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KEYNOTE SPEAKER

Ferenc Huoranszki

(Central European University)

Contingency and Powers

Some events occur, although they might fail to occur. And some other
events do not occur, although they can. We need to discern two related but
distinct questions about such contingencies. First, we want to understand
what possibilities are; and second, we want to understand what makes it the
case that some events are possible. In this talk I shall briefly address this
latter question. Neo-Humean accounts claim that the range of possibilities
should be identified by the ‘principle of recombination’. I shall argue for an
alternative, Neo-Aristotelian account: the possibility of events is grounded in
objects’ powers.

KEYNOTE SPEAKER

Slobodan Perović

(University of Belgrade)

The Higgs Boson and the Logic of Scientific Discovery

Several physicists, including Steven Weinberg, have recently
suggested that the inescapable logic of discovery forces us to build mega-
experiments at high energies (e.g. Large Hadron Collider at CERN) if we wish
to tackle the fundamental levels of the physical world (e.g. recently
discovered Higgs boson). Yet the nature of theoretical and physical
constraints in high energy physics, and technological obstacles stemming
from them, turn out to be surprisingly open-ended. I demonstrate that an
appeal to the logic of scientific discovery in this case is circular and self-
serving, and suggest instead an epistemological and historical argument for
a very broad principle governing the discovery process.
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Viktor Ilievski

(Central European University)

Does the act of choice-making in Plato’s Myth of Er require the
notion of the will?

The fascinating Myth of Er appears at the end of Book X of the
Republic, and thus serves as a closing statement of the dialogue. The broad
subject of this paper is the Myth’s role in rebutting the archaic intuition that
the divinity is responsible for the badness that human beings experience, or
Plato’s theodicy. Now, the entire project of absolving the gods from liability
to blame in the Myth of Er rests upon the attestation of the soul’s moral
responsibility, which is put in action through the act of the supposedly free
choice. The biggest issue of the Myth’s compressed teodicy is to show that
the soul is indeed the chooser of its mental states and the subsequent
actions and that her choice is not meddled with in any significant way, i.e.,
that it is factually free. Plato would want us to believe that if a certain action
is initiated through somebody’s own choosing, the responsibility for it, as
well as for the consequent events and further actions it sets in motion, is his
or hers, and not god’s. There are, however, several restrictions and
difficulties related to this act of choosing and the moral responsibility it
implies, some of which threaten to taint and overturn the Myth’s theodicean
effort.

More precisely, this paper deals with the weighty issue that ought to
be addressed before passing on to the problem of free agency and moral
responsibility per se, although it embraces them in a significant way: that is
the question of the faculty, or the ‘mechanism’ behind the act of choice.
Although the idea that Plato entertained any notion close to the will is
nowadays almost given up (with some exceptions), quite a few eminent
scholars in the past were prone to ascribe to Plato a concept, not only of will,
but also of will that is free.

The question whether Plato entertained anything like the notion of the
will be here examined and mirrored against two temporary clusters of
understandings of the will as a factor in the explanation of action and moral
responsibility. These are the interpretations which take the will to be: a) a
faculty or ability for choice, which somehow produces volitions or willings,
that is, particular instances of choices; b) an attitude, drive or even desire
that leads one to a specific, and not any other, course of action.

It will be shown that Plato account of moral responsibility does not
demand a separate faculty of the will as defined in either of these clusters,
and therefore any further talk of the it should be discarded as interpretative
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surplus. I believe that thus the issue of the faculty behind the act of choice-
making (hairesthai) de facto turns into the question of explaining the
process by which the desire-belief pair culminates into this particular action.

In order to achieve this goal, we are going to turn to the Republic’s
theory of reason, spirit and appetite as distinct sources of motivation, which
will help us to better understand how both right and wrong choices are
possible in the Myth of Er as well. It will be shown that Plato’s hairesis in the
Myth of Er functions very much like Aristotle’s proairesis: they are both
propelled by a combination of desire and belief that certain objective is
good, and that certain action will lead to its accomplishment; they are both
the origin of all action; and for both of them we stand morally accountable,
because it is ultimately up to us whether we perform them or not. For Plato,
the quality of the choice depends on the rational part of the soul’s ability to
overpower the other two forces and lead the soul to a rational decision by
establishing its authority. When spirit and appetite take over, the result is
inauspicious, or worse. That is why Plato warns his readers that one’s prime
mission in life should be to train himself in the wisdom of right choice (Rep.
618b-610b), and thus avoid the disastrous consequences of his reason’s
falling under the sway of the lower desires.

Toth Oliver Istvan

(Central European University)

Imagination as the source of error in Spinoza’s Ethics

In the Ethics Spinoza identifies the first kind of knowledge roughly with
perception and habituation (E2p40s2). I will explore the role the first kind of
knowledge plays in Spinoza’s treatment of perception in the Ethics,
distinguish three different areas of application, namely perception,
imagination and memory, as well as value judgment. I discuss the role it
plays in the theory of knowledge of Ethics and propose a parallel
understanding of its role in value judgments.

According to Don Garrett (2008) and Margaret Wilson (1997) we can
talk about imagination, or the first kind of knowledge, when an idea of
perception represents its object in a confused manner because it represents
the bodily modification of the sense organ instead of the perceived object.
Because of Spinoza’s panpsychism, imagination is an extremely widespread
phenomenon in his system: basically all physical objects have it, it is how we
sense our own body and all of our own body, as well as perceive everything
else that is not known to us in the full blooded sense. If the perception of
the first kind of knowledge is taken to be veridical, the mind of the perceiver
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may erroneously infer the existence of the object perceived (E2p17). In
addition, since the temporal order in which one perceives different objects
may differ from the causal or logical order of things, the mind may have by
habituation the false belief that through these perceptions it has knowledge
about the logical and causal order of things.

Besides the first, there are also the second and third kinds of
knowledge which necessarily produce true ideas, therefore all error
originates in the first kind of knowledge (E2p42). All internal properties of
ideas are true, and only in virtue of their external property can they become
false (E2d4, E2p33). From this, Wilson concludes that ideas are false only
insofar as they are separated from the infinite chain of deduction in the
infinite intellect, which contains the adequate idea of everything by virtue of
having them in the order that corresponds to the logical or causal order of
nature.

Most of the commentators, including Wilson, take into account the
epistemic role of the first kind of knowledge. My original contribution will be
the application of our insights received by the analysis of the first kind of
knowledge in its epistemic role to its role in the formation of value
judgments. Spinoza in accordance with his framework of mechanical
philosophy treats almost all perceptions of qualities (such as colors) as at
least partially illusory and dependent on our human sensory apparatus. In
addition, he treats value judgments (such as judgments of goodness,
beauty, harmony etc.) as at least rooted in the same faculty. I will argue that
he conflates these two types of perceptions and also sense perception. Thus,
contrary to what Spinoza in his anti-anthropocentric treatment of value
judgments seems to claim (E1App) we can say that these are not
intrinsically false, only by virtue of their extrinsic properties. Since
presumably imagination of the toaster will never qualify for Spinoza as true
imagination, we have a special realm of things which is peculiar to humans
and of which conditions of possibility are peculiar to human nature.
Therefore, even though true imagination does not constitute a ‘dominion
within a dominion’ since it obeys the general laws of nature, still it can form
as a basis for a more humanist interpretation of Spinoza’s Ethics.

Nemanja Todorović

(Central European University)

Understanding Reasonableness

The project of political liberalism (PL) seems to carry a significant
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extensional appeal. It promises support to liberal democratic institutions
while supplying a justification which is not premised on truth of liberalism as
a comprehensive worldview. More so, PL is attentive to the fact that modern-
day societies are characterized by deep doctrinal disagreement on most
metaphysical, epistemological and ethical issues, and tries to steer away
from these controversies by putting a further constraint on the legitimate
exercise of political power. Roughly, for political liberals, a state act is
legitimate insofar as its justification rests on reasons all citizens, adequately
idealized (i.e. reasonable), might endorse. In effect, by being theoretically
modest, PL ends up being distinctively inclusive – compatible with differing
worldviews as far as these worldviews can be made consistent with the
specified idealization.

However, one might worry that the promise of inclusiveness comes at
a high price: if public officials and citizens are to steer away from all matters
under controversy, this might seriously hinder the intelligibility of public
deliberation and consequently the quality of public policy making. What we
seem to regard as responsible policy making rests on certain modes of
reasoning and gathering evidence that are far from uncontroversial. One
might try to rectify this difficulty by further inflating the epistemic criteria of
reasonableness. But now, we come to a different problem – the more we
inflate the concept of reasonableness, the more we step into the matter
under controversy, the less inclusive the project of PL ends up being. This
dilemma poses a challenge to the project of PL – and the concern is whether
we can specify the boundaries of reasonableness so as to make PL both
intelligible and appealing?

In order to address this question, I try to elucidate the concept of
reasonableness, focusing mainly on Rawlsian theoretical framework. The’two
horns’ of the aforementioned dilemma roughly correspond to two possible
readings of the concept of reasonableness, or (as I will try to argue) to
alternative interpretations of the thesis about‘burdens of judgment’,(BOJ),
six “sources” of reasonable disagreement (John Rawls, Political Liberalism,
Columbia University Press, 1996 (pages 54-58).

I start by providing a rough sketch of PL project and the underlying
commitments of reasonableness. Afterwards, I offer one (albeit most
influential) version of what I call the strict reading of BOJ, provided by Kelly
and McPherson (Erin Kelly and Lionel McPherson, “On Tolerating The
Unreasonable” Journal of Political Philosophy 9 (1):38–55 (2001). According
to the strict reading– citizens are reasonable in holding their respective
views in so far as these views are epistemically justified, on some recognized
account of epistemic justification. Since the very standards of epistemic
justifiability are under considerable dispute, and since the commitments of
some comprehensive worldviews might be at odds with these standards,
Kelly and McPherson propose that we do without BOJ as a necessary
condition of reasonableness. This strategy is not available however, since
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BOJ seem indispensable in accounting for the “normative grip” of
reasonableness.

According to the alternative reading, what I call the loose reading
(Jonathan Quong, Liberalism Without Perfection, Oxford University Press
2010) of BOJ, citizens are reasonable in maintaining their worldview in so far
as the explanation of why they hold the view they do, can be traced to any
of the BOJ. While this reading rescues the extensional appeal of PL, it seems
to embrace the second horn of the dilemma – it deflates the epistemic
standards of reasonableness to an unacceptable degree.

While I think that PL cannot avoid this dilemma and come out
unscathed, I argue that theorists of PL should opt for some version of the
strict reading, even if this means sacrificing some of its inclusiveness. Firstly,
strict reading accords well with some considerations of harm prevention and
intuitions about what responsible policy making should look like. Secondly,
the loose reading seems either to underdetermine the boundaries of
reasonable disagreement or to endanger the theoretical modesty of the
overall project of PL.

Marko Konjović

(Central European University)

Frontiers of political constructivism: John Rawls and the Problem of
Female Circumcision

In Political Liberalism, John Rawls aims to answer the questions of
legitimacy and of stability in a free, democratic society, thereby establishing
(anew) the starting points for his “justice as fairness.” The whole point of
such an enterprise, Rawls argues, is to abstract away the controversial
comprehensive conceptions of the good, so that people who disagree about
those comprehensive conceptions can agree about the principles of political
cooperation. After all, citizens in a well-ordered society, who are governed
by one law, have disparate worldviews: they believe in different religions or
in none at all; they have different conceptions of what is good and of what is
wrong; they value different pursuits in life and different forms of
interpersonal relations. Rawls’s method of political justification, commonly
referred to as political constructivism, hence, builds a conception of justice
from the minimal requirements of political life. It follows from such a
commitment that legislation that is based on comprehensive conceptions of
the good must be precluded. As such, political constructivism has, at least,
two powerful attractions: (i) it promises a kind of civil unity in the face of
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irreconcilable differences about the good life, and (ii) it offers a strong
foundation for human rights that is secure in the face of those same
differences.

Nevertheless, because Rawls is mainly concerned with developing a
strictly political conception of justice, devoid of any metaphysical,
epistemological, religious, or moral doctrines citizens affirm, it has difficulty
prohibiting violence done to those aspects of the person that are not
commonly treated as political, preeminently the body. One such prima facie
violent practice, outlawed in many nations, is female circumcision (FC) or
female genital mutilation (FGM). So, in this paper I ask and answer the
following question: does Rawls’s political constructivism have the necessary
methodology to actually call for a legal prohibition of female circumcision? I
shall address this problem by first reconstructing Rawls’s meta-ethical
position, focusing at the same time on his specification of basic liberties and
on his conception of the person. In the following chapter, I shall offer an
analytical description of the practice of FC, and emphasize key
characteristics of FC as performed in Africa, the Middle East and parts of
Asia, which provide us with powerful reasons to prohibit such a practice;
additionally, I shall offer a reconstruction of those arguments that are
employed to justify the practice of FC. I shall then proceed with a detailed
analysis of my main question. In this chapter, I shall argue that Rawls has
great difficulty to solicit a legal prohibition of FC by appealing to the
presumptions of his political constructivism project as well as by appealing to
his view of the family. Within this chapter, I shall also address several
possible Rawlsian objections to my argument, most notably Martha
Nussbaum’s arguments in favor of a legal ban of FC, and argue that they are
unsatisfactory because they heighten the tension between a commitment to
political liberalism and feminist concerns pertaining to oppressive cultural
norms. In the final chapter, I shall discuss the implications of my argument
to Rawls’s theory.

Pawel Pruski
(Jagiellonian University)

Probability, degree of belief and impasse situations

The general aim of my paper is to analyze cases in which we are
using probabilistic degree of belief. Special feature of these cases leads
to impasse situations, i.e. situation in which the agent cannot decide
between different variants, because all of the ways are equally possible
(they have equal probability). Moreover, if we accept Ramsey’s approach
(degree of belief that P is a stronger or weaker tendency to act as if P) and
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if we block other factors (we have only probability measure) – the agent
is not able to perform any action. He is in an impasse situation.

The main idea of my work is to show adequate description of this
kind of situations and propose a solution to this type of problem. My
proposal is part of an area that connects pragmatic and probabilistic
approach to the degree of belief problem. I’ll try to propose two kinds of
epistemic analyses. First is based on a degree of beliefs interpreted as
subjective probabilities (in Ramsey sense). For example we have two
possibilities A and B, and our measures of probability (degree of belief) are
equal, 50% for A and 50% for B. If we block other (non-probabilistic)
factors (desire, etc.), the question is - what should we do? Moreover in
the second kind of situations except for probabilistic degree of belief,
we a l so have degree of true. This case (similar to Smith’s proposal) -
shows a broader type of analysis. We need to integrate these factors
(create one degree of belief) - and show how to remove equilibrium
situations from particular agent’s choice possibilities. As a result, we get a
new score which renders one of the solutions (A or B) more probable.

My proposal is as follows. To resolve probabilistic impasse situations
I will apply a reference to possible worlds, and certain aspects of fuzzy
logic. I will show it in two complementary ways. In the first (i) the scope of
the probability space is getting wider (detailing). I will look deeper into a
set of different values (represented in possible worlds). Focusing on the
same quantity of individuals we have more precise picture (containing
more details). As a result - I will make revision thanks to which we will get
some additional information. This information will help the agent choose
one of the options (A or B). In the second (ii) reference is related to a
group of similar events (generalization). I am not going to focus on
detailing factors but consider how to find similar situations (similar possible
worlds). I will create a new, wider probability space measure.
New measure will also help the agent choose one of the options
(eliminating impasse situations). I will show that the choice of one of the
way (i) or (ii) depends on some pragmatic features.

In both examples I am using the method which allows choosing only
the correct value - different from equilibrium (allowing only the appropriate
values). I will use possible worlds, which represent different situations, and
fuse logic in which we are able to assess the relationship between the
individual data (represent by predicate scope).

Finally I will show how the above methods (i) and (ii) will lead to
creating different (non- impasse) forms of probabilistic degree of beliefs. In
addition, I will present characteristic (relating to my proposal) which will
show how we can avoid some frequent criticisms (which appear often in
relation to normative approach related to the probabilistic degree of belief).
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Pavel Janda

(University of Bristol)

Epistemic Utility of Future Contingents

Epistemic utility theory combined with MacFarlane’s semantics for
future contingents creates a clash between two epistemic principles:
Reflection Principle and minimization of inaccuracy. We will present the case,
in which the credence minimizing an agent’s inaccuracy at time t is not the
one recommended by the Reflection Principle. We will argue that the
Reflection Principle needs refining to accommodate the issue.

Epistemic utility theory is a current approach in formal epistemology. It
evaluates an epistemic agent by measuring inaccuracy of her credences in
respect to truth-value distributions in possible worlds. The closer her
credences are to the actual truth-value distribution in the given possible
world, the better of, epistemically, she is; the higher epistemic utility she
gets. The theory uses the concept of inaccuracy (epistemic utility) to give
new justification for the norms of rationality like the Reflection Principle.

What we can say about rationality of an agent holding credence in a
future contingent assertion (FCA) depends on the semantics we use.
Suppose that we have an assertion which communicates some possible
future, t + 1, state of the world. For example that it will rain tomorrow.
Suppose that we want to measure epistemic utility (EU) of an agent who
expresses credence in this proposition.

Usual practice would be to use a proper scoring rule to measure one’s
expected epistemic utility (EEU). This presupposes that the assertion will
gain a definite truth-value in the future. It will either rain or it will not rain
tomorrow. EEU tells us something about an agent’s future epistemic utility. It
does not tell us anything about an agent’s EU at the time, t, when the
assertion is made. Actually, computing an agent’s EEU precludes us from
stating anything about an agent’s EU at t.

Assuming that the future contingent assertion will gain a definite truth-
value at t+1 does not come without a price. It prevents us from assigning
any truth-value to the assertion at t. McFarlane calls this restriction “the
absoluteness of utterance-truth". Epistemic utility is measured as “distance"
between a truth- value of an assertion and one’s credence in it. Since we
cannot assign any truth-value to the assertion at t, we cannot say anything
about one’s EU at t.

One might argue that the assertion about the future is indeterminate
at the time of utterance. Thus, it should have some semantic value. This
solution will lead us out of the frying pan into the fire. Assigning a truth-
value to the assertion at t, will prevent us from assigning any truth-value to
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the assertion at t + 1. It happens for the same reason as before. Not
assigning a truth-value in the future means that we cannot compute EET.
This is not an acceptable result.

McFarlane suggests a possible solution. He proposes semantics which
allows a future contingent assertion to have different semantic values at
different times. We could assign it a truth-value at t+1 to compute EEU, and
a semantic value at t to compute EU. This solution, however, brings up a
conflict between the Reflection Principle and the epistemic aim to minimize
epistemic disutility. We gain the same result when we use the distorted
Reflection Principle.

Therefore, we either need to leave McFarlane’s semantics and accept
the consequences or refine the Reflection Principle. We argue that refining
the Reflection Principle is the right approach to take.

Elena Popa

(Central European University)

Backtracking Counterfactuals and Interventionism about Causation
in Psychological Context

Recent work on people’s understanding of counterfactuals in causal
contexts (Rips 2010, Gerstenberg et al. 2012) has shown that when asked
counterfactual questions, subjects’ answers do not fit a pattern consistent
with either of two important Bayes nets models of counterfactuals. The
formal models under investigation, as deemed by Rips, are the pruning
theory and the minimal-network theory. Pruning theory (as in Pearl 2000)
proposes the understanding of counterfactuals through intervening to
change the value of the if-variable by keeping the other variables in the
system unchanged and see what happens to the then-variable. Assuming
that the if-variable had a different value involves breaking the arrow
between the variable in question and its causes. The minimal network theory
(as in Hiddleston 2005) proposes to look at counterfactuals from the point of
view of minimal changes to the system under investigation. Thus,
intervening on a variable involves changing its cause variable, rather than
meddling with the workings of the system. One main difference between
these two approaches lies in the fact that the former rules out backtracking
counterfactuals whereas the latter allows some to be true.

The Gerstenberg et al. study shows that subjects’ answers are
consistent with the minimal-network theory when they are asked about the
causes of a counterfactual state. When the question is phrased with respect
to the effects of a counterfactual state, the answers are consistent with the
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pruning theory. The authors conclude that counterfactuals are processed on
a local basis, rather than taking a whole system into consideration.

I believe that these results, in line with the two formal models, can be
looked at from a broader point of view, yielding into two perspectives on
counterfactuals and causation, one forward-looking, and the other
backward-looking. This does not come out as a surprise, since backtracking
counterfactuals have been showed to be useful in explanatory practice in
science (see Reiss 2009). If one were to incorporate both perspectives in a
more general account on causal inference and explanation, then one should
have an account for why counterfactuals work both ways.

I will use these points to illustrate how this is problematic for
interventionism (in Woodward’s 2003 version) and its applications to causal
learning tasks (Woodward 2007, 2012). The concept of intervention has long
been associated with causal claims (see Menzies & Price 1993) and there is a
strong motivation to define it as an asymmetric concept (accounting for the
asymmetry of causation). In Woodward’s theory, interventions also have an
important link to counterfactuals. As the empirical studies show, there is no
reason, other than the distinct stances, to opt for a view where interventions
rule out backtracking counterfactuals. While people use interventions to
establish the truth value of counterfactuals, they do not stick exclusively to
an arrow-breaking concept. Thus, in psychological context, interventions in
Woodward’s sense cannot be used as general criteria for difference-making,
but rather as specialized concepts, accounting for only one of the features of
causal reasoning.

Janko Nešić

(University of Belgrade)

Powers theory of causation and mental causation

I will argue that a dualist should endorse some kind of a powers
(dispositional) theory of causation to defend her theory of mental causation.
With such a theory of causation dualist would have a better chance solving
the problem of mental explanation. Defending a power-based theory still
comes with a price. Absences and double preventers are not causes in a
powers theory of causation and solutions that cite such non-events (non-
powers) can only defend their explanatory relevance. There is still a chance
that such mental explanations can be causal explanations, though they do
not refer to real causes. I will criticize the double prevention solution to the
mental causation problem.

I borrow from a powers theory advanced by Mumford and Anjum
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(2011) and provide some preliminary solutions to the problem of mental
causation that a dualist could extract from such a theory of causation and
outline Lowe’s theory of interactive dualism that also appeals to powers. On
the ground of Mumford and Anjum’s powers theory i will analyze the
plausibility of the solution by Sophia Gibb, an account in which mental
causes are double preventers. This will bring me to the problem of the
causal status of absences and preventers and how explanations citing such
„causes“ should be regarded.

Kim’s explanatory exclusion principle and its respective argument are
often cited as the main problems for dualistic mental explanations. Sophia
Gibb (2009) has scrutinized Kim’s argument and concluded that although
Kim’s principle is a metaphysically implausible one, the problem of mental
explanation still stands for dualism. Theories that are mechanistic, like
transference theory, are reductive in the sense that they analyze causation
via non-causal processes. Dispositional theory is not reductive and is not
physically biased. So it’s a better pick for the dualist. Dispositional theory
has an advantage over counterfactual dependence theory because it can
accommodate over determination and an advantage over transference
theory because it can accommodate cases of double prevention.

Gibb (2013) invites us to think of mental events as double preventers.
She uses a powers theory because it distinguishes between a role of causing
an event and role of permitting an event. Mental event permits a bodily
movement (physical event) to be caused by preventing another mental
event that would have prevented a neurological event from causing the
movement. ). In trying to establish if absences and preventers can be cited
in explanations they argue that a powers theory of causation based on an
proves its worth over counterfactual dependence theory in the case of
double prevention. When causation is passing around of powers, double
prevention is not causation. Dualist can find a way out of this. Beebee
argues that some absences can figure in causal explanations though they
are not causes themselves. Absences don’t have to be causes in order for
facts about them to figure in causal explanations. To show they can still be
causal explanations, Beebee appeals to Lewis’s theory of explanation (1986).

In case of mental causation as double prevention, mental events figure
in explanations, but it is the physical events doing all the work. Double
prevention as an account of mental explanation works very well for the
dualist, and not so much as a solution to the problem of mental causation, at
least not from a powers theory perspective. It seems that dualists should
look for a less problematic account of mental causation then double
prevention.
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Nenad Filipović
(University of Belgrade)

Intuition and Reasons against Regularity: A Contextualist Journey to
the Heart of

Bayesian dream

The reason many are prone to reject, or at least be more skeptical
about orthodox Bayesianism is its lack of constraints on credences of rational
agent. As long as agent’s credences obey the basic probabilistic calculus (i.e.
as long as the credences are normalized, additive and not negative),
orthodox Bayesianism says that the agent is rational. But this is a strange
epistemological view – surely there is something more to a rational system
of beliefs than just the “plain old” probabilistic coherence. This concern was
a natural invitation to many additional constrains of rationality. So, we got
the Reflection Principle (Van Fraasen), the Principal Principle (Lewis), the
Principle of Maximum Entropy (Jaynes), and among a lot of others the
Regularity principle.

The last principle, in its simplest formulation, says that C is rational
credence function if and only if: a) if X is possible, then C(X) > 0, b) if C(X)
= 1, then X is necessary, and 3) for all X, C(X) is defined. The principle,
interpreted in ordinary language, says that we should keep our possibilities
“open”, in the sense that we should not be sure of something that itself is
not sure to be true. But, what kind of possibility are we talking about? It
seems like it cannot be logical or metaphysical possibility – it is not sure that
we should have credence 0 for the belief that no thinking being exists. We
should try weaker notion of possibility - doxatic or epistemic. The principle
now looks even more intuitive, because it says that we should leave open
the possibilities which we cannot rule out from our epistemic or doxatic
position.

But the Regularity Principle, even intuitive as it looks, is far from
unproblematic. First, there is a question of numbers that represent agent’s
credences: if we allow that value of C(X) is only a real number, we could not
represent uncountable many beliefs with number between 0 and 1 – and we
could have that many beliefs. So Lewis and Skyrms, among others, found
another solution: an agent should have infinitesimal credences. In this way,
the principle could be saved. But, as Hayek (2012) and Easwamran (2014)
the problem is still far from closed. More precisely, they show that various
theoretical problems with the principle still remain, for example, Williamson’s
argument for the credence an agent should assign to infinite run of heads in
coin toss.
Their case against Regularity is very compelling. But, philosophically, one
question remains: Why the great authors such as Lewis and Skyrms cheer so
strongly for the Regularity? Where does the intuition behind the principle
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come? I propose a solution: Bayesian theory should learn at this step from
the classical epistemology, namely epistemic contextualism. Consider
following example: An agent is in the middle of poker game. He has four
aces combined for his hand. What should be his credence about an opponent
hand – should he assign some probability that the opponent has...fifth ace?
After all, that is both doxatically and epistemically possible, because the
deck could be unfair. But, an agent does not and should not assign such
credence – it could heart his decision theoretic process in the context of the
game. He should have either undefined credence or credence of 0. Or,
consider me sending this abstract for the conference. I have some credence
assigned to the possibility that the send button will not send the email, and
some credence assigned to the possibility that it will. But, there is possibility
classic possibility that I am dreaming or I am brain in vat and therefore not
sending the email at all. Should I assign non zero probability to those
possibilities? It seems strange in this context. Even if I want to assign
something – what do I assign? Infinitesimal credence maybe, but why? One
has no reasons to choose one credence in this context over any other. The
solution I construct shows that the relevant issue context determines which
beliefs should have some non zero credences and which should not – and
that intuition behind the Regularity principle is the same as the intuition
behind classical skeptics arguments – when we should look at beliefs
completely free of the relevant context. This intuition is, like in the skeptic’s
case, very intuitive, but very misleading and wrong.

Pablo Lopez-Silva

(University of Manchester)

Schizophrenia and the mark of self-consciousness

Currently clinicians, psychologists, and philosophers who endorse a
phenomenological approach to self-awareness take the phenomenal sense of
ownership that usually accompanies our mental states as the mark of the
subjective character of human consciousness (this property refers to that my
mental states are usually given as mine. The sense of ownership has been also
called ‘mineness’, ‘for-me-ness’, ‘my-ness’, and ‘meishness’). In other words, the
sense of ownership is the main condition for a person to become self-conscious
(Parnas & Sass, 2001; Zahavi, 2005; Parnas at al., 2005; Gallagher, 2012). It is
held that this sense reveals the self as intrinsically contained in the intentional
structure of all conscious experiences and, since no experience lacks this
property, phenomenal consciousness always involves self-awareness (Grünbaum
& Zahavi, 2013). The guiding idea here is that conscious experiences can be
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structurally divided into two inseparable intentional dimensions: (i) Intentional
objects (for example, a flower) and (ii) Experiential modalities, that refers to the
different ways in which a certain object can be presented such as remembering a
flower, thinking of a flower, etc. On this view, the sense of ownership belongs to
the second dimension (Zahavi, 2005).

Taking all this into consideration, in this paper I shall assess this idea by
commenting on cases of thought insertion, a key symptom of schizophrenia
(Mullins & Spence, 2003). Patients who suffer from this delusion report an
absence of the sense of ownership for a certain thought and, quite often, the
thoughts are attributed to an external agent (the ‘real owner’). In consequence,
this phenomenon seems to provide evidence against the condition for self-
awareness proposed by the phenomenological approach.

After mapping the debate, I evaluate the two standard replies offered by
the defenders of this approach and, based on conceptual and phenomenological
counterarguments, I conclude that these replies fail to adequately deal with this
pathological case. After, I track the main weaknesses of this approach to the
assumption of intrinsicality of the sense of ownership and I finally argue against
this idea by appealing to the notion of epistemic asymmetry (The notion of
epistemic asymmetry refers to the fact that while others access to my mental
states in 3rd person, I access to my own mental states in a private and special
way (1st person perspective), as a necessary condition for a person to develop a
sense of ownership for a certain mental state.

Carlos Yebra López

(Birkbeck, University of London)

Wittgenstein and Kripke on Naming and Scientism

In this paper I will focus on the similarities and caesuraes in Kripke’s
and Wittgenstein’s treatment of naming so as to elucidate their respective
metaphilosohies. First, I will show that with respect to ordinary language,
Kripke’s scientific essentialism as implied by his anti-descriptive theory of
names is best understood in the light of the late Wittgenstein’s highly
contextual theory of naming. Second, I will conclude that Wittgenstein’s
metaphilosophy is to be preferred over Kripke’s one, for it prevents us from
perceiving the sort of philosophy ancilla scientiae which is contained in some
of the assumptions Kirpke makes apropos of naming.

In particular, both approaches stress the fact that language is a public
expression and a social necessity.  In this sense, Wittgenstein and Kripke
claim that a community of speakers is required to determine meaning and
reference and to further intervene in their consistent deferral from speaker
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to speaker in the causal chain. Furthermore, both philosophers address the
importance of science for the purpose of understading the relationship
between mind, language and the world. At this point, however, they differ as
to at least one crucial aspect:

(i) For Kripke, our use of proper names need only be caused (in an
appropriate way) by the naming of that thing. This naming, as it were, takes
place under the form of an initial baptism which is to be sanctioned by the
scientific community. Such baptism relies upon a kind of scientific
essentialism whereby an entity’s de re modal properties (i.e., those that an
object has in virtue of itself [as opposed to de dicto or properties that are
"said of" the object]) are synonymous with the essence of the aforesaid
entity, which is to be discovered and agreed upon by the aforementioned
scientific community.

(ii) For Wittgenstein, however, science is just another language game.
Drawing upon the the Vienna Circle, the Austrian philosopher advocated the
non-scientific (yet complementary to science) nature of philosophy, whereby
philosophy would be a second order discipline that examines the underlying
assumptions of first order disciplines (e.g. any of the empirical sciences).

In this sense and from a Wittgensteinian perspective, rather than
relying exclusively on the scientific community as the only language
community that is to be trusted for the purpose of sanctioning the initial
baptism and surveying the consistent deferral of names from speaker to
speaker via a causal chain (Kripke), we should analyze the underlying
assumptions that could potentially legitimize such position. In doing so, we
will realize that behind Kripke’s postulation of an initial baptism that is to be
sanctioned, ultimately, by the scientific community, amounts to a
legitimization of the current position of scientism as a highly influential and
widely played ‘language game’ in our society, its main consequence being
the somehow fashionable aspirations of our time to do philosophy ancilla
scientiae.

In this sense, I will claim that even if we were to ignore Wittgenstein’s
remark that language games cannot be arranged in any hierarchical fashion
whatsoever, these practices are to be avoided insomuch as they would
inevitably result in the appearance of various grammatical fictions that will
typically cloud our judgment as to the nature of mind, the language and the
world, thereby limiting, rather than broadening our understanding of the
aforementioned realms.
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Bojana Radovanović

(University of Cambridge)

Ethics of giving: Why should we help a person in need?

The topic of my PhD research is giving. According to Kolm, “giving is
voluntarily favouring someone else or a public cause at a cost for oneself
without requiring a counterpart” (Kolm 2006). As such, giving is practiced in
every society and it may take different forms. In my PhD research, I am
focusing on individual giving of time and money, or something that has a
material value, to charitable organisations, and also on giving directly to
individuals in need. In any case, giving entails helping someone in need,
directly or indirectly (through organizations). In this paper, I am focusing on
the normative aspects of giving, with the twofold objective. On the one
hand, analysing the theories of different moral philosophers, I will provide
answers to the question: “Why should we help a person in need?”.On the
other, I will examine how different concepts in normative ethics can be
applied to the practical issues regarding giving.

It might seem obvious that we ought to help someone in need.
However, the explanation of why one should help the other in need does not
seem that straightforward. Someone may say that the consequences of
doing so will maximize overall happiness, someone else may argue that
helping a person in need is a moral duty, while the third may point out that
helping someone in need is what a virtuous person does. Thus, we have
entered the field of normative ethics, and its three main approaches:
consequentialism, deontology and virtue ethics. The tree approaches offer
different answers to the question why one should help the other in need.
While the virtue ethics emphasizes the moral character of a person,
deontology emphasizes duties or rules and consequentialism focuses on the
consequences of actions.

In order to address the questions: “Why should we help a person in
need?”, I will analyse all three approaches to normative ethics. Thorough
analysis of each and every concept within these three approaches is beyond
the scope of this paper. Therefore, I chose to focus either on the main
representatives, such as Kant (deontologist), Mill (utilitarian) and Aristotle
(virtue ethicist), or the philosophers who were particularly focus on the
issues of individual giving, such as Peter Singer (utilitarian) and Michael
Slote (virtue ethicist). Moreover, I will look at the concept of benevolence in
the work of Hutcheson, Butler and Hume.
Finally, I will apply the normative concepts on the following example:

Watching TV, I find out that a little girl is suffering a deadly
disease. Her life can be saved only if she undertakes a
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surgery, the costs of which are very high. Her desperate
father is begging for financial help. Should I give money for
the girl’ssurgery? Am I doing something morally wrong if I do
not donate money for her medical treatment?

Voin Milevski

(University of Belgrade)

Utilitarianism, Hard Determinism and
the Problem of Prepunishment

According to the Flew-Benn-Hart definition of legal punishment,
punishment is an unpleasant treatment or deprivation that is deliberately
inflicted to those who have committed the offense, because they have
committed the offense. In other words, the fact that the offence has been
committed is a necessary condition for punishment. However, is it really the
case that the act of committing a crime is a necessary condition for
punishment? If we give a positive answer to this question, it becomes
virtually impossible to provide a moral justification of prepunishment (i.e.
the case of punishment in which a person is being punished before she has
committed a crime). On the other hand, Christopher New argues that there
is nothing wrong (epistemically, morally, or conceptually) with the concept
of prepunishment. The main purpose of my presentation is to examine the
epistemic, logical, and moral implications of prepunishment. Therefore, I will
present the main points of New’s argumentation and analyze one of the
most serious counterarguments to New’s main thesis; namely, the
counterargument that was formulated by Saul Smilansky.

First, I will consider and reject the objection according to which an
essential part of the meaning of the word ‘punishment’ is that punishment is
for a past offence. My main point in rejecting this objection is that the mere
insistence on the fact that punishment is essentially backward-looking begs
the question of whether prepunishment is possible. I will maintain that the
real question is not whether we should call the infliction of evil or unpleasant
treatment ‘punishment’, but rather whether it is morally, epistemically, and
logically justifiable. I will present arguments for the claim that
prepunishment is not excluded by epistemic and logical
considerations. Against Smilansky’s objection that prepunishment is deeply
ethically unacceptable, I will argue that, once we satisfy certain epistemic
conditions (i.e. when we are sure beyond reasonable doubt that an agent
intended to and would commit an offence), Smilansky’s insistence on the
idea of respect for autonomous moral personality becomes morally
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irrelevant.
Also, I will use the concept of prepunishment to compare utilitarianism

and retributivism.
Retributivism, roughly characterized, is a theory according to which
punishment is justified by the fact that the offender deserves to suffer for his
offence. Christopher New claims that there is nothing in this view which
prescribes that a would-be offender should suffer after rather than before
the offence. I will present very persuasive arguments against this claim.
Namely, I will argue that only utilitarianism can provide moral justification of
prepunishment. More specifically, I will show that there is a crucial difference
between prerewarding and prepunishing; the difference that only utilitarians
can take into account in providing moral justification of prepunishment.
Finally, I will analyze the Argument from Hard Determinism and
argue that only utilitarianism is in accordance with the conclusion of this
argument. It is the conclusion according to which we should avoid using
such concepts as ‘innocence’, ‘guilt’, ‘responsibility’, and ‘desert’.

Vlasta Sikimić

(University of Belgrade)

Proof-Theoretic Semantics and Philosophical Paradoxes

“Now that you accept A and B and C and D,
of course you accept Z."
“Do I?" said the Tortoise innocently.1

Proof-theoretic semantics is a line of research in between philosophy
and logic aimed at providing a sound alternative way of defining the
meaning of logical connectives, which is to be given not in terms of
denotational, truth-based procedures, but rather in terms of an analysis of
the behavior of the logical connectives inside the derivations of a given proof
system. A standard way of motivating this filed is by referring to the famous
Carroll’s paradox “Achilles and Tortoise" [6]. From this paradox, ingenious in
its simplicity, we shall learn that not axioms, but the rules of inference are
central for deduction and that deduction is in the centre of all reasoning. In
the talk, we will suggest the following formulation as one of the possible
morals of Carroll’s paradox: There cannot be a Hilbert system without at
least one rule of deduction. From the methodological side, even though
Hilbert systems can be very useful and their usage simplifies proofs in the
meta-language, such as the completeness proof1, they do not give the right

1 It should be noted that there are also syntactic means for proofs in the so-called meta-language.
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perspective when it comes to analysing syntactic properties of a system,
and, in connection to that, when it comes to analysing logical connectives.
From the more philosophical side, we will explain the connection between
Ryle’s distinction knowing how/knowing that [4] with Carroll’s paradox,
which boils down to the fact that knowing all the truths that hold within a
logic does not mean that one can make derivations in the proof system for
that logic.

Famously, the proof-theoretic approach solves Prior’s think-tonk
problem [3] by giving strict criteria for the design of the logical rules inside a
calculus. However, for the purpose of this talk we would like to focus also on
a paradox that has not made its ways yet to the standard proof-theoretic
semantics literature. If an analysis is correct only when there is the identity
relation between what is analysed and the result of analysis, then we end up
with a paradox of analysis that states the following: no analysis can be both
correct and informative. The paradox of analysis was first introduced, with
this name, by Langford [2] in relation to Moore’s work. When it comes to
analysing logical connectives, their meaning is given both from proof-
theoretic and model-theoretic perspective and the connection between these
two meanings is non-trivial. From Carroll’s paradox we have learned that
rules are irreducible to axioms, and from the paradox of analysis that when
providing the meaning of logical connectives from both perspectives and
their link is an example of an informative analysis.

In the talk we aim to present listed paradoxes in a conceptual and
refreshing way, offer formal solutions to them that are in line with the
approach of proof-theoretic semantics, as well as problematise the
traditional picture according to which semantics is understood purely model-
theoretically in order to trigger a lively discussion.

Goran Rujević

(University of Novi Sad)

A Problem of Simple and Complex Reductio ad Absurdum

Girolamo Saccheri is perhaps best known for his attempt to prove the
necessity of Euclid’s fifth postulate by means of an indirect proof. He
assumed the postulate false and then analyzed all possibilities that are
conceivable in its absence. Saccheri called these possibilities hypotheses,
and he determined that there were three of them – of right, obtuse and
acute angle. These hypotheses being mutually exclusive, Saccheri was able
to conduct an indirect mathematical proof whereby he would prove the
hypothesis of right angle (which is compatible with Euclid’s original fifth
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postulate) true by demonstrating others as necessarily false; essentially, he
formulated a proof by using the method of reductio ad absurdum. By
analyzing the successfulness of Saccheri’s endeavour, we hope to find out
more about the nature and application of the method of reductio.

Saccheri’s attempt contains several subtle but fundamental errors. For
the most part, his reasoning is correct, and it even goes so far as to contain
certain theorems which would later become basic truths of non-euclidean
geometries. However, errors emerge in crucial arguments that Saccheri used
to refute the possibility of any of the non-euclidean variants of the fifth
postulate.

The first problem that arises is the one concerning the refutation of the
hypothesis of obtuse angle. It is not so much an error per se, more an
oversight of assuming an implicit postulate in reasoning. Namely, Saccheri
decided to accept as given all of Euclid’s claims that could be proved without
the fifth postulate, save, of course, for the fifth postulate itself. However,
Euclid is known for several undisclosed propositions which act as implicit
assumptions in his axiomatic system. Thus, Saccheri also (perhaps
inadvertently) adopted these assumptions, one of which is known as
Archimedes’ postulate, and which was implied by Euclid’s second postulate.
The hypothesis of obtuse angle is indeed incompatible with this postulate.
Saccheri claimed, however, that it was incompatible with itself.

Considering this, we believe that a classical reductio ad absurdum
argument can end in several different ways – the proposition in question
may eventually produce its own negation, thereby being self-contradictory
(we will call this case simple reduction); the proposition can end up
contradicting another element of the system (we will call this complex
reduction); or it can end up contradicting some current matter-of-fact (we
will call this a factual reduction, although it is in itself completely
contingent). What Saccheri thought of as a simple reduction was actually a
complex one, as the hypothesis of obtuse angle contradicted another,
implicit proposition. If the hypothesis of obtuse angle truly was self-
contradictory, elliptical geometries of today would be absolutely impossible.

Saccheri’s second error, the one regarding the hypothesis of acute
angle, was more severe. He claimed to have demonstrated that this
hypothesis was repugnant to the nature of the straight line, i. e. that he
performed a case of complex reductio ad absurdum, when in fact he had
not. His line of reasoning depended upon a notion of „an intersection of lines
in infinity“. It is this notion that is self-contradicting, as an intersection of
lines is a discrete event, and thus must always be at a finite (however large)
distance from a referential point of origin; an intersection in infinity never
actually happens.

This analysis of Saccheri’s reasoning has provided us with invaluable
insights into the scope and limitations of the method of reductio ad
absurdum. The necessity of distinguishing different cases of reductio ad
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absurdum and analyzing their various implications becomes apparent in the
light of Saccheri’s errors. Different cases admit to different kinds of claims
that can be made based on the results of this method, some more universal
than others.

Sara Aronowitz

(University of Michigan)

Why aren’t there wrong kinds of reasons for action?

Recent work by philosophers such as Jonathan Dancy and Jeff Horty
has delved into the structure of normative reasons and raised questions
about what kinds of reasons there are, and how they might interact. While it
is contentious whether the category of normative reasons is at all
explanatory or coherent, going past the broader questions opens up a
fascinating field of issues about these normative structures that we have
scarcely begun to formalize and classify. This paper proposes and defends a
piece of machinery for characterizing reasons into domains, groups of
reasons defined by their relation to a common norm. This permits an
analysis of the function of reasons with two different models, depending on
whether the interaction in question is inter-domain or intra-domain. This
domain structure, in the second half of the paper, generates a solution to
the wrong kinds of reasons puzzle for beliefs and emotions and explains why
actions alone seem to never have wrong kinds of reasons; in short, this is
because only object states which privilege a particular domain distinguish
between reasons of the right kind and the wrong kind. Actions, I argue, have
no constitutive domain, and this explains the striking lack of wrong kinds of
reasons for action.

In the first section, I introduce the puzzle that my theory will attempt
to solve. As described by D’Arms and Jacobson, “a reason is said to be “of
the wrong kind” when, although it counts as a consideration broadly in favor
of (or against) having an evaluative attitude, it does not bear on whether the
object is valuable” (D’Arms and Jacobson “Wrong Kinds of Reasons and the
Opacity of Normative Force” Ms., p1). This description just captures the
phenomenon in the case of evaluative attitudes, but similar cases arise for
belief and intention. Consider the following case:
BELIEF: You suspect on good evidence that your girlfriend, Sydney, is
cheating on you. However, you're not going to do anything on the basis of
this belief; you know if you confront her, it will be a big fight and you don't
want to break up. So you conclude that you would be happier if you believed
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that Sydney wasn't cheating. Is this a reason to believe that she isn't
cheating on you?
In this example, the evidence you’ve acquired is a right kind of reason to
believe that Sydney is cheating, and your happiness is a wrong kind of
reason to believe that she isn’t. As I demonstrate in the paper, this
phenomenon is isolated to a class of states, among them beliefs, desires,
and emotions, and does not occur for actions.

Why not? I propose that the answer has to do with actions having no
constitutive domain. These domains are categories of reason-object relations
determined by the norm which connects the reason to its object – e.g.,
’because x is in accord with the evidence’ normally bears on x with respect
to an alethic norm, and hence belongs to an alethic domain. I present two
arguments for the explanatory value of domains: the first being that they
track noticeable differences in monotonicity and argument structure, and the
second that they pick up on a fundamental feature of the reason-object state
relation. Using a modified default logic, I provide a toy model of how the
domain structure can be used to predict the occurrence of wrong kinds of
reasons for beliefs, desires, and emotions, but not actions. Because actions
do not privilege one type of norm, the way beliefs privilege alethic norms,
they accept reasons from any domain and hence do not generate the domain
mismatch which leads to wrong kinds of reasons cases.

Marko Jurjako
(University of Rijeka)

Methodological naturalism and the identity of practical reasons

In this paper I follow the dispositionalist tradition in accounting for the
identity of practical reasons. Dispostionalist theories usually identify reasons
in terms of what an ideally rational being would desire (e.g. Smith 1994),
that is, those theories fix reasons by identifying the principles of rationality
that govern formation of attitudes of an ideally rational agent. However, the
pertinent question at this point is what are the correct principles of practical
rationality and how do we identify them? Harman (2000) claims that if we
endorse philosophical naturalism we could develop an answer to the latter
question. However Smith (2012) argues that commitment to naturalism is
orthogonal to the debate about the valid principles of practical rationality.

In the present paper I argue against Smith (2012) that a certain
conception of philosophical naturalism, namely the methodological
naturalism, can help us in answering the question what are the correct
principles of rationality and thereby to identify the reasons that a person has
for acting. Methodological naturalism claims that science and philosophy
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form a methodological continuum. Since the only norms of rationality that
are presupposed in science can be roughly characterized as instrumental
(Over 2004) I claim that methodological naturalism commits us to
instrumental rationality. However, instrumental conception of rationality (and
the corresponding identity of reasons) raises some conceptual and
ontological issues. Namely, it makes reasons contingent on individual agent’s
preferences and goals. This idea leads to some counterintuitive results; for
example it could be said that a person who only desires to count blades of
grass has a reason to do that (see chapters 3 and 4 in Parfit 2011 for more
examples).

I argue that these counterintuitive examples could be explained away
by introducing the evolutionary perspective. Namely the basic idea that I am
developing is that in most cases the beliefs about what we necessarily have
a reason to do reflect the preferences that were adaptive at some point in
our evolutionary history. Since evolutionary history and development are
deeply contingent I argue that beliefs about practical reasons that seem to
be ontologically necessary also reflect contingent (dispositional) facts about
ourselves.

Yuliya Kanygina

(Central European University)

Second-Person Standpoint and Duties to the Self

Working under the assumption of morality’s second-personal
standpoint character, in his recent paper Paul Sсhofield outlines a possible
account of moral duties to the self. Building on the idea of temporal divisions
and different standpoint associated with those divisions within an agent’s
life, Sсhofield not only demonstrates conceivability of moral duties to the self
but also provides the way to avoid one of the perennial objections against
the very idea of the existence of moral duties to self.

Schofield claims that if we consider different standpoints an individual
can occupy throughout one’s life, it becomes obvious that all the features
necessary for generation of second-personal standpoint reasons on
interpersonal level are present on an intrapersonal level as well. More
importantly, according to Schofield, there is nothing specific to second-
personal standpoint reasoning on an interpersonal level which would make it
more appropriate for moral reasoning than second-personal standpoint
reasoning on an intrapersonal level.

In my paper I will make two claims. First, I will argue against
Schofield’s second assertion, namely that there is nothing specific to second-



27

personal standpoint reasoning on an interpersonal level which makes it
distinctively moral as compared to the second-personal standpoint reasoning
on an intrapersonal level. I will show that when it comes to intrapersonal
second-personal standpoint reasoning the way Schofield conceives it, it
cannot plausibly be considered as genuine moral reasoning. There cannot be
a dialogue necessary for second-personal standpoint reasoning because one
of two standpoints does not exist and might never come into existence. And
the demand that is so important for second-personal standpoint reasoning
can never be excercised. I will also show how an appeal to a hypothetical
standpoint cannot save Schofield’s position. Second, I will raise doubts about
Darwall’s view that moral reasons has distinctively second-personal
character.

To support his view that moral reasons are inherently second-personal
Darwall appeals to the idea of reactive attitudes often associated with
immoral behavior. More specifically, resentment felt by a person whose foot
was stomped upon stems from the fact of violation of this person’s claim-
right not to have one’s foot stomped upon.

I object against the idea that morality has second-personal character
on the ground that if it was the case, some important and commonly
accepted moral categories would be entirely left out of moral domain. One
example of such categories is the moral obligation we believe we have not to
harm animals. I will argue, contrary to Darwall, that second-personal
standpoint reasoning, though has advantage over agent-neutral reasoning in
the sense that it is explicit about the fact that the obligation is owed to
another person, is in fact reducible to agent-neutral reasoning. Moreover,
when moral reasoning is not limited to second-personal standpoint reasoning
it is immune to the above-stated objection.

Zdenka Brzović
(University of Rijeka)

Natural kinds in molecular biology

My aim in this paper is to examine which account of natural kinds best
reflects the practice of classification in molecular biology. I endorse Boyd’s
(1991) claim that the philosophical theory of natural kinds is about how
classificatory schemes contribute to the epistemic reliability of inductive and
explanatory practices. On this view, natural kinds are basic subject matter of
inductive generalizations; kinds are groups of entities that support law-like
generalizations because these entities share a basic commonality. The main
question that I will address is what this commonality consists in.
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A problem for classification in molecular biology (and biomedical
sciences in general) is the fact that it is hard to offer a strictly delineated
categorizations since the entities studied are undergoing constant change as
a consequence of evolution. This makes the essentialist approaches to
natural kinds inappropriate for biomedical kinds. The so-called cluster
approaches such as HPC explain this commonality by invoking particular
causal features of the world that account for similarity of kind members.
However, authors such as Ereshefsky and Reydon (2014) argue that the HPC
theory fails to capture many scientific kinds because of its emphasis on the
underlying causal basis of kinds. They think that an appropriate account of
natural kinds should capture different kinds posited by successful scientific
classifications such as non-causal kinds, functional kinds and heterostatic
kinds. Their approach seems to be promising in the sense that it allows for
many of the actual scientific classifications to be considered as kinds. They
look at the actual scientific practice of classifying entities and try to
accommodate this practice into an all-encompassing account of scientific
kindhood.

However, the problem arises because once we drop the requirement
for an underlying causal basis of kinds it seems questionable if the kinds we
are left with can play a role in the inductive generalizations.  The underlying
causal structure of kinds was supposed to explain the clustering of certain
properties and make inductive knowledge about them possible. So, the
question is, if inductively supportable generalizations must be causally
supported, can we allow for a non-causal kinds to play the role of natural
kinds? I will argue that the categories that play the role of natural kinds in
molecular biology are characterized by a combination of underlying causal
structure (as claimed by the HPC approach) and function performed by
members of the kind. I will use genes and proteins as the most basic
concepts of molecular biology as the case study for this claim. My approach
combines the insights of Ereshefsky and Reydon about the actual scientific
practice and Boyd’s (1991) claim about the need for an underlying causal
basis for natural kinds.

Matthew Jernberg

(Boğaziçi University)

On the Prospects of a Mixed Ontology

The purpose of this essay is to argue for the consistency of what I call
a “mixed” ontology, one that holds that some beings have proper parts
across time while others don’t. Those with temporal parts “perdure,” while
those without “endure” and are wholly present anytime they exist.
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In his essay “On the Incompatibility of Enduring and Perduring
Entities,” Trenton Merricks argues by way of dilemma that there cannot be
both enduring entities and perduring entities. Any ontology then cannot have
some entities endure while others perdure at the same world. We can then
interpret his argument as against the consistency of mixed ontologies.
Before addressing Merricks’ argument, I introduce some preliminary
terminology by drawing two distinctions (Presentism/Eternalism &
Actualism/Possibilism), which are critical to presenting and evaluating the
complexities of the argument.

To avoid the conclusion of his dilemma, I then evaluate Merricks’ sub-
arguments for each of its three premises. As they stand, all are unqualifiedly
unsound. Exceptions will be found for each.

Merricks’ first sub-argument that either Presentism or Eternalism is
true relies upon a false dichotomy between them, which doesn’t allow for the
Growing Block or Receding Block theories of time. Merricks’ second sub-
argument that Presentism entails that nothing perdures tacitly relies upon
Actualism, which doesn’t allow for perduring entities that exist as mere
possibilities at times other than the present. Merricks’ third sub-argument
that Eternalism entails that nothing endures requires that change must be
extrinsic, that no change consists in the temporary possession of an intrinsic
property. This trades upon the confusion that intrinsic properties must be
non-relational, since his motivation for denying the Endurantist solution to
the Problem of Change (that properties are disguised relations to times)
rests upon the assertion that there are genuine intrinsic properties.
Furthermore, Merricks’ third sub-argument also doesn’t allow for enduring
entities that actually exist at all times.

These exceptions form conceptual constraints upon any mixed
ontology or else face the wrath of Merricks’ dilemma. Mixed ontologies – in
which some entities perdure while others endure – must then hold at least
one or more of the following propositions: (1) a Growing Block or Receding
Block theory of time; (2) Presentism and the Possibilist thesis that the
temporal parts of the perduring entities that exist at times other than the
present are mere possibilities; (3) Eternalism and the Actualist thesis that
some enduring entities actually exist at all times; (4) some changes may be
intrinsic. Lastly, I shall reconstruct the argument with each of the
exceptional conditions provided as qualifications on the premises.
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On the Metaphysical possibility of Shoemake’s world

Many philosophers discussed and criticized McTaggart’s argument
about time, but no one defined what is possible and what is not about
change and time. They generically appeal to the “universally admitted”
principle that “there could be no time if nothing changes”. Such a principle
constitutes one of McTaggartian arguments’ premises. More generally, most
philosophers seem to admit not only the triviality that if there is change,
then there is time, but also that if there is time, then there is change.

Only Sidney Shoemaker was the only one to openly challenge this
commonly accepted view. In the famous article from 1969 (Shoemaker, S.
(1969), Time without Change, «The Journal of Philosophy» 66(12), pp. 363-
381), Shoemaker describes a possible world (SW) in which, we are told,
time flows while nothing is changing.

Shoemaker describes a world divided in three regions, which he calls
A, B, and C, each of them undergoes a “local freeze,” a phenomenon that
freezes everything in each region, stopping any types of change during the
year of freezing.

Of course, no one in the region undergone the freezing can ever be
aware that time has elapsed. The inhabitants believe that everything in their
region froze only thanks to the testimonies from the inhabitants of the other
regions.
Shoemaker adds another detail: suppose that the local freezes happen with
regular intervals of three years for the region A, four years for the region B,
and five years for the regions C. In this way every sixty years all three
regions freeze and unfreeze one year later at the same moment.
No one could witness the freezing because no evidence can be reported at
the end of the period. According to Shoemaker, the inhabitants of (SW)
believe that there are intervals during no changes occur anywhere, thanks to
the past evidence.
This scenario works only denying the Mere Cambridge properties as genuine
properties, and, of course, Shoemaker can’t do otherwise.

The goal of this work is to show that Shoemaker’s world is a
metaphysically impossible world. I’ll consider the premise that time relation
properties are not genuine properties. I will provide reasons to think that
this premise cannot be fully satisfactory. If my analysis is right, the
impossibility of (SW) will follow from the falsity of such premise.

According to Shoemaker, the inhabitants of (SW) are justified to think
that a year has passed, on the basis of the past evidence. But, I suggest,
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they will never think that the temporal relation properties are not genuine
properties.

I shall ask: how could the inhabitants of (SW) justify (SW) unfreezing?
If they adopt Shoemaker’s concept of property as ‘causal power’ (See
Shoemaker, S. (1980) “Causality and Properties,” in P. van Inwagen, ed.,
Time and Cause: Essays Presented to Richard Taylor. Dordrecht, D. Reidel
Publishing, pp. 109-135), and Shoemaker’s concept of identity for properties
(i.e., properties with the same causal powers are identical), then they should
identify the “cause at temporal distance” (p1) with “the fact that time
elapses” (p2). Consequently (p2) results to be a property as ‘causal power’,
because (p1) e (p2) have same causal power, which is the power of the
unfreezing of (SW).

Indeed, we should conclude that temporal relation properties are
genuine properties. And if we don’t include the temporal relation properties
as genuine ones, and the genuine properties are the properties that cause a
genuine change, then we must hold that nothing could produce the
unfreezing.

In other words, either we accept that, once (SW) freezes, (SW) can’t
unfreeze, because the Mere Cambridge properties aren’t genuine properties
and then they can’t cause any types of change, and hence admit that time
doesn’t elapse, or we are forced to accept the temporal relation properties
as genuine. In both cases, (SW) does not seem to be a possible world.

However, even if (SW) may be a logically possible world, if my
argumentation is right, it’s not a metaphysically possible one.


