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Session 1 9:30-10:15

A Kristina Pucko:   (Chair: Michael Griffin  rm. 412)
B Laszlo Kajtar: Between Psychological and Narrative Approaches to Personal Identity through Time: The Case of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder

In this paper, I illuminate the distinction between two approaches to the question: what makes a person at time t1 identical to a person at time t2? The most popular approach since Locke’s influential view is the psychological one: in a deliberately vague way of putting it, there are certain connections between mental states of the person at t1 and the person at t2 that make them identical. On the other hand, the narrative approach is notoriously hard to pin down. It involves the element of a story connecting the persons at the two times. Here I argue that a traditional psychological approach is not sufficient for personal identity through time, and for this reason, there is a need for a more robust theory built on a partly psychological foundation but far from being a version of it. Instead of employing thought experiments, I demonstrate through a philosophical interpretation of a psychological disorder, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, that in order to explain relations of personal identity, one has to take into account the person’s own experiences and self-interpretations. Looking at extreme cases of mental disorder is useful because it assists in pinpointing how the insufficiencies of traditional psychological theories should be treated. My conclusion is that a narrative approach can incorporate the person’s active and interpretive stance towards his or her identity that cannot be ignored when it comes to questions of identity through time.          (Chair: David Weberman  rm. 411a)  
Session 2 10:30-11:15

A Andrea Csillag: Unconscious mental states
Some philosophers of mind believe that the essential feature of our mental states is that they are conscious: most of all, it is the conscious character or subjective feel of a perception or a sensation (rather than its supposed intentional content eg.) that matters in giving adequate characterizations of these states.

For those who are inclined to adopt this view, unconscious mental states might seem problematic. Unconscious perception is possible and sometimes sensations occur without the subject’s awareness. These states do not possess the kind of conscious character that would, according to the theory in question, qualify them as genuinely mental.

After making clear what is meant by conscious and unconscious, I would like to present some of the positions one can take on the question of unconscious states if one accepts that consciousness is the essential feature of the mental. Do we have to deny that unconscious states are mental? What are the reasons for thinking that there is a place for unconscious perceptions and sensations among genuine mental phenomena? (Chair: rm. 412)
B Maria Asavei:  The Beauty We Fear: Functional Beauty and Political Art
ABSTRACT: 
Typically it is argued that beauty in an aesthetic sense has no function (excepting the pleasure it affords) and our responses to it are immediate responses (we just sense that something is beautiful without asking why that something is beautiful). According to this understanding of beauty, political-critical art does not seem to raise in viewers the feeling of aesthetic pleasure (mostly because of its unappealing look). I argue that:  1. ) beauty is not at odds with political- critical engagement because beauty is not a matter of how the object looks. Not everything that looks beautiful is in fact beautiful. Nor does every beautiful thing look good at the first sight. Political art does not need to look pleasing in order to be appreciated as beautiful. I argue that beauty should not be restricted to a certain restricted type of pleasure (immediate and disinterested pleasure). 2.) Then, I reject the claim that beauty has no function (excepting the pleasure it affords). In critical art’s case, beauty has many functions (critical, social, remedial…). The kind of beauty that political-critical art works have in virtue of their function requires knowledge of that function. Even mere decoration or ornament (“free beauty” in Kant’s terms) acquires in contemporary critical art a political function. I will show how the beautiful, “inoffensive” ornament started to be increasingly used by political artists as a means of criticism of the troubled conditions of our world.     (Chair: David Weberman  rm. 411a )
Session 3 11:30- 12:15 

A Anna Rez (Chair: Ferenc Huoranszki  rm. 412)
B Cecilia Lippai:  The role of wilderness in environmental theory and action
The ambiguities and changes manifest in the history of the idea of wilderness parallel the ambiguities of western civilization towards nature as opposed to culture. For this reason, the problems involved in conceptualizing wilderness can serve as an example of the complex implications and actual consequences involved in conceiving nature as strictly delimited from culture or free of human intervention. After briefly presenting the history of the idea of wilderness I will argue that this idea is rooted in certain environmental experiences, and that the changes in the idea of wilderness parallel and reflect important differences and changes in the environments form which they emerged. I will then address the role and sometimes questionable consequences of ideas of wilderness in current environmental protection, and I will argue for the possibility of evaluating conceptions of nature not based on their truth-content but on their practical implications, such as, for example, on questions of social (in)justice. (Chair: David Weberman   rm. 411a)
LUNCH BREAK  

Session 4 2:00 – 2:45

A  Munir Kayaligil: Alternative Approaches to Causal Difference-Making
David Lewis's classical analysis of causal claims by the notion of difference-making as expressed by counterfactuals (of the form “Had the cause not occurred, the effect wouldn't have occurred”) has been shown to be problematic for various reasons. His last attempt to amend the account (namely the “influence” account) is also inadequate for analyzing the causal relation. After an overview of its shortcomings, my talk focuses on the recent alternatives to the Lewisian way of understanding causal difference-making. I group these alternatives in two: those which offer the use of a different form of counterfactuals (e.g. Menzies, Broadbent), and those where the function of difference-making is given a different status in theorizing causation (e.g. Sartorio, Strevens, Kment). I present a comparative look at these alternatives, with the hope of stimulating further thought on metaphysics of causation.      (Chair: Ferenc Huoranszki   rm. 412)
B  Mojca Kuplen:  An explanation of ugliness in art: The Kantian perspective (Chair: David Weberman  rm.411a)
Session 5 3:00 – 3:45

A Holger Thiel: What a Difference does it make?
I take it that in order to facilitate empirical content of concepts, concepts and experience have to correlate. I consider both, concepts as well as experience, first, to be of their own kind, i.e. sui generis, and, second, to be holistic structures, in which one element, e.g. a single concept or a single experience, is dependent on another element, e.g. another single concept or experience. I attempt to spell out this dependence relation in terms of differences. In order to make sense of how both holistic structures correlate, I introduce what I call coconstitution. This is to say that the conceptual and experiential structures correlate in virtue of exerting a reciprocal constitutional influence on each other. (Chair: David Weberman rm .412)
B Magdolna Nyulaszi : The Soul as a Principle of Individuation and a Criterion of Identity in the Stoic Theory

Recent studies on the Stoic theory of identity and individuation have suggested that on the Stoic view animated entities are identified and individuated in function of having a soul. This interpretation, however, is flawed on several accounts. As I aim to show, although entities are definitely identified by some aspect of the portion of pneuma permeating them, the solution according to which this aspect has to be the soul fails to account for the identity and individuation of unensouled entities (such as inanimate objects and plants) on the one hand, and it is also insufficient for the identification and individuation of ensouled entities on the other hand. I shall also point out that bestowing the role of the principle of individuation and that of the criterion of identity on the soul of entities  is in contradiction with various other Stoic tenets and also, it is not such that would have helped the Stoics dealing with the Academic challenges that motivated their elaboration of a theory of identity.  (Chair: Gabor Betegh  rm. 411a)
Session 6 4:00 – 4:45

A Daniel Kodaj:  Analytic idealism

Idealism is the thesis that physical reality is mind-dependent. Analytic idealism is idealism explored and defended in analytic metaphysics and philosophy of mind. I outline three versions of this project (by John Foster, Howard Robinson, and Timothy Sprigge, respectively), then I’ll discuss a composite Foster/Robinson argument about the mind-dependence of objective physical structure. (Chair: David Weberman rm. 412)
B Mate Veres: Ex consensu omnium: Are some of those Stoic arguments really that bad?

When it comes to arguing for the existence of divine beings, an appeal to common consensus seems an obvious non-starter. Even if belief in gods was a universal fact, mere distribution of opinion in itself is generally taken to be normatively irrelevant. Yet when we turn to Sextus Empiricus' summary of argumentative strategies in favor of divine existence, we find that universal sumphonia is the very first among the four on his list: 'Arguing from the universal conception, they say that practically all men, both Greeks and barbarians, believe in the existence of the Divine' (AM IX 61, tr. Bury).

As it emerges from his discussion, Stoic philosophers did not stop at the point of establishing the existence of a divinity in this manner, but went on providing justification in these very terms for the identification of god and the cosmos, and for traditional cultic practices. Thus they put forward a series of strikingly unusual arguments, that seem quite naïve and simplistic to the untrained eye. In my paper, my aim is to provide the background of these arguments in Stoic epistemology, namely, the theory of common conceptions; a comparison with its use in domains other than philosophical theology; to discuss whether or not it presupposes a theory of innate dispositions; and, if time allows, to indicate how sceptics were trying to demolish the Stoic theological edifice. (Chair: Gabor Betegh   rm. 411a)
Keynote Address 5:00 – 6:15 
Simon Rippon: Trolley Problems, Moral Expertise, and Moral Vagueness

Hypothetical trolley problems have been used by experimental philosophers to demonstrate supposedly irrational "framing effects" among the general public and professional moral philosophers alike, in which the answers elicited to questions depends on the order in which

the hypothetical cases and questions are presented. It has been argued that the existence and strength of the framing effects generated this way refutes the claim that moral philosophers possess moral expertise. I argue that there is a better explanation of this data available, as well as of the 45-year history of failure to identify a moral principle underlying the intuitive moral differences between hypothetical trolley cases. The explanation is that the collection of trolley problems amounts to a sorites paradox. I argue that right and wrong are vague concepts, determined in part by similarity to paradigms rather than by rational principles. This helps explain why the trolley problem is so resistant to solution, why moral expertise exists despite framing effects in response to trolley problems, and why arguments from allegedly morally irrelevant differences, such as those offered by Peter Singer, often fail to convince. (Chair: Gabor Betegh   rm. 412)
6:15 Wine Reception and Welcome to New Students (4th floor lounge)
_________________________________________________

Saturday October 13
9:15 – 9:30
Coffee (4th floor lounge)


Session 7 9:30-10:15

A Elena Popa:  Reasoning with causes: intervention and probability

 While close to the counterfactual and agency approaches to causation, Woodward’s manipulability theory manages to deal better with counterexamples through the concept of intervention. As Woodward and several other philosophers show, using interventions in order to establish causal claims is common in some areas of science and experimentation. I will focus on how interventions in Woodward’s sense are used in experiments relating to causal reasoning.  The main aim will be to investigate how much support could Woodward’s manipulability theory of causation draw from its ties with Bayes causal nets models on the one hand, and from the successful applications of interventions and the Bayes formalism in experiments involving identifying causal structures in children and adults, on the other hand. A further issue would be to study the relation between the use of interventions and probabilities in these particular contexts.(Chair: Ferenc Huoranszki rm. 412)
B Brent Franklin (Chair: Michael Griffin  rm 411a)
Session 8 10:30-11:15

A George Tudorie:  The Schreber case, a century later (Chair: Hanoch Ben-Yami  rm. 412)
In 1911, Freud published one of his few case studies on psychosis. It was an exceptional paper in yet another sense. Freud had never met– and would never meet – the patient. The study was almost entirely built on a volume of memoirs published by the patient himself, the former German judge Daniel Paul Schreber, in 1903. Nonetheless, Freud’s account did no shy away from suggesting an interpretation of Schreber’s symptoms which presumably explained their origin and evolution in a principled manner. The ‘Schreber case’ became,in fact, the center piece of a psychological theory of paranoid psychosis developed on the assumption that symptoms are meaningful manifestations. While the details of Freud’s analysis are of historical importance, the idea that there is reason in madness survives in current clinical psychology. Like the Quinean native, this view suggests, the mad should be approached with the tools of translation. I will challenge this idea by discussing Freud’s interpretation of Schreber against the background of one example of current theorizing, Richard Bentall’s account of persecutory delusions.
B  Attila Mraz (Chair: Zoltan Miklosi  rm. 411a)
Session 9 11:30- 12:15 

A Nenad Petkovic: Knowing that you're dreaming: Lucid dreams and the
no-knowledge assumption
Abstract. Recently, Ernest Sosa (2007) and Jonathan Ichikawa (2008, 2009) argued that the dream skepticism is a consequence of the traditional model of dreaming. Even though, in order to fight dream skepticism, they rejected the traditional model, they seem to agree with one of its fundamental assumptions: that we are in principle unable to know anything while we are dreaming. I will try to show that this assumption is wrong and that it is possible to know many things while we are dreaming. We can even know that we are dreaming. The state in which this is possible is called lucid dream. I will argue that if lucid dreams are genuine phenomena, then non-lucid dreams should be regarded as epistemological practices in which we proceed without due care and because of that we are deceived. We can improve our epistemic situation by learning how to dream lucidly. This paper, however, should not be understood as a refutation of the dream skepticism. In order to refute the dream skepticism, in my opinion, besides knowing that we are dreaming while we are dreaming, we should also be able to know that we are awake while awake. The present paper attempts to prove only former claim. 

 (Chair: Katalin Farkas  rm. 412)
B Orsi Reich: On Adultery (Chair: Zoltan Miklosi  rm. 411a)
LUNCH BREAK  

Session 10 2:00 – 2:45

A Hywel Griffiths (Chair: Hanoch Ben-Yami  rm. 412)
B Zsuzsanna Balogh: The I who is immune to error through misidentification. (Chair: Katalin Farkas  rm. 411a)
Session 11 3:00 – 3:45

A Gergo Somodi (Chair: Katalin Farkas  rm. 412)
B Anton Markoc: Intention, Permissibility, and Choice

 T. M.Scanlon has recently argued that intentions, or more specifically, what anagent takes to be reasons for action, do not matter for moral permissibility ofactions. One of the central claims Scanlon makes is that since choosing to acton certain reasons rather than on others is not possible, acting on certainreasons rather than on others is not possible (in other words, there cannot bea normative moral reason to act for a certain reason only or not to act forsome reasons). My main arguments aim to refute this claim. I first consider relevantcases in which an agent is in a position to act on certain reasons rather thanon others, differing with regard to her beliefs about the strength those reasons.I argue that, in all relevant instances, an agent can make a choice whichreason to act on. I then turn to Scanlon’s conceptual argument (which I callthe Argument from Choice), according to which, since deciding to act on somereasons rather than on others is an act of reasoned judgment – by which anagent downgrades the considerations she believes are insufficiently favoringthe action – and since choosing is just singling out one alternative among theothers without downgrading those others, no one can be said to choose to act onsome reasons rather than on others. I argue that Scanlon’s conception of choiceis fundamentally misguided because choosing, contrary to what Scanlon says, is anact of selecting the preferable alternative because of some reason. (Chair: Andres Moles rm. 411a)
Session 12 4:00 – 4:45
A.Isik Sarihan:  Non-Representational Mental States or Non-Endorsed Representations? Another Case Against Qualia

A central debate in contemporary philosophy of mind is the debate about whether the qualitative aspects of a state of consciousness can be analyzed, without remainder, as qualities of the objects that we find in the truth-conditional content of such states, or to put it in different words, qualities of the objects represented by those mental states (like the yellow quality of a banana that you perceive or hallucinate, the rosiness of a smell you attend to, etc.) One argument against the representationalist view goes like this: It cannot be the case that such qualities are represented qualities, because there are sensory states like afterimage or phosphene experiences where we find qualitative properties by introspection, but such states are not representational: They do not represent anything; they do not have a content which can be veridical or hallucinatory. They cannot be captured in terms of how the world looks to a subject. Therefore, the argument goes, the qualities we find in those states are realized by the mind (they are “qualia”) – which is followed by a generalization to all conscious mental states. In this talk, I will argue that those states are not non-representational, but rather they are mental representations which have lost their belief inducing function at the cognitive level, because they represent obviously unreal or impossible state of affairs. I will also argue that those philosophers who claim that phosphene and afterimage experiences are non-representational are not only mistaken, but confused: By examining a few defenses, we will see that while they claim that such states are non-representational, they still describe the phenomenology of the states in representational terms. I will also investigate the roots of this confusion.  (Chair: Katalin Farkas  rm. 412)
B Yulia Kanygina: Can There Be Genuine Moral Duties to Oneself? 
One of the most seriousobjections to the claim that there are genuine moral duties to oneself is what canbe called the Objection from Prudence. The objection roughly says that theso-called duties to oneself are not in fact real moral duties but disguisedclaims of self-interest. I try to meet this objection by analyzing normativerequirements in terms of normative reasons as a primary normative concept. Inorder to first see what kind of normative reasons favor supposedly moral dutiesto oneself, I try to distinguish moral reasons from prudential ones. On theStyle-Based View (SBV), which is nowadays a dominant one (it starts with Kantand is currently defended by Jonathan Dancy and John McDowell), there isnothing in the content of moral or prudential reasons which makes them distinctivelymoral or prudential; they are to be distinguished solely in terms of theirformal characteristics, that is, the way they bind us. On another, theContent-Based View (CBV), moral reasons differ from prudential ones by theirsubject-matter. I will argue against the SBV. I will outline two prominentaccounts of the SBV and show their flaws. I will argue that the SBV approach todistinguishing moral reasons from prudential ones is in general a wrong one. Iwill then suggest one version of the Content-Based View (CBV), which should beread as saying that what makes moral reasons moral is their ultimate reference,in one way or another, to a moral worth of individuals. (Chair: Andres Moles  rm. 411a)
Session 13 5:00-5:45
A  Viktor Ilievski : Traces of the Platonic Theory of Evil in the Theaetetus

There are several passages pertinent to the problem of evil unsystematically dispersed through Plato’s dialogues. Such a short, but rather important textual snippet is Theaetetus 176a-b, and especially the two sentence at 176a4-8. The aim of this paper is to offer some reflections on it and attempt to clarify its purport, emphasizing thus its eminence in the frame of Plato’s thoughts on the origin of evil and the possible solutions to this problem. I will argue for several points. First, that although not evident at first sight, Plato’s doctrine of the Forms is present in the Theaetetus. Second, that the word good in 176a6 is referring to no less than Plato’s highest entity – the Good itself. Finally, that Plato is there anticipating the ‘dualism’ of the Timaeus, and positing opposed principles of goodness and badness, the second one being matter. 
(Chair: Gabor Betegh  rm. 412)

B  Sharon Casson:  A pragmatic interpretation of the original Gettier cases as an argument for keeping the Justified True Belief analysis of knowledge 
In this paper I will suggest a pragmatic interpretation of the original Gettier case examples which will enable us to keep the Justified True Belief (JTB) analysis and at the same time explain the intuitions that these cases bring to the front. This pragmatic interpretation will be based on Donnellan’s distinction between the referential and attributive uses of definite descriptions.  Using this distinction I hope to demonstrate the pragmatic ambiguity of the Gettier examples in order to show that the original Gettier cases are not cases of knowledge according to the JTB criteria and therefore are not good counterexamples to the JTB analysis. This conclusion fits well with the view on theories and counterexamples endorsed by Brian Weatherson in the paper: “What good are counterexamples ?” and could provide a way to strengthen Weatherson’s claim for the JTB analysis. (Chair: Michael Griffin  rm. 411a)
7:00  Dinner (restaurant tba)
