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Abstracts
	István Aranyosi 
	"Should we fear quantum torment?"

	The prospect, in terms of subjective expectations, of immortality under the no-collapse interpretation of quantum mechanics is certain, as pointed out by several authors, both physicists (Squires 1986, Moravec 1988, Zeh 1992, Tegmark 1998) and, more recently, philosophers (Price 1996, Peter Lewis 2000, David Lewis 2004). The argument, known as quantum suicide, or quantum immortality, has received some critical discussion, but there hasn't been any questioning of David Lewis's (2004) point that there is a terrifying corollary to the argument, namely, that we should expect to live forever in a crippled, more and more damaged state, that barely sustains life. This is the prospect of eternal quantum torment. Based on some empirical facts I argue for a conclusion that is much more reassuring than Lewis's terrible scenario.


	Cecilia Lippai
	Heidegger's anti-naturalism and the alleged exclusionary charater of place

	There are several authors, such as Michael Zimmermann or Thomas Sheenan, who argue against Heidegger’s philosophy being relevant to contemporary environmental thinking, on the quite questionable grounds of Heidegger’s anti-naturalistic stance and his controversial involvement with National Socialism, which allegedly influenced his notions of place, dwelling and belonging. I will address these claims by arguing that anti-naturalism is not irreconcilable with environmentalism, and that Heidegger’s personal political involvement has nothing to tell us about the interpretation of these key philosophical concepts, rather, they should be understood within their own philosophical context.


	Anton Markoc 
	Does Parfit’s Consent Principle Rest on a Conditional Fallacy? 


	Derek Parfit has recently argued in favor of the consent principle, according to which it is wrong to treat people in any way to which they could not rationally consent in the act–affecting sense, if these people knew the relevant facts, and they were given the power to choose how we treat them. This paper seeks to show that Parfit’s definition cannot hold because it commits a conditional fallacy. After a brief description of the consent principle and its place in Parfit’s moral theory, I examine the logical structure of the conditional fallacy and give a number of examples where it arises. I then argue that, by definition, the consent principle prohibits intuitively right or even obligatory actions because it assumes that agents with regard to whom these actions are directed could not consent to them, since, if they had the relevant moral facts, they would not commit the wrongdoings to begin with and so there would be no need for us to embark on these right actions. Towards the end, I show that the consent principle can be reformulated so that it avoids the conditional fallacy by taking into account not the consent of agents that do not possess the relevant facts but the one of their possible selfs who know all these facts. An act is thus wrong if an agent’s self who is aware of the relevant facts could not consent that his ignorant self be treated in such a way.




	Milosz Pawlowski
	Body-Transfer and Soul-Transfer Symmetry? On Changing the Subject.

	The vision of body-transfer (a person moving from one body to another) provides a familiar objection to the Physical Theory of personal identity. Some modern philosophers claim that the vision of soul-transfer generates a parallell objection to Dualism. Body- and soul-transfers would leave only the Psychological Theory standing. I reject these claims. I argue against the possibility of subject-transfer in general. The tight link between the subject and co-consiousness makes subject-transfer impossible. Secondly, I present the correct Dualist understanding of the soul. Drawing on these points, I show why body-transfer arguments can work, while soul-transfer arguments cannot.


	Elena Popa 
	Do Etiological Theories of Functions Support the Distinction between Evolutionary and Functional Explanation in Biology?

	In recent debates, both selected effect (SE) and causal role (CR) analyses of functions have been accepted as proper accounts in different fields of biology. While evolutionary biology deals with (but may not be limited to) SE functions, in anatomy or physiology CR functions are relevant. In “A Modern History Theory of Functions”, Peter Godfrey-Smith holds that SE functions and CR functions express two different explanatory projects. The main reason he proposes a different etiological (or SE) theory is that within the etiological accounts which relied on ancient history of a trait one could not operate the distinction between evolutionary explanation and functional explanation. The benefit of Godfrey-Smith’s theory is the possibility of distinguishing between the origin and the maintenance of a trait and, further, between an evolutionary explanation and a functional one. Starting from some objections to this account, I will investigate whether the two different kinds of explanation can be separated within an etiological theory, without employing any other concept of function.


	Isik Sarihan
	The Internalism-Externalism Debate in Philosophy of Mind: 
Suggestions Regarding Its Proper Formulation and Methodology 


	Internalism and externalism are philosophical theories about the foundations of the mind, two different answers given to the question of, roughly put, whether mental properties are constituted by relations to things that exist outside of the subject or not. This talk will be an attempt to understand the debate itself, clarify the question, and reflect on its methodology, with the hope of finding ways to make progress in resolving it.

I will begin by making an attempt to properly formulate these theories, for most of the simple and popular formulations of the two positions seem to be inadequate to do justice to what the theories really suggest. As for the methodology, I will focus on some attempts to provide empirical evidence in favor of one of the positions, made by both sides of the debate. I will suggest that, for various reasons, the debate can’t be resolved by empirical methods. I will also suggest that, if the question is a genuinely philosophical one, one needs to try other methods to make progress in answering it, such as by showing that an internalistic or externalistic conception of mental properties is not possible (e.g. “we can’t coherently think of a world where internalism is true.”); or that internalism or externalism contradicts something that is necessarily true or that we are indepently motivated to believe in (e.g. “if externalism is true, then there is no such thing as mental causation.”) 


