentialist and phenomenological philosophers 4) 

Insights for the contemporary (continental and analytic) philosophical discussions of the 

relationship between trust and hope.  

 

 

Sigríður Thorgeirsdóttir (University of Iceland) 

Trust and Hope After Nietzsche: An Embodied Account for Times of Crisis 

Economic, social, and political crises do not merely test trust and hope; they transform the 

background conditions that make trusting and hoping intelligible. In philosophy, trust is often 

analysed as reliance under uncertainty (with distinctive epistemic and moral norms), while hope is 

typically characterised as a desire for some outcome together with a view of it as possible. In times 

of crisis, however, both attitudes are pressured from two sides: too little trust and hope yields 

paralysis, cynicism, and isolation; too much invites gullibility, wishful thinking, and morally costly 

betrayals. This paper asks: what are the connections between trust and hope, and can it be 

rational—or even obligatory—to trust or remain hopeful in times of crisis? 

I take Nietzsche’s suspicion of hope as a point of departure. Nietzsche treats hope, at least in one 

prominent strand of his thought, as an ambivalent affect: it can function as a palliative that postpones 

agency and keeps agents attached to what weakens them. If this critique has force, it poses a 

demanding constraint: any defensible account of hope must explain how hope can avoid becoming 

self-deception, and any defensible account of trust must explain how trust can be warranted without 

collapsing into naïveté. 

I propose an embodied approach that connects analytic concerns about justification, rationality, and 

responsibility with continental resources on orientation, vulnerability, and becoming. Drawing on 

Eugene Gendlin’s notion of the felt sense, I argue that trust and hope are not only attitudes toward 

propositions, but also practices of orientation that can be cultivated as epistemic and character 

virtues. The felt sense functions as a situated, revisable “sense of the whole” that can guide how we 

test commitments under uncertainty. It enables a form of self-trust that is neither sovereign nor 

sentimental: a disciplined responsiveness to whether a stance of reliance fits the situation, whether it 

is coerced, performative, or premature, and what would count as a better-grounded way forward. 

On this basis, I distinguish hope-as-escape from hope-as-capacity. Hope-as-escape aligns with 

Nietzsche’s worry: it substitutes imagination for agency and blurs into wishful thinking. Hope-as-

capacity, by contrast, is reality-answerable: it sustains practical openness and motivates 

experimentation toward live possibilities without denying risk and loss. In dialogue with Luce 

Irigaray, I interpret the provocation that “the future is feminine” not as a biological claim but as an 



ethical-phenomenological modality: crisis discloses a futurity that cannot be mastered by prediction 

alone and requires cultivating embodied receptivity, interval and relational attunement. 

Finally, I suggest why betrayal in crisis can be morally intensified: crisis heightens vulnerability and 

dependence, raising the stakes of exploited reliance—while also, under certain conditions, creating 

possibilities for new solidarities and renewed forms of trust. 

 

 

SUN Xiangchen (Fudan University, China) 

Beyond Mortality: Trust and Hope in the Endless Cycle of Being-between-Generations 

This study explores the existential concepts of trust and hope through the philosophical framework 

of "being-between-generations", offering an ontological alternative to the anxiety, alienation, and 

nihilism inherent in Heidegger’s "being-towards-death". By centering on the Chinese cultural concept 

of family, the analysis posits an "ontological trust" that transcends the limitations of modern, contract-

based social relationships. This primal trust, rooted in the continuity of generations, provides 

individuals with a fundamental spatial security and psychological sanctuary. 

Furthermore, the discussion integrates Emmanuel Levinas's ethics of the Face, forgiveness, and 

fecundity, alongside St. Augustine’s theological virtues of Faith, Hope, and Love. Through this 

synthesis, Hope is redefined not as an individualistic evasion of death, but as a temporal 

transcendence realized through "endless generation" and an ethical responsibility towards the future. 

Ultimately, the convergence of trust and hope establishes a life community anchored in a "sense of 

family". This framework provides modern individuals with a foundational security, utilizing Trust to 

resolve the spatial question of origins ("Where do I come from? Can I find peace here?") and Hope 

to address the temporal question of existential meaning and destiny ("Where am I going?"). 

Keywords: 

Being-between-generations; Philosophy of Family; Ontological Trust; Hope; Levinas; 

Being-towards-death 

 

 

Parallel Session 

Intuitions and Trust 

 

Antonio Pio De Mattia (University College Dublin, Ireland) 

Trust Without Grounds: Performative Presupposition, Answerability, and Post-Crisis Hope 

in Institutional Life 

 

In times of acute institutional crisis—post-conflict, post-scandal, or politically fractured—democratic 

life confronts a paradox that moral and political philosophy often misdescribes: trust appears 

simultaneously rationally groundless and practically indispensable. This paper argues that the 

paradox dissolves once we recognise trust and hope not as psychological dispositions or evidence-

calibrated epistemic stances, but as performative presuppositions: conditions implicated in any 

intelligible act of address, contestation, and mutual answerability. 

Standard accounts treat trust as confidence proportioned to evidence. Under severe institutional 

betrayal, such accounts predict that trust should collapse. Yet in many post-crisis settings what 

collapses is not the possibility of trust as such, but confidence in institutional reliability. Survivors of 

institutional violence still testify, demand accountability, and appeal to standards of responsibility—

thereby presupposing that institutions can be otherwise and that their utterances can count. I call 

this anterior trust: a minimal commitment that is logically prior to, and not derivative from, any 

assessment of institutional track record. 

Anterior trust is neither irrational nor naïve. It is a condition of intelligibility for critique itself. To 

articulate institutional failure meaningfully is already to presuppose (i) standards of answerability, 

(ii) the possibility of transformation, and (iii) the audibility of accusation and response. To deny these 



presuppositions wholesale would not amount to a more radical scepticism; it would amount to a limit-

case of withdrawal from public address, in which the grammar of accusation and justification 

becomes unavailable. 

Crises also disclose a distinctive pathology. Institutional and political actors often oscillate between 

invoking norms of transparency, fairness, and accountability and disabling the very procedures that 

would render those invocations contestable. The political force of this pattern is not mere 

inconsistency, but performative incoherence: the disavowal depends upon the presuppositions it seeks 

to suspend. I term this mechanism performative fault, and I show how it enables authority to persist 

despite epistemic and ethical breach. 

The paper develops the argument through a primary case: testimonial justice in transitional 

contexts (inquiries, commissions, and redress processes) where survivors are asked to reinvest trust 

in institutional forms implicated in prior violence. Concretely, I reconstruct one representative 

sequence in which an institution appeals to “transparency” and “listening” while structuring access, 

evidential thresholds, or adjudicative routes so that contestation is truncated at the point it becomes 

institutionally costly. Here the aporia is structural rather than therapeutic: the institution solicits trust 

by invoking answerability while restricting the conditions under which answerability can be realised. 

The proposed response is not the restoration of confidence but explicit recognition of the performative 

fault itself. Such recognition enables what I call post-crisis hope: not optimism about institutional 

success, but ethical perseverance in sustaining the framework of answerability that makes critique 

and transformation conceptually possible. The conclusion clarifies the affinity between trust and faith: 

both name anterior commitments that cannot be finally grounded, yet remain binding for ethical life 

and the possibility of non-sentimental solidarity. 

Keywords: trust; hope; performativity; answerability; institutional betrayal; testimony; transitional 

justice; faith 

 

 

Isak Andri Olafsson (University of Iceland) 

Temporal Trust and Monitoring in Crisis 

Philosophical discussions of trust often neglect how time affects trusting relations. This oversight 

becomes especially significant when assessing scenarios with severe time constraints, such as crisis 

situations. I propose a time-sensitive framework for trust that clarifies how different forms of trust 

function under temporal constraints and which forms of trusting are most relevant in crises. This 

framework also shows how monitoring can support trust without erosion, and how hope can bridge 

the gap between trust and action under time pressure. 

The framework introduces two related distinctions of trust. First, I distinguish between trust 

affirmations, or the initial commitment of trusting, and ongoing trust, the temporally extended 

relation that follows. Second, I make a further distinction between two kinds of ongoing trust: definite 

and indefinite trust. Definite trust has a clear endpoint (terminus) and can be resolved, while indefinite 

trust lacks one. 

I then argue that these distinctions have important implications for understanding trust in times of 

crisis. Even when the duration and boundaries of crises remain opaque, they are typically understood 

against an anticipated change, whether it is a mere mitigation or a full transformation. The forms of 

trust that emerge in crises are therefore best understood as definite rather than indefinite, insofar as 

they are oriented toward such outcomes. This classification allows for a focused and more accurate 

assessment of trust in crises: some features of trust are absent in definite trust cases (the kind found 

in crises), while some limitations to trust are lifted when indefinite trust cases are excluded. 

Importantly, definite trust allows for monitoring without trust erosion, a novel insight relevant to the 

crisis discourse. 

I introduce confirmation monitoring, or the monitoring required to resolve definite trust at the 

appropriate time. In times of crisis such monitoring is necessary to resolve multiple small-scale 

instances of definite trust that arise as part of the crisis response. Although monitoring is often taken 



to undermine trust, I argue that in crises where trust is largely definite, it is not in tension with trusting 

but constitutive of it. I further argue that hope, which frequently arises in these situations, encourages 

monitoring. 

Finally, I argue that hope relates to trust in a distinctive way, where it has explanatory value in cases 

where reasons for trust alone cannot account for the relevant actions of the truster. Hope can thus 

bridge the gap between the current level of trust and the level of trust required for action, a relation 

that becomes exacerbated by the urgency of crises. 

 

 

Manuel Liz (University of La Laguna, Spain) 

HOPE BEYOND TRUST Enabling Agency When Evidence Fails, and Even When There Is 

Sufficient Evidence 

Manuel Liz & Margarita Vázquez Universidad de La Laguna This contribution develops a normative 

and conceptual analysis of the distinction between trust and hope, arguing that hope plays an 

irreducible and distinctive role in human agency that cannot be captured by trust-based epistemic 

frameworks alone. While contemporary philosophy, and especially in social epistemology, has 

focused on trust, trustworthiness, and expertise, we contend that such accounts leave unexplained 

how agents and societies remain capable of action when evidential grounding collapses or becomes 

radically unstable. Our central claim is that hope is not a deficient or weakened form of trust, but a 

distinct, post-trust attitude with its own normative function. The paper advances three interconnected 

theses. First, Trust and Hope are analyzed as reactive maximal meta-attitudes. Like other reactive 

attitudes in Strawson’s sense, they are irreducibly evaluative, socially embedded, and essentially first-

personal. Unlike ordinary attitudes, they operate at the highest meta-level: one cannot coherently 

adopt a meta-trust in trust, or a meta-hope in hope. Both attitudes structure and modulate other 

cognitive, practical, and affective attitudes (belief, desire, imagination, decision), yet they do so in 

fundamentally different ways. Second, drawing on Ernest Sosa’s telic normative framework, the 

paper proposes that both Trust and Hope admit conditions of adequacy or rationality, but of radically 

different kinds. Trust is adequate when its characteristic achievements (knowledge acquisition, 

coordinated action, institutional functioning) are attained by virtue of relevant competences and 

capacities, typically tracked by evidence. This applies both to "animal trust" (automatic, reliance-

based) and "reflective trust" (consciously monitored and agentively controlled). Hope, by contrast, is 

constitutively independent of evidence: if grounded in evidence, it ceases to be hope and collapses 

into a weak form of trust. This leads to the third and central thesis: the normativity of hope lies in its 

enabling function. Hope is adequate when, regardless of available or even adverse evidence, it places 

agents in a conscious position where certain valuable achievements become possible at all. Hope does 

not justify beliefs, nor does it guarantee 1 success. Rather, it opens our consciousness to "prospective 

spaces of agency" that would otherwise be foreclosed. Paradigmatic cases include 1) exploratory 

scientific research without prior evidential support, 2) clinical rehabilitation against grim prognoses, 

3) political action under oppressive conditions, and 4) cooperative behavior in high-risk collective 

dilemmas. A key structural result supports this proposal. While in the case of trust, "intransitive trust" 

(a general trusting stance) is built from adequate particular episodes of "transitive trust" (directed to 

an object, a person, an institution, etc.), hope exhibits the opposite direction of dependence: specific 

"transitive hope" presupposes an underlying "intransitive hope". This explains both the fragility of 

hope and why its loss is uniquely devastating. Unlike trust, hope cannot be straightforwardly rebuilt 

through deliberate action. We can say that it is an essential by-product in Elster’s sense. The relations 

between trust and hope are not simple. On the one hand, in principle there can be trust without hope. 

But without hope, even a perfectly adequate or rational trust would be a trust without illusion. It 

would be a trust severed from the capacity of dreaming. On the other hand, even when all trust fails, 

there is still room for hope. Hope is the last attitude agents should lose. The worst thing that can 

happen to a person or society is to stop dreaming. To stop dreaming is to die. The paper concludes 

arguing that hope is best understood as an enabling reactive maximal meta-attitude, indispensable for 



agency in conditions where trust, whether justified or not, particularly if it not justified, but however 

well justified it may be, reaches its limits.  

 

 

Margarita Vazquez Campos (University of La Laguna, Spain) 

Trust, Trustworthiness and Bonus of Trust. On the role of Hope in Interpersonal and 

Institutional Trust 

This contribution develops a perspectivist account of the relation between trust and hope, with special 

attention to their role in crisis contexts. It builds explicitly on two previous lines of work: first, a 

pluralistic analysis of trust that distinguishes trust in tools, persons, and institutions, and introduces 

the notion of a bonus of trust as an irreducible surplus beyond trustworthiness (Liz & Vázquez, 

Varieties of Trust); second, a perspectivist framework according to which trusting amounts to 

adopting a practical–epistemic perspective that can be sustained either automatically or reflectively 

(Vázquez & Liz, Framing, Perspectives, and the Failures of Juliet´s Principle). The aim is to clarify 

when and why hope is implicit, or even necessary, for rational trust in times of crisis.  

Following earlier work, three definitions are introduced:  

Definition 1 (Trustworthiness): Trustworthiness is modally robust reliability and efficiency relative 

to a task or domain.  

Definition 2 (Bonus of Trust): A bonus of trust is an irreducible surplus of trust exceeding what is 

warranted by trustworthiness alone, typically arising in relations of asymmetric epistemic dependence 

(e.g. trust in experts) and in institutional contexts.  

Definition 3 (Trust Perspective): To trust an agent or institution is to adopt a practical–epistemic 

perspective structured by attitudes, contents, and background assumptions that guide reliance, 

expectation, and deference.  

A first distinction concerns the role of hope across different kinds of trust. In the case of instruments 

and tools, trust is governed almost exclusively by trustworthiness. Failure straightforwardly motivates 

withdrawal of trust, and no appeal to hope is required. By contrast, trust in persons, experts, and 

institutions essentially involves a bonus of trust. In these cases, trusting “despite” the possibility of 

error cannot be reduced to probabilistic calculation. It presupposes a stance that goes beyond available 

evidence. This is the structural locus of hope.  

The contribution advances three central claims:  

(C1) Trust based solely on trustworthiness is insufficient to account for interpersonal and institutional 

trust, especially in crisis contexts where first-order evidence is unstable or unavailable.  

(C2) Bonuses of trust cannot be eliminated without undermining essential forms of epistemic 

dependence emphasized in the literature on testimony and expert reliance (e.g. Sosa, Lackey, 

McMyler), but they require regulation at a higher normative level.  

(C3) Hope provides such regulation when properly understood. Hope is a necessary second-order 

epistemic attitude for the rational inhabitability of trust perspectives when first-order justification is 

fragile but not decisively defeated.  

Hope is defined as follows.  

Definition 4 (Hope): Hope is a second-order epistemic attitude governing the rational permissibility 

of maintaining a trust perspective over time, oriented toward the prospective coherence, stability, or 

reformability of the trusted agent or institution, relative to the agent’s ongoing epistemic 

commitments.  

Hope does not supply additional first-order reasons to trust, nor does it license ignoring negative 

evidence. Rather, it regulates whether continuing to inhabit a trust perspective remains rationally 

permissible, thereby preventing agential paralysis in conditions of radical uncertainty.  

This leads to a fourth claim:  

(C4) The distinction between hope and wishful thinking is grounded in reflective agency. Drawing 

on virtue epistemology (Sosa), hope corresponds to a reflectively regulated trust bonus, subject to 

monitoring, revisability, and responsiveness to counterevidence. Wishful thinking arises when the 



trust bonus becomes automatic and uncontrolled, leading to perverse effects. Hope remains 

constrained by higher-order commitments to critical monitoring, responsiveness to counterevidence, 

and openness to perspective revision.  

Finally, the contribution argues that in crisis contexts the rationality of trust cannot be captured by 

extensional principles alone. From a perspectivist standpoint, rationality concerns the reflective 

adoption and maintenance of perspectives that make agency and understanding possible. In this sense, 

hope is neither a basic epistemic virtue nor a mere psychological necessity, but a structurally 

indispensable component of responsible trust in times of crisis. 

 

 

Parallel Session 

Hope and Trust in European Thought 

Agostino Cera (University of Ferrara, Italy) 

Between Despair and Hopelessness. Karl Löwith and Günther Anders 

My paper focuses on two thought experiences that share the idea of a fundamental incompatibility 

between philosophy and hope. In the first case – Karl Löwith – hope represents a corruption of 

philosophical contemplation. In the second case – Günther Anders – hope hurts the capability of 

philosophy to be practical and active. This common refusal of hope produces two different replies: 

Löwith refers to the ethos of skepsis, while Anders to the strength of despair. 

1. Karl Löwith: The Hopeless Doubt as a Philosophical Ethos 

Löwith suggests a philosophical ethos grounded on skepsis, understood as a habitus rather than a 

logical dispositive. He aims to recover the skeptical vocation of philosophy, whose search for the 

truth must correspond to a radical capability of doubt, that in its turn despite being hope-less 

(“hoffnungs-los”) does not become de-sperate (“ver-zweifelt”).  

The projective character of hope, which flows into the eschatological dimension (and thus into a 

fideistic horizon), establishes the incompatibility between philosophy and hope. For Löwith, the only 

hope that philosophy can allow itself is doubt and the virtue of doubt lies in skepsis. On its turn, 

skepticism needs its natural background: the “pathos of distance” as theorein, i.e. pure contemplation 

(Betrachtung). Basing back its existence of the virtue of doubt, human being re-discloses the cosmic 

horizon, that is, the archè and the telos of the ancient skepsis. As a result, the metron of skepsis lies 

in theorein, which in turn depends on the idea of kosmos. This recall from skepsis to theorein and 

from theorein to kosmos leads to the “equanimity of ataraxia” and thus the hopelessness of skepsis 

emerges as a still real possibility for the future of philosophy. 

2. Günther Anders: The Strength of Despair as an Engine of Action 

Günther Anders develops a “philosophical anthropology in the epoch of technocracy”, according to 

which technology represents the current “subject of history”, while human being plays a “co-

historical” role. The final outcome of this epochal framework is an anthropological metamorphosis: 

the “obsolescence” (Antiquiertheit) of human being established by the combination of “Promethean 

gap” and “Promethean shame”. 

A cornerstone of Anders' philosophy is the "principle of despair”. The exponential growth of 

technology, as expressed in the invention of the atomic bomb, makes the possibility of a "world 

without man" concrete. So Anders concludes that “our task today is to live without hope”. In his view, 

hope amounts to a renunciation of action. Consequently, here and now the ethical message of 

philosophy must be “don’t hope and don’t pray, but act”. 

On the other hand, Anders is aware that even a nihilistic surrender to despair would lead to resignation 

and thus inaction. He responds to this risk by appealing to the “negative eschatology of no more”, 

that is, the “power of despair”. “If we are desperate”, so Anders, “what does it matter? [...] as agents, 

we must not be influenced by our hopeless beliefs”. 

Despite the rejection of Ernst Bloch’s “principle of hope”, Ander’s idea of despair as hopelessness 

leads to ethical grounds not far from Hans Jonas’s “imperative of responsibility”. 

 



 

Naira Mkrtchyan (Yerevan State University, Armenia) 

Վստահությունն առանց հույսի․ ալգորիթմիկ կառավարելիությունը ճգնաժամային 

պայմաններում 

Սովորաբար, երբ խոսում ենք վստահության մասին, ենթադրում ենք, որ դրա հիմքում կա 

(ա) հույս, որ մյուսը չի խաբի, (բ) հույս, որ ինստիտուտը կգործի և (գ) հույս, որ ապագան 

«մոտավորապես նորմալ» կլինի։  

Ժամանակակից փիլիսոփայական և բարոյագիտական քննարկումներում վստահությունը 

սովորաբար ընկալվում է որպես հարաբերություն, որի հիմքում ընկած է որոշակի հույս՝ 

ապագայի, մյուսի կամ ինստիտուցիոնալ գործողության վերաբերյալ։ Վստահելը ենթադրում 

է ոչ միայն ռացիոնալ հաշվարկ, այլ նաև բարոյական սպասում, որ ապագան բաց է և 

սկզբունքորեն չսահմանափակված։ Սակայն ժամանակակից ճգնաժամային պայմաններում՝ 

համաճարակների, պատերազմների, կլիմայական վտանգների և տվյալահեն կառավարման 

տարածման ֆոնին, վստահության այս պատկերացումն աստիճանաբար խնդրահարույց է 

դառնում։ 

Ուստի ժամանակակից կառավարման ռեժիմներում վստահությունն աստիճանաբար 

կտրվում է հույսից և վերափոխվում է հաշվարկային, տեխնիկական և կանխատեսական 

հարաբերության։ Մարդիկ շարունակում են վստահել համակարգերին, ինստիտուտներին և 

գործընթացներին ոչ թե որովհետև հույս ունեն, այլ որովհետև ապագայի հետ «աշխատելու» 

այլընտրանք չունեն։ Այս վստահությունը չի հիմնվում հույսի կամ հավատի վրա, այլ՝ 

ապագայի կանխատեսելիության և ռիսկի կառավարման խոստման։  

Վերլուծելով տվյալահեն կառավարման, ռիսկի մոդելավորման և կանխատեսական 

միջամտությունների տարածված պրակտիկաները՝ կարող ենք պնդել, որ վստահությունը 

ճգնաժամային պայմաններում դառնում է գործառնական անհրաժեշտություն։ Սուբյեկտը 

ենթարկվում է ոչ թե բաց հարկադրանքի կամ վախի միջոցով, այլ այն պատճառով, որ 

ապագան այլ կերպ կառավարելի չէ։ Վստահելը դառնում է ադապտացիա այն միջավայրին, 

որտեղ անորոշությունը մշտապես հաշվարկվում և դասակարգվում է։ 

Այս համատեքստում առաջարկում ենք տարբերակել վստահության երկու ձև՝ (ա) 

էթիկական վստահություն, որը հիմնված է հույսի, փոխադարձության և բարոյական 

պատասխանատվության վրա, և (բ) հաշվարկային կամ տեխնիկական վստահություն, որը 

հիմնված է կանխատեսելիության, ավտոմատացված որոշումների և ռիսկի մոդելավորման 

մեխանիզմների վրա։ Սակայն, ճգնաժամերը ոչ այնքան քայքայում են վստահությունը, որքան 

վերաձևակերպում են դրա տրամաբանությունը։ 

Այսպիսով,եթե վստահությունն այլևս հույսի վրա չի հիմնված, եթե այն զուտ 

գործառնական բնույթ է ձեռք բերել ժամանակակից ճգնաժամային պայմաններում, ապա 

արդյո՞ք այս հույսից զրկված վստահությունը դեռևս կարելի է համարել բարոյական 

հարաբերություն, թե՞ այն վերածվում է պարզապես կառավարման ռեժիմներին հարմարվելու 

ձևի։ Այս հարցը թույլ է տալիս վերաիմաստավորել վստահության և հույսի 

փոխկապակցվածությունը ժամանակակից ճգնաժամային իրականության պայմաններում։ 
 

 
Mane Tatulyan (The Autonomous University of Barcelona, Spain) 

Crisis and Renewal in Husserlian Phenomenology 

At the beginning of the 20th century, especially following the aftermath of the First World War, the 

German philosopher Edmund Husserl (1859-1938) reoriented his philosophical work towards the 

notions of “crisis” and “renewal”. In his analysis, Husserl draws a connection between the crisis of 

the sciences, the crisis of humanity, and, in this context, the task of philosophy (and of philosophers) 

to overcome this crisis via a new ethical framework. For Husserl, philosophers are “functionaries of 

humanity”, whose vocation entails the responsibility for the authentic being of humanity, thus, is the 

task of spiritual renewal and existential transformation of humanity throughout the conformation of 

a philosophy as a rigorous science with a strong ethical function: a new science of Subjectivity that 



would totally renew the historical meaning of philosophy, as well as the spiritual life of humanity. 

The understanding of the philosopher as “functionaries of humanity” goes beyond the theoretical or 

scientific fields; that is, it should not be limited to verifying the validity of one theory or another, but 

it is a duty that implies being at the service of the spiritual renewal of humanity, and the fullest 

realization of their “philosophical vocation”. Their task is, at the same time, scientific and ethical. 

The moral state of society depends on the vocation of the philosopher and the extent to which the 

philosopher is able to exercise this vocation within society. It is with and through philosophers that 

society can achieve a higher form of rationality and consciousness and, therefore, of morality, which 

underlies a life of absolute values and justification. Philosophy has the potential to guide the meaning 

of life and, more specifically, to ethically transform humanity by enabling its possibility of renewal. 

So, if society allows philosophers to fully develop their spiritual vocation, only then can a true ethical 

collective be thought and realized. The contribution of transcendental phenomenology to ethics lies 

in the analysis of the meaning of the world of life and the study of Subjective experiences that 

motivate the commitment to renewal processes. Husserl was convinced that, in this context of 

decadence, it was only through the constitution of philosophy in rigorous science that it was possible 

to revitalize the original telos. By integrating phenomenological analysis, historical contextualization, 

and pedagogical reflection, this presentation aims to provide a reconstruction of Husserl’s idea of 

philosophy and of philosophers in light of the dialectics between crisis and renewal. 

 

 

 
FISP Session 2 

Learning from Practices: Political and Ethnical Issues 

 
Mogobe Ramose 

An ubu-ntu critique of a forgotten crisis: ‘the cold war of hunger’*1 

The United Nations declaration on the Right to Food is well-known and so is the support to this, the 

Food and Agriculture Organisation. In his inaugural speech of January 20th 1961, President Kennedy 

of the United States of America declared that humanity had reached a point at which every human 

being could be fed nutritiously every day. Nine years later, Reformed German theologian, Jurgen 

Moltmann observed that in the foreseeable future, more human beings would die of hunger than all 

who died in the history of wars in the world. Despite Kennedy’s declaration and Moltmann’s warning, 

British Oxford scholar, Paul Collier, reminded us in 2007 that world hunger was intensifying, Africa 

being one of the major casualties of this intensification. Famous American scholars Noam Chomsky 

and Waterstone questioned this intensification on two grounds. One is that the intensification ignites 

resistance. Another is that death from hunger is unnecessary in our time only if the allocation of 

resources were based on a sharper moral sensitivity to the human right to food. I adopt ubu-ntu – the 

philosophy and practice of the indigenous peoples of conqueror South Africa – to consider the points 

already raised with the view to answer one question; why does death from hunger persist when there 

is more than enough food to feed everyone nutritiously on Mother Earth? An integral part of this 

question is the thesis that the crisis of ‘the cold war of hunger’ is not only forgotten but it is also 

normalised. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1 I borrow the expression, ‘the cold war of hunger’ from Hunsinger, G., The crucified God and the political theology of 
violence: a critical survey of Jurgen Moltmann’s recent thought: II, in The Heythrop Journal, Vol. XIV No. 4 October 1973, 
p. 388 [page range, 379-395] 



Stella Villarmea (Complutense University of Madrid) 

Philosophy of Birth: Birthing Trust, Sustaining Hope 

This talk approaches birth as a fundamentally philosophical site in which questions of trust and hope 

are enacted at the intersection of body, knowledge, and power. Although these concepts remain 

underdeveloped in both philosophical and maternity care scholarship, this paper explores trust and 

hope as relational and epistemic conditions arising within the triad of the birthing woman, the birthing 

baby, and the attending care professionals. 

Drawing on phenomenological and ethical perspectives, the talk conceptualises trust as a layered 

phenomenon. First, there is an ontological dimension: trust in the body as capable, generative, and 

meaning-bearing. This trust is not merely psychological but shapes how birth unfolds, influencing 

both self-efficacy and clinical outcomes. Its erosion—visible, for instance, in the normalisation of 

fear of childbirth—signals a broader epistemic and institutional crisis. Second, trust operates 

epistemologically, in the recognition (or marginalisation) of women’s embodied knowledge as a 

legitimate source of authority in the design and practice of care. Third, trust is ethical and relational, 

grounded in the encounter between birthing person and caregiver, and extending outward to 

institutions and decision-makers who structure the conditions of possibility for care. 

Within this framework, obstetric violence (OV) can be understood not only as a set of harmful 

practices but as a manifestation of fractured trust across these domains. The increasing recognition of 

OV by institutions such as the United Nations and the International Confederation of Midwives, 

signals an emerging epistemological and ethical reckoning. 

Hope, in turn, is framed not as passive optimism but as a critical and generative orientation toward 

the future. It is sustained through multiple, interconnected developments: the expansion of research 

and advocacy initiatives such as the IPOV (International Platform against Obstetric Violence) project, 

funded by the European Commission; dialogical practices with healthcare providers, as seen 

in Sweden; the re-entry of philosophical reflection into maternity care, as seen in specific health 

provider settings in Argentina; and the convergence of birth activism with human rights discourse all 

over the world. Hope is also embodied and narrative, carried in each positive birth experience that 

resists dominant paradigms of risk and control. Finally, it is institutional and political, evidenced by 

transformative trajectories such as that of Rwanda, where sustained systemic change has significantly 

reduced maternal and newborn mortality. 

 

 

Gail Presbey (University of Detroit, Mercy, USA) 

The Cynical Manipulation of Trust and Hope in Some Political Contexts 

Both trust and hope influence our judgments about what to do, and our motivation to engage in a 

certain act or behaviour. They are cases of concepts that may be experienced like emotions but they 

alsohave cognitive criteria. (As Martha Nussbaum argued, emotions involve intentional thought and 

evaluative appraisal). In ideal circumstances, we draw upon evidence to decide if someone is 

trustworthy. There may be some subjective factors entering in our personal decisions to trust a person 

or not, and we may not be fully conscious of our own process.  

Nevertheless, I want to highlight the problem of cynical manipulation of trust, by which I mean, a 

person who feigns trustworthiness (or who tries to induce mistrust of a competitor) in order to get 

something from their target. I want to argue that such manipulation is becoming ubiquitous in politics, 

and is now a common election strategy.  While the political sphere would rightly be a place where 

citizens would seek out evidence of trustworthiness, when one or more parties in a political campaign 

purposely studies the psyches of humans, and then targets their audience (sometimes micro-targeting 

them according to collected personal data) in a way to induce a feeling of trust or distrust in order to 

shape the behavior of their target, then, these activities are problematic. The feeling of trust is no 

longer a result of free human interactions, but is the result of an organization’s agenda, or in some 

cases, a software (or AI) manipulating a person to do things they otherwise would not. 



The same is true for hope. Each of us takes stock of our life in many ways, and may experience hope 

or hopelessness based on our own analysis of the trends of the world as well as our estimation of 

human nature, human-made organizations, and the possibilities for change or improvement. The same 

person could in turns find themselves being hopeful and hopeless in different circumstances. But then, 

if certain agents study human behavior, analyze the causes of hope or despair, and decide to target a 

certain group (through social media, news or ads), having the goal of inducing hopelessness in them 

so that they do not take a certain action (such as, neglecting to vote), this is manipulation that 

circumvents free decision-making. The paper argues that such manipulation would be wrong. And to 

purposely discourage voting (among a subset) would go against the goals of promoting a robust 

democracy. 

The fact that recent elections have been so filled with such manipulations shows us how much 

democracy is facing a crisis. It is a crisis especially related to trust and hope. The paper will try to 

highlight the special case of “cynical manipulation,” showing how it differs from the broader category 

of mere influence. 

 

 

Ivan Kolev (Sofia University, Bulgaria) 

Building a culture of trust through teaching Ethics in school 

The report presents a conception for Ethics education, which is currently being developed by a 

working group and is intended for Bulgarian schools, covering all students from grades 1 to 12. 

The central idea of the conception is that a phenomenological presentation of the richness of the world 

of morality sharpens moral sensitivity and cultivates the ability to more precisely distinguish the 

motives that underlie human actions, and to better understand the ways in which these motives are 

expressed and presented by the authors of moral actions. The orientation towards presenting the 

richness of moral relations aims to go beyond the realm of the "great virtues" and to include not only 

categorical richness, as we see, for example, in Kant's Metaphysics of Morals or Nicolai Hartmann's 

Ethics, but also moral feelings in the tradition of Shaftesbury, Hutchison, and early Kant 

(Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the Sublime). 

In this way, the vocabulary of Ethics conceived in this way grows significantly and includes several 

hundred concepts. The broad conceptual register allows for increased attention to the language of 

morality and to improve both the expression of one’s own moral awareness of human actions and a 

better understanding of the intentions and actions of others. 

Unlike the common approach of ethical debates, the presented conception uses mainly 

phenomenological-descriptive and narrativist methodology. Another important point in the developed 

conception is related to them – the use of a wide range of text genres. Following the example of 

Erasmus of Rotterdam, who was a passionate and systematic collector and commentator of proverbs 

(Adagia), the concept adopts the humanistic taste for a variety of genres through which to present as 

much of the moral wisdom of the tradition as possible. 

This conception envisages that the topic of trust be introduced as early as the first grade in connection 

with the topic of friendship. Special attention is paid to building trust among children through the 

forms of politeness, tolerance of differences and responsiveness to the difficulties that children may 

experience in a new environment and meeting unfamiliar peers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Parallel Session 

The Dark Side of Trust and Hope 

 

Quan Nguyen (University College Dublin, Ireland) 

How to expect nothing 

This talk advocates for pessimism as a response to crisis, which can help us avoid false hopes and 

misleading narratives. According to Joshua Dienstag (2006), pessimism does not consist in 

expectations of decline or failure. Instead, Dienstag argues that a pessimist should “expect nothing”. 

This contrasts with optimistic views that create expectations about how the future can or will unfold, 

e.g. as a theory of change or a narrative of progress. However, this does not necessarily line up with 

how pessimism is ordinarily understood, and how a wide range of authors, including pessimists, use 

the term: Lisa Tessman (2020) recently discussed the pessimist viewpoint of accepting the 

expectation of bad luck under circumstances of oppression, while Svoboda (2025) recently described 

his environmental pessimism as the expectation that “ecological catastrophe is likely to occur in the 

future”. How does this fit with Dienstag’s imperative that pessimists ought to expect nothing?  

This paper seeks to clarify what it means for pessimists to reject expectations. I argue that, as 

philosophical pessimists, the core understanding of future-oriented pessimism (Van der Lugt 2021) 

is to reject expectations in the form of narratives. Understood this way, a future-oriented pessimism 

is compatible with expectations as predictions of bad events (or sometimes good or neutral events) as 

long as these expectations are not ladden with narrativity. By narrative, I mean a story or theory that 

connects events in the past, present or future in a way that presents what happened or will happened 

in a way that suggest a form of coherence, or a fixed determined direction between the events. When 

predictions are ladden with narrativity, they result in agents forming a belief system that connect 

events in a way that lead them to believe that there are deeper reasons behind the events, or a purpose 

as to how the events unfold. Expectations in this sense lead us to optimism which we ought to reject. 

On the other hand, a future-oriented pessimism should be compatible with us assigning probabilities 

to certain events occuring: the weather report for next week, the likelihood of the gulf stream being 

disrupted as a result of global warming, the assessment of the suffering and starvation likely caused 

by a typhoon, or that global conflict is becoming more likely due to the rise of neo-fascist regimes 

are forms of expectations that are pessimistic in the ordinary sense of the word, but also compatible 

with a future-oriented philosophical pessimism that Dienstag advocates for – as long as they do not 

become part of a grander narrative.  

Pessimism, understood this way, can help us avoid false hopes in the form of narratives about the 

future, as well as cultivate more robust forms of hoping, e.g. fundamental hope (Huber 2019) or blue 

hope (Van der Lugt 2025), in ways that are compatible with a pessimist outlook. In short, as 

pessimists, we should indeed practice to expect nothing – but we can and should predict and evaluate 

the suffering in the coming times.  

 

 

Pablo Vera Vega (University of Laguna, Spain) 

Imperfect Symmetry: Hope and Despair 

There are several ways to classify hope. It can be distinguished by its object (religious, political, 

moral), by its subject (individual or collective), and by its role (instrumental or final). These 

distinctions allow for a higher-order assessment of hope, namely, its rationality or irrationality. My 

concern here is whether a parallel assessment is possible for despair. 

A standard strategy for characterizing a negative phenomenon is to define it by contrast with its 

positive counterpart. According to Day’s (1969) canonical account, hope consists in the desire for a 

future occurrence that is improbable but possible; if it were impossible, the attitude would amount to 

faith. However, the mere negation of this definition does not yield despair. Instead, it produces a range 

of attitudes—such as desiring what is probable or lacking desire for the improbable—that are not, as 

such, despairing. 



To account for despair, I reject a widespread assumption in analytic work on hope: that hope and 

despair stand in a symmetric or complementary relation (Milona & Stockdale 2025). A similar 

assumption is often made in discussions of trust and distrust (Hawley 2012), and within these theories 

an imperfect symmetry has been observed (Ullman-Margalit 2004). Assuming an imperfect symmetry 

between hope and despair implies decoupling despair and hope. This, in turn, allows us to identify 

despair not as the inverse of hope, but as a response to its frustration. On this view, hope and despair 

are not opposing dispositions but, in some cases, successive ones. 

Despair arises when a prior hope is frustrated. Crucially, the probability of the hoped-for outcome 

plays little role in the constitution of despair once frustration has occurred. Whereas hope is 

essentially directed at a determinate object —however indeterminate its content— despair lacks such 

directedness. It is characterized not by the representation of an unlikely future state, but by the 

collapse of hopeful orientation altogether. 

Accordingly, despair should not be understood as the absence of hope, but as the cessation of hope. 

Although Milona and Stockdale (2025) characterize this condition in terms of sadness, I argue that 

sadness is not essential to despair. While despair often involves sadness, it is better understood as a 

form of frustrated practical orientation. Understood in this way, despair resists direct evaluation in 

terms of rationality. Such evaluation becomes possible only if despair is treated as a stable refusal to 

adopt further hopes following frustration. 

I argue that this refusal can be rational. Drawing on Łukasiewicz’s (2021) claim that hope cannot 

constitute an intellectual virtue, I suggest that despair, when grounded in responsiveness to facts, can 

do so. Rational despair may therefore support a form of political and practical orientation that is 

responsive to reality without requiring the elimination of all hope. In this sense, and by analogy with 

Baghramian and Caprioglio’s (2022) defense of epistemically appropriate distrust, I propose an 

account of rationally regulated despair. 

 

Bibliography 

Baghramian, M., & Panizza, S. C. (2022). Scepticism and the value of distrust. Inquiry. Advance 

online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2022.2135821 

Day, J. P. (1969). Hope. American Philosophical Quarterly, 6(2), 89–102. 

Hawley, K. (2014). Trust, distrust and commitment. Noûs, 48(1), 1–20. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/nous.12000 

Łukasiewicz, E. (2021). Why hope cannot be an intellectual virtue: Rationality of hope considered 

from an analytic perspective. Roczniki Filozoficzne, 69(2), 25–44. https://doi.org/10.18290/rf21692-

1 

Milona, M., & Stockdale, K. (2025). Despair. Ergo, an Open Access Journal of Philosophy, 12(0), 

51. https://doi.org/10.3998/ergo.8576 

Ullmann-Margalit, E. (2004). Trust, distrust, and in between. In R. Hardin (Ed.) Distrust (60-82). 

Russell Sage Foudation.  

 

 
Seyyed Mohsen Eslami (Tarbiat Modares University, Iran) 

Empty Hopes 

Hope is something we need. At the same time, some hopes are foolish. Very roughly, if a hope accords 

with the norms of hope, it is fitting. However, not every hope that fails to meet those norms is merely 

unfitting. Hopes may be empty or, to put it boldly, bullshit. It may appear that hope is always helpful, 

and especially so in the wake of a crisis. However, I argue that empty hopes are harmful. The wrong 

of empty hopes may be explained by the harms of bullshit in general. 

In this paper, I discuss empty hopes and their harms. First, I draw on Harry Frankfurt’s thoughts on 

bullshit ([1986] 2005) to begin the discussion. Frankfurt distinguishes between the liar and the 

bullshitter. The liar considers the truth and conceals it, whereas the bullshitter simply does not care 

about the truth. Although some apparent cases of bullshit are sensitive to truth, there are alternative 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2022.2135821
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accounts of bullshit that accommodate such cases as well (Stokke & Fallis 2017). Furthermore, 

authors have recently argued that we can extend the concept of bullshit so that it applies to questions 

(Whitcomb 2023; Robinson et al. 2025) and beyond (Easwaran 2025). A similar task is required for 

calling some hopes empty. This requires characterizing the norms of hope and examining which 

account of bullshit best captures what is going on in the case of hope. 

Second, I ask whether there is any harm in empty hopes. There are many good things about hope and 

hopefulness. Moreover, one may think that even irrational hopes are not especially harmful; they may 

resemble beliefs that are insensitive to evidence but practically useful. Against this, one may worry 

that empty hopes do harm us, as there is something wrong with bullshit in general (Cova 2024; Harris 

2024). Roughly, bullshit renders a valuable practice empty. If assertion is a valuable practice and 

lying blocks some of its benefits, bullshit undermines the practice as a whole. I argue that the same 

holds true of empty hopes. We should be careful about empty hopes not because we disregard the 

value of hope, but in order to protect hope and its value. 
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Antony Fredriksson (University of Pardubice, Czech Republic) 

Existentialist Dialectics of Hope and Despair in the Context of Climate Crisis 

During a trip in late November, we drove to the burnt forest in Hrensko, on the border between 

Czechia and Germany. Half a year earlier, on 26 July 2022, the forest was ravaged by a forest fire 

that is considered to be one of the most devastating natural catastrophes in the history of Czechia. We 

entered the forest on a wintry day and walked uphill towards the ground zero of the fire. From the 

start, there was something in the atmosphere that felt wrong. Of course, I knew what was wrong since 

I had read the news during the event of the fire. The whole goal of our trip was precisely to examine 

the forest and the aftermath of the blaze. But my sense of something being wrong was not primarily 

based on the discursive knowledge that I had acquired through reading about the devastation caused 

by the fire. Rather, I sensed something as I walked among the charred tree trunks and the barren 

ground—something that I had not sensed before in a forest. There was a compact and complete silence 

that felt alien. No birds singing, no leaves rustling, no animal life. The only sounds during parts of 

our walk were a trickling stream and our walking and talking. The compactness of the silence created 

an uncanny emotion of claustrophobia. The forest was inanimate, short of life. When I was faced with 

a dead forest it became clear to me how alive other forests are. Hrensko was lacking in its 

correspondence: there was no vitality, no movement. The absence of sound created a powerful 

affective response of despair in me. 

In my presentation I will connect this anecdote to the philosophical discourse on hope in the face of 

climate crisis. If we approach this example from an epistemological perspective, there is not much 

room for hope. When approached rationally and through assessing the knowledge that we have, the 

event of the forest fire seems to predict a bleak future in which these occurrences only will grow more 

frequent due to rising temperatures. There seems to be very little reasonable justifications for 

hopefulness as a reaction to these kinds of events, since they would only lead to naïve optimism. 



However, there is an existential aspect of the concept of hope that is prominent in the face of despair. 

When we are addressed with adversarial events, our longing for the possibility of an ethically good 

outcome grows stronger. An articulation of this aspect of hope can be found in Kierkegaard’s The 

Sickness unto Death. Through a reading of Kierkegaard and more contemporary philosophers of 

existential hope, like Knud Lögstrup, Jonathan Lear and Matthew Ratcliffe, I will propose a moral 

psychological framework in which hope is entwined with despair. This will entail an articulation in 

which hope is approached as an affective and emotive modality. 

 

 

FISP Session 3 

New Perspectives on Trust 

 
Balaganapathi Devarakonda (University of Delhi, India) 

Trust as a Relational Ontological Condition in Times of Crisis 

Trust as a Relational Ontological Condition in Times of Crisis. Modern theories of trust often view it 

as a strategic calculation (Hobbes, Hardin, Coleman), an epistemic attitude (Baier, Faulkner, 

McLeod), or a moral expectation based on norms and institutions (Rawls, Luhmann, Putnam). These 

ideas dominate social contract, rational choice, and institutional frameworks. They assume an 

individualist viewpoint in which the self is primary, and relationships are secondary, contingent, and 

optional.  

This paper diverges from the above perspectives by proposing a relational ontological view of trust, 

grounded in Indian philosophical traditions and supported by dialogical and phenomenological 

insights. The Buddhist concept of pratītyasamutpāda (dependent co-arising) and the Mahābhārata’s 

view of dharma as interdependent responsibility suggest that the self does not come before 

relationships; it arises through them. From this perspective, trust is not just a belief, emotion, or 

strategy. It is a fundamental condition of existence itself in a relational way. This is evident in the 

Indian concept of śraddhā, which presents an openness to the moral presence of others rather than 

blind faith. From a relational ontological perspective, I argue that trust comes before contracts, 

institutions, and evidence. It enables communication, responsibility, and social continuity. During 

crises, when institutions fail, norms weaken, and the future seems uncertain, instrumental and 

epistemic models of trust fall short. I will present a relational understanding grounded in Indian 

philosophy that shows trust as an essential way of being with others. It allows for moral repair, 

solidarity, and rebuilding a shared world. 

 

 

João Vila-Chã (Pontifical Gregorian University, Vatican) 

Who or What may we Trust? Phenomenology, Mimetic Theory, and the Conditions of 

Authentic Trust 

Trust is among the most pervasive and least examined conditions of human existence. We rely on it 

constantly — in our personal relationships, in the institutions that structure civic life, in the 

anonymous social mechanisms that make daily cooperation possible — yet its philosophical 

foundations remain deeply contested. This paper argues that two philosophically illuminating 

approaches to trust can be found in the phenomenological tradition represented by Adriaan Peperzak's 

relational ontology of trust and the mimetic anthropology of René Girard, whereby the idea is that 

both are not merely compatible but mutually necessary. Each approach illuminates what the other 

leaves in shadow: phenomenology offers a rigorous account of the interpersonal structure of trust as 

participatory bonding, free mutual recognition, and ontological co-implication; mimetic theory 

exposes the violent prehistory of social trust, demonstrating that what passes for trust in sacrificial 

cultures is at best a pseudo-trust — a collectively sustained self-deception grounded in the 

scapegoating of the vulnerable. Together, these two approaches converge on a single, demanding 

conclusion: authentic trust is neither a calculation of encapsulated interests nor a passive disposition 



inherited from childhood, but a radical act of self-gift — a kenotic opening to the other's vulnerability 

and freedom that resists all sacrificial substitution. Drawing further on a specific social-scientific 

framework that distinguishes thin from thick trust and rational from normative foundations, the paper 

shall attempt a mapping of the multiple levels at which trust operates, that is, moving from the 

interpersonal dyad to civic institutions and political community. The claim, however, shall be that the 

philosophical task at hand is not merely to describe trust but to identify the conditions under which it 

can become, in the full sense of the word, authentic. Hence, the paper shall conclude by proposing 

trust as a philosophical concept that stands at the intersection of ontology, ethics, and political 

anthropology, that is, a concept whose deepest meaning is inseparable from the recognition of mutual 

vulnerability and the courage to remain open to the other even in the absence of guarantees or 

perceptible assurances. 

 

 

Cholpon Erikovna Alieva (Ala-Too International University, Kyrgyzstan) 

The Philosophy of Existential Choice: "To Kill - Not to Kill" 

In today's conditions of geopolitical chaos, regional wars, the struggle of great powers for influence 

and resources, the potential threat of nuclear war, and environmental crisis, the problem of existential 

choice emerges as a key, life-and-death, fateful dilemma—"to kill – not to kill." Beneath the 

geopolitical chaos and instability, we can discern mental chaos. As Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari 

note in their work "What is Philosophy?" (1991), philosophy is called upon to combat the chaos of 

opinions—cliches derived from monocentric transcendent thinking. All human misfortunes stem 

from the opinion that there is a single, chosen truth.  

The problem of choice is a central theme in the existential philosophies of Søren Kirkegaard, Karl 

Jaspers, Jean-Paul Sartre, Albert Camus, and Martin Heidegger. Kirkegaard, in his treatise 

"Either/Or" (1843), considers the choice between an aesthetic, hedonistic form of life and an ethical 

one. Ultimately, a person makes a qualitative leap from the temporal, external to the eternal, 

internal—a personal act of faith in God. Jean-Paul Sartre, in his work "Existentialism is a Humanism" 

(1946), argues that "human's existence precedes his/her essence," emphasizing the freedom to choose 

one's future.  

Through one's own choices, a person gives meaning and value to their life. A person is responsible 

for themselves. "I create a certain image of the person I choose; in choosing myself, I choose a human 

in general." Camus, drawing on a sense of the absurd that is felt everywhere, discusses human choice 

in the context of the fundamental philosophical question: "Is life worth living?" He rejects suicide 

and the hope of religious salvation as valid choices, positing the necessity of rebellion—a courageous 

confrontation with the absurd.  

In today's world of global challenges, the question of choice takes a very concrete sense: "To kill – 

not to kill." This dilemma is at the center of the philosophical novel "When Mountains Fall (Eternal 

Bride)" (2006) by the renowned Kyrgyz thinker Chingiz Aitmatov (1928–2008). Aitmatov reflects 

on the problem of choice in the context of the tragic events of World War II and his understanding of 

identity within the nomadic tradition.  

The novel's hero, journalist Arsen Samanchin, makes his choice high in the Tien Shan mountains 

(Central Asia). Here, on "a road connecting West and East," the paths and destinies of two suffering 

creatures—a snow leopard and a human—intersect. Both find themselves victims of an absurd world 

of power and money. However, even in this situation, there is a way out.  

The existential choice "to kill – not to kill" reflects the realities of today and, at the same time, clarifies 

the future development of the world and unique cultures. The author also focuses on the significant 

factors influencing the decision to make the right choice. The presentation will clarify the 

interconnectedness of philosophical ideas and the multifaceted nature of the problem of existential 

choice. 

 

 



Parallel Session 

Trust and Faith 

 

 
Aldo Figiero (Università Cattolica del S. Cuore, Italy) 

Maintaining faith in face of counterevidence 

In this paper I aim to offer some reflections on Lara Buchak’s account of faith, and in particular on 

the rationality of maintaining faith in the face of counterevidence (Buchak 2012, 2014, 2017, 2026). 

Although Buchak primarily has religious faith in mind, she explicitly maintains that her thesis applies 

to faith in general—for example, faith that the future of our society will be better, faith that one’s 

partner will not be unfaithful, or faith that one will succeed in completing a new professional project 

or a course of study. 

Buchak focuses on propositional faith (faith that p), rather than on faith in a person or entity (faith in 

x). Suppose that an agent has a strict preference to perform action A if proposition X is true, and action 

B if not-X is true. Buchak then defines faith that X as the disposition to perform A without seeking 

further evidence in favor of X, even when such evidence would be readily available. For example, 

Ann manifests faith that her partner is faithful if she decides to enter into a relationship with him 

without seeking further evidence of his fidelity, even if such evidence were easily accessible. 

Now suppose that some evidence emerges suggesting that Ann’s partner may not be faithful, and that 

Ann decides to disregard this evidence and continues to have faith in her partner’s fidelity. Is Ann’s 

behavior rational? Buchak argues that, when the evidence is inconclusive, it is often rational to 

preserve faith, because in the context of long-term projects—such as getting married, completing a 

course of study or working toward social goods—maintaining faith protects us from misleading 

evidence. When the time scale of a project is particularly long, the probability of encountering 

misleading evidence at some point is high. Faith keeps us from being blown about by the changing 

winds of evidence and makes long-term, risky projects possible. It allows individuals to make choices 

that are integrated over time, even if these choices may sometimes appear irrational from their current 

perspective. This, of course, does not imply that it is rational to maintain faith in the face of any kind 

of evidence; rather, it often is rational when the evidence is transient and inconclusive. 

In this paper, I assess Buchak’s position, with particular attention to the relationship between belief 

and faith, and to the question of whether faith involves having a higher degree of belief in a 

proposition p than the available evidence in favor of p would warrant—a claim that Buchak denies in 

cases of rational faith. In particular, I argue that faith manifests itself in assigning greater weight to 

certain pieces of evidence rather than to others. 
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Mohammad Ali Ashouri Kisomi (Allameh Tabataba'i University, Iran) 

Trust in Generative AI and Epistemic Agency 

Artificial intelligence (AI) technologies are increasingly integrated into our daily lives, from 

education to social media. These emerging technologies also raise serious concerns about the 

knowledge-related values that they might undermine. Accordingly, AI technologies can endanger our 



epistemic capacity, raising concerns about whether we have control over our beliefs. This concern 

reflects a potential erosion of epistemic agency—the capacity to govern one's own belief formation, 

evaluation, and revision (Coeckelbergh 2023). Therefore, this paper aims to investigate whether it is 

justified to trust AI to preserve epistemic agency. 

However, the term AI refers to a broad range of systems. In this paper, the focus will be on social 

media technologies. These technologies play a significant role in society, influencing democracy and 

politics (Hunter 2023), shaping the perspectives of younger generations (Shannon et al. 2022), among 

other effects. Previous studies suggest that phenomena such as echo chambers, epistemic bubbles, the 

spread of fake news, and the defaulting to statistical information on social media can undermine 

epistemic agency (Coeckelbergh 2023). To mitigate these phenomena, scholars have proposed some 

solutions (Nguyen 2020). However, most are concerned with using AI in social media only in a 

limited capacity, focusing on applications such as recommendation systems or personalized 

advertising. Nevertheless, social media platforms now employ AI not only for those tasks but also for 

generative ones. 

Recent developments on social media have introduced a new landscape. The deployment of Large 

Language Models (LLMs) such as the Grok model on X represents a deeper integration of AI into 

these platforms. Previous studies in social epistemology suggest that LLMs can be a source of 

knowledge and influence people’s beliefs (Freiman 2023). Moreover, it was argued that the 

individualistic use of generative AI outside a social media context may hinder or endanger epistemic 

agency (Yan et al. 2025). However, the integration of generative AI and social media presents a new 

challenge. Social media empowered by generative AI does not only affect individuals but also 

reshapes society at large. Unlike earlier uses of LLMs, where interactions occurred primarily at an 

individual level, models like Grok have entered public discourse directly, engaging in debates within 

the public sphere. This shift signals that the integration of generative AI into public dialogue is likely 

to become increasingly prevalent on social media. Such an evolution profoundly alters the epistemic 

environment of society, influencing how knowledge is produced, shared, and contested. Yet, the 

broader societal effects of this disruption have received far less attention and require further 

exploration. This paper aims to investigate how social media empowered by generative AI impacts 

epistemic agency at the societal level and whether it is justified to trust such AI systems within the 

public sphere. 
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Jonathan Egid (Università Cattolica del S. Cuore and University of London, Italy and UK) 

Dark Times and “the Light of Ləbbuna”: Reason, Hope and Trust in a Time of Confessional 

War 

This paper examines the 17th-century Ethiopian classic the Ḥatäta Zär’a Ya‛ǝqob as a reflection on 

how trust and hope can be sustained – and rationally justified – amid violent political and religious 

crisis. Written in the aftermath of the Adal jihad, the Portuguese intervention, and the bloody civil 

war between Catholic and Orthodox factions at the Ethiopian court, the Ḥatäta begins from a situation 

in which all available epistemic authorities – Jesuit, Ethiopian Orthodox, Muslim, Jewish – “decide 

everything according to their own creed,” leaving the inquirer with no neutral standpoint from which 

to discern truth or justice.  

I argue that Zera Yacob’s doctrine of ləbbuna – a universal, God-given “light of intelligence” placed 

in the human heart – is best understood as a theory of rational trust under crisis. Ləbbuna is 

independent of any particular haymanot (creed), grounded in the harmony between Creator, creation, 

and rational creatures, and at once an epistemic and ethical faculty: by it we “see good and evil; 

recognise what is and is not our duty; and distinguish the truth from a lie.” On this basis, Zera Yacob 

rejects both relativistic scepticism (each religion true “for itself”) and blind dogmatism, proposing 

instead a demanding ideal of trusting only those beliefs and practices that accord with ləbbuna and 

the “established order of creation” (śərʿatä fəṭrät). 

The paper connects this framework to core questions of the conference: 

• Is hope a precondition for trust in times of crisis? I suggest that Zera Yacob’s confidence in the 

intelligibility and goodness of creation amounts to a form of theological hope that underwrites his 

trust in ləbbuna itself. 

• Is it rational to remain hopeful when institutions, laws, and religious authorities are manifestly 

untrustworthy? Zera Yacob’s distinction between the “laws of man” and the “laws of nature” enables 

a critical stance toward corrupt institutions without surrendering hope in a deeper moral order. 

• Are trust and hope virtues to be cultivated? The Ḥatäta insists that the exercise of ləbbuna is 

arduous, requiring intellectual honesty, moral courage, and resistance to laziness and self-deception 

– traits that look very much like epistemic and moral virtues of trusting rightly and hoping without 

self-delusion. 

I conclude by reading the Ḥatäta as a meditation on how, in the midst of war, persecution, and 

doctrinal confusion, one might continue to trust in the goodness of creation and maintain a non-naïve 

hope for reconciliation – between rival communities, between faiths, and between humanity and God 

– through the common, shared light of ləbbuna. 

 

Hamlet Melkumyan & Ruzanna Tsaturyan (Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography, 

Armenia) 

Hope and Trust as Agency: An Anthropological Study of Crisis 

Drawing on cultural anthropological fieldwork conducted across multiple crisis contexts—including 

institutional collapse, post-Soviet social uncertainty, and practices of displacement in 1988, 2020, 

and 2023—this paper examines how hope and trust operate as forms of agency in situations of 

displacement, trauma, and radical uncertainty. Agency is understood here as action-oriented toward 

overcoming the limbo or liminality produced by bureaucratic regimes that accompany crises. 

In these contexts, hope and trust are approached not as abstract virtues or psychological states, but as 

relational and practical forms of agency. Focusing on people living through crisis, the paper addresses 

the ambiguous role of anthropological research under conditions of uncertainty. It explores whether 

research encounters and interviews may, in certain cases, constitute relational spaces in which agency 

is negotiated through hope and trust, while remaining attentive to the limits, risks, and ethical tensions 

inherent in such engagements. 

We examine whether researchers are perceived solely as data collectors or also as mediators through 

whom the future can be imagined, articulated, or temporarily stabilized. 



Conceptualized as agency, hope reveals a two-layered structure. On one level, it may involve 

expectations of material or practical support, reflecting the concrete conditions of survival in crises. 

More fundamentally, however, it enables individuals and communities to cope with uncertainty by 

reconstructing orientation, meaning, and everyday certainties. Therefore, we consider whether 

engagement in research can be understood as a form of passive resistance to imposed uncertainty and 

to political and bureaucratic orders that generate power asymmetries, hierarchies, and inequalities 

over time. 

Such an understanding provides a key basis for the ethical continuity of crisis research, framing 

anthropological inquiry not as a one-sided, extractive practice, but as a relational mode of mutual 

engagement grounded in trust and hope as functionally realized relationships. 

 

 

FISP Session 4 

Rethinking Hope: Crises and Responses 

 

 

Gerhard Seel (University of Bern, Switzerland) 

Trust and moral obligation 

In the literature we find different conceptions of trust. All are problematic. The main flaws are 

confusion with hope, confidence, reliance etc. My purpose is to present a concept of trust that avoids 

these shortcomings. I start from the prisoner’s dilemma and show that the only possible solution that 

avoids the worst case for both players presupposes that the players trust each other. This analysis 

allows me to give a definition of trust. 

Def.1 

 Trust is a propositional attitude. Subject A trusts that subject B will do action C iff 

1. A believes that B has the moral obligation to do C, 

2. A believes that B knows that B has the moral obligation to do C and 

3. A believes that B will do C because C knows that she has the moral obligation to do C even 

if not doing C is advantageous for B and B knows it. 

Based on this concept of the propositional attitude of trusting we can introduce the concept of the 

relation of trust: 

Def.2 

Subject A trusts subject B iff 

1. Subject A and subject B are morally responsible beings and 

2. Subject A believes that subject B will fulfil her moral obligations in all future cases 

The relation of trust is not transitional. It is not symmetric and it is not irreflexive. This means that 

one can stand in the relation of trust to oneself. 

 

 

Sami Pihlström (University of Helsinki)  

Sari Kivisto (Tampere University, Finland) 

Hope and meliorism in the Philosophy of Suffering 

 

Living toward an uncertain future in an environmentally, politically, and socially troubled world, 

many of us feel that “everything” – our life as we know it – might collapse. Echoing Hannah Arendt’s 

concept of “worldlessness”, the alarming experiences of hopelessness and “futurelessness” among 

the young, in particular, remind us that our societies need philosophies of hope. However, sincere 

hope for and trust in a better future must be based on solid recognition of the realities of the human 

condition and on a critique of the illusory, and possibly dangerous, promises of naïve optimism. When 

developing attitudes of hope and trust, we must not overlook the reality of suffering. 



Given the fundamental significance of suffering as constitutive of the human condition, it may be 

argued that the philosophy of suffering does not occupy an adequate place within philosophical 

research today. Even when suffering is taken seriously as an important topic, it is rarely recognized 

that a radical reorientation of philosophical discourse itself – ethical inquiry in particular – is needed 

in order to fully acknowledge the depth of the sense in which suffering and responses to suffering 

shape conceptualizations of reality in general, including our ability to hope for a better future and to 

trust the natural and social world we live in. 

In this paper, we propose to place suffering at the center of philosophical reflection and offer novel 

conceptual, argumentative, and interpretive tools for a deeper understanding of the possibility of 

hopeful engagement with suffering, grounded in the meliorist (Lat. melior, better) idea that the world 

can and should be made better by means of active human efforts. According to meliorism, a positive 

outcome is “neither inevitable nor impossible” – as the co-founder of pragmatism, William James put 

it – but something we may rationally hope for if we do our best to actively make it real.2 John Dewey 

joined James in maintaining that meliorism, “the belief that the specific conditions which exist at one 

moment, be they comparatively bad or comparatively good, in any event may be bettered”, “arouses 

confidence and a reasonable hopefulness as optimism does not”.3 

We argue that suffering – and the human condition generally – must be critically understood and 

ethically reconceptualized without the paralyzing assumptions of naïve optimism and hopeless 

pessimism. Drawing from pragmatism as well as relevant 19th-century literature (including George 

Eliot, who coined the term, “meliorism”), we argue that a meliorist approach to suffering must, in 

order to offer an ethically adequate account of hope and trust, avoid (optimist) theodicies – both 

religious and secular – according to which suffering necessarily has some higher metaphysical 

meaning. However, it will be asked whether the antitheodicist acknowledgment of the possibility of 

meaningless suffering – something we find ethically necessary as a way of recognizing the 

perspective of the victim of suffering – runs the risk of collapsing (back) to pessimism. The stability 

of the concept of meliorism itself in the pursuit of ethical hope is thus in the focus of our investigation. 

 

 

Emmanuel Picavet (Université Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne) 

Rawls, individualism and public responsibilities: compromise, crises and collective hopes 

In A Theory of Justice (1971), John Rawls combined a general reflection on institutions with an 

individualistic consideration of the values that give meaning to life within the framework of “rational 

life plans” that summarize the hopes of individuals. The normative architecture of A Theory of Justice 

encourages us to match the multiple dimensions of opportunities in life with principles of justice 

covering the entire “basic structure” of society, which determines whether or not individual hopes for 

the realization of rational life plans are plausible. The theory thus invites us to compare individual 

hopes with the collective conditions for their realization.  

 In this contribution, I'll first emphasize the distance between Rawls's thinking on distributive justice 

and an approach focused exclusively on distributive criteria relating to people's well-being.  I would 

like to recall the importance, in his construction, of expressing moral principles in the form of 

guarantees offered to individuals regarding their social destiny, provided that the basic structure of 

society conforms to these principles. The author's approach remains potentially fruitful, especially if 

we agree to recognize that, in bringing together the means to promote the correct expression of moral 

principles, and therefore in concerted institutional action and in State institutions, we inevitably 

remain dependent on compromises between normative aspirations among which there are tensions 

(which Rawls hardly recognized as an opening toward morally meaningful compromises).  

These tensions are exacerbated in times of crisis and, in most cases, for disadvantaged groups within 

the population. They should lead us to question how society deals with individual hopes and with 

                                                      
2 W. James, Pragmatism (1907), eds. F.H. Burkhardt, F. Bowers, and I.K. Skrupskelis (Harvard UP, 1975), 137. 
3 J. Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy (1920/1948) (Boston: Beacon, 1957), 178. 



difficult situations that cause frustration in fundamental ways. This may justify a re-examination of 

the perspective on individual values (in the conceptions of the good that govern life plans) which, in 

a theory such as Rawls', reserved only a very limited place for the inclusion of personal contributions 

in institutional experiences and collective progress that are inscribed in history and convey a sense of 

hope.  

 

Keywords: compromise, freedom, hope, liberalism, opportunities, Rawls (social justice), social 

justice.  

 

 

Anat Biletzki (Quinnipiac University (USA) and Tel Aviv University (Israel) 

Despair in Times of Crises 

Looking at politics with philosophical eyes (and refraining, for the moment, from the need to define 

concepts “all the way down”), one needs to decipher the relationships between philosophy, politics, 

morality, activism – and, of course, the obvious notions of optimism and pessimism. Trust and hope 

are players related to this latter duo, providing a vocabulary for the positioning of human 

characteristics that give a name to what is supposedly required in times of crisis. I submit that they 

can be considered a nomenclature of irrationality that makes a mockery of authentic human agency 

and realism.  

My inquiry will follow a series of questions about the relationship between the recognition of real-

crisis situations– crises that are recognized as leading to insoluble conditions of human tragedy – and 

the rational move from that identification to despair. Important questions that follow on down that 

path relate to the ability to acknowledge the futility of political activism, the personal and communal 

appreciation of such pointlessness, the realism and rationality involved in that stance, the natural 

presuppositional status of pessimism (and its unnatural counterpoint, optimism), and, finally, the 

acceptance of despair as a cogent, putative, moral position.  

Subsequently, a final, startling move then necessitates the acknowledgement of new modes of 

activism, encountered in the current human condition of interminable crisis, that supply novel 

meanings for trust and, especially, hope. These have sprouted from various originating points – 

geographical, situational, ideological, and generational. They are currently in a position of being 

intensely criticized and derided, but one may more positively entertain the possibility that such 

contempt is born of deep misunderstanding and a natural impatience for novel ways of thought, 

behaviour, and action. We must, in such crisis-filled times, consider the thought of revolution as being 

a new type of (conceptual) revolution. 

Or perhaps we are obliged to – naturally and rationally – subscribe to despair!  

 

 

Parallel Session 

The Obligations and Entailments of Trust 

 

 

Aljosa Kravanja (University of Ljubljana, Slovenia) 

Declarations of Trust and Hope: Predictions, Obligations, or Neither? 

Statements about the future can be divided into two major categories. 

The first category are the predictive statements. Predictive statements declare (with varying certainty) 

what the future will bring. For every predictive statement, there is a potential state of affairs that can, 

if it does come about, make that predictive statement true. A statement that there will be full moon 

tomorrow night is true only if there turns out to be a full moon tomorrow; a guess that they will serve 

fish in school on Friday is true if they serve fish on Friday; and so on. Hence, predictive statements 

are seen as conforming (or not conforming) to some future reality. 



The second class of future statements are what I will call obliging statements. The paradigm case of 

obliging statements are promises. A promise does not merely declare what the future will bring; 

crucially, it commits the speaker to bring about that state of affairs. Thus, for each promise, there is 

a certain state of affairs that fulfils it (A's promise of doing X is fulfilled by A's doing of X). It is not 

the promise, then, that is to conform to some future state of affairs; rather, it is a future reality that is 

to conform to the promise. In addition to promises, obliging statements also include threats, contracts, 

appointments, etc. 

Evidently, the distinction between the predictive and obliging statements overlaps, to some degree, 

with the distinction between constatives and performatives, or the distinction that is often made in the 

philosophy of language between warnings and threats (a warning refers to a future hostile reality 

independent of the warning; a threat commits the speaker to establishing a hostile reality if some 

conditions are met). 

The question that the paper addresses is: are statements expressing trust and hope predictions or 

obliging statements? On the one hand, they seem to be more than mere predictions. To hope that 

something will happen, or to trust someone that she will act in a certain way, appears to express more 

than just a prediction of some event. To trust A that she will perform X is not merely an opinion about 

the likelihood of A performing X. However, statements of trust and hope also differ significantly 

from obliging statements. For unlike typical obliging statements, declarations of hope and trust do 

not commit the speaker to some future action. Does declaring hope and trust commit someone else? 

Does declaring hope obliges some agent-independent reality itself to conform to that hope? The paper 

plans to entangle this issue, and to claim that declarations of trust and hope may constitute a third 

class of future statements. 

 

 

Silvia Caprioglio-Panizza (University of Tübingen, Germany) 

Ontological Trust and Moral Orientation in Times of Crisis 

Crises – such as the social, political, and ecological ones of the 21st century – do not only disrupt 

material conditions or institutional stability, but they also shake our fundamental sense of the world 

as intelligible and threaten our sense  of being ‘at home’ within it. In this paper, I propose that an 

interpretation of the unsettling nature of crises that involves a loss of ‘ontological trust’ – or trust in 

the world – and explore the ethical consequences of such loss, primarily concerning a disruption of 

ethical orientation. In order to do so, I will address two questions: first, how exactly do conditions of 

crisis erode this form of trust? Second, what is the link between ontological trust and moral 

orientation? 

I will start by defending a concept of trust that goes beyond, and potentially underlies, its 

manifestation in personal relationships, following Karen Jones’s trust as ‘basal security’, C. Thi 

Nguyen’s account of trust as an ‘unquestioning attitude’, and Josef Früchtl’s existential ‘trust in the 

world’. Jones explicitly draws on a crisis situation – terrorism – to show how it is not a specific object 

of trust, nor a specific domain of trust, that is broken in such cases. Rather, it is one’s sense of the 

world as such that shifts due to the impossibility of continuing with the same affective sense of safety 

and behavioural patterns (not constantly checking facts or seeking reassurance). When the implicit 

background orientation that allows us to interpret, navigate, and act within the world without constant 

doubt is eroded, lack of trust in the world becomes not merely a cognitive problem but an existential 

and a moral one. Moral value requires, among other things, a sense of structure and order beyond 

ourselves as well as – as Iris Murdoch has argued in a Platonic vein – a sense of direction. The 

hypothesis I will develop is that, if ontological trust involves a basic attitude about the fundamental 

function and structure of reality, then the capacity to orient oneself morally (not yet of making moral 

judgments), based on the same attitude about the structure of some fundamental values and our 

position regarding them, also comes under threat.  

 

 



Heidi L. Maibom (University of Cincinnati, USA / Aarhus University, Denmark) 

Hope and Trust in Depression 

One of the defining characteristics of depression is hopelessness. People are stuck in a sense of ill-

being that feels all-pervading and eternal. Someone like Matthew Ratcliffe describes the situation as 

one in which one’s pre-intentional horizon of possibilities is closed. In other words, the only 

possibilities are behind one in the past and therefore closed, much as the future offers no possibility 

of change. This constitutes the existential condition of the depressed person.  

Because depression is so prototypically about suffering, hopelessness, and inertia, it is surprising to 

find that depression is also closely associated with trust. Several recent papers argue that distrusting 

of others (low trust) makes one more likely to suffer from depression (later), but they fail to show 

causation. It is clear, nonetheless that depression is closely associated with both lack of hope and lack 

of trust. Could this association teach us something about the connection between hope and trust? 

I argue that the affective quality of depression produces both lack of hope and lack of trust, in addition 

to there being a conceptual connection between these states. I propose that we understand depression 

is an expression of a combined fear-sadness response meant to immobilize a creature as a form of 

self-defense. This prevents it from getting into trouble. Lack of hope and lack of trust are both 

responses that makes sense from that perspective: lack of hope immobilizes, and lack of trust involves 

social retreat. Conversely, hope and trust are two positive affective orientations towards one’s 

environment. Hope is more generally oriented towards the success of actions—and open 

possibilities—trust is more specifically oriented towards people or other creatures. I further discuss 

the broader consequences of such a position. 

 

 

Marina Kalashyan (Russian-Armenian University, Armenia) 

When Trust Becomes Insufficient: Hope for Moral Agency in Times of Crisis 

Periods of profound economic, political, and social crisis expose the normative foundations of 

collective life, bringing into sharp relief the roles of trust and hope as distinct yet interrelated 

orientations of human agency. While often treated interchangeably in public discourse, this paper 

argues that trust and hope perform fundamentally different functions within legal, political, and moral 

life, and that crises make this differentiation philosophically salient. 

Drawing on Kant’s (1994a) practical philosophy, trust is conceptualized as a rationally grounded and 

temporally durable orientation that underpins legal and political institutions. Trust enables 

cooperation under conditions of incomplete knowledge by stabilizing expectations through 

procedures, norms, and accountability structures. In this sense, trust is neither blind faith nor idealized 

confidence, but a form of bounded rational assurance oriented toward predictability, reliability, and 

institutional continuity (O’Neill, 2002). It rests not on expectations of perfection, but on the 

anticipated consistency of words and actions, respect for norms and boundaries, and the capacity to 

acknowledge and correct failures. Legal and political orders presuppose such trust in order to 

function; where it collapses, governance risks degenerating into coercion, or purely strategic 

compliance. Crises disrupt precisely those epistemic and normative conditions that make rational trust 

possible, thereby revealing its fragility and historical contingency. 

By contrast, the paper situates hope primarily within the moral domain. Following Kant’s famous 

question, “What may I hope?”, hope is understood as a future-oriented moral commitment that 

persists in the absence of certainty or guarantees. Unlike trust, hope cannot be reduced to rational 

calculation, procedural reliability, or institutional assurance. It operates where uncertainty becomes 

irreducible and where no stable framework exists to secure outcomes. Hope thus sustains moral 

agency not by predicting success, but by affirming responsibility, meaning, and the continued 

relevance of ethical orientation even under conditions of rupture. 

Crucially, hope is not treated as a passive or consolatory sentiment. It is an active stance of self-

relation and world-relation that requires attentiveness, reflection, and the courage to confront reality 

without retreating into imposed roles, ready-made narratives, or illusory assurances. Hope preserves 



the capacity to remain a moral subject, to gather oneself and act meaningfully, rather than dissolving 

into resignation or cynicism when institutional supports fail. 

The paper argues that crises expose the non-substitutability of trust and hope. Trust stabilizes 

institutions where uncertainty remains manageable; hope sustains moral agency where uncertainty 

exceeds the limits of rational control. I will conclude by suggesting that while crises erode established 

forms of trust, they may also open spaces for moral reorientation. In such contexts, hope becomes the 

condition for critically re-founding trust, not on ideals of infallibility or absolute certainty, but on 

more reflective, realistic, and just grounds. 

 

Kant, I. “Kritika prakticheskogo razuma” [Kritik der praktischen Vernunft]. Russian trans. In: Works 

in Eight Volumes, vol. 4, ed. by А. Gulyga. Moscow: Choro Publishers, 1994a, pp. 373–480. (In 

Russian) 

O’Neill, O. A Question of Trust: The BBC Reith Lectures 2002. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2002. 
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Mohammadreza Esmkhani (The Institute of Humanities and Cultural Studies, Iran) 

The Prospects of Pragmatic Hope in The Post-Truth Era 

In contemporary crises—ranging from political and social upheavals to existential threats—the 

concept of hope emerges not merely as a psychological state but as a practical tool for sustaining 

collective trust and rationality. The question becomes philosophically urgent when we ask how 

plausible hope can be in the so-called “post-truth” era, where the very notion of truth is in crisis. 

Drawing on the pragmatist philosophies of William James and Richard Rorty—with their emphasis 

on the future rather than the past, on consequences rather than preconditions, and on an anti-

essentialist view according to which truth is made, not found—this presentation explores “pragmatic 

hope” as a bridge between human rationality and existential concerns. 

James, consistent with his pragmatist approach to truth—where beliefs are evaluated in terms of their 

practical consequences—and his fallibilism, rationalizes faith as part of the “will to believe,” thereby 

demonstrating the legitimacy of our trust in special cases. He argues that in living, forced, and 

momentous situations, we have the right to believe in a “genuine option” in advance of conclusive 

evidence. Thus, faith is not only legitimate but essential, since it enables the retention of existential 

beliefs without absolute dependence on scientific justification. This perspective liberates faith from 

the constraints of evidentialism and, in doing so, grounds a moral commitment to remain hopeful in 

the post-truth era. 

Rorty’s neopragmatism extends this idea through the notion of secular “social hope.” Seeking to 

substitute hope for knowledge, he urges us to create a “post-philosophical culture” in which the notion 

of truth no longer plays a central role and our attention shifts to “social hopes” rather than to knowing 

what is really “out there.” Rejecting metaphysical realism and advocating pragmatic pluralism, he 

conceives hope as a social force that need not rely on objective truth but instead arises from our 

ultimate trust in human responsibility and answerability toward one another. By distinguishing the 

private sphere (where individuals may freely cultivate their personal concerns, including religious 

faith) from the public sphere (governed by secular conversational reason), 2 Rorty construes hope as 

a collective practice that fosters solidarity and sustains a social commitment to a better future without 

recourse to transcendent entities, encouraging us to imagine a “hoped-for world” in which our 

conversations can continue. 

In conclusion, “pragmatic hope,” whether as individual faith or as social practice, (1) is  pragmatically 

rational and radically distinct from wishful thinking, since it arises from our practical engagement 



with the world and does not require absolute certainty or objective truth; (2) articulates an alternative 

to pessimism and optimism in the form of “meliorism,” the view that the situations we find ourselves 

in can be improved by our actions, grounded in faith in the possibility of progress; and (3) offers a 

way of reconciling reason and faith/hope in the post-truth era without collapsing into either skepticism 

or dogmatism. 

Keywords: Pragmatic hope, will to believe, faith, social hope, truth James, Rorty Main References: 
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Press. 

—. 1999. Philosophy and Social Hope. London: Penguin Books 

 

 

Massimo Dell’Utri (University of Sassari, Italy) 

Objectivity in Times of Crises 

Hope depends on trust, and it is well known that in the public sphere it has become difficult to trust 

anyone. The causes of this difficulty may vary and operate at different levels—geopolitical, 

economic, social, and so on—but it seems to me that they all reflect a more fundamental crisis in the 

very concept of objectivity. An epistemic environment marked by fake news, alternative facts, post-

truth, hate speech, and similar phenomena blurs the distinction between subjectively and objectively 

valid statements. 

Clearly, remedies for this situation are not easy to devise. Nevertheless, I believe that an analysis of 

what the concept of objectivity actually amounts to may help us identify plausible strategies for 

fostering trust. This leads to the question: what, precisely, is objectivity? My talk attempts to answer 

this question on the basis of two assumptions: first, that the concept of objectivity is multifaceted; 

and second, that there is a strong connection between the concepts of objectivity and truth. 

The structure of the talk is as follows. 

First, I will clarify that insofar as objectivity involves the ability to shift perspectives—and since no 

one has ever attributed this ability to animals—objectivity is a distinctively human trait. 

Second, I will establish a preliminary requirement for any viable conception of objectivity: it must 

account for what qualifies as an objectively correct belief or statement in both the natural sciences 

and the human sciences. I will explain the rationale behind this requirement. 

Third, I will distinguish three main cases in which objectivity can be applied: domains of discourse, 

thought processes, and the results of those processes. In all three cases, it is what C. Wright has called 

“cognitive command” that licenses talk of objectivity. I will then focus on the third case and, 

following Max Kölbel, identify faulty (that is, resolvable) disagreement as a mark of its objectivity. 

This mark, in turn, gives content to the crucial distinction between being right and merely believing 

oneself to be right—a distinction emphasized by pragmatist philosophers such as Hilary Putnam and 

Richard Rorty. Starting from this distinction, I will attempt to differentiate between various 

conceptions of objectivity. 

In line with my second assumption—that there is a strong connection between objectivity and truth—

I will present a range of conceptions of objectivity grounded in corresponding conceptions of truth. I 

will first outline four different conceptions of truth arranged along a graduated scale, ordered 

according to the degree to which truth depends on knowledge. I will then present a mirrored graduated 

scale of conceptions of objectivity. On the basis of the requirement established at the outset, I will 



discard some conceptions as inadequate and describe those that are entitled to constitute the content 

of the concept of objectivity. 

I will conclude by showing how these considerations bear on the concept of trust. 

 

 

Gabriel S. Hudson (Norfolk State University, USA) 

The Hope of Democratic Recovery Through Trust in Liberal Institutions 

Regardless of ideology or previous political affiliation, the overwhelming zeitgeist in American 

political culture is a lack of trust, and a loss of hope. Though many may not be able to articulate the 

feeling precisely, what we are seeing is a step-by-step transition to fascism. Half a century ago, 

Umberto Eco laid out the 14 characteristics of universal fascism and the tell-tale symptoms of an 

authoritarian transition from liberal democracy to illiberal autocracy to something much worse. 

Although he came of age in Mussolini's Italy and frequently critiqued smaller states throughout his 

career, his work elucidates America’s current crisis of faith in liberal institutions.  

Each scapegoating of the other, each glorification of an imagined prior greatness, each might-makes-

right political appeal mirrors Eco’s admonitions. Each of these 14 characteristics is first predicated 

on an erosion of trust in liberal democratic institutions, hastened by the cult of personality claiming 

paradoxically to be their remedy. President Trump and the ideological underpinnings of his leadership 

capitalize on undermining six essential institutions of liberal democracy: a free press and independent 

media able to hold authority accountable and ensure transparency; free speech and the power of 

dissent, protest, and mockery; public bureaucracy and the dignity of civil service; due process and 

the promise of an evidence-based criminal justice system; academia and the rigors of science; and 

checks and balances with authentic and effective legislative and judicial oversight.  

Though the attacks on and weakening of these core institutions pre-dates Trump’s ascension, they 

have reached an anemia that leaves us susceptible to the virus of illiberalism and the terminal 

diagnosis of universal fascism. It is also within the restored trust in these institutions and their 

combined, symbiotic efforts that democracy loving Americans can find the hope of recovery. My 

current research examines the core tenets of liberal democracy since its advent in the Enlightenment 

through postmodernity’s democratic failings. In the shadow of a waning imperial United States, l lay 

out strategically how institutions of liberalism can collaborate to stymie the rot and wake us up from 

Eco’s nightmare.  

Is hope a precondition for trust in times of crisis? 

No, trust in the effectiveness of core institutions is necessary to resuscitate hope.  
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Asha Mukherjee (Visva-Bharati Central University, India) 

Trust and Hope: Play of Freedom and Constraints 

"Learn from yesterday, live for today, hope for tomorrow. The important thing is not to stop 

questioning."- Albert Einstein. 

The paper explores philosophical questions about the nature and interconnections between trust and 

hope, with an emphasis on the impact of the economic, social, medical, and political crises we face 

in our public and personal lives. Following Paul Tillich, it is argued that Faith is related to hope. Like 

Faith, hope is also multi-dimensional. Hope does not fall from the sky. It arises from our practices 

and movements, though hope is not confined to it. 



It will be argued that hope is one of the most fundamental traits of a human being. Hope defines man 

and human life. In all life's adversaries, one looks for betterment, for a change that would bring some 

good. 

Hope also helps us open our hearts to the world, going beyond differences such as class, colour, 

gender, religion, and culture. It also helps us develop cross-cultural global ethics.  Hopes can be 

realized or unrealizable. We can hope against hope. According to medical science, doctors say the 

patient will not survive more than a week. Still, the dear and near ones hope against hope ("hope 

against hope," rightly emphasized as central, Martin: 2014) 

Conscious attempts to change for the betterment from one state into another, the capacity to move out 

and to move back is the most inexplicable fact that self-consciousness encounters when it reflects on 

itself. This capacity is the foundation of that feeling of freedom that self-consciousness invariably 

finds in itself. There is also a feeling of constraints or determination by something outside itself, 

particularly when it finds that the dual movement is not a free act of itself. This simultaneous 

awareness of freedom and constraints defines the structure of self-consciousness as it is existentially 

felt by the individual and lived through human experience.  

 

 

Wilhelm Dancă (University of Bucharest / Romanian Academy, Romania) 

Trust Sustains Life, and Hope Makes It Grow 

I will argue this statement by drawing on the conclusions of specialists in various fields of knowledge, 

such as neurology and biology, mythology, philosophy, and Christian literature. 

First, I will refer to the contributions of contemporary scientists, such as Maya Simionescu (biologist) 

and Jean Askenazi (neurologist), according to whom hope is one of the most powerful survival 

mechanisms that exist in nature. Thanks to hope, our brain is equipped with chemical targets that can 

be effectively reached through social interaction, words, and thoughts. But the role of trust is also 

very important, because positive expectations set billions of molecules in motion and use the same 

mechanisms as drugs, activating the same biochemical pathways. For scientists, hope is more than 

just trust; hope is medicine. 

Next, I will resort to arguments from Greek mythology. I will focus on the myth of "Pandora's box" 

from Hesiod's story, which says that after all the evils came out of the box, what remained at the 

bottom was hope (elpis), and this is of enormous importance to humanity. The virtue of hope has left 

its mark on history and caused people to come out of their caves. 

Finally, I will look for arguments in Christian philosophy and literature. We will see that for the 

apostle Paul, hope is the "helmet" of salvation, that is, the protection of the head and thoughts against 

our fears. In the early centuries of the second millennium, Thomas Aquinas and Dante Alighieri 

considered hope to be a supreme value. Thomas states that the object of hope is that something is 

possible. If man does not consider it possible to obtain, either by himself or through another, a good 

that is difficult to obtain, then he falls into discouragement, sadness, despair, and dies. Therefore, 

hope is not something to be taken lightly, nor is it a placebo for the gullible or a conformist slogan. 

Hope is a power that confronts limits and obstacles with effort and courage and opens the door to the 

future. Dante Alighieri attached great importance to hope, which is why he argues that its absence 

means hell on earth. Significantly, he wrote these words on the frontispiece above the door of hell: 

"Abandon all hope, ye who enter here." Closer to us, at the beginning of the 20th century, the French 

poet Charles Péguy stated that hope is like a child in relation to faith, which is like a faithful wife, 

and charity like a mother. And yet, this child makes things move forward, because faith sees only 

what is, as does charity, which loves only what is, while hope loves what will be. 

In conclusion, people are made for relationships and for life. Hope is not a stage in human history on 

earth but an integral part of human beings, which is why we can say that humans exist or live as 

humans as long as they have hope. 

 

 



SUH Yu-Suk (Howon University, South Korea) 

Reframing Trust and Hope in the Transition to a Post-Carbon, AI Society: Beyond Global 

Power Hegemony and Toward International Civic Solidarity 

Today, humanity stands at a critical historical juncture, defined by the dual transition toward a "Post-

Carbon Economy" and an "AI-driven Society." While these shifts offer immense potential, the current 

international landscape presents a troubling reality. Escalating geopolitical power struggles, the 

monopolistic dominance of Big Tech, and the systemic inequalities worsened by the climate crisis are 

deeply damaging trust and hope—the two foundational elements that sustain our public institutions 

and private lives. This paper explores the philosophical essence of these values and argues for their 

urgent recovery through collective action. 

The first part of the research analyzes the ontological link between trust and hope. Drawing on Ernst 

Bloch’s "Principle of Hope" and Jürgen Habermas’s "Communicative Rationality," it argues that hope 

is far more than mere "wishful thinking" or passive optimism. Instead, hope is a "strategic 

prerequisite" and a rational foundation that makes genuine trust possible. In times of socio-economic 

crisis, the betrayal of trust by those in power is not just a political setback but a profound moral 

failure, as it destroys a community's core ability to cooperate. Consequently, maintaining hope 

becomes a "moral duty" for our time—a necessary stance to prevent social fragmentation and 

fatalism. 

The core argument of this paper posits that the recovery of trust and hope depends on the active 

practice of mature citizens. Utilizing Hannah Arendt’s concept of "Action" and the "space of 

appearance," the study demonstrates that when citizens speak out and work together in the public 

sphere, a crisis can be transformed into an opportunity to build new, resilient bonds. This civic 

solidarity acts as a powerful shield against the encroaching forces of global power hegemonies and 

technological determinism. 

In conclusion, this research redefines trust as an active "social virtue" that must be cultivated through 

practice, rather than a passive expectation of others. It advocates for the formation of "International 

Civic Solidarity" as a primary mechanism to overcome current power struggles. By reframing our 

moral obligations, we can navigate the challenges of AI and environmental upheaval to build a future 

that is not only sustainable but also deeply just and human-centered. 

 

 

Vassilis Karasmanis (National Technical University of Athens, Greece) 

The Relevance of Self – Knowledge in a Time of Crisis; the case of Socrates 

It is commonplace to say that we are living in an age of crisis. We are confronted with enormous 

problems, many of which are appearing for the first time in human history: the danger of nuclear 

annihilation, the destruction of the natural environment, artificial intelligence, globalization, the 

abolition of privacy, totalitarianism, fanaticism, and many others. 

The average person today feels alone, lost amid immense forces and interests that determine both 

individual lives and societies. The constant bombardment of information—much of which we are 

unable to judge or evaluate—makes it difficult for us to distinguish truth from falsehood, and ends 

from means. There is an urgent need to ask ourselves once again, from the very beginning: who are 

we? And furthermore, what kind of societies do we want? What is good and what is evil? What are 

the ends, and what are the means? 

Socrates was perhaps the first philosopher who attempted to discuss these questions. He too lived in 

a time of crisis, during the era of the Peloponnesian War. Socrates was the first to believe that self-

knowledge is the most important task of philosophy and the human life. He claimed that the 

unexamined life is not worth living and he set as his goal to examine the unexamined lives of the 

others. Therefore, Socratic interrogation tries to help individuals to achieve genuine self-knowledge, 

even if it often turns out to be negative in character. Self-knowledge is different from ‘knowledge of 

information’. It is ‘ethical’ knowledge. Socrates’ attitude is predominantly ethical/practical. For him, 

self-understanding means self-improvement. The oracle in Delphi said that “there is no man wiser 



than Socrates”. According to him, this happens because he is the only man who really believes that 

he knows nothing, while other people believe that know many things which really did not know. 

Socrates helps by his examination (elenchus) people to get rid of their false believes about themselves. 

This is a kind of purification (katharsis) of the soul and the most relevant step towards self-knowledge. 

In this way, the most important human faculty is our capacity of critical thinking. Our consciousness 

of this capacity is, in a sense, our consciousness of what we are. 
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Karine Yaralyan (Yerevan State University, Armenia) 

Understanding Hope in Terms of Power and Agency: The Relevance of Charter 77’s Political 

Philosophy to Crises of Authoritarian Injustice 

This paper explores the relationship between hope, power, and agency through the historical lens of 

the Charter 77 civic initiative and Czechoslovakia’s 1989 gentle revolution.4 Special focus is paid to 

the philosophy of Jan Patočka, including his influence on Václav Havel as a social and political actor. 

Additionally, the paper engages with work done by Béatrice Han-Pile and Katharina Bauer on the 

relationship between hope power, and agency in an attempt to better understand the applied ethics of 

Czechoslovakia’s democratic transition and to explore the relationship of that revolution to 

contemporary social and political crises of justice.5  

In January 2026 Mark Carney spoke at the World Economic Forum in his capacity as Canadian prime 

minister, and addressed a “rupture” in the world order. Carney’s speech was titled “Principled and 

pragmatic: Canada’s path,”6 and in it he relied significantly upon Václav Havel’s 1978 essay The 

Power of the Powerless.7 Havel’s essay addresses the subject of hope at several points, and this paper 

investigates the influence of that text on the pragmatic approaches evident in the Carney speech.8  

At the same time the paper also engages with Jan Patočka’s thought and its influence on Havel9 in an 

attempt to delineate and articulate a more coherent political philosophy of hope.10 In this regard the 

paper critically assesses Havel’s assertion that hope is “an ability to work for something because it is 

good, not just because it stands a chance to succeed.”11  

The paper concludes by considering Katharina Bauer’s12 and Béatrice Han-Pile’s 13 respective work 

on hope, power and agency. This last section investigates how new forms of solidarity may relate to 

                                                      
4 Krapfl, James. "Revolution with a human face: Politics, culture, and community in Czechoslovakia, 1989–1992." 
In Revolution with a Human Face. Cornell University Press, 2013. 
5 Kirs, Eszter. "Political self-restraint of civil society movements in communism and the electoral autocracy of 
Hungary." European Politics and Society (2026): 1-14. 
6 Mark Carney, “Principled and pragmatic: Canada’s path.” 20 January 2026, World Economic Forum Annual Meeting, 
Davos, Switzerland, transcript, https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/speeches/2026/01/20/principled-and-pragmatic-
canadas-path-prime-minister-carney-addresses 
7 Havel, Václav. “The Power of the Powerless.” East European politics and societies 32, no. 2 (2018): 353–408. 
8 Koopman, Colin. "Pragmatism as a philosophy of hope: Emerson, James, Dewey, Rorty." The Journal of Speculative 
Philosophy 20, no. 2 (2006): 106-116. See also Capps, Walter H. “Interpreting Václav Havel.” CrossCurrents 47, no. 3 
(1997): 301–16. 
9 Patočka, et al. Heretical Essays in the Philosophy of History. Open Court, 1996. 
10 Findlay, Edward F. "Classical ethics and postmodern critique: Political philosophy in Václav Havel and Jan 
Patočka." The Review of Politics 61, no. 3 (1999): 403-438. 
11 Vaclav Havel, “The kind of hope I often think about” in Disturbing the Peace: A Conversation with Karel Hvizdala, 
trans and intro. by Paul Wilson (New York: Vintage Books, 1990), 181. 
12 Bauer, Katharina. "The power of hope? Powerlessness and strong democratic hope." Critical Review of International 
Social and Political Philosophy 27, no. 6 (2024): 887-905. 
13 Han-Pile, Béatrice. "Hope, powerlessness, and agency." Midwest Studies in Philosophy 41, no. 1 (2017): 175-201. 



new capacities for hope, especially with regard to contemporary crises of justice stemming from 

authoritarianism. In this regard the paper anticipates the development of new interdisciplinary 

methodological approaches for use in analysing and interpretating questions of agency, authority, and 

power through the lens of hope.  

 

 

Marina Galstyan (Center for Educational Research and Consulting, Armenia) 

Հույսի և վստահության ձևավորումը հետպատերազմյան Հայաստանում․ 

երիտասարդների սոցիալական փորձառությունները 

Հայաստանի երիտասարդները վերջին տարիներին բախվել են միաժամանակ մի քանի 

ճգնաժամերի՝ պատերազմ, կորուստ, տեղահանություն, տնտեսական անապահովություն, 

կրթության խաթարում, ինչպես նաև սոցիալական և քաղաքական անորոշության աճ։ Այս 

զեկույցը վերլուծում է, թե ինչպես են այս հետպատերազմյան պայմանները ազդում 

երիտասարդների վստահության և հույսի ձևավորման վրա՝ ինչպես անձնային, այնպես էլ 

հանրային մակարդակում, և ինչպես են դրանք փոխկապակցվում երիտասարդների 

անկախության և գործելու կարողությունների հետ (agency)։ 

Երիտասարդները, որպես մանկական կախվածությունից դեպի մեծահասակների 

անկախություն անցումային փուլում գտնվող սոցիալական խումբ, առանձնահատուկ խոցելի 

են ճգնաժամային իրավիճակներում։ Լիովին ինքնուրույն չլինելով՝ նրանք ճգնաժամերը 

վերապրում են բազմաշերտ ազդեցությամբ, ինչը սրում է անորոշությունը, կախվածությունը 

և ապագայի հանդեպ անվստահությունը (Furlong, 2013)։ Այս համատեքստում վստահության 

և հույսի հարցերը ձեռք են բերում ոչ միայն ակադեմիայան, փիլիսոփայական նշանակություն, 

այլև խոր բարոյական նշանակություն։ 

Երիտասարդական հետազոտություններում հույսը դիտարկվում է ինչպես անցյալի, 

այնպես էլ ապագայի հետ կապված։ Երիտասարդության ուսումնասիրություններում հույսը 

դիտարկվում է ոչ միայն որպես անհատական զգացում կամ հոգեբանական վիճակ, այլ որպես 

սոցիալապես կառուցված, կառուցվածքայնորեն պայմանավորված և մշակութայնորեն 

ձևավորված ապագայակենտրոն կողմնորոշում (Snyder, 2002)։ Հույսը դրսևորվում է 

ամենափոքր առօրյա հարցերում կամ հավասարապես ամբողջ մոլորակին վերաբերող ավելի 

մեծ հարցերում։ Հույսը կարելի է տեսնել երիտասարդների հոբբիներում, ազատ ժամանակում 

կամ ընկերների հետ, ինչպես նաև կրթության, աշխատանքային կյանքի և չափահասության 

անցման մեջ։ Հույսը կարելի է գտնել քաղաքական հարցերի շուրջ մտորելու կամ բարոյական 

կամ էթիկական հարցերի դիտարկման մեջ։ Զեկույցի նպատակն է 2025թ․ Հայաստանում 1000 

երիտասարդի շրջանում իրականացված քանակական և ավելի քան 80 երիտասարդների 

շրջանում իրականացված որակական հետազոտության արդյունքների հիման վրա 

ներկայացնել երիտասարդների կյանքը հետպատերազմյան Հայաստանում և քննարկել, թե 

ինչ տեղ ունի երիտասարդների կյանքում հույսը և վստահությունը ապագայի նկատմամբ, 

ինչպես է հույսը գործում երիտասարդների առօրյա կյանքում և ինչպես է այն ձևավորում 

ապագային ուղղված նրանց պրակտիկաները, ընտրությունները և ուղիները, և ինչ դեր ունի 

հույսը երիտասարդների դիմակայունության, անկախության և սոցիալական 

ներգրավվածության ձևավորման մեջ հետպատերազմյան իրականությունում։ 

 

 

Davit Mosinyan (Yerevan State University, Armenia) 

Պատմությունը որպես հույսի կառուցում  
Զեկույցի հիմքում պնդումն է, որ պատմությունը հատկապես աղետալի վիճակներում առաջին 

հերթին ոչ թե անցյալի չեզոք վերակառուցում է, այլ ապագային ուղղված հոգեբանական ու 

էկզիստենցիալ պրակտիկա է։ Պատմությունը գրվում է լուռ համոզմամբ, որ անցյալի, ներկայի 

և ապագայի միջև շարունակականությունը հնարավոր ու անհրաժեշտ է։ Այս դիտանկյունից 

պատմական նարատիվը մտածելի է որպես հույսի կառուցում՝ խորհրդանշական փորձ 

հաղթահարելու ժամանակային խզումը, կորուստը և շարունակականության 



բացակայությունից բխող տագնապը։ Հույսն այստեղ չի ընկալվում որպես բարոյական 

վերաբերմունք կամ քաղաքական լավատեսություն, այլ որպես պատմական գիտակցության 

կառուցվածքային պայման։ Վերլուծելով պատմագրության նարատիվիստական ձևը՝ զեկույցը 

ցույց է տալիս, թե ինչպես է անցյալը կազմակերպվում այնպիսի եղանակով, որը կայունացնում 

է ինքնությունը, լեգիտիմացնում է պատկանելությունը և կանխատեսում իմաստավոր 

ապագաներ։ Պատմության մշտական ներկայությունը, հատկապես ճգնաժամերի և 

աղետների պայմաններում, բացահայտում է դրա դերը որպես չգոյության և ջնջման 

սպառնալիքի դեմ ուղղված հոգեբանական պաշտպանական մեխանիզմ։ Այդպիսով զեկույցը 

ուշադրությունը տեղափոխում է պատմական ճշմարտության մասին իմացաբանական 

հարցերից դեպի պատմության իրականացրած հոգեբանական և գոյաբանական 

գործառույթները։ Առաջադրվում է միտք, որ պատմության տևական ուժը պայմանավորված է 

ոչ այնքան անցյալը բացատրելու ունակությամբ, որքան ժամանակային 

շարունակականության և, հետևաբար, իմաստի հնարավորության նկատմամբ հավատը 

պահպանելու կարողությամբ։ 

 

 

Hayarpi Sahakyan (Yerevan State Medical University, Armenia) 

Վստահությունն առանց հույսի․ ալգորիթմիկ կառավարելիությունը ճգնաժամային 

պայմաններում 

Սովորաբար, երբ խոսում ենք վստահության մասին, ենթադրում ենք, որ դրա հիմքում կա (ա) 

հույս, որ մյուսը չի խաբի, (բ) հույս, որ ինստիտուտը կգործի և (գ) հույս, որ ապագան 

«մոտավորապես նորմալ» կլինի։  

Ժամանակակից փիլիսոփայական և բարոյագիտական քննարկումներում վստահությունը 

սովորաբար ընկալվում է որպես հարաբերություն, որի հիմքում ընկած է որոշակի հույս՝ 

ապագայի, մյուսի կամ ինստիտուցիոնալ գործողության վերաբերյալ։ Վստահելը ենթադրում 

է ոչ միայն ռացիոնալ հաշվարկ, այլ նաև բարոյական սպասում, որ ապագան բաց է և 

սկզբունքորեն չսահմանափակված։ Սակայն ժամանակակից ճգնաժամային պայմաններում՝ 

համաճարակների, պատերազմների, կլիմայական վտանգների և տվյալահեն կառավարման 

տարածման ֆոնին, վստահության այս պատկերացումն աստիճանաբար խնդրահարույց է 

դառնում։ 

Ուստի ժամանակակից կառավարման ռեժիմներում վստահությունն աստիճանաբար 

կտրվում է հույսից և վերափոխվում է հաշվարկային, տեխնիկական և կանխատեսական 

հարաբերության։ Մարդիկ շարունակում են վստահել համակարգերին, ինստիտուտներին և 

գործընթացներին ոչ թե որովհետև հույս ունեն, այլ որովհետև ապագայի հետ «աշխատելու» 

այլընտրանք չունեն։ Այս վստահությունը չի հիմնվում հույսի կամ հավատի վրա, այլ՝ 

ապագայի կանխատեսելիության և ռիսկի կառավարման խոստման։  

Վերլուծելով տվյալահեն կառավարման, ռիսկի մոդելավորման և կանխատեսական 

միջամտությունների տարածված պրակտիկաները՝ կարող ենք պնդել, որ վստահությունը 

ճգնաժամային պայմաններում դառնում է գործառնական անհրաժեշտություն։ Սուբյեկտը 

ենթարկվում է ոչ թե բաց հարկադրանքի կամ վախի միջոցով, այլ այն պատճառով, որ 

ապագան այլ կերպ կառավարելի չէ։ Վստահելը դառնում է ադապտացիա այն միջավայրին, 

որտեղ անորոշությունը մշտապես հաշվարկվում և դասակարգվում է։ 

Այս համատեքստում առաջարկում ենք տարբերակել վստահության երկու ձև՝ (ա) էթիկական 

վստահություն, որը հիմնված է հույսի, փոխադարձության և բարոյական 

պատասխանատվության վրա, և (բ) հաշվարկային կամ տեխնիկական վստահություն, որը 

հիմնված է կանխատեսելիության, ավտոմատացված որոշումների և ռիսկի մոդելավորման 

մեխանիզմների վրա։ Սակայն, ճգնաժամերը ոչ այնքան քայքայում են վստահությունը, որքան 

վերաձևակերպում են դրա տրամաբանությունը։ 

Այսպիսով,եթե վստահությունն այլևս հույսի վրա չի հիմնված, եթե այն զուտ գործառնական 

բնույթ է ձեռք բերել ժամանակակից ճգնաժամային պայմաններում, ապա արդյո՞ք այս հույսից 

զրկված վստահությունը դեռևս կարելի է համարել բարոյական հարաբերություն, թե՞ այն 



վերածվում է պարզապես կառավարման ռեժիմներին հարմարվելու ձևի։ Այս հարցը թույլ է 

տալիս վերաիմաստավորել վստահության և հույսի փոխկապակցվածությունը 

ժամանակակից ճգնաժամային իրականության պայմաններում։ 
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Robin R. Wang (Loyola Marymount University, USA) 

Proximity and the Paradox of Trust and Hope: A Daoist Perspective 

This paper offers a relational account of trust and hope grounded in the concept of proximity. It 

argues for three claims. First, trust does not conceptually require hope understood as optimism about 

favorable outcomes. Second, trust and hope are nonetheless systematically connected insofar as both 

depend on the maintenance of viable relational proximity—relations that are neither collapsed into 

domination nor dissolved by withdrawal. Third, this connection is best understood not in epistemic 

terms, but as a matter of embodied competence and attunement. 

To develop this position, this paper draws on Daoist philosophy, with particular attention to female 

Daoist thinker Cao Wenyi (1039–1119). Cao’s articulations of tong (通, openness), ming (明, non-

instrumental clarity), and zhen (真, uncontrived alignment) offer a model of embodied attunement 

in which agents sustain relations without predictive control. On this model, trust is a capacity to 

remain appropriately proximate to others under conditions of uncertainty, while hope is a disposition 

to sustain openness to relational continuation despite the absence of guarantees. 

This paper shows that crises undermine trust primarily by distorting proximity—through enforced 

distance, coercive closeness, or instability of relational boundaries—rather than by merely defeating 

rational expectations. The paper concludes that trust and hope should be classified as relational 

virtues: capacities for managing proximity within fragile social and embodied contexts. This Daoist 

framework contributes to contemporary debates by decoupling trust from optimism while explaining 

its persistent connection to hope. Trust and hope are not belief-states about the future but embodied 

capacities for sustaining viable relational proximity under conditions of uncertainty. 

 

 

Thomas Michael (Beijing Normal University, China) 

Basal Trust: A Typological Arc from Analytic Philosophy to Laozi’s Event-Phenomenology 

of Xin 

Most analytic accounts of trust ask: When should I decide to trust, and on what evidence? Whether 

framed as predictive reliance or affective optimism, they treat trust as an interpersonal, future-directed 

attitude, namely as something we have or something we do. This paper argues that such approaches 

presuppose a more fundamental phenomenon: basal trust, the pre-reflective condition that makes any 

particular trust or hope possible at all.  

To uncover this basal layer, I trace a typological arc through three decisive shifts from the analytic 

account. First, K.E. Løgstrup portrays trust as a “sovereign expression of life” that are spontaneous, 

given, and ontologically prior to choice. We do not decide to trust; we always already find ourselves 

in an atmosphere of trust, like the air we breathe. Second, Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology, 

developed by Fiona Utley and Susan Bredlau, reveals trust as the affective horizon of perception: the 

equilibrium of anxiety and courage that lets us “get on with life” without constant reflection. Third, I 

turn to the Daodejing. Laozi does not begin with human trust but with the Dao itself. Chapter 21 

states: “Inside the vitalities of the Dao there is xìn (trust/sincerity).” Trust is not a human projection 

but a cosmological principle – the self-unfolding reliability of reality. 



What emerges is a vision of basal trust that does not depend on hope. Hope looks forward to specific 

outcomes; basal trust is the medium in which any outcome can appear at all. In times of crisis, when 

hopes are repeatedly dashed, this hope-independent trust offers a durable foundation for resilience. 

The sage trusts the untrustworthy (ch. 49) and speaks unadorned truth (ch. 81), not because she hopes 

for a better future, but because she dwells in trust as the fish dwells in water. The paper concludes 

that trust without hope is not a deficit but the most resilient form of solidarity and equanimity, an 

alternative that analytic philosophy, for all its insights, has yet to fully articulate. 
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Epistemology and Trust 

 

 

Zoheir Bagheri Noaparast (Stellenbosch University, South Africa) 

Trust, Hinges, and the Norms They Hide 

This article reconstructs and assesses Annalisa Coliva’s attempt to articulate trust as a basic epistemic 

stance rather than a status warranted only under conditions such as sincerity and competence (Coliva, 

2025, pp. 939). Drawing on Wittgenstein’s On Certainty, Coliva argues that “hinge trust” consists in 

a prereflective openness and reliance that enables language learning, inquiry, and ordinary 

justification, and that it extends beyond interpersonal testimony to perception, artifacts, and the 

perceived stability of one’s environment. On this basis she proposes a “trust-first” view: trust is 

epistemically primitive and not reducible to reliance supplemented by goodwill, commitment, or 

reactive attitudes, while thicker moralized forms of trust emerge only when such elements are added. 

She further maintains that trust is ontologically and axiologically prior to distrust, with distrust 

rationally warranted only when the background conditions of trust have been systematically or 

egregiously violated (Coliva, 2025, pp. 954–956). The article argues, however, that two difficulties 

qualify this program. First, the claim that hinge trust is “groundless” risks circularity if the hinges 

treated as what “must” remain fixed already incorporate normative standards such as reliability or 

correctness, thereby reintroducing entitlement into what is presented as a purely descriptive stance 

(Wittgenstein, 1969, §§150–151). Second, the purported primacy of trust is hard to sustain across 

domains in which structured skepticism is not anomalous but institutionalized, including adversarial 

legal procedure, scientific verification, market exchange under asymmetric information, security 

regimes, and forms of warranted distrust shaped by repeated injustice. The conclusion is that Coliva 

compellingly illuminates the background role of trust in testimony and hinge epistemology, but that 

her strongest priority claims are better interpreted as context-sensitive and as requiring a clearer 

demarcation between descriptive hinges and normative warrant. 
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Silvia Ivani (University College Dublin, Ireland) 

Trust, AI Chatbots, and Cultivating Hope 

Reading scientific papers is a widespread practice among many patients, who try to educate 

themselves to understand their diseases better and know more about treatments. Patients who have 

not yet received a clear diagnosis may engage in this epistemic practice too, to figure out what is 

happening to them. Moreover, the use of AI Chatbots to ask questions about diseases and treatments 

and access information is becoming a common practice. For some patients, using AI Chatbots has 

been extremely helpful, as some have no time or resources to read complex scientific papers, and the 



information provided by these digital tools has revealed to be particularly enlightening and even 

lifesaving in many cases. 

The literature reports that healthcare institutions and professionals may often discourage patients from 

using these digital tools. It may be argued that this is a legitimate and even responsible move. Indeed, 

some studies show that these tools can spread misinformation and disinformation, may be biased, and 

engage in so-called hallucinations. Hence, they may hinder patients’ efforts to gain knowledge and 

improve their understanding, and, in some cases, their willingness to accept reliable treatments. 

In this paper, I will investigate how we should understand and engage with patients’ use of AI 

Chatbots. While I will discuss and acknowledge issues in terms of accuracy, misinformation, 

hallucinations, and biases in AI tools and related harms, I will also explore the literature that reports 

that AI Chatbots may outperform healthcare professionals’ diagnostic skills, and shows that the 

possibility that they can positively contribute to patients’ understanding and experiences should not 

be ignored or easily ruled out. Moreover, I will argue that acknowledging and properly engaging with 

the fact that, at least for some patients, using AI Chatbots is important may be crucial. The reason is 

that for many patients engaging in these digital epistemic practices gives them hope that they will be 

able to understand their own experiences, possibly manage and cure their diseases as well as actively 

participate and contribute to their healing path and wellbeing. I will argue that acknowledging and 

properly engaging with patients’ use of AI Chatbots may be crucial to promote several bene􀏐its. 

These include 1) promoting patients’ epistemic rights, 2) increasing patients’ self-trust, 3) building 

or maintaining a fruitful therapeutic alliance between healthcare professionals and patients, and 4) 

fostering trust in healthcare systems and professionals. Working on fostering trust and being aware 

of the dynamics that may lead to distrust is important and urgent, as recent studies reveal a crisis of 

public trust in science. I will argue that refusing to acknowledge the importance that using AI  

Chatbots has for many patients and for sustaining and nurturing their hope to be able to deal with 

their health issues and dismissing or not fruitfully engaging with patients’ digital epistemic practices 

and AI-informed contributions may negatively affect their evaluation of healthcare providers’ 

benevolence, which is one of the fundamental components determining trust levels in science. 

Moreover, I will argue that properly engaging with patients’ AI-informed contributions should not 

involve mere acceptance of their claims, as Chatbots may indeed provide them with inaccurate 

information, but an engagement that fosters appraisal respect in the relationship between healthcare 

providers and patients. 

 

 

Sara Gonzalez Garcia (University of Santiago de Compostela, Spain) 

Epistemic Hope and Its Role in Testimonial Trust 

How can we justify trusting others when information is incomplete or conflicting? Is it rational to 

rely on testimony in contexts of persistent disagreement? And, more fundamentally, how can 

epistemic hope sustain rational trust under such conditions? This paper argues that trust can be both 

rational and epistemically justified even in the face of persistent disagreement or contradictory 

evidence, and that this justification relies crucially on epistemic hope, which allows trust to persist 

without collapsing into blind deference or extreme skepticism. 

The paper develops a normative account of testimonial practices according to which trust constitutes 

an epistemically legitimate stance embedded within a shared framework of norms and expectations. 

From this perspective, trust is not merely an emotional reaction, but a practice structured by epistemic 

authority, testimonial responsibility, communal recognition, and, importantly, epistemic hope. 

Epistemic hope functions as a support that sustains cooperative cognitive activity under uncertainty 

and disagreement, enabling agents to maintain trust when evidence is partial or contested. 

By distinguishing between symmetric and asymmetric disagreements, the paper shows how epistemic 

authority, testimonial responsibility, and epistemic hope serve as key criteria for evaluating when 

trust is epistemically appropriate. How can we determine when it is reasonable to trust without 

compromising rationality? Drawing on the work of Baghramian, Sosa, McMyler, Liz, and Vázquez, 



the paper develops a perspectivist account in which epistemic hope reinforces collective epistemic 

coordination, integrating diverse knowledge, distributing epistemic risk, and supporting shared 

practices of verification and justification. 

The paper explicitly draws on Jennifer Lackey’s influential work on testimony and expert 

disagreement, particularly her rejection of epistemic self-sufficiency and uncritical deference. In real-

world contexts characterized by reliance on expertise and persistent disagreement, when would 

suspending trust, itself be epistemically justified? Cases such as fortuitous discoveries, improbable 

coincidences, “buried treasure” cases (true beliefs acquired by sheer luck), and “barn-facade” cases 

(accidental truths formed in misleading environments) illustrate how modal epistemology alone fails 

to capture the real dynamics of testimonial trust. 

The central contribution of the paper is to make explicit the often-implicit role of epistemic hope in 

testimonial practices. Epistemic hope is not the belief that reliable agents will always be correct, nor 

a relaxation of epistemic standards; rather, it is an attitude that sustains rational trust and allows 

testimonial reliance and cognitive cooperation to persist even in the face of incomplete or contested 

evidence, thereby ensuring the continuity of collective epistemic practices. 
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Silva Petrosyan & Lilia Khachatryan (Yerevan State University, Armenia) 

Crisis of Epistemic Trust as a Virtue in the Post-Truth Era 

Contemporary diagnoses of the so-called post-truth era typically describe a condition in which truth 

itself loses its normative authority in public discourse, manifested in the proliferation of 

misinformation, the erosion of factual credibility, and the increasing dominance of emotive and 

identity-driven belief formation. This paper argues that such phenomena are better understood as 

symptoms of a deeper epistemic disorder: a crisis of epistemic trust. 

Human knowledge practices are irreducibly social, relying on testimony, expertise, and institutional 

mediation (Reid, An Inquiry into the Human Mind; Hardwig, Epistemic Dependence). As social 

epistemologists have long emphasized, trust in others is not merely an optional attitude but a 

background condition of possibility for shared knowledge and public truth (Coady, Testimony; 

Goldberg, Relying on Others). At the same time, recent work in virtue epistemology has shown that 

trust is not epistemically neutral: it can be exercised well or badly, calibrated or distorted, and thus 

qualifies as a cultivable epistemic virtue (Zagzebski, Virtues of the Mind; Fricker, Epistemic 

Injustice). We argue that the post-truth condition emerges when epistemic trust fails at both levels - 

when the social infrastructure that sustains trust erodes, and when individuals lack the virtues 

required to place trust responsibly.  

Understanding the crisis of truth as a crisis of epistemic trust reveals not only the normative limits of 

scepticism and the epistemic costs of cynicism, but also the social disabling of epistemic agents. 

Drawing on Miranda Fricker’s account of epistemic capability as a basic social capacity to contribute 

to shared practices of knowledge and understanding, this paper argues that the erosion and 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9213.00154


misallocation of epistemic trust characteristic of the post-truth era systematically undermines this 

capability. When credibility is no longer governed by epistemic norms but by identity, affect, or 

strategic interests, individuals and institutions alike are impaired in their role as contributors to the 

collective epistemic good. The post-truth condition thus represents a crisis of epistemic trust in which 

both the infrastructure of knowledge and the virtues that sustain it are damaged. 
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Elena Popa (University of Seville, Spain) 

Trust and wellbeing under conditions of economic inequality 

Economic crises are often accompanied by increasing inequality, which, in turn, has been linked to 

rising levels of distrust. Relevant work has pointed to social patterns obtaining in more economically 

unequal societies that affect the citizens’ overall health and wellbeing: relations characterized by 

patterns of domination and distrust, affective injustice (Gallegos 2021, Thomas et al. 2024), different 

types and uses of social capital (Szreter & Woolcock 2004). Distrust in particular can be of the 

interpersonal kind, affecting connections between individuals, or of the institutional kind, eroding the 

links between the citizens and more complex entities, such as education, welfare or healthcare 

systems (cf. Contessa 2025). The aims of this paper are twofold. First, it seeks to investigate the 

dimensions of both individual and institutional distrust and their interactions in cases of rising 

economic inequality. One key insight here is that independently of how trust is defined, deeming an 

institution (un)trustworthy does not mean that the property holds for each and every individual that 

is part of it. This has the important implication that interpersonal trust can also be built in a context 

of institutional distrust, through interactions between members of the public and representatives of 

relevant institutions (see Rossi & Mohammed 2025 for the case of healthcare institutions and 

provider-patient interactions). Secondly, this paper aims at looking at how trust can be fostered in a 

climate of institutional distrust. Drawing on literature on ‘thick’ notions of trust (e.g., Govier 1997), 

I will argue that interpersonal interactions under conditions of distrust and underlying inequality 

require a commitment to acting according to the situation and needs of the trustor. In the particular 

case of economic inequality this would amount to providing social support or facilitating access to 

services. While such actions or attitudes would likely not make institutions more trustworthy, they 

may maintain levels of trust needed for basic levels overall wellbeing and social cohesion while 

dealing with crises also in more structural ways.  

 

 

Arman Khachatryan (The Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography and the Armenian 

Genocide Museum Institute, Armenia) 

Mihran Galstyan (The Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography, Armenia) 

Garik Atanesyan (The Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography, Armenia) 

Living on the Border of Hope and Trust: An Anthropological Perspective on Post–44-Day 

War Armenia’s New Borderline Communities 

This paper explores how hope and trust are lived, negotiated, and reconfigured in Armenia’s newly 

constituted borderline communities following the 2020 44-day war. The postwar redrawing and 

militarization of borders did not merely alter territorial arrangements; they reconfigured the affective, 

moral, and temporal conditions of everyday life. Rather than approaching borders as fixed 

geopolitical lines, the paper conceptualizes them as social and affective formations—spaces where 

uncertainty, attachment, and ethical decision-making are continuously produced. 

Situated at the intersection of anthropological border studies, affect theory, and the anthropology of 

uncertainty, the study examines how political rupture becomes embedded in routine practices and 



embodied experiences. In villages located along Armenia’s new borders, residents encounter the 

border not only through military observation and frontier surveillance personnel but through altered 

cultivation and social interaction. Familiar landscapes are re-signified as zones of risk; routine acts 

such as farming, commuting, or visiting shrines and places of remembrance are recalculated in 

relation to proximity to military presence and shifting security regimes. 

Anthropological perspective to everyday scenes—walking along newly restricted paths, cultivating 

land under observation, listening to distant gunfire at night—reveals how the border is lived as a 

persistent reality, rather than a situational moment. These experiences foreground uncertainty as a 

structuring force that shapes how people relate to place, future, and state authority. Time itself is 

experienced as suspended or fragmented, marked by expressions such as “we live day by day” or 

“nothing feels stable anymore.” Within this context, hope emerges not as future-oriented optimism 

but as a fragile, pragmatic affect tied to staying, enduring, and maintaining continuity. Acts of 

remaining in place, rebuilding homes, or sustaining routines acquire moral and existential 

significance. Trust, meanwhile, operates as a relational and uneven resource. It is cautiously extended, 

withdrawn, or renegotiated through interactions with neighbors, local officials, military actors, and 

state institutions. The postwar condition exposes the limits of trust while intensifying reliance on 

intimate and localized social networks. 

By foregrounding lived experience, the paper argues that Armenia’s post–44-day war borderland 

communities constitute a distinct affective landscape, where hope and trust are continuously 

recalibrated under conditions of prolonged insecurity. The border functions simultaneously as a site 

of fear, adaptation, and attachment, challenging conventional binaries between civilian and 

militarized space, stability and crisis. 

This research is conducted with the financial support of the Committee of Higher Education and 

Science of the Republic of Armenia at the Institute of Archeology and Ethnography of the Republic 

of Armenian. Methodologically, the study is based on in-depth and expert interviews, complemented 

by the analysis of extensive baseline datasets on mobility, demographic change, and everyday 

practices in postwar border communities. 

 

 

Satya Prasoon (Nalsar University of Law, India) 

The Logic of Inner Exclusion and Democratic (Dis)Trust in India 

This paper argues that liberal democracies generate democratic trust only when political participation 

is supplemented by a politics of recognition that secures minority culture as a primary constitutional 

good. Liberal democracies such as India confront a standing dilemma. They seek a common political 

identity to secure cohesion of the state. In a plural society this identity gravitates towards the cultural 

norms of the majority populace. Minority cultural mores and practices remain uneasy fits within the 

natural fold of a universal political identity. The result is an exclusion within democracy or inner 

exclusion, despite equality, formal right to vote, and guarantees of non-discrimination. Consequently, 

electoral inclusion coexists with social, economic and cultural exclusion in the public sphere. 

This condition produces a deepening crisis of constitutional distrust among minorities. While citizens 

possess the political right to vote yet experience persistent exclusion from public spaces with political 

meaning and economic value. The paper embeds the liberal constitution as a document of trust. With 

the adoption of universal adult franchise, the constitution offers practical reasons to believe that it 

will deliver a future built on democratic ethos. Trust rests on a prior reference point of deliverance 

for the trustor, the citizen who gained when right to participation through vote was guaranteed. The 

inner logic of exclusion embedded in the working of the liberal constitution grossly undermines this 

expectation especially in plural societies. Therefore, a political identity whose natural affinity is to 

reproduce majoritarian norms as default cultural references gradually weakens minority belief in 

constitutional deliverance. This weakening eventually hardens into disappointment and further into 

hopelessness when minorities remain locked out despite sustained electoral participation. Therefore, 



hopelessness marks the erosion of democratic trust where the constitution continues to operate 

formally but dies in the minds of cultural minorities. 

The paper contends that restoring trust in the liberal democratic state requires more than participation. 

It requires a politics of recognition. Minority right to culture must be recognised as a primary cultural 

good within constitutional designs. Such recognition registers minority presence and matters against 

the backdrop of a political identity that is otherwise majoritarian. Recognition allows minorities to 

belong without assimilation on majoritarian terms. The paper argues that the natural tendency of 

political identity to exclude misunderstood cultural references must be remedied through explicit 

minority cultural rights. These rights counter the downward slide of affectivity from disappointment 

to hopelessness. The paper foregrounds that without recognition democratic distrust risks turning into 

democratic weaponisation where constitutional forms persist but normative commitment collapses. 

The paper concludes that democratic survival in plural societies depends on recognition as a condition 

of trust and not as a concession to difference. 

KEYWORDS: Trust, Hopelessness, Constitution, Minority, Liberal Democracy, Culture, India 


