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The Case Against Privatization

Alon Harel Hua)

Abstract

This Article develops a non-instrumental argument against privatizing the provision of some goods. It claims that privatizing the
provision of some goods undermines the value of these goods as the successful provision of these goods hinges on the agent

providing these goods. More specifically it criticizes the private provision of criminal punishment and the private provision of

security.



Contractualism and Democratic Legitimacy

Amanda Greene (Stanford)

Abstract

Democracy involves extending the legal standing to participate in government to citizens on a universal and equal basis, while
recognizing majority support as being conclusive for the whole. An account of democratic legitimacy ought to provide a
principled moral justification for this arrangement of political power. In this paper | consider contractualist accounts of
democratic legitimacy. I begin by focusing on Joshua Cohen’s account, motivated by a principle of deliberative inclusion. I
argue that the deliberative inclusion account is unable to defend the majoritarian and equality elements of democratic legitimacy
insofar as it relies on hypothetical rational assent as the legitimating factor. In order to defend majoritarianism and equality, one
must draw on values that not only go beyond deliberative inclusion, but in some important ways conflict with it. 1 raise
concerns about accounts of legitimacy that rest on a plural set of values (such as inclusion and equality), since they threaten our
ability to make conclusive judgments about when democratic legitimacy has been achieved. 1 also consider other deliberative-
based views, and | argue that insofar as they rely on hypothetical rational assent, they are liable to have the same shortcomings.
If we doubt that hypothetical agreement can justify democratic equality and majoritarianism, then the deliberative-

contractualist’s account of legitimacy is incomplete.



In the second part of paper, | consider whether any contractualist account is able to justify democratic legitimacy. | argue that it
is not, because the basis of imputing hypothetical assent is often a further value, such as freedom, equality, or wellbeing.
Identification of such a value, along with the claim that its advancement is sufficient for legitimacy, is liable to valid
reconsideration through democratic decision procedures licensed by equality and majoritarianism. This valid reconsideration
within the system of the value claims that legitimate the system creates a tension between the hypothetical and actual modes of
the legitimating factor. This tension is worrisome because our original hypothetical judgment that a regime adequately serves,
e.g., freedom, may well be contravened by our subsequent judgments about its actual performance on that dimension. A theory
of democratic legitimacy ought to acknowledge and find theoretical space for the idea that ongoing actual assent to rule matters,
normatively speaking. But the contractualist has difficulty here: he invokes the authority of individuals to judge a regime’s
acceptability in a hypothetical way, but this invocation lacks the resources to explain the significance of periodic actual assent
(or lack thereof) to the regime. This problem suggests that the justification of democracy by hypothetical assent lacks some
essential normative resources for establishing political legitimacy.

In the third part of the paper, | propose an alternative account of democratic legitimacy based on the recognition of individual
sovereignty through provisional assent. On the sovereignty view, each individual has the right to judge their interests and
values, as well as the circumstances which best serve those interests and values. While this sovereignty is not permanently
inalienable, it is temporarily and partially alienable through the establishing of institutions that are designed to give practical
effect to these judgments while not usurping their status. Serving a person’s interests while respecting their right to ultimately
judge whether the service has been adequately performed is the moral ideal that legitimizes democracy. Why is this right of

individual judgment valuable—that is, why is the assent to the ongoing use of political authority of any moral significance?



The answer must acknowledge that the assent is only valuable when (a) what is assented to is correct judgment and (b) the
assent is based on the right reasons. These are necessary conditions of the value of assent, and their necessity shows that assent
is a dependent, though non-instrumental, good (akin to Raz’s account of the value of autonomy). The free assent to a particular
regime’s use of authority has a value that cannot be reduced or made instrumental to the quality of the regime’s rule, but it
nevertheless is only valuable if the regime’s rule is correct by some standard independent of that free assent. I present three
arguments for thinking that allowing majority judgment to be conclusive for the whole is the best way to get correct decisions
and to get acceptance of the correct decisions to be for the right reasons. The standards of correctness and reasoning are
independent of assent, but they help to explain when and why assent is valuable.

On the sovereignty view, the canonical elements of democracy — universal franchise, political equality, and majoritarianism —
are understood as recognizing the ongoing authority of each individual to judge the performance of their government. This
includes, crucially, the standing to pass judgment on the tradeoffs made between various political values—among independent
values such as security and equality, but also among the hypothetical and actual modes of one value such as freedom.
Respecting an individual’s ongoing standing to pass judgment requires making a credible promise to query and be bound by his
judgment in the foreseeable future. Therefore, one may think of this view as relying on provisional consent, rather than
hypothetical or actual assent separately. On the sovereignty view, the moral insight driving democracy is that government

should be aiming to win free popular approval through—and only through—the quality of its rule.



Xenophon on justice, violence and the legitimacy of law

Gabriel Danzig (Biv)

Abstract

In his Socratic and non-Socratic writings Xenophon expresses a distinct preference for the use of persuasion rather than violence
in resolving political conflicts. In a conversation with Pericles (Mem. 2.40-46) Alcibiades argues that all law that is non-
consensual is violence and unlawfulness (bia kai anomia). This extreme view, which seems to deny the legitimacy of coercion
even by a democratic regime, appears to conflict with another view that Xenophon expresses, namely the view that justice is
nothing other than willing obedience to the law (to nomimon: Mem. 4.4; see Cyropaedia 1.3.16-17). Why should one willingly
obey the law if the law is based on coercion and hence illegitimate?

However, this conflict is not as sharp as it may appear. Willing obedience to the law is parallel to the insistence that law be
based on persuasion and consent rather than coercion. Just as coercion is forbidden to the ruler, so too disobedience to the law,
which Xenophon considers as a form of violence (Mem. 1.2.9-11; see Cyropaedia 1.3.16-17), is forbidden to the citizen. By

encouraging the rulers to use persuasion and the citizens to obey, Xenophon seeks to promote a cooperative political organism in



which homonoia reigns. There is no question of the citizens obeying an illegitimate law, since the very act of willing obedience
transforms the law into a consensual proposition, and hence removes it from the category of coercive and illegitimate legislation.

This solution of the problem of legitimacy makes no reference at all to the contents of statutory law. But Xenophon also offers
such constraint by appealing not to a meta-legal principle such as justice, for as we have seen justice is obedience to the law, but
rather to another form of law, the unwritten or divine law. There has been some controversy concerning whether or not the
unwritten law provides a standard by which the statutory law can be judged and modified or whether it is simply a subset of all
existing statutory law. Those who argue that it is a subset of existing statutory law base themselves on the idea that the unwritten
law is universally observed or recognized. However, Xenophon’s Socrates does not say that the unwritten law is universally
observed or recognized. He says that it is enforced by the gods, by which he means the laws of nature. Thus customs and practices
which are accepted by the statutory law of a particular community may conflict with the unwritten law, and such conflicts will be
evident by the damaging results of the practices in question. The unwritten law provides a basis for judging and modifying
existing statutory law. The expertise necessary for perceiving the unwritten law is derived from experience with political
organizations, such as Xenophon possessed, and not from theoretical insights, such as Plato claimed to possess.

In sum, while law acquired its legitimacy by the persuasion of rulers and the willing obedience of citizens, it acquires its

efficiency by conformity to the unwritten law.
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My ethics is related to all the ethical systems of European philosophy as the New Testament to the old...Thus the Old
Testament puts man under the authority of the law which, however, des not lead to salvation. The New Testament, on the other
hand, declares the law to be inadequate, in fact repudiates it...My ethics, on the other hand, has ground, basis, purpose, and goal;

it first demonstrates theoretically the metaphysical ground of justice and loving kindness”.
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Ibid, p.314 °



At the same time, it [my ethics] frankly and sincerely admits the abominable nature of the world and points to the denial of the
will as the path to redemption therefrom. It is, accordingly, actually in the spirit of the New Testament...In this sense, my
teaching could be called Christian philosophy proper, paradoxical as this may seem to those who do not go to the root of the

matter, but stick merely to the surface.”®
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What is the relation between the regularity theory of mechanistic constitution and Gillett’s dimensioned

realization?

Jenes Herbeca (Witten/Herdecke University)

Abstract

A central concept of the mechanistic approach to neurobiological explanation is that of ‘mechanistic constitution’, resp.
‘constitutive relevance’. It is at the heart of the mechanists’ model of explanation in the sense that an explanation of a
phenomenon in neurobiology is taken to be informative only if an adequate description of a mechanism constituting that
phenomenon is achieved (cf. Machamer&Dargen&Craver 2000, Philosophy of Science). Furthermore, the ontology promoted by
the mechanists is essentially based on the constitution relation.

The pertinent literature contains several different, and in part incompatible, definitions of mechanistic constitution. For
example, Carl Craver has proposed a manipulationist account of constitution, where other authors identify mechanistic
constitution with the notion of supervenience. Again others appear to identify it with the parthood relation.

Probably the most detailed analysis of constitution so far has been provided by Jens Harbecke (2010, International Studies in the
Philosophy of Science) and Mark Couch (2011, Synthese), who independently have defended a regularity theory of constitution.
The relation is described as a second-order (relating mechanistic types) and as being expressible by a particular kind of
conditional called a ‘constitutive minimal theory’ (Harbecke) or a ‘constitutive INUS-conditional’ (Couch).

An interesting aspect of these approaches consists in the fact that they share certain structural features with what in the philosophy

of mind has become known as the ‘dimensioned view of realization’. The idea was introduced to the debate by Carl Gillett (2002,



Analysis), who describes constitution as a systematic second-order relation between properties that is constrained by a
mereological connection between the individuals instantiating the properties. In the words of the author, “a property/relation
instances F1-Fn realize an instance of a property G, in an individual s, iff s has powers that are individuative of an instance of G
in virtue of the powers contributed by F1-Fn to s or s’s constituents, but not vice versa.” (p. 322)

This paper tries to understand in detail the commonalities and differences of the notions of regularity mechanistic constitution as
developed by Harbecke and Couch and of dimensioned realization as proposed by Gillett.

In a first step, the similarities of the notions are made precise. It is pointed out that both are defined as second-order relations
based on certain regularities and that they demand a mereological relationship between the individuals involved. In a second step,
several differences are made explicit. One concerns the restriction to mechanistic properties as potential relata that the regularity
approaches carry out. A further one concerns the fact that a minimality constraint is at the heart of the regularity approaches, but
does not appear in the dimensioned view. Finally, the two notions differ in defining the relation either as (a)symmetrical and
(ir)reflexive. Several consequences of these differences are discussed. In a final step the findings are used to assess the value of
the two notions for the understanding of scientific inquiry in the neurosciences. It is argued that regularity mechanistic

constitution captures better the interlevel mechanistic relations that the neurosciences often study.
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Multimodularity in evolutionary psychology: Rebutting Samuels’ challenge

Malte Dahlgri]n (Humboldt-Universitat zu Berlin)

Abstract

Evolutionary psychology’s central claim is this: The human mind contains a far greater number of reliably developing (“innate”),
domain-specific, information-processing adaptations than has been standardly assumed. | will call this the multimodularity claim

(MMC).

Perhaps the most prominent objection to have been voiced by a philosopher against the MMC is due to Richard Samuels (1998,
2000, 2006). Samuels does not dispute the above characterization of mental modules in evolutionary psychology. Nor does he
attack the MMC directly. Rather, his challenge consists in criticizing the general arguments which have been advanced in support

of MMC — in particular, by Cosmides and Tooby (1994, 1992), the leading theorists of evolutionary psychology.

Samuels emphasizes that evolutionary psychologists posit the innate, domain-specific (IDS) mental systems in question qua
computational mechanisms. Against this background, he argues that the MMC is “unwarranted and unmotivated” because the
general arguments offered in its favour fail to give us any reason to prefer MMC to a supposedly neglected alternative. According
to this alternative, the human mind contains many truth-valuable IDS representations operated upon by domain-general

computational mechanisms.



In the paper abstracted here, I argue that Samuels’ criticism fails on several counts. Here I indicate the most important reasons.

1. Samuels frames the debate in terms of a false dichotomy, pitting a model of the mind involving IDS structure exclusively qua
computational mechanisms against one involving IDS structure exclusively qua bodies of mental representations. He falsely
associates evolutionary psychology’s MMC with the former model. In fact, evolutionary psychologists typically posit IDS
mechanisms with IDS representational structures inextricably tied into them. Moreover, Tooby and Cosmides explicitly argue for

the need to posit rich IDS representational structures. These facts are ignored by Samuels.

2. Samuels misstates the MMC, placing at its core a multimodularity hypothesis regarding “central cognition”. In fact,
evolutionary psychologists reject classical cognitive science’s division of the mind into separate realms of perception, motivation,
and central cognition. Relatedly, they criticize its arguably disproportionate emphasis on knowledge acquisition and its
marginalization of behavioral regulation. But Samuels’ argument only works for central cognition, even by his own admission.

Hence, by defining the target the way he does, Samuels begs an important architectural question against evolutionary psychology.

3. Samuels’ discussions of MMC are almost devoid of examples to back up his crucial, persistent claim of a parity of support for
IDS mechanisms and domain-generally processed IDS representations. In fact, numerous examples can be given where the latter

variety is not even close to the former in terms of efficiency or evolutionary plausibility. In some important cases, the IDS



mechanisms are not conceivable in the alternative categories at all. Notably, such counterexamples are forthcoming even within

“central cognition” alone.

Reasons Have no Weight

Dalia Drai (Bcu)
Abstract

Most philosophers find the following claim absurd:
Every reason for or against an action has a numerical weight, so that we can sum the weights of the reasons for the action and the
weights of the reasons against the action, in order to know what we have to do.

Still, many will say that if we do not take the idea of weight too literally the claim is true.’

Each reason is associated with a metaphorical weight. This weight need not be anything so precise as a number; it may be an
entity of some vaguer sort. The reasons for you to ¢ and those for you not to ¢ are aggregated or weighed together in some way.

The aggregate is some function of the weights of the individual reasons. The function may not be simply additive. . . It may be a

" John Broome. Reasons. In R.Jay Wallace, et al. eds, Reason and Value: Essays on the Moral Philosophy of Joseph Raz, pages 28-55. OUP, 2004



complicated function, and the specific nature of the reasons may influence it. Finally, the aggregate comes out in favor of your

¢ing, and that is why you ought to ¢.

What is left from the idea of the weight of reasons is the following thesis:

The evaluative judgment-what one ought to do in a specific situation- is determined by the weight of the reasons for and against

that judgment.

I will call this thesis the determination thesis and argue that it is false and hence that the notion of weight has no role in an

account of reasoning, and weighing reasons has nothing to do with the weight of reasons.

The claim that what one ought to do is determined by the balance of reasons is relatively uncontroversial, but we have to pay
closer attention to the notion of balance of reasons. To understand the distinction between the plausible claim that the balance of
reasons is determined by the reasons and the problematic claim that the balance of reasons is determined by their weights
compare the following two claims:

1- The degree of tastiness of a dish is determined by the tastes of the components.

2-The degree of tastiness of the dish is determined by the degree of tastiness of the components.

The first claim is approximately true,® the second is absurd: even if avocado is as tasty as chocolate, salmon with avocado is
tastier than salmon and chocolate. This is because the taste of avocado is different from the taste of chocolate even if their degree

of tastiness is the same. And what determine the degree of tastiness of the whole are the tastes of the ingredients, not their

& Even this claim is not completely true: Ingredients such as salt, oil or eggs contribute to the taste of the whole more than their tastes.



degrees of tastiness. | will argue that the same is true about reasons and their degrees. What one ought to do is determined by his
reasons; but the determination thesis is similar to claim 2 in ignoring the tastes (reasons) and looking only at their degrees of

tastiness (their weights).

My argument will advance in two steps. First, I will assume that a reason does not function in the same normative way in every
context and conclude from this that the determination thesis fails if reasons and their weights are construed as context-
independent. Arguments that support this assumption appear in Scanlon and in Dancy. However, they both think (Scanlon
implicitly and Dancy explicitly) that the determination thesis is true for context dependent reasons/weights. The main
contribution of my paper is in the second step where | will argue that the determination thesis is false for context-dependent

weights also.

The second step of my argument starts with the following version of holism about reasons; a feature can be a reason for an action
in one context without being a reason for this action in another context. Of course in contexts where this feature is a reason its
degree can vary. The first thing to note is that if we accept holism about reasons, there is a way to make the determination thesis
trivially and uninterestingly true. If the weights of reasons vary from one context of deliberation to another, we can trivialize the
determination thesis by assigning weights to the different normative features according to the result of deliberation. This means
that we reversed the order of determination: it is not the weights of the parts that determined the weight of the whole, but the other
way round. This tension between holism and determination can be resolved only if there is a way to know the weight of a reason

in a specific context without knowing the weight of the whole (the final evaluative judgment). | will argue that we cannot know



the weight of reasons independently of knowing the final evaluation. Suppose that in deciding whether to spend this evening with
A and B, | think of the contribution of A to an evening with B, and of the contribution of B to an evening with A and somehow
join these contributions (weights) together. This does not happen in a way that makes the determination thesis true since the
contribution of A to the evening depends (according to holism about reasons) on all the factors of the specific situation. Taking all
these factors into account in determining the contribution of A is the main part of the deliberation whether to spend this evening
with A. | am not thinking about the weight of the reason to spend this evening with A or the weights of the other factors; | am
thinking about spending this evening with A and the other factors. So again, the weight of the reason to spend an evening with A
Is quite irrelevant to the question how it will be best to spend this evening. We are left only with the plausible claim that the

balance of reasons is determined by the reasons and not by their weights.



Future reasons

Yonathan Shemmer (sheffield)

Abstract

Parfit argues that subjectivists cannot account for the fact that we necessarily have a reason to avoid future agony. Therfore,
according to Parfit, subjectivism ought to be rejected. Sobel replies that subjectivists may appeal to a principle of rationality
according to which we must act now in ways that facilitate acting on our future reasons. The appeal to this principle explains why
we have a reason to avoid future agony.

In this paper I claim that:

1. To the extent that the debate between Sobel and Parfit is a terminological debate about the meaning of the term
subjectivism, Sobel is right. A view that accepts the reason transfer principle is indeed a form of subjectivism, call it ‘future
looking subjectivism’, and such a view can explain our reasons to avoid future agony.

2. ‘Future looking subjectivism’ should be rejected both because there are serious problems with attempts to justify it and
because it conflicts with the normative phenomenology.

3. Subjectivists have an alternative way of explaining our reasons to avoid future agony. According to this alternative most of
us most of the time, have reasons to avoid future agony. However these reasons differ from agent to agent and from one time to

another and some of us at some times lack them altogether. This alternative:



a. Seeks a middle ground between the traditional subjectivist position, according to which if we have no fully informed desires
to avoid future agony then we have no reason to avoid future agony, and Parfit’s own view that we necessarily have a reason to
avoid future agony.

b.  Fits the normative phenomenology better than both Parfit’s view and Sobel’s view.

C. Ultimately grounds our individual reasons to avoid future agony in our current desires.

Practical Knowledge
David Horst (HU)

Abstract

In my paper | intend to argue for the claim that in acting intentionally the agent must have practical knowledge of what she is
doing. Following G. E. M. Anscombe, | take practical knowledge to be knowledge that is the cause of what it understands.1
Recently, Anscombe’s notion of practical knowledge has enjoyed renewed interest among philosophers of action (e.g., David
Velleman and Kieran Setiya).2 | attempt to say why such knowledge is in fact necessary in order to understand intentional action,

and to say what a positive account of such knowledge must amount to.



My point of departure is the claim that intentional action essentially involves knowledge of one’s action. From this I will argue to
the conclusion that in order to account for the essential connection between intentional action and knowledge we have to conceive
of the relevant kind of knowledge as practical knowledge. My argument will have three steps. First, | will interpret and defend
the claim that there is an essential connection between knowledge and intentional action.

Second, | will argue for the negative claim that, if there is such an essential connection between knowledge and intentional action,
the relevant kind of knowledge can be neither observational nor inferential. For, if | only knew by observation (or inference) what
I am doing intentionally, it might very well be that | perform an intentional action without knowing what |1 am doing — | might
have just failed to observe my behavior (or to draw the relevant inference). Hence, on an observational or inferential conception
of knowledge, it would be quite mysterious why the connection between such knowledge and intentional action should be
anything but contingent.

Third, | argue that there is only one way to account for the non-contingent presence of knowledge in intentional action: the
knowledge itself must enter into the causation of what it is about and thus must be practical knowledge. The presence of
knowledge in intentional action, then, is no accident because the fact that 1 am doing A intentionally depends on my knowledge of

this very fact.



73233 PN 979 YWD DNIN /9999 DY D90 T 7ONY NIV AWM

The View from Within. Normativity and the Limits of Self-Criticism

(arar-7n nuronaaik) VNV OINIT : 7Y

02NN (nawa nuronaakn) AI1IVON DNIN L (NPI12YN NVIDININD) IPIV DN () 72 noronaaix) A9YT DAY

PPN

IN1Y NTIP VNS NNIYNID WRIA 3232 w9 owpan The View from Within. Normativity and the Limits of Self-Criticism 01902

MNP NN TIOND NI IN,NPDXVNTIN NNPXAD PNAYN PT P90 NI NIY T NNMY NTIPI .NPINIPNIL OPNWIYN DNPTY NOMWUNN
NPYIV N1 DY IV NIR DINTD NI TY NYDIRY 119 DY NMININ DX PN MIYINID ; TPDINKT NP DY XYIND DNNY NDVNINN NN

D22 NIV NN SY MNINN DX ,2IVD
IPONA DMV DN YNV ,0X2AMON DY RN NN NIV SWNN SWIPI NDIY ,IWIRD T NI 1TIY THPONIPYT NP T PIA0NY 7MdYAN
VDYV NNIN NIV D) HIN MYTI) NPIIY MNON YV PP X normative diversity Hv mIwarn nNin 1IN : 1900 HY NUNIN
NN DAPNY NIMNDNN OPNN NMNNA YPIWN ONYD ,IWPN NDN O2WY 1N )OI ,ININD LIV YPVNINN DIDNIN ININ 73 DY, MNIN 22D
VYNV YIIY DN OMP KY M MANINN : comperative irrealism 051n DN NMN,TPYIOYN NHAIND DI NI D TIND JPON DN’ TR IV

DN DXVNINN DAY : INY NN ,MINT LNV )N ) VIAYIT MDTII NPDVNIN MDIWN PNV GTYND 3T 1) POX ON*AY

.DOYPIYN DN NIV NIIYN NIIWNY NINHD NPNNX DN PR — 112N ,ININ 0N — 100N



YTPON NONY NHYY ODWN NNNN DY MNDIND N NN YAPI NND DN ,MDOVNIN DIRNYAYD MNNON 1D TYNA : 7PYIAN NDW NYYNY IND)
AN . FPHNIVT NIV 2392 NMIPONY PINY YD MNINT MO ,NNNDN NP0 YI0INI YNNI NPOIY 111D 1INV NININN DY PIDNN
N NPRY TPNPN IHPNY IN NNVY NAPIPN DY AN 1PN PYTHN NOWI MY ,N1PDVNIN NPINNIDIIVY TOY D¥I0NY NNIN 2”NN MY
MPDNN PN NTIY NNON 1D DY AN - NPYTH MDNN DY NPYNRNDTA DY NPY NNON MY 77 XD ,0°92001N DY D7D .72y NON ,NpPinD
DPONIVST NPHAD NN NDMIOY MNMIVIND DY 121N NIV NN NHOND 7DD

17 PYN2 .N0NIN NNPIA DY NMIYARD VNN YXDVITVON NIAYM PT DY INNTI NN’ DIIANNN DOWNN DIVD DY NYN IPONA
S¥ NXION 21NN DT PIND .NPNON NPDVNT MIIYN DY IRNYA DY MIYY NPRY NPDVNIN-NNPI NNY NNNNY ©IANHN DOYPIN
90N NI ,0NMIYHY NONMIVNN NPV NOIYNN YIDIN2 DIMNNY INDNY MIND P XUD) NN YN 719 20NN NN 700920 VIAND DT
LLIYNI DT PIND INRXYN NI PONNN PN NDVNTII TPIHPTNODITV NYNINND 1Y NN NYNT NN NYIND MHNNPIA/NIANN NI
YUNINN DIDPIDY MINIITININ NIVN PN PAY ,NTH YWIRD IVINT NIIN NIPNY VNOPIND MIND DY PNAVN PN PV, PIRYTH THN PN
TN 7DMNIYL INM NYIAN DY PRV IMND PNDNPN
,DMNN NYTHOMND DY DDXNNY D) NON ,7)2)2) W9 DY D901 DIYNIND DY9HNINN NN IPAD) PNRNY P9 KDY DI TNNN WP ¥8Hinh avina
nYa N2 X — 272NN NPV YN DY IMDYN 1272 7900 TINN N2WN MIPONN DX ,NWYND NO9N ,IWNnd 0N 752 .07 Y1H1 Ma»

DN MOPYN HY NN NPWN MIYON N — 2PNM NNPXAN



90NN NOTINN — 1PUN NN NNNVN NNANN HY NPIVIVINND

(M- noronaaix) AT N
PNPN

)20 YN DOWIND TIVD NWN XIN DN DMIIINN TN . TIND DIXAINN /77077077 772025777 772222 DYT2910 1T TNV NVIWY NND
YD NN NN DY OVIND 225991 1D PDNN DY 1D NNN TWUN NWIND 225991 NN NTTIAN NNNVN NNIAND DY NPIPVITIND .JPONN NN
NPNY 01D DN NN DMYN DIN 1PODNN NMIYARD DMIWVINN DININMD ,NINID .JPDND 52977977 TWNX DMYIN DININ 11 NPINVPN
AMN DMIWANI) PO T2 TIDM DNNN DN NNT DY TN ;1T DY DI

DN NYPANNN NONXYA DWW NDNN NIWIND DPNION TUN DMDVITINDIND DININ DN DMINIIND NPPVITIND DY D MIYON T8 TN
PINN DY WIANN) NNNN R TPHVITINDINVN NPIVIIIND TN YITH PIADND YPIAX YNRNIND 0222900 DONIN D) DONNN NON DIWVIN
223790 MYNTNNN YNV NPINLPN DY TPIPITTN DIDNDN DXPIN HY DDIAX MI2T NN DI NN DOOYND NIVYY NIDNN

SV DYOPMIND NN NMDN PYIND 2333070 DY DY NYNNN PDNON NMIAND SNIIN NN INNND NPINVPN 2D NMIN NTNIDN MDSPITTH
DYPANNRN DXOPMIND 725 A1ID 951,130 NY 9190 MIRDIPIVID VPPN DOV MY 1212 OHDD NI NPINVPN DY 9GPINN PNMDINND
N9V NPPIND N MINY SYINT 2259100 2D NININN NN NPINLPN DY NDNNN NN NVINY NN ; NPINLPN MDN PDY DINNN NN DINNN
L)P0NN DY DXOPMIIND .ND HINKY NIN OMNX DPNNPIAN NMINN2IN NN XD IPY NITN D YN 19IND NDIN TN NNIND VIRP DY 1MON»NN
NIVIP N10N 12 1PIND NN PADND YD ,IMYLY .0NA NOINNKN VPV NON KD WX TIDY D¥DIN ,NPINVPN DY PSPITTN I YINON T
)29 PSPYTTN DNISND NN DN ANNN 1IN NIYON .DNXY DIVPIMAIND N8N NP D NNINY 1LY SMTNAN JPDNY DVPMIIN HY NN
NY NIPN DY NIDNN DY NPPIND NIONA NI NOY NPOMN DI 2D DINN 1D dNNPIAN DYann DY DXdYN DN WNN NONN 01272 ¥ ON

INNYOWUS TR



VPMI9N YD NOPITIN MPDNY NIDNA NN NPN PONN MM XN WX D3I 2NN APINLPN DY MSPYITTA M DTV DN
NYYN NOLITINDIIVN PPNYNN NN PODY D12 NY AWK 1292 YPON NIT NPPVILIND MINID NN TN YNNI TIT .DWI) VINP DY HNNP AN
1N YIND DY NMIPN NN XYNY DI1DOW NN .DNNY DOVPMIND N8N NYOIPN D NN NI NI MITA NN MDIND .JNPDNN MIVON Iy
.NNLVN NNANN HY NPPLPINITI NMIT YN NNANN HY NPHVITINDITON MNITIND ,JWORY 295 )N

JDYMYNY W) 1100 ,NNPO0N MNINA NI MNTNY 717091 .0MYUPN GN XD NXIN G MDVMNPH TIVHL INIAND MINITN DY 2DPwn ,ODIN
NDNN PONON TN MPPADN T2V NPINVPN D MYLHY TIY D NIV NN ,NINT OY TN INVIVN PODD Ypan NPNT LIND NPNT 1NN
.NN0NA AYND 1N NYIND TIVHNI MINITND DY 11DV NN ,NOVIYY MIPY TWUN SV

S PONN NMIANY MPIADN XD JT2Y NPINLPN N 2D MYV THMY YPIN 2T NN ONNNIND PN NOIN MNITIND DY NPDIVNON YY NY TN
MDYN NN MIYLY .PNNPIAN NINDNI DIPN OND PR NNINOD TN DNIVIN DY INN ND 2NN NINHNNN NNOVYND WITIY Q0NN ONIND .2-)
112NN DY DYPAVH DY YD D97 NI1D 7752222 WHIV VIND WD LDINP YV NNPAN HYonn DY ndvoinn mnnannn mand
)3N0 MNINI INIAND MNITN YD NNVYNRIN 17792272 MIYON DY PPYND DI ,)30 .NIONN DY D1NIINN DININD TIVHN PON BN NNNVN
MXIN INAND DY MNOTIRD YD MIYVY TN .TOWOVUN 71712272 NDOVWAN TWYNR VIXRP DY TOXNNPIAN MMNDIDN MNNANNA PHND POMIN
991 DIYT IWNY ,TPYNRD NIONA DXVWTN GX IDINY DY DXTIN VDAND NIVY 1IN NIYON 7D N0 NN .TPNDIDS MDWYN D) ¥ NIOND

SNNNINA WIXYTAY NOIN NN MNYTIND DY 1MANYN NOXY DY NN VNN DX .Y 132010 DY N NDNN DN IRYIN DY TindY N T nya



Spinoza’s Cartesian and Hobbsian Axioms

Noa Shein @Bcu)

Abstract

Spinoza proves, within the very first fifteen propositions of his magnum opus The Ethics, that there can only be a single infinite
substance. One of the most important issues that arise once so-called monism has been established is, how to account for the
apparent diversity that permeates the world as we know it—in the form of, say, tables, chairs and minds. More specifically it
seems difficult to see, as many have noted, how finite things can be derived from the infinite substance in light of the fact that
Spinoza says that finitude is in part a negation.

The paper shows first that Spinoza was not blind to this issue, and that he does not establish the existence of finite things (or
modes) in the first part of the Ethics as many have assumed. | explain why the propositions that are traditionally taken as
establishing the existence of finite things, such as 1P16 and 1P25, cannot do so. I then turn to Part Two of Ethics and to two
axioms (2A2: “Man thinks” and 2A4: “We sense our body affected in many ways”) that have thus far not been given the attention
they deserve.

| argue that these two axioms are epistemic self-evident starting points—we begin by recognizing that we are finite. Although
nothing brute is established, which would be anathema to Spinoza’s rationalism, our epistemic journey begins at these two points.

I then explain why Spinoza chooses to take these particular notions as axioms. To do so | show that Spinoza here is drawing on



both Cartesian and Hobbesian insights. | finally conclude that this double starting point is what allows Spinoza to solve in an

elegant and subtle way what has been previously taken to be an acute problem for his metaphysics.

Pragmatic metaphysics

John Harvy (Duquesne University)

Abstract

The death of metaphysics has been proclaimed many times. Hume’s fork killed metaphysics for many. Comte asserted the
chimerical nature of metaphysics, but, according to Habermas, must repeatedly rely on “the metaphysical antitheses of essence
and appearance.” Wittgenstein’s Tractatus finally treats the urge to metaphysical expression as a pathology to be cured (6.53).
Carnap felt that he had completed “the elimination of metaphysics.” Now that the logical positivist program has collapsed we are
ready again to explore first philosophy. Several defenses of metaphysics are possible: this paper focuses on the strategy of
considering metaphysical statements as having pragmatic content.

Metaphysical statements can be understood pragmatically as second-person exhortation: “Think this way.” One aspect of the

multifarious importance of Jirgen Habermas for philosophy in the post-1945 period is his focus on communicative acts as



foundational, replacing such failed foundations as Descartes’ perilous flirtation with solipsism and the positivists’ ultimately
dogmatic insistence on reports of observations (“protocol statements”) as indubitable. An example of the potency of a
metaphysical position can be seen by asking: what is the thing in itself? Spinoza’s daring answer, that the thing in itself is Deus
sive Natura, gave license to generations of nature-worship. (This cult has been seen as essential to romanticism, and can be
detected not only in the work of Rousseau but also in that of his less naive contemporary Diderot.) Kant’s answer, that we do not
know, is fraught with consequence: indeed it is an essential move in his program of getting knowledge out of the way (Wissen
aufheben) in order to make room for faith (Glauben), for if reason could know the thing in itself, there would be much less call
for faith. Schopenhauer’s declaration that the thing in itself is will might be called a manifesto of romanticism, for within this
creed we have room not only for the world-weariness of Byron and Schopenhauer and the tragic Weltanschauung of Wagner, but
also, with an ethical twist, the mature Nietzsche’s affirmation of life as the will to power.

Further, natural science, properly considered, requires metaphysics. For example, consider the proposition “There are laws of
nature.” This is a metaphysical statement. A statement of a particular law, such as V- B = 0, is physical in the sense that it belongs
to physics (without, of course, being a physical object), and is subject to empirical testing, but no laboratory test could be
designed to determine whether laws of nature exist. It is the same problem as the justification of induction: Russell commented,
“[J. S.] Mill takes the view that what gives ground for [induction] is the observed constancy of nature, which is itself a supreme
induction.” But however open to doubt, the proposition that there are laws of nature is far from meaningless or without practical
consequences. On the contrary, every activity of scientists whether theoretical or experimental, whether applying existing laws to
particular puzzles or seeking new laws, is governed by this metaphysical statement. The scientists’ activities would be pointless

(and, to speak more pragmatically, without funding) without this metaphysical belief.



Pragmatic metaphysics opens the door to a new foundationalism. Powerful and fundamental pragmatic demonstrations may be
derived from the event of dialogue itself. It is only within the dialogue that we can establish pragmatic certainty. | may easily and
coherently cast doubt on a statement such as “The moon exists”; but for me to say, “You do not exist” commits an immediate
performative contradiction, for if you do not exist, whom am | addressing? This argument can be shown to be stronger than the
Cogito.

This impossibility of coherently making a given statement is precisely what confers certainty on its negation (in this case “You
exist”). Thus the existence of the speakers and of a message to be conveyed may be established as a sine qua non to provide a
rationale for any dialogue at all. This may be called a transcendental pragmatic proof. By this phrase I mean to contrast Kant’s
transcendental proofs, which show what must be as a requisite for experience to occur, with the present type of proof, which
shows what is necessary as a practical premise for our action, that is, what we cannot contradict without being convicted of being

lacking in practical reason.

That we are now permitted again to make metaphysical statements allows philosophers, if they wish, to reconnect with the
concerns of ordinary men and women, for indeed beliefs on a metaphysical level, though perhaps not arrived at by reason, are
ubiquitous. Both the phenomenological reluctance to posit external entities and the analytic concentration on linguistic minutiae
have left a gap between philosophy and what people care about. The reembracing of metaphysics restores to philosophy the heart

of its historical mission.
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Theories of Time and the Asymmetry in Human Attitudes

(Anmon nv'onaIRN 1'90) Gal Yehezkel

Abstract

For about a hundred years there has been a debate as to which of two rival theories of time, the A-theory and the B-theory, is true. An
important aspect of this debate is the theories’ respective alleged implications for some of the most basic human attitudes and stances.
These include our attitude towards pleasant and unpleasant events, such as pleasures and pains, and our attitudes towards the temporal
limits of our existence, that is, birth and death. Normally, our attitude towards an event, whether pleasant or unpleasant, depends on
whether this event is in the past or the future. Future unpleasant events make us anxious, while past unpleasant events make us feel
relieved. An asymmetry is displayed in our different attitudes taken towards the temporal limits of our existence. While we commonly
celebrate birthdays, we tend to mourn on anniversaries of deaths.

Some philosophers argue that these asymmetries in our attitudes are justified by the A-theory, and so they discredit the B-theory. Some B-
theorists reject this claim, and argue that, contrary to appearances, the B-theory coheres with natural human attitudes (MacBeath 1983;
Mellor 1985). On the other hand there are B-theorists who gladly embrace the alleged revolutionary implications of the B-theory, for
example as a means to overcome the fear of death (Le Poidevin 1996, 145-6).

In my lecture | examine several options for explaining the asymmetry of our attitudes:



1. Anontological asymmetry between past and future events
2. The direction of the moving present
3. The indeterminacy of future events
| argue that contrary to what prima facie seems to be the case, our attitudes are neither justified nor discredited by anything which is in

debate between the A-Theory and the B-theory of time.

REFERNCES
Le Poidevin R. (1996), Arguing for Atheism (London: Routledge).
MacBeath M. (1983), "'Mellor's Emeritus Headache'," Ratio 25, 81-88.

Mellor H. (1985), Real Time (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
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A Difference in Degree or a Difference in Kind?
Questioning the Direct/Indirect Distinction Regarding the Legitimate Role of VValues in Evidential

Reasoning

(rax-7n nuronaix) 190 I

Abstract

Philosophers debate whether and in what ways social values may legitimately influence evidential reasoning that lead to belief
formation or scientific theory acceptance. Heather Douglas and Richard Foley distinguish between two roles of social values in
theory choice and belief formation: direct and indirect. In their direct role, values serve as reasons for accepting or rejecting a
theory or forming a belief. They argue that the direct role is not epistemically legitimate, as it amounts to wishful thinking. But in
their indirect role, values determine the threshold level that evidence must meet for justified belief formation or theory
acceptance, by determining the levels of inductive risks we are willing to tolerate. They argue that the indirect role is legitimate
and required, because social values determine acceptable risks in a given context, and different social circumstances may
legitimately require different balances between types of errors. When we value a risk as mild, we lower the threshold level
required for accepting a theory or forming a belief, and when the risk is acute we raise it. | argue that the direct/indirect distinction

does not cut the right line between legitimate and illegitimate influence of social values on evidential reasoning. Rather, the



correct distinction to make is a distinction in degree. That is, I argue that the social values’ influence, both direct and indirect, is
epistemically legitimate when it is moderate, but illegitimate when it is extreme. My argument for this claim is twofold. First,
from a consequentialist perspective, the direct and indirect influence de facto lead to the same outcomes. Second, from a
deontological perspective, namely, if we regard subjects’ intentions as relevant to normatively assessing the role of values in

evidential reasoning, the same aims that arguably legitimize the indirect role may legitimate the direct role as well.

A Moral Argument Against Moral Realism

Melis Erdur (nvu)

Abstract

If what is morally right or wrong were ultimately a function of our opinions, then even such reprehensible actions as genocide and
slavery would be morally right, had we approved of them. Many moral philosophers find this conclusion objectionably
permissive, and to avoid it they posit a moral reality that exists independently of what anyone thinks. This is the core idea of
moral realism in meta-ethics. The notion of an independent moral reality has been subjected to meticulous metaphysical,
epistemological and semantic criticism, but it is hardly ever examined from a moral point of view. In this essay | offer such a
critique. First I show that the appeal to an independent moral reality as a ground for moral obligations is not just a meta-ethical

position but, rather, amounts to a substantive moral universal generalization concerning the ultimate reason why any right action



is right and wrong action is wrong. Then | argue that this universal generalization is objectionable from a purely moral point of
view, concluding that moral realism is problematic not only from a metaphysical and epistemological, but also, and more
importantly, from a moral perspective. In the light of that, however, | do not claim that we must therefore embrace the opposite
anti-realist view that moral truths are ultimately dependent on our attitudes. Rather, | suggest that we reject both of these views
and answer the classic meta-ethical question “Is what we morally ought to do ultimately a function of our actual attitudes, or

determined independently of them?” with Neither.

Normative Properties as Disjunctive Properties

Christos Kyriacou (University of Cyprus)

Abstract
In this paper, I sketch a working hypothesis called ‘Disjunctivist Virtue-Contextualism’ (DVC) that promises to address the usual
semantic, epistemological and ontological challenges to normative realism. DVC aspires to reconcile normative realism with
naturalism in a broadly virtue-theoretic framework while reaping important explanatory dividends. To that effect, DVC takes
normative properties to be natural, disjunctive properties and invokes virtue-theoretic insights to sketch a naturalist, normative
epistemology. DVC promises to save the realist appearances of normative discourse in a naturalistic setting, to explain the

context-sensitivity of normative concepts and ‘reasons holism’, to account for the plausibility of Moore-style ‘open question



arguments’ and to easily avoid the notorious Frege-Geach problem for expressivism. This promise, | claim, renders DVC an

interesting working hypothesis that deserves to be explored in good hope.

Accidentalism as an ancient ancestor of double effect: On some problems in Antiphon's third tetralogy

Joel Mann (st. Norbert College)

Abstract
Antiphon’s third tetralogy describes a case in which the defendant is accused of intentional homicide. The basic, and undisputed, facts
are these. During a session of excessive drinking, the victim (an older man) started a fight with the defendant (a younger man). The
younger man returned the blows of the older, who was sorely injured In the exchange. The older man was taken by his friends and
family to a doctor, who treated him to no effect. He died.

The defendant interpretation of these facts is extraordinary: | struck the man, but I did not kill him. Perhaps more astounding
than this claim is (at least one of) the defense's argument for it: "the things [the defendant] 'did’ were done in self-defense while trying
to escape suffering and were less harsh than what he who had started the fight was due, and thus he did not do them." (4.4.6). why
should the moral status of the victim impinge upon the causal question? If I cut a man with a knife, it does not matter (does it?) that
he drew a knife first! How to make sense of this?

One might conclude that the defense cannot be made sense of, that it is nonsense in the strict sense. In a frenzy of sophistic

mumbo-jumbo, Antiphon from the get-go has confused two distinct kinds of responsibility, the moral (or, more naturally and perhaps



less anachronistically, the "evaluative™) and the causal. This is the rather severe verdict of some prominent scholars regarding the
second tetralogy, and one might be content to foist it also upon the third.

A more sympathetic approach, and the one adopted by some other commentators, would be to interpret the third tetralogy as
an argument about causes, that is, about the conditions of causal (not evaluative) responsibility. There is much to be praised in this
interpretation, including its charity to Antiphon. As we shall see, the philosophical complexities of causal analysis do indeed inform
Antiphon's argument. But the causal interpretation acquires its virtues at the expense of a vice. It must ignore, minimize, or explain
away the ethical language. On this view, the evaluative elements of Antiphon's architecture appear as so much rhetorical window-
dressing.

| believe there is more substance to Antiphon's defense than all this. In this essay | reconstruct the third tetralogy so as to cast
it as an early attempt to deal with issues of intention and action surrounding around what contemporary philosophers know as the

doctrine of double effect.



Plato’s atemporal teleology
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Rethinking the Genotype/Phenotype Distinction

Ohad Nachtomy (Bar-ian) Zohar Yakhini (technion)

Abstract
While the definition of the ‘genotype’ has undergone dramatic changes in the transition from classical to molecular genetics, the definition of the
‘phenotype’ has remained for a long time within the classical framework. In addition, while the notion of the genotype has received significant
attention from philosophers of biology, the notion of the phenotype has not. Recent developments in the technology of measuring gene-expression
levels have made it possible to conceive of phenotypic traits in terms of levels of gene expression. We demonstrate that not only has this become
possible but it has also become an actual practice. This suggests a significant change in our conception of the phenotype: as in the case of the
‘genotype’, phenotypes can now be conceived in quantitative and measurable terms on a comprehensive molecular level. We discuss in what sense
gene expression profiles can be regarded as phenotypic traits and whether these traits are better described as a novel concept of phenotype or as an
extension of the classical concept. We argue for an extension of the classical concept and call for an examination of the type of extension involved.
By observing the technology and its presuppositions, we put forward the thesis that at least in this case genotype and phenotype are effectively co-
identified one by means of the other. We suggest that the co-identification of genotype—phenotype couples in expression-based Gene Wide

Association Studies also indicates a conceptual dependence, which we call“co-definition.”



Autistic Speakers and Davidsonian Interpreters:

A New Perspective

Michal Gleitman (Emory University)

Abstract

Donald Davidson's philosophy of language rests on the premise that being a language user requires the ability to attribute beliefs
to others, because "thought attribution” is necessary for interpreting other people's speech in concrete occasions of
communication. It has been argued against Davidson that his theory of meaning is challenged by the existence of individuals on
the autistic spectrum who use language but have difficulties interpreting the speech and mental states of others because they do
not have theory of mind skills (traditionally defined as the ability to attribute mental states to others in order to explain and predict
their behavior). Attempts have been made to save Davidson's theory by questioning whether empirical findings bear on his
conceptual analysis, and by redefining what is involved in interpreting the speech of others, so as to let autistics into the
community of Davidsonian interpreters. This paper provides a new approach to this debate: it argues that the arguments made by
both sides are problematic, because they fail to consider Davidson's philosophy of language as a whole, and that once this
misconception is corrected the empirical evidence about autistics turn out to support Davidson’s theory, and even highlight an
innovative and important distinction he introduces between the ability to use conventional language and being a radical

interpreter. The paper concludes with a preliminary note on how this distinction yields a flexible conception of language, which



reverses Davidson's own position that there is a sharp divide between speakers and non-speakers (and consequently between
thinkers and non-thinkers), thereby making his work an invaluable resource for exploring the implications of borderline language

users for our understanding of language.

Impossibilists Paradise on the Cheap?

Martin Vacek (Slovak Academy of Sciences)

Abstract

The aim of the paper is to discuss the ersatz theory of David Lewis’s impossible worlds, point out its undeniable benefits and
demonstrate its cost. Firstly, | motivate the debate. A quite persuasive reason for the acceptance of impossible worlds is the so-
called granularity problem. Famously, Lewis, following Quine, accepts the identity conditions for sets according to which sets are
identical if and only if their members are identical. Also, Lewis accepts a so-called Natural Class theory according to which a
proposition is ontologically identified with a set of possible worlds. But then, some problems arise. Namely, if there are cases
where two mutually distinct propositions are necessarily coextensive, Lewis’s possibilitist ontology lacks the resources to
distinguish them. For example, is the proposition of, say, ‘Tobby is triangular’ the same as the proposition ‘Tobby is triangular’?

In the same manner, is the proposition ‘it is raining and it is not raining’ the same as the proposition ‘it is snowing and it is not



snowing’, namely the empty set? If we suppose that a) the propositions in fact are different, and b) do not include trilateral but not
triangular individuals as well as contradictory worlds into modal realists’ ontology, our pre-theoretical opinions about their
distinctness are violated.

Secondly I present one approach to Lewis’s impossible worlds taken as constructions out of possibilia (Franz Berto 2010). The
basis of Berto’s proposal rests on the Lewisian account of propositions which, briefly, says that propositions A and B are the same
propositions iff A and B are true at the same possible worlds and, that is the case iff A and B are the same set of worlds (Berto
2010: 471). Since, according to Lewis, worlds represent de dicto possibilities by instantiating propositions directly, basic
propositions like ‘it is raining’, ‘it is not raining’ or ‘there are married bachelors’ are simply those sets of concrete possible worlds
that the propositions ‘it is raining’, ‘it is not raining’ and ‘there are married bachelors’ hold at them, respectively. The question,
however, is whether genuine modal realism has resources for constructing ersatz impossible worlds without violating its thorough
extensional character. To put the problem otherwise: does genuine modal realism contain the resources for constructing ersatz
impossible worlds qua sets of propositions?

In particular, if we consider basic atomic propositions to be sets of concrete worlds, and, using the set-theoretic machinery,
consider impossible worlds to be sets of proposition, we get a fully extensional account of possible worlds as well as impossible
worlds. Since impossible world-books are further reducible to sets of propositions, and propositions are identified with sets of
worlds, impossible worlds can be simply identified with certain sets of sets of concrete possible worlds.

For instance, let us have two distinct contradictory propositions, ‘the sun is shining and the sun is not shining’ and ‘it is raining
and it is not raining’. Let us also suppose that the Lewisian logical space consists of exactly six worlds {w1, w2, w3, w4, w5,

wo6}. Provided that the proposition ‘it is raining’, A, is identified with the set {w1, w2, w3} and the proposition ‘it is not raining’,



~A, with the set {w4, w5, w6}, the contradictory proposition ‘it is raining and it is not raining’ - (A and ~A) - is, by the same
reasoning, identified with the conjunction of the above sets, namely {{w1, w2, w3} {w4, w5, w6}}. The resultant set is an
impossible world, i1, since it represents an inconsistent situation. Now, let us also suppose that the proposition ‘the sun is
shinning’, B, is identified with the set {wl, w3, w5} and its negation, ~B, with {w2, w4, w6}. Similarly, the contradictory
proposition ‘the sun is shining and the sun is not shining’ - (B and ~B) - is then the set {{w1, w3, w5} {w2, w4, w6}}. Let call
the impossible world i2. No doubt, impossible worlds i1 and i2 are different. While i1 is identified with the set of the form {{w1,
w2, w3} {w4, w5, w6}}, the form of i2 is quite different - {{w1, w3, w5} {{w2, w4, w6}}.

There is, however, a problem. Granted, Berto’s theory gives us various representations of different impossibilities by using
genuine worlds. However, there are several limits the hybrid theory has. Recall, that one of the motivations for impossibilia was
the need to differentiate between various necessary coextensive and impossible propositions, and thus provide a finer-grained
distinction absent in the original theory. For, according to Lewis, the property of ‘being trilateral’ is identified with the property of
‘being triangular’, because any (actual and possible) individual which is trilateral is also triangular, and vice versa. But the
problem seems to preserve even in these theories.

To see the problem, let us have two (distinct) propositions, ‘Tobby is triangular’ and ‘Tobby is trilateral’. Apparently, the aim is
to show that the propositions are different, and thus that the proposition ‘Tobby is triangular but not trilateral’ can be represented
by an (ersatz) impossible world distinct from a world according to which ‘Tobby is triangular but not triangular’. Provided
Berto’s strategy, and given a simple logical space consisting of three worlds - wl, w2, w3 - we can identify the proposition
‘Tobby is trilateral’ with, say, the set of worlds {w1, w2} and its negation with {w3}. Given the Lewisian pluriverse, the same

holds for the proposition ‘Tobby is triangular’, namely that the proposition is identified with the set {w1, w2}, while its negation



with {w3}. But then the impossible proposition ‘Tobby is triangular but not trilateral’ — {{w1, w2}}, {w3}} - is not different
from the impossibility ‘Tobby is triangular but not triangular’ {{w1, w2}}, {w3}}.

Finally, I argue for the existence of concrete impossible worlds. How can we know, after all, which logic appropriately describes
reality? Without definite answer to the question, the objection from incredibility then simply collapses into a statement of

possibilist dogma.

Can the Operator Argument Support Relativism?

Dan Zeman (institut Jean Nicod)

Abstract

One traditional argument for introducing parameters in the circumstances of evaluation has been the “operator argument” initially
proposed by David Kaplan. In a nutshell, the argument starts from a claim about the semantics of certain natural language
expressions and concludes that certain parameters need to be introduced in the circumstances of evaluation of utterances, on pain
of rendering those expressions redundant. Recently, this type of argument has been taken to support relativism (understood here
as the position that the contribution of context is to provide values for the parameters in the circumstances of evaluation, and not
elements in the content of utterances) about several expressions. In this paper | consider an argumentative strategy to the effect

that the operator argument cannot support relativism on the grounds that the type of semantic values the operator argument deals



with (“compositional semantic values”) are different from the kinds of semantic values relativism is about, and that arguments
involving the former have no bearing on the latter. After presenting Kaplan’s original formulation of the argument and preparing
the terrain for the argumentative strategy considered by distinguishing between two general views about semantic content (what |
call “semantic value pluralism” and “semantic value monism”), I illustrate the strategy by looking into one of its recent
instantiations in a paper by Dilip Ninan. I show that Ninan’s objection could be easily avoided by slightly modifying the operator
argument. | then consider extant and possible objections to the new version of the argument and show that they either beg the
question or are based on claims that the relativist is not committed to. | close with noting that even if the new version of the
argument is not convincing, there are other ways in which the original version can be relevant for (some forms of) relativism, thus

concluding that the thesis that the operator argument cannot support relativism is false.



In Defense of Priority (and Equality)

(mavn nvroixa) Shlomi Segal

Abstract

It has been recently suggested by Michael Otsuka and Alex VVoorhoeve that the priority view violates the separateness of persons.
Prioritarianism allegedly does so because it reaches the same recommendations in single- and multi-person cases, where the
correct judgment should be to vary between the two. The paper attempts to show that prioritarianism escapes this objection.
Despite Otsuka and Voorhoeve, prioritarianism, rightly understood, provides consistent and attractive recommendations in both
single- and multi-person cases. Yet, prioritarians, the paper adds, cannot do so while affirming a leveling down objection (LDO)
to egalitarianism. The same strategy that allows prioritarians to provide an attractive account of one-person cases is the one
employed by egalitarians to escape the LDO. It would follow that while the Otsuka-Voorhoeve objection does not refute

prioritarianism (contra to their claim), it does in fact refute (what we may call) anti-egalitarian prioritarianism.
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Abstract

This book offers an alternative to the dominant view of promises in contemporary philosophy. Under the dominant view, a
promise is the communication of an intention to undertake an obligation, and is a performative speech act that can be neither true
nor false. Inspired by suggestive remarks by Richard Price (1787), the book argues that promises are self-motivating assertions. |
promise to perform some action when | assert that | shall perform the promised action, namely that | will perform it because of
this very assertion of mine. | keep the promise when | make this assertion true, retroactively. Thus a promise represents the
world now as being a certain way in the future, and as being that way in the future partly because it is now represented to be that
way in the future.

Earlier attempts to explain promises in assertive terms assumed a truth theory of assertion. This book endorses Timothy
Williamson’s knowledge theory of assertion (1996, 2000). According to this theory, only knowledge warrants assertion. The
constitutive norm of assertion requires us to assert only what we knows. The book takes it pretty much for granted that assertions
about the future can be determinately true or false at the present time, and argues that one can in fact foreknow that one shall
perform the promised action (at least under normal conditions).

The resulting theory of promises offers a simple explanation of their intrinsic normativity, the fact that promises, by their very

nature, are to be kept rather than broken: I am to do what | promised because | said | would, and | ought to have spoken



knowledgably, and therefore truthfully. Thus contrary to the common view, the promise does not create a new, self-standing
obligation to keep the promise; rather, my obligation is to speak knowledgably at the time promising. | must keep my promise on
pain of having flouted that obligation (i.e. because keeping the promise is a logically necessary condition of discharging that
obligation).

The norm that requires us to speak knowledgably is not particularly moral; it is the constitutive norm of assertive language use.
Following David Lewis’s conventional account of language use (1969/200#, 1975/198#), I argue that this norm has conventional
manifestations in different linguistic communities. The celebrated yet elusive intrinsic normativity of promises—their supposed-
to-be-kept-ness—derives in this story from the constitutive and conventional normativity of assertive language use.

In offering the account, 1 do not purport to reduce promises to assertion. A self-motivating assertion is an assertion all right, but a
rather special kind of assertion. It does not represent the world as being a certain way independent of the assertion; it represents
the world as being a certain way partly because of the assertion. To use a favorite philosophical metaphor, motivating assertions
straddle the line between the mind-to-world and world-to-mind direction[s] of fit. This, I shall argue, reflects the practical nature
of the knowledge required for making warranted promises.

The book is written in a tradition that takes assertive language use to enjoy a certain conceptual primacy over performative
language use. We can do so, explaining a speech act in assertive terms highlights its continuity with the paradigm of language

use. This book will try to show that we can in fact do so in the case of promises and some related speech acts.
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