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Capitalism is often undertheorized in both Animal and Disability Theory, while critiques of 
capitalism typically overlook the apparatuses of disability and animality. Furthermore, Animal 
Studies and Disability Studies have a complex relationship. Animal Theory's reductive analogies 
between disabled people and animals contrast with the unexamined anthropocentrism in 
Disability Theory. 

What would a MarxoFoucauldian CripAnimal analysis of capitalism look like? This question can 
be expanded as follows: How could a nuanced understanding of capitalism transform animal and 
disability theory? How could insights from these fields transform systematic conceptualizations 
of capitalism? What implications do these transformations have for understanding how force 
relations and systems of oppression operate? What possibilities arise from studying capitalism, 
anthropocentrism, and ableism through a convergence of Marx and Foucault? These are some of 
the research questions I pursue in my dissertation, aiming to perform a MarxoFoucauldian 
intervention into Critical Disability Studies and Critical Animal Studies to understand the 
intersection of anthropocentrism and ableism under capitalism. 

One hypothesis is that problematic analogies at the intersections of animal and disability studies 
reveal the undertheorization of domination and capitalism in both fields. Another hypothesis, 
combining Intersectionality with a MarxoFoucauldian interpretation of late capitalism (or 
globalized zoobionecrocapitalist coloniality), is that systems of oppression historically, 
materially, and discursively interact and co-evolve so that at the intersections, certain beings 
become "mutually addressable" (Boisseron, 2018; Bennett, 2020), even if not ontologically 
analogizable. At these junctures, ableism (the apparatus of disability) may act as a process of 
speciation, while anthropocentrism (the apparatus of animality) may function as a process of 
debilitation. Mutual addressability is key to understanding how animality and disability are 
(re)produced under capitalism, circulate within it, and interact with other systems of domination. 

Elucidating the process of mutual addressability requires a robust understanding of capitalism 
coupled with a thick concept of power. I turn to a convergence of Foucault and Marx, as 
genealogists of zoobionecrocapitalism and theorists of a kind of power that produces both 
subjectification and subjection, capacitation and debilitation. 

Genealogy’s task within the articulation of the body and history as the work of exposing a body 
imprinted by history on the one hand and the process of history’s destruction of the body on the 
other (Foucault, 1996, p. 148) maps onto the distinction between social construction of the 
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disabled bodymind and impairment as harm, as well as the distinction between the production of 
animal subjectivity and material destruction of animal bodyminds. 

Drawing on the "Working Day" chapter and other passages in Capital, I argue that Marx, as an 
archiver of biopolitics, tracks the debilitating and animalizing effects of capitalism. I then turn to 
Foucault's notion of power, focusing on texts where he continues Marx’s genealogy of capitalism 
and characterizes productive power as a Marxian legacy. Finally, I explore the problematization 
of population in their works, especially regarding surplus populations. This includes examining 
proletarianization/surplusization and rendering/enclosure pairs triangulated with processes of 
debilitation/capacitation. 

Overall, relation and production emerge as principles of intelligibility in Foucault and Marx, 
making their combined analysis generative for studying capitalism at the nexus of animal and 
disability theory.  

 

Key words: Political Philosophy, Philosophy of Disability, Critical Animal Theory, 
Intersectionality, Capitalism 
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W1 Philosophy of Mind

John Hawkins "Brain-Computer Interfaces and the Code-Switching of Consciousness" Philosophy of Mind, Phenomenology University of New England (AU) sprockethawk2014@gmail.com

Brain-Computer Interfaces and the Code-Switching of Consciousness
Abstract
Physicalism is the most widely accepted view in contemporary philosophy of mind. It argues that everything mental is ultimately physical. There is no, Cogito ergo sum, but rather ‘I have a brain, therefore I have thoughts’. Indeed, some thinkers believe today that it is the marriage of nature and nurture that creates the physics and chemistry at the 
base of human behavior.  At the very least physicalism suggests determinism. This position is controversial and has important implications for notions of free will and human consciousness. Whatever human consciousness may turn out to be. I proceed here by accepting prima facie the principles of physicalism in order to consider what it means 
for consciousness and whether, if it is the sole product of physical processes in the brain, it is unique to humans or can be a physical process of intelligent machines as well. I argue that such intelligent machines can exhibit consciousness, and that we begin to see this at work in transformation, code-switching, and delivery of mind data from one 
subject to another over the internet by way of brain-computer interfaces (BCIs), which operate by thought-only. I begin by discussing neurochemicals and how they create and animate the processes of consciousness as a physical manifestation of brain activity and how that activity is transferable to aBluetooth  smart machine that forwards it intact 
to, say, a PC and on to another BCI subject. I conclude by considering that BCIs can already provide a conduit for two or minds to share consciousness, in what, in the early stages, is being referred to as a form of telepathy.  Such BCI research was expanded by DARPA and one of their early stated missions with BCI, and, this, telepathy, was to 
affect the mind of a distant adversary. I will pause here and ask the reader to consider the ethical implications of such telepathy, its intent and processes, potentially without oversight or regulation.  
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W1 Philosophy of Mind Tyler Olds Intellection and the Structure of Intelligibility Philosophy of mind; Epistemology (antiskepticism) CUNY Graduate Center tolds@gradcenter.cuny.edu  Throughout this essay I will argue that, given a few basic assumptions about our everyday concept of intelligibility, any subject is by and large incapable of being mistaken about what it is that they find intelligible. I’ll begin by laying down some cursory notes about our folk conception of intelligibility; this initial survey will comprise the elucidation of a few distinctions that can be drawn between nonidentical senses attached to the term “intelligible.” The upshot of this discussion will be a clarificatory reinterpretation of the question whether or not it is possible for a subject to be mistaken about what they are capable of finding intelligible. After thus clarifying the content of this question, I will begin the presentation of my main argument, which will contend that the possibility of certain forms of intellectual exchange relies upon the assumption that each participant is somewhat infallible regarding what it is that they find intelligible. I then move to extend this argument from the dialogic case to the monologic case by analogizing these multipolar intellectual exchanges to the monopolar process of an individual’s “making up their mind” about some topic under consideration, arguing that the former case’s other-directed assumption of infallibility is equally operative in a self-directed case. The final portion of the paper will be devoted to the fulfillment of what I earlier called the essay’s secondary goal, in which I’ll use all that has been said about the role of intelligibility in our dialogic and monologic intellectual lives to precisify the concept of intelligibility at play in the prior argument. Graduate Student 7 1 I have already agreed to chair a session

W1 Philosophy of Mind

Zhiwei Yang Do Semantics Properties Involve the Future？ Philosophy of Language, Philosophy of Mind Peking University allenminesky@gmail.com

Over the past few decades, Saul Kripke (1980), Tyler Burge (1979), and Hillary Putnam (1975), through thought experiments like Twin Earth, have convincingly shown that two individuals or communities can use a term identically at a given time, yet the meaning of the term can differ. This claim is known as semantic externalism and poses a serious challenge to traditional semantic internalism. Recently, semantic externalism has been extended and gained support from a handful of philosophers（Jackman 1999, Tanesini 2014, Rouse 2014, Haukioja 2020）. This extended claim is called Temporal Externalism.

(Semantic Externalism): At time T, a speaker’s beliefs do not (always) determine the extension of the terms they use at that moment. Events/practices from the past or present can be part of the factors determining the extension.

(Temporal Externalism) (TE): At time T, a speaker’s beliefs do not (always) determine the extension of the terms they use at that moment. Not only can past or present events/practices be part of the factors determining the extension, but future events/practices can also be part of these determining factors.

The key point of TE is that future events/practices can be among the set of factors that do play a role in determining extensions. If TE were correct, it would further the development of semantic externalism. However, TE is considered counterintuitive: why should the extension of a term depend on its use over decades or centuries（Wilson 1982, Ebbs 2000, Brown 2000, Stoneham 2003, Reinikainen 2019）? TE supporters argue their case with various thought experiments, among which the Druid case is a classic. 

In the Druid case, the agent’s beliefs of a term develop differently due to different events/practices encountered in various scenarios. However, the agent naturally believes their understanding of the term remains unchanged across these scenarios. This paper identifies the root of the intuition violation in the Druid case. In §2, I introduce the Druid case to show how TE is defended. In §3, which is the most crucial part, I point out that TE supporters implicitly presuppose a meta-belief that includes future events/practices but fail to explain how this belief connects with these future events/practices, thus creating a challenge. In §4, I briefly argue that Jussi Haukioja’s recent defense of TE cannot avoid the challenge brought by meta-beliefs. Therefore, I conclude that TE is untenable.
Graduate Student
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W1 Philosophy of Mind

Enoch Yim Personhood and Rationality as an Attributional Property; Supplementing David Lewis’ Theory of Radical Interpretationphilosophy of mind, philosophy of language, metaphysics UC Santa Cruz enyim@ucsc.edu

When Karl points at a bush and utter, “A lion behind the bush!” we can take him either as randomly making a motion and a sound or as warning me about a predator. To take Karl in the latter way is to take his behaviors as meaningful. This is to take Karl as a language-user, as a member of a language community. In “Radical Interpretation,” David Lewis postulates that attributing semantic contents to gestures and utterances is applying a theory of persons to the individual within certain constraints of theoretical principles, which is interpreting the physical system of the individual in terms of mental states with intentional contents such as belief and desire. The thesis of this paper is partly an expansion on this theory of radical interpretation that personhood is essential to language-usership. I argue that to attribute personhood to a physical system is to treat the individual as a rational agent and that rationality is an attributional property, i.e., one is a rational agent in virtue of being treated as such by others.

In Section One, I explain Lewis’ theory of radical interpretation and its relation to his view of language as the conventions of truthfulness and trust. Based on Daniel Nolan’s interpretation of Lewis, I explicate how Lewis’ view of language presupposes materialism in which the Humean mosaic is the default ontological framework. Here, I consider the merit of starting with materialism, in which the primary objects are physical matters instead of people, in giving the account of personhood that is crucial to solving the problem of radical interpretation. The problem of radical interpretation will be reformulated as that of grounding one’s expectation that others will conform to and prefers the general conformity to the convention.

In Section Two, I critique Lewis’ reductionism of mind and its relation to the account of personhood. First, I give an analysis of the psychophysical identity theory which identifies mental states with their causal roles. Second, I distinguish between the theory as an ontological thesis and as an explanatory thesis and then raise an issue with the latter. Specifically, I evaluate the ontological thesis in respect to what Mark Lance et al. call the metaphysical approach to personhood, which identifies the necessary and sufficient conditions for personhood. Although the metaphysical approach can provide conditions for determining what a person is, it must be distinguished from the stance approach which accounts for what it is to take something to be a person, i.e., seeks to explain why certain conditions are picked out as necessary and sufficient. On the stance approach, a theory of persons is to be contrasted with a physical theory in that psychological terminologies reflect certain attitudes held in treating a system as a person in addition to providing causal explanations for behavioral patterns. The theory as an explanatory thesis fails to account for these attitudes.

In Section Three, I advance the view that the attribution of personhood involves the ascription of rational agency and that mind is irreducible in the sense that rationality is an attributional property. Based on my reading of Wilfrid Sellars, P. F. Strawson, and Susan Wolf, I develop the idea that personhood consists in rational agency qua Wolfian sanity, which is the ability to have oneself answerable to the accurate conception of the world. Furthermore, in light of Robert Brandom’s inferentialism, I explain how Wolfian sanity is to be construed as the moral status that commits one to the appraisal by the standard of correctness. Here, it will be shown that what institutes the moral status is the normative attitude held by others towards the individual. As such, rationality is essentially an attributional property. That is, what makes one a rational agent (or what renders certain conditions as necessary and sufficient for personhood) is the fact that others are holding the individual accountable for his actions and thoughts.Graduate Student
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W1 Philosophy of Mind
Qiong Wu I want to explain why imagine can be a good guide to modal knowledge by drawing resources from the predictive processing theory in philosophy of mind and cognitive science.Metaphysics, philosophy of mind, modality, University of Notre Dame qwu5@nd.edu

Predictive processing, very roughly, is a theory of brain function, according to which the brain is constantly generating models of the world in all kinds of mental activities including perceiving, imagining, retrieving memory, and so on. Within the context of predictive processing, the judgment that p is impossible may come down to our inability to 
generate a model of the world where p is true. And this inability may come down to one of the Bayesian priors constraining the model generation. In “Modal Judgment and Predictive Processing,” I will develop a psychological account of modal judgment along this line of reasoning and use  it to explain puzzles on why imagination, intuition, and so 
on,  can be a reliable guide to modal knowledge. Postdoc 

7 1
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W1 Philosophy of Mind Farhan Lakhany The Meta-Problem, Acquaintance & Self Epistemology, Metaphysics, philosophy of mind, philosophy of psychology University of Nebraska Omaha flakhany@unomaha.edu In The Meta-Problem of Consciousness, David Chalmers addresses the hard problem of consciousness from an epistemological angle by asking why we think consciousness poses a hard problem. His own view is that we think consciousness poses a hard problem because experience seems to acquaint us with non-physical phenomenal properties. Moreover, Chalmers thinks that we are justified in believing that experience, in fact, acquaints with such properties because he believes that acquaintance is a real relation that is instantiated in certain mental episodes (Chalmers 2018, 39) (see also Balog 2017, Fumerton 2019, Hasan 2013, Goff 2015, etc.). However, for the belief that we are, in fact, so acquainted to do any philosophical heavy-lifting, we either, (1) need justification for believing that we are, in fact, so acquainted or (2) need to show acquaintance to be in good epistemic standing (e.g. via an a priori argument). My focus with this project is to pursue (1) and critique the idea that we are justified in believing that we are, in fact, acquainted. The way I attempt to undercut the justification we have for belief that we are so acquainted is to hit at our justification for belief in the existence of the relation itself. Before getting to that point however, we need to get clear exactly what permutation of acquaintance is relevant for the discussions related to the hard problem. For this workshop, I assume that acquaintance is a sui generis, non-representational, simple, relation that holds between a subject and phenomenal facts (i.e., the instantiation and distribution of phenomenal properties), propositional attitudes, the relation of fittingness, and provides a sufficient understanding of phenomenal properties such that we are able to conclude that they are non-physical. With that in hand, there are multiple areas for a physicalist to poke around but for this workshop, I am specifically interested in the subject that serves as one half of the relata. There does not seem to be much discussion in the literature of exactly what notion of subject (or self: I am using them interchangeably for this project) is most relevant for an acquaintance theorist. To do this, I will discuss synchronic vs. diachronic notions, minimal vs. narrative conceptions and different persistence conditions for the self. The upshot of my work is to help highlight an avenue of debate that is directly relevant to the persistence of the hard problem; if the relation of acquaintance necessitates the existence of a self, it will be illuminating to figure out just what kind of self that is. Those who believe that there is a hard problem will welcome this result as they can marshal arguments for the existence of such an entity and those, like me, are skeptical that there is a hard problem will also be excited because they can argue against it and, derivatively, undercut justification in relation of acquaintance that has caused such headaches. Professor (Early Career) 7 1 I am willing to chair a session

W1 Philosophy of Mind

Barbara Montero The Dilemma of Deliberate Action Philosophy of Mind, Ethics, Mental Causation, Moral Responsibility University of Notre Dame bmontero@nd.edu

Deliberate action matters to us. We value it when engaging in momentous endeavors, such as adopting a child, enrolling in the military, or saying “I do” at the altar because we want such endeavors to issue from conscious, considered decisions. We care about it when delineating moral responsibility because we judge consciously calculated wrongdoings as graver than impulsive ones. And since deliberate action is the cornerstone of rational agency, we care about it because it helps define who we are as human beings. Yet how is deliberate action possible? How can our conscious choices drive our bodily movements? 
     We face an apparent dilemma. On the one hand, it seems that if the mind does not reduce to neurophysiological processes, deliberate action is ruled out since the body’s neural impulses, and not the mind’s ratiocinations, propel the muscular contractions that drive action. On the other hand, it seems that if our minds do reduce to neurophysiological processes, deliberate action is also ruled out because neurophysiological causes of action vitiate the possibility of acting deliberately; a murderer whose actions are attributed to a neurological defect rather than a deliberate choice will likely receive a lighter sentence since their wrongdoing is seen as unintentional or at least not fully intentional. To make sense of much that matters to our lives, we need to resolve this dilemma. 
    I aim to probe the dilemma—deepening it, delineating proffered but what I shall argue are untenable solutions to it, and, finally, indicating what, I argue, is the only viable approach to saving deliberate action in light of what we currently know about the mind-brain nexus, an approach that is perhaps best characterized as a dissolution rather than a solution.
    In response to worries about how conscious choice can drive action, some theorists, such as Pereboon (2001) and Sapolsky (2023), conclude that deliberate action and thus moral responsibility are impossible, while others aim to preserve it by arguing, as Bennett (2003) and Sider (2003) do, that consciousness can inherit the brain’s causal powers or, as List and Menzies (2017) do, that the mind can be understood as causally relevant despite the brain’s causally sufficient powers to move the body.
    I contend that deliberate action matters too much to us to let it go, at least not without a good fight, and, moreover, that any approach to saving deliberate action that preserves the idea that all of our bodily movements have sufficient neurophysiological causes does not solve the dilemma. If, as Pereboon (2001) and Sapolsky (2023) argue, we should not be held morally responsible for actions that are fully caused by the activity in our brain, then attempts to imbue us with moral responsibility by arguing that such activity is also mental activity or that such activity has, in addition to a sufficient neurological cause, also mental cause fail. After all, in both situations, it is still the case that, as the neurologist Eliezer Sternberg (2010) puts it, “my brain made me do it.” Thus, we need another approach.  
    The tack I aim to take turns on the idea that accepting the “causal closure” of the physical—roughly, the idea that all effects of mental causes have sufficient non-mental causes—oversteps our current scientific picture of the world.  In line with Ishmael (2016), who argues that science leaves room for free will, I maintain that science leaves room for “robust mental causation,” which is mental causation over and above neurophysiological causation. Furthermore, drawing from research on the neurological and behavioral effects of stress and anxiety (see Barrett 2020 for an overview), I argue that random controlled trials, which are often considered the “gold standard” for studying causation (Hariton and Locascio 2018), offer ample evidence of the causal efficacy of consciousness. Finally, I plan to argue that philosophical worries about the possibility of mind-body causation stemming from Elizabeth of Bohemia’s criticisms of Descartes’ dualism are untenable because we no longer accept a Cartesian understanding of causation. Taken together, this means, if I am correct, that there really is no dilemma of deliberate action. 

Professor (Tenured)
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W2 Metaphysics Michael Hall Actuality and Existential Quantity: Extending Geach's Insight Metaphysics and Philosophy of Language. Existence and quantification. Franciscan University of Steubenville mhall004@student.franciscan.edu Following the post-Fregean analysis of quantification, it is ubiquitously asserted that ‘existence is not a (first-order) predicate.’ The resulting concept of ‘existence’ is often termed ‘thin’ for three reasons: existence is (1) reducible to instantiation, (2) not a first-order predicate, and (3) does not admit of various modes. For example, the expression ‘some F exists’ is analyzed through the existential quantifier as ‘there is at least one x, such that x is F.’ Here ‘exists’ is taken to mean nothing more than that the concept F is not empty, i.e., F has a non-zero number of instantiations (or objects x which satisfy F). However, some object x is not the subject of predication on this account, precisely because objects cannot be numerously instantiated. Quine succinctly expresses the thrust of this ‘thin’ account: “existence is what [the] existential quantifier [and only the existential quantifier] expresses.” McGinn and Vallicella have posed a significant objection to this account: substituting ‘is an instance of’ for ‘exist’ assumes a first-order notion of existence, since there is an instance of some concept C iff there is (exists) an object x and x satisfies C. Even if this objection is not ultimately decisive against the ‘thin’ account, it highlights a tension between the logico-semantic function of terms like ‘exist,’ ‘some,’ and ‘there is’ and their symbolization via the existential quantifier—on the assumption that the purpose of such formalizations is descriptive rather than revisionary. This paper sketches an alternative account that remains quantificational but is not ‘thin’ by positing ‘actual’ as a first-order predicate, which circumvents the McGinn-Vallicella objection while also resolving the tension it raises. This account takes its point of departure from Geach’s attempt to take Frege’s distinction between ‘existence’ understood in the sense of ‘actuality’ and ‘there is a…’ as parallel to Aquinas’ distinction between esse understood as ‘actual being’ and ‘propositional truth.’ The first sense for Frege and Aquinas is predicable to individuals only by proper names (e.g., ‘Socrates exists’) while the second answers to the standard quantificational analysis above for general terms (e.g., ‘God exists’). This does not circumvent the McGinn-Vallicella objection or the tension it raises: general existentials (e.g., ‘dogs exist’) still do not predicate existence in any sense to those objects x, y, z, etc. which satisfy the concept ‘dog’ but only state that the concept ‘dog’ has non-zero number of instances, thereby regenerating the alleged circularity. In response, the alternative account recasts the first sense of existence via Aquinas’s paradigm of act and potency to extend the applicability of ‘actual’ as a first-order predicate to general existentials. For example, ‘some F exists’ is now analyzed as ‘there is at least one x, such that x is actual and x is F. Additionally, incorporating this paradigm of act and potency seems to provide a non-circular ground for existential quantity by making explicit that some object x which satisfies F is also ‘actual,’ as opposed to ‘potential.’ As a consequent of this alternative account, the logico-semantic functions of ‘exists,’ ‘some,’ and ‘there is,’ (ordinarily symbolized only by the existential quantifier) are redistributed between the quantifier and ‘actual’ as a first-order predicate in a non-arbitrary way. That this is non-arbitrary is briefly shown by a consideration of the truth-conditions for general existentials. Following this sketch of the alternative account, some objections are considered and avenues for further development are indicated.Graduate Student 7 2 I am willing to chair a session

W2

Metaphysics Victor Popa The Butterfly Effect Metaphysics, Ontology, Fiction, Aesthetics Ecole Normale Supérieure ioan-victor.popa@ens.psl.eu

Fictions often include other fictions–characters can tell stories of their own, the frame fiction containing the embedded ones they made up. Those fictions are not on the same level–it is always the frame narrative that comes first, ontologically speaking. Those are, so the story goes, the principal characteristics of (consistent) “stories within stories”.
But I argue, contra Hayaki (2009), that this is not the only possible type of consistent “stories within stories” – contrary to classical cases (that I call telescoping fictions), there may be no such ontological hierarchy between the narratives. In Ouroborian fictions, stories are on the same ontological level, one depending on the other. Characters in a given fiction F1 can tell stories in which somebody creates F1.
The aim of this paper is twofold. First, I shall establish the existence of this new species of “fictions within fiction” and spell out its conditions of consistency. Then, by mobilizing one particular Ouroborian fiction, I will explore an interesting relation between actuality and fictionality, in which it seems that I (and not some fictionalized version of myself) can be at the same time fictional and actual, at the very same world.

The best way of introducing the concept is probably through an example. Let’s name it "The Butterfly Effect" (TBE for short):
There is a butterfly proficient in English that took, at some point in his life, writing classes. He thus began writing about a young philosopher interested in fiction who enjoys American literature. This fictional philosopher himself is a writer–he writes about a butterfly proficient in English that took, at some point in his life, writing classes and began writing about a young philosopher interested in fiction who enjoys American literature. This philosopher happens to be me, the real author of this text.
This example could be expanded–the butterfly might want to say more about the philosopher, to the point of writing their biography. The story seems to revolve (at least at the very beginning) around an extraordinarily gifted insect that becomes a writer interested in philosophers. The butterfly’s character is himself a writer–until now, nothing compels us to diverge from the telescoping fiction framework. However, one cannot choose a foundational fiction on which the parasitic one grafts itself, because, if one tries to, it inevitably entails that the other one is foundational. Let’s take the butterfly fiction as the base–the philosopher story grafts itself as an embedded fiction. Nonetheless, the philosopher writes a text in which the other character writes about him–so, the frame butterfly fiction is itself an embedded fiction, having the philosopher story as a foundational one. But are the two characters really writing about each other? In my presentation, I will discuss two possibilities of tackling the issue–aboutness and fictional reference. 
Are then Ouroborian fictions necessarily impossible? Supposing that both individual fictions are possible, the problem would be the fact that they stay on the same ontological level: does fictionality necessarily imply non-actuality?

As I am the real author of this text, and I check all the requirements for playing the role of the butterfly’s philosopher, it seems that by writing the text, I make myself fictional.
The standard procedure for dealing with those cases is invoking a fictionalized version of the real person–Larry David plays a fictionalized copy of himself in the famous Curb Your Enthusiasm series, and not directly himself. Larry David is not both fictional and real, but there are two Larry Davids–one real and one fictional (the latter being, allegedly, way more neurotic than the other). Can this strategy be used for TBE? In some respects, a fictionalized version of oneself should differ from the real deal–it should, at the very least, inhabit a different world than oneself. That’s why Sherlock Holmes’ Queen Victoria is not the real British Queen, simply because they have different (abundant) properties. However, it seems that I, as the author of TBE, have all the properties evoked in the text–I might be one of the butterfly’s characters. The problem revolves around whether I can have, at the actual world, the property of being thought of by a fictional butterfly. Facing this paradox of being both fictional and real, I will argue that fictionality does not entail non-actuality, criticizing the traditional Kripkean position.Graduate Student
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W2 Metaphysics Antonio Freiles The Truthmaking Account of Ontological Dependence Metaphysics, Metaontology, Truthmaker Semantics Syracuse University anantoni@syr.edu I have sent the pdf to Andrew Cullison. Graduate Student 7 2 I am willing to give comments

W2

Metaphysics Daehwi Jeong Essence and Counterpossibles Metaphysics, Modal philosophy, Essence, Counterpossibles Residential Ph.D student daehwijeong@ucsb.edu

Due to Kit Fine (1994), it is widely accepted that essential properties of an object cannot be an-alyzed as properties that the object necessarily has. Nonetheless, some philosophers still have tried to analyze essence in terms of related modal notions. For example, Brogaard and Salerno (2007a, 2007b, 2013) advocate a view according to which the concept of essence can be ana-lyzed by utilizing counterpossibles, counterfactuals with impossible antecedents. 
According to Brogaard and Salerno, once we accept that not every counterpossibles are vacuously true, counterpossibles help formulating an analysis of the pre-theoretical concept of essence. Their thesis comprises two conditions:

COUNTERPOSSIBLE (CP) thesis: There being Fs is essential to x (or x is essentially F) iff (1) if there were no Fs then x wouldn’t exist, and (2) it is metaphysically neces-sarily that if x exists then x is F. (Brogaard and Salerno 2013, p. 647)

Recently, however, some philosophers—especially Torza (2015, forthcoming) and Steward (2015)— have raised objections to CP. First, Torza contends that (1) is equivalent to (2).

(1). ~∃𝑥□(∃𝑦(𝑦 = 𝑥) → 𝑥 ∈ {Socrates}) □→ ~∃𝑥(𝑥 = Socrates). 
(2). ~∃𝑥(𝑥 = Socrates) □→ ~∃𝑥(𝑥 = Socrates). (Torza forthcoming)

And since (2) is trivially true, (1) is also true. Then, necessarily being a member of {Socrates} become essential to Socrates. So, CP cannot deal with such modalized properties.
However, I disagree with Torza's claim that (1) is equivalent to (2). I suspect that this misunderstanding arises from neglecting that CP should accept a more exuberant class of im-possible worlds. To account non-vacuous truth or falsity of specific counterpossibles, there should be (impossible) worlds where “□(∃𝑦(𝑦 = 𝑥) → 𝑥 ∈{Socrates}) and x is not Socrates” is true. 
Now, let me address Steward's (2015) objection. According to Steward, CP has a counterexample. According to CP, being distinct from the Eiffel Tower is essential to Socrates iff (3) is true. 

(3) If there were nothing distinct from Eiffel Tower then Socrates wouldn’t exist, and it is metaphysically necessary that if Socrates exists then Socrates is distinct from the Eif-fel Tower. 

However, the closest worlds where nothing is distinct from the Eiffel Tower are worlds where there only is the Eiffel Tower. And it makes (3) true.
However, this assertion holds true only when the contexts in which the counterpossible is used is ignored. Contexts where counterfactuals are evaluated can be analyzed by their back-ground assumptions. So, for a counterfactual to be true, the consequent should be true in every world where not only the antecedent of the counterfactual, but also the background assumption is true. That is, although there are contexts where interlocutors wish to include a world where only the Eiffel Tower exists in the class of closest worlds, there are also contexts where we consider "if there were nothing distinct from the Eiffel Tower, then Socrates would not exist" to be false. 
Then, although it appears that proponents of CP believed that CP could function well without explicitly specifying context, without appropriate context, CP allows for too many counterexamples. Therefore, CP's thesis should specify which is an appropriate context.
Analyzing essence in terms of modal concepts is giving a restriction to worlds. CP can be understood as claiming that by restricting worlds through a closeness relation. The key is how appropriate contexts restrict worlds to the class of worlds where objects maintain their es-sence and only essences are maintained in all of those worlds. That is, when W` is the class of restricted worlds and the frame is given as <W`, R, v>, □Fo iff o is essentially F. 
How contexts affect the closeness is a hard question. But according to CP, when coun-terpossibles are considered a priori implications can serve an important role on counterpossibles. So, when the frame is <W`, R, v> and □Fo, □Fo is a priori implication of context’s background assumptions. 
Let me make a plausible assumption: for any φ which is to be explained (or analyzed) by Γ, if Γ, a set of sentences (or propositions) a priori implying φ, is required to explain φ then 1). Γ presupposes φ or 2). Γ is more explanatorily fundamental than φ. So, there is a dilemma to CP while both of horns are not satisfactory. 
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Metaphysics Chenyu Bu An argument for platonism from compositionality Broad category: Metaphysics; subcategories: ontology, platonism The University of Texas at Austin bu.chenyu@utexas.edu

Platonism is the metaphysical position representing a general conviction that there are abstract entities (aka. abstracta). A platonist about some object O typically claims the following: 1) O exists, 2) O is abstract, and 3) O is mind-independent. Call an object platonic if and only if it satisfies (1)-(3). For example, a mathematical platonist may attribute platonicity to things such as numbers, sets, function, and so on (cf. Linnebo, 2018, 2023); a platonist about propositions may hold that (some) propositional objects (properties, relations, etc.) are platonic (cf. King, 1995, 2014); a platonist about music may attribute platonicity to notes, meters, and/or musical works (cf. Wolterstorff, 1980; Dodd, 2007). In this paper, I present an argument for platonism from compositionality. I argue that platonism holds for any kind of objects K that meets two criteria: (C1) Any K-member m is multiply identifiable, and (C2) K is essentially (upward-closed) compositional, i.e., if m_1,…,m_n are K-members and if Σ is a K-compositional operation, then Σ(m_1,…,m_n) is also a K-member. Arguably, examples of platonic kinds may include natural numbers, propositions, syntax objects (a kind of data structure that contains symbols, lists, and constants), and musical objects (pitches, rhythms, chords, etc.). A somewhat trivial case for platonic kinds might be linguistic objects, such as characters or letters, words, sentences, etc., since presumably, they admit of only one compositional form, which is concatenation. 

Here is an overview of the paper. I will first clarify what it is for an object to be multiply identifiable and what it is for it to be of an essentially compositional kind. Roughly, an object being multiply identifiable means that it can occur (and re-occur), or manifest, in different contexts while being identified (and re-identified) as the same object (e.g., the number 2 can manifest as a two-member set while also in a pair of chopsticks; the property redness occurs in any red thing). A compositional operation is what I consider to be, among others, a generative one. That is, given objects x_1,…,x_n, applying a compositional operation Σ to them will generate an object, i.e., Σ(x_1,…,x_n), which is distinct from any of x_1,…,x_n and whose identity can be explained in terms of its being generated by applying Σ to x_1,…,x_n. We may say that Σ(x_1,…,x_n) is generated via Σ. An object is compositional if it can be generated via a compositional operation. Then, I will present the notion of ontological priority and the Principle of Platonic Inheritance, by which I will explain how the compositionality of multiply identifiable objects entails their platonicity. Following (Fine, 2010), we may say that x is ontologically prior to y when there is a chain x_1,…,x_n, n>1, where x_1=x, x_n=y, and for i=1,2,…,n-1, x_i can be generated from x_(i-1) via a single application of some compositional operation Σ_i. The Principle of Platonic Inheritance says that if x_1,…,x_n are platonic objects, then any object O that is composed our of x_1,…,x_n  (or a sub-collection of them) is also platonic if and only if (i) O is multiply identifiable, and (ii) O is not ontologically prior to any of x_1,…,x_n, i.e., none of x_1,…,x_n can be generated from a collection of objects that involves O via compositional operations. Finally, I outline different versions of platonism and make an explanatory attempt to begin adjudicating between them. According to the extreme primitivist-platonist about K, each single K-member is a platonic atom, so there is no compositional K-object, and it is a brute fact that K is a platonic kind. I argue that the ontologist may benefit by taking a moderate generativist approach, since, by the Principle of Platonic Inheritance, the platonicity of some K-objects will entail that of all, insofar as there is a sufficiently rich (or large) collection either of platonic atoms or of well-defined compositional structures.Graduate Student (ABD)
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Metaphysics Vincent Grandjean Indeterminate Personal Identity Metaphysics, Personal Identity University of Zurich vincent.grandjean-perrenoud-contesse@philos.uzh.ch

The problem of diachronic personal identity finds its modern conception in John Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding (Book II, chapter 27). It can be formulated as follows: what is required for a person to persist from one time to another? More specifically, under what logically necessary and sufficient conditions a person P1 at a time t is numerically identical to a person P2 at a later time t*? One paradigmatic answer to this question is called ‘the psychological account (PSY)’: P1 is identical to P2 iff P2 at t* is linked by continuity of experience-memory to P1 at t. This answer reflects two widespread intuitions: (i) persons differ from ordinary material objects (e.g., chairs, computers) with respect to their persistence conditions; (ii) experience-memory provides the criterion of personal identity over time. 

However, PSY faces the challenging ‘fission objection’, which argues that continuity of experience-memory is not sufficient for identity. In the event of a brain fission, two persons (P2 and P3) may emerge from one person (P1), each psychologically continuous with P1 but not both identical to her. If both P2 and P3 were identical to P1, as PSY predicts, they would consequently be identical to each other, which is absurd.

Derek Parfit and David Lewis have provided influential responses to this objection. Parfit suggests that survival and identity should be treated as separate notions, with P1 surviving as P2 and P3 without being identical to either. Lewis, on the other hand, denies that brain fission produces new persons, arguing that P2 and P3 pre-existed the fission and merely became spatially separate because of it. However, both approaches have been criticized for their counterintuitive implications, such as the possibility of survival without identity and the idea of two persons sharing a single body and possessing joint thoughts.

This paper introduces a novel approach to the fission objection, emphasizing a type of metaphysical indeterminacy overlooked in previous literature. This new approach allows for the preservation of the commonly held belief that experience-memory serves as the criterion for personal identity, without separating survival from identity (pace Parfit) or resorting to multiple-occupancy (pace Lewis). Specifically, the proposed approach posits that a person before fission (P1) is identical to one of the two resulting persons after fission (P2 or P3), but it is metaphysically indeterminate which one. Both the determinate state of affairs that P2 is (diachronically) identical to P1, and the determinate state of affairs that P3 is (diachronically) identical to P1 exist, but their obtaining is indeterminate.

Contrary to previous claims, this approach preserves two key intuitions: (i) there is only one person before fission (pace Lewis), and (ii) survival is not disconnected from identity after fission (pace Parfit), as two persons cannot survive without one of them (it is indeterminate which one) being identical to the pre-fission person. Additionally, unlike Parfit’s approach, this perspective aligns with David Wiggin’s ‘Only a and b Principle’, which states that facts about objects other than a and b are irrelevant to whether a is identical to b. This perspective posits that the determinacy of identity, rather than identity itself, depends on the non-existence of another person.

In conclusion, this paper not only effectively addresses the fission objection but also offers new insights into the nature of diachronic identity, contributing significantly to philosophical discussions on time and identity. Professor (Early Career)
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Metaphysics Gregor Damschen Very short Gödelian ontological proofs Philosophy of Religion, Logic, Kurt Gödel, ontological proof University of Konstanz, Germany gregor.damschen@uni-konstanz.de

Very Short Gödelian Ontological Proofs 

With his ontological proof (Gödel 1995a: 403-404) in favor of the necessary existence of a god-like being, Kurt Gödel has shown that the basic idea of the ontological arguments from Anselm to Leibniz can be presented and verified with the precision of modern modal logic.  Of the five axioms of the proof, especially axiom 2 in Gödel's proof of 1970 (= axiom 1 in Dana Scott's version: Sobel 2004: 145-146), according to which of two contradictory properties φ and ¬φ  exactly one is positive and the other is not positive, and axiom 5 (= Scott's axiom 2), according to which necessary consequences of positive properties are themselves positive, have been subjected to convincing criticism (e.g. by Anderson 1990: 295, Hájek 2002: 150, Sobel 2004: 119-120 and most recently by Gustafsson 2020: 232-234). Gustafsson (2020: 234-236) has shown that the possible existence of a god-like being can be derived from two alternative axioms instead of Gödel's axioms 2 and 5: the axiom that the property of not being identical with itself is not positive, and the axiom that properties that imply each other are also equal in terms of their positivity. 

Starting from an alternative definitional approach to the positive property presented by Frode Bjørdal (1999), I try to show in this paper that (1) the possibility proof can already be achieved with the axiom that the property of not being identical with itself is not positive alone and (2) that in a variant of the definition of the positive property with the same axiom alone even the proof of the necessity of the existence of a necessarily god-like being can be given.

1) A very short Gödelian ontological proof
Proof that ◇∃xGx:
1∀φ(Pφ ≡ □∀x(Gx → □φx))Definition of positive property P. 
φ is positive if and only if it is necessary that every god-like being has all φ as essential properties.

Bjørdal 1999, 215 was the first who introduces a Gödelian definition of positivity via god-like (G) being: PX ≡ □∀x(Gx → Xx). A non-modal variant of this definition uses Fuhrmann 2005, 371: PX ≡ ∀x(Gx → Xx). My own variant ‘PX ≡ □∀x (Gx → □Xx)’ focuses on the aspect that in all possible worlds a god-like being should have all positive properties as essential properties.

2¬P¬(x=x)Axiom 1.  
The property of not being identical with itself is not positive. 

Gustafssohn 2020, 234: “This is a compelling axiom. It mirrors a plausible principle in the logic of intrinsic value, namely, that contradictory states of affairs are not intrinsically good (Von Wright 1972: 163-64 and Hansson 2001: 119).”

3¬Pφ ≡ ¬□∀x(Gx → □φx)1 logic
4¬P¬(x=x) ≡ ¬□∀x(Gx → □¬(x=x))3 φ/¬(x=x)
5¬□∀x(Gx → □¬(x=x))2, 4 equivalence
6◇¬∀x(Gx → □¬(x=x))
7◇∃x¬(Gx → □¬(x=x))
8◇∃x¬(¬Gx ∨ □¬(x=x))
9◇∃x(¬¬Gx ∧ ¬□¬(x=x))
10◇∃x(Gx ∧ ◇(x=x))
11◇∃xGx
It is possible that a god-like being exists.
Q.E.D.

If we implicitly characterize the nature of a god-like being with the help of the following axiom, we can also prove the necessity of the existence of a god-like being: 
12□∀x(Gx → (◇Gx → □Gx))Axiom 2. Nature of god-like being.
Necessarily, every god-like being is necessarily god-like, if it is possibly god-like.
13□∃x□Gx11, 12
It is necessary that there is a necessarily god-like being.
Q.E.D.

2) An even shorter Gödelian ontological proof
An even shorter proof of the necessary existence of a god-like being with the help of only axiom 1 is possible if one accepts the following definition of a positive property: 

∀φ(Pφ ≡ □∀x◇(Gx → □φx)).
φ is positive if and only if it is necessary that every god-like being has possibly (without contradiction) all φ as essential properties.

Proof that □∃x□Gx:
1∀φ(Pφ ≡ □∀x◇(Gx → □φx))Definition
2¬P¬(x=x)Axiom 1
3¬Pφ ≡ ¬□∀x◇(Gx → □φx)1 logic
4¬P¬(x=x) ≡ ¬□∀x◇(Gx → □¬(x=x))3 φ/¬(x=x)
5¬□∀x◇(Gx → □¬(x=x))2, 4 equivalence
6◇∃x□Gx5 logic
7□(◇∃x□Gx → □∃x□Gx)Theorem in logics with euclidean or universal
(S5) accessibility
8□∃x□Gx6, 7 modus ponens
Q.E.D.
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Seungsoo Lee The Falsehood and Blameworthiness of Action Ethics, Moral Psychology; Action Theory, Moral Responsibility The Ohio State University changreess@naver.com

One idea that has long attracted many ethicists is that an action makes a claim or meaning (Lucas, 1993; Anderson and Pildes, 2000; Scanlon, 2008; and McKenna, 2012) and the blameworthiness of an action lies in the falsehood of such a claim (Murphy, 1988; Hieronymi, 2001; Radzik, 2009; Smith, 2013; Helmreich, 2015; Donohue, 2021; Tierney, 2022). But little elaboration has been offered on what kind and content of claim is made on what conditions, leaving the idea metaphorical and obscure. My aim is to offer such an elaboration by defending the following thesis:

An action φ generates a symbolic claim that the action-type of <φ-ing while p holds> is permissible if and only if the agent φ-ed for the reason that p.

I defend this thesis in two ways. One is to offer a demystifying story through which we can plausibly arrive at the thesis. The other is to show that the thesis renders the conditions for an action generating a false claim coincide with the intuitive conditions for blameworthiness.

The demystifying story consists of three steps. The first step moves from the motivating reason for which agented φ-ed toward the policy upon which the agent φ-ed: an agent φ-ed upon the policy of <when p holds, do φ> if and only if the agent φ-ed for the reason that p. The so-called generality of reasons will be drawn upon.

The second step moves from such a policy toward a certain symbolization by the action: an action symbolizes the action-type of <φ-ing while p holds> if and only if the agent φ-ed upon the policy of <when p holds, do φ>. I will draw upon Robert Nozick’s influential work on symbolic meaning (1993), according to which an action symbolizes the group of actions envisioned by the subjective principle underlying it.

The final step moves from such a symbolization toward a symbolic normative claim generated by the action: an action generates the symbolic claim that the action-type of <φ-ing while p holds> is permissible if and only if the action symbolizes the action-type of <φ-ing while p holds>. The Guise of the Good thesis, the popular thesis according to which every intentional action strikes the agent at least as permissible, will be drawn upon. This completes a demystifying story through which we can arrive at the thesis.

I then turn to show that the thesis makes the conditions for an action generating a false claim coincide with the intuitive conditions for blameworthiness. I first argue that, according to the thesis, just as impermissible actions are normally blameworthy, impermissible actions would normally make false claims. If someone knowingly crossed the road under a red light, for example, the proposition that the light is not red could not be part of the reason for which she crossed the road. This means, according to the thesis, that her action thereby makes the claim that the action-type of <crossing the road while such-and-such holds> is permissible, where ‘such-and-such’ does not include the condition of the light not being red. This is a false claim, for instantiations of that action-type would include instances of crossing the road under a red light.

I secondly argue that, according to the thesis, in exceptional cases where an impermissible action is not blameworthy (exemption and excuses), the action would not make a false claim either. If someone crossed the road under a red light under a severe post-hypnotic suggestion, for example, it is hard to say that she acted for any reason at all. This means, according to the thesis, that her action makes no claim and thus no false claim.

I finally argue that, according to the thesis, in exceptional cases where a permissible action is blameworthy (accidentally permissible actions), the action would make a false claim too. If someone crossed the road under a green light without caring at all about the color of the light, for example, the proposition that the light is not red would not be part of the reason for which she crossed the road. This means, according to the thesis, that her action thereby claims that the action-type of <crossing the road while such-and-such holds> is permissible, where ‘such-and-such’ does not include the condition of the light not being red. This is a false claim, for instantiations of that action-type would include instances of crossing the road under a red light.

I finish the paper by suggesting that the thesis so defended motivates a “Kantian” version of quality of will theories of blameworthiness.
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Mukund Maithani On the Ethics of Sympathetic Joy (Mudita) Moral Psychology, Virtue Theory, Normative Ethics, Sympathetic Joy, Buddhist Ethics Simon Fraser University, Canada mma332@sfu.ca

Here’s an alternative ending for Ebenezer Scrooge. He returns from the visions of his future and past, guided by the ghosts, deeply moved to become a better person. But the ghosts don’t just let him back into the world. They subject him to a retreat in an isolated room, located by a busy street downtown. Scrooge is left with nothing but his rocking chair, and a window that lets him watch passers-by on the streets. He looks out the window, listening to the many joyous voices. A woman on her phone screams, “I got tenure! Oh my god, I got tenure!”. Scrooge feels happy for her. 

Scrooge just experienced mudita, roughly translated from Sanskrit as sympathetic joy. Mudita is a positive affective response to someone’s good fortune. It’s new for Scrooge to feel mudita towards anyone, as his story goes. His earlier self would have brushed this woman’s good news aside — ‘Bah, Humbug!’ — as he cared only about himself. 

So it seems like mudita reflects morally well on him. Even if he isn’t a virtuous person yet, mudita makes him morally better at the moment, at least, even if he cannot meaningfully act on it, e.g. congratulating the tenured woman.

But things wouldn’t be so simple. If we learn that he had strong underlying concerns like, “I might get invited to her tenure party!”, we should think that something has gone wrong. Or, it may also be that the newly tenured woman was, Scrooge recognizes, the woman he has always loved. He feels selflessly happy about the news, yet he feels that way because he is already deeply vested in her success. It seems uncontroversial that his mudita is still good in some sense, compared to feeling resentful, petty, or envious. But how much does this make him morally better, if at all?

Mudita is a familiar phenomenon. As the variations in Scrooge’s case show, however, figuring out when exactly mudita is morally good isn’t straightforward. What we should like, then, is a clear and not-too-demanding criterion that helps us evaluate when mudita is a virtue — i.e. a mental state that reflects morally well on us. But where do we look? The Buddhist discussion on mudita is detailed, though largely centered on its function: counteracting a selfish outlook, especially envy and aversion to other people’s success. In contemporary Western ethics, on the other hand, while contrasting states like envy and schadenfreude have gained some traction, mudita remains largely unexplored. That's where I come in.

I argue that mudita is a virtue if and only if one is selflessly oriented and morally sensitive while experiencing it. You are selflessly oriented when you feel happy for other people mainly on their terms, rather than on your own. Mudita for my spouse’s promotion mainly because I care about it raising my social standing, then, cannot be virtuous. But being selflessly oriented isn’t sufficient as I could feel mudita in response to a murderer’s killing streak, mainly on his terms -- being insensitive to relevant moral concerns.

You are morally sensitive when you weigh and respond appropriately to the relevant moral concerns, e.g. the other person’s well-being, and not ignore or discount other relevant concerns such as whether the person’s good fortune has an immoral basis, e.g. this person is a serial killer. Moral sensitivity involves determining the balance between the moral reasons-for and reasons-against feeling mudita correctly, given the information available to us. But moral sensitivity isn’t sufficient in cases like Scrooge feeling happy for someone he deeply loves. In such a case, his good is situationally intertwined with the woman’s good, even if his moral concerns are right; we need to say more about his selfless orientation.

As ethical theorists, moreover, we can evaluate the extent of virtuous mudita by weighing the conditions in spite of which it was felt. Say, you and Bob apply for the same jobs. Bob gets a job but you don’t, and you were equally desperate to get one. Feeling virtuous mudita for Bob is more virtuous in this case than, other things equal, if you had got another job as well. What makes the difference is the depth of your underlying commitment towards being a virtuous person: mudita is more virtuous, other things equal, more challenging the set-up.

Caveats: Questions regarding obligations to feel mudita, its praiseworthiness, mudita as a vice, whether mudita is necessary to be a virtuous person, are beyond the scope of this paper; my thesis doesn't turn on answering them. Graduate Student
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Aaron Xiaolong Wang Size-Fittingness: Resolving the Puzzle of Temporal Emotions Metaethics (fittingness), Moral Psychology (emotion) Columbia University xw2959@columbia.edu

This paper aims to address a recent dilemma concerning the temporality of emotions. The dilemma arises from an apparent conflict between two observations: 1) intuitively, many emotions fittingly diminish over time, and 2) the facts that make those emotions fitting often remain unchanged. Consequently, either we accept that the diminution of emotions is unfitting based on 2), which contradicts ordinary intuitions, or accept 1) and face the puzzle of how diminution can be fitting while the fittingness-makers persist.
Recent literature has broadly divided into three camps in response to this dilemma. The first camp, including Mollor (2017) and Howard (2023), argues that certain emotional diminution is indeed unfitting when fittingness-makers persist. The second camp, represented by Marusic (2018, 2020), maintains that diminution is fitting, but claims we are inherently unable to explain why due to an inevitable “double vision” we experience as human beings. The third camp, exemplified by Na’aman (2021), also holds that diminution is fitting but attempts to resolve the puzzle by providing an explanation for this fittingness.
This paper aligns with the third camp but aims to propose a novel solution to the puzzle in the second horn. The key to this solution is reintroducing the distinction between shape-fittingness and size-fittingness (D’Arms and Jacobson, 2000, 2003). Shape-fittingness concerns what type of emotional state is fitting (e.g., grief rather than joy or absence of emotions in response to loss), while size-fittingness concerns what size of the shape-fitting emotion is fitting (e.g., mild rather than intense grief in response to the death of a new friend). I argue that this distinction—which is uncontroversial yet often overlooked—allows us to properly reframe the puzzle, transform it into an intelligible question, and ultimately provide a substantive answer.
To reframe the puzzle, namely how diminution can be fitting while the fact that makes the emotion fitting persists, I begin with the diagnosis that the puzzle arises from a conflation of different notions of fittingness. As the former part of the puzzle is about size (“diminution”) while the latter is about shape (“the emotion”), I argue through linguistic analysis that the puzzle is best reframed as follows: How can the diminution of an emotion be size-fitting while the fact that makes that emotion shape-fitting persists?
This reframing reveals that there is no inherent contradiction in this question, because shape-fittingness cannot determine size-fittingness. I propose that, whereas an emotion is shape-fitting when its intentional content is true (e.g., grief is fitting when someone I love has died), it is size-fitting when its size is proportional to the variable degree of its relevant intentional components (e.g., the fitting size of grief is proportional to the degree of love). So, while the truth of intentional content persists and determines shape-fittingness, the intentional components can vary in degree across different situations and determine different fitting sizes.
Resolving the puzzle thus becomes to explaining how emotional diminution can be size-fitting. I suggest that the size of an emotional episode consists of both its overall intensity and time of presence, and that diminution is a decrease in intensity over time within an entire emotional episode. That said, I argue that diminution is size-fitting when it contributes to the size-fittingness of its entire emotional episode. This is because emotional episodes such as grief typically begin with relatively high intensity. If this high intensity were to persist indefinitely, it would result in an unfittingly large size in cases where the fitting size is relatively small, as determined by the low degree of the relevant intentional components. Hence, diminution is size-fitting when it helps the entire emotional episode reach its fitting size.
The rest of the paper will address anticipated objections to my proposal and alternative views, including Howard's defense of the forever fittingness of many emotional episodes with initial intensity and Marusic's "double vision" argument. It will also clarify the differences between Na'aman's explanation and the one presented here. Graduate Student
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Kiran Bhardwaj Hope for Wrongdoers moral psychology, ethics; hope, wrongdoing Phillips Academy, Andover kbhardwaj@andover.edu

How should we regard wrongdoers? Should we assume that they’re capable of moral improvement? Or should we contend that such optimism is misplaced, and that villains always stay villains?

One cohort of philosophers argue that we must remain hopeful that wrongdoers will eventually change for the better, lest we cease to view wrongdoers as persons.  Their critics counsel us to avoid naivete: it may not be epistemically warranted to hope for such change and doing so could allow ourselves or others to be harmed. 
 
The philosophers in the first cohort, though, do not advocate for a blind hope that the offender will be different.  What exactly does it mean to have realistic hope in these cases? I use insights from Victoria McGeer’s (2004) account of hoping well to explain how we ought to regard wrongdoers. 

On McGeer’s account, we use hope to test our limitations in securing what we desire and act constructively in the face of these limitations.  We can hope badly in two major ways : (1) by engaging in wishful hoping, where we are over-reliant on external powers to realize our hopes, and thus fail to direct and regulate our own agency appropriately  and (2) by willfully hoping, such that we erroneously “[invest our] very sense of identity in actually achieving the hoped-for ends”.  Willful hopers fail to recognize their own limitations and can be blinded to whether or not the hoped-for end is actually valuable.  

At first, it may look like McGeer’s account actually supports the pessimistic position outlined above: surely, hoping that wrongdoers will change is often nothing more than willful hoping. In doing so, we may overestimate our limitations in securing such change, and overvalue such an outcome. Yet McGeer’s positive account of hoping well, I will argue, actually offers us a way out of the pessimist’s grips. She emphasizes that there is a form of hope, which she calls responsive hope, that moves us to make the world as we want it to be while simultaneously commanding us to regulate and develop our own agency.  We can hope while remaining responsive to real world constraints on formulating and pursuing our hopes—sometimes shifting the target of our hope when required.  
 
I conclude by considering what responsive hope for wrongdoers looks like. I argue that responsive hope requires us to develop skills in engaging with wrongdoers who are open to change.  Yet in other cases, responsive hope requires us to shift our target to focus on what I call hope for bounded agents: when the persons in question are unresponsive to their obligations to themselves or others, they might be brought into line given boundaries of various kinds. Wherever possible, these should be boundaries that are self-chosen by the wrongdoer: e.g. when the person who struggles with gambling chooses to hand off finances to their trusted spouse; when one goes to therapy to unpack one’s anger. In other words, we can sometimes change our hopes from the person to hopes for the scaffolding they have around them—or can choose for themselves. 
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Joe Shin Title: "No Wronging Yourself" Epistemology, Moral Philosophy, Moral Psychology (Pragmatic Encroachment, Ethics of Blame).   Calvin University joe.shin@calvin.edu

In this work, I present a set of novel arguments that there are no self-directed wrongs which is evidence that there are no self-directed moral duties. This finding has interesting implications for the nature of moral normativity since it suggests that moral oughts can only arise in relation to an Other. 

My first argument begins with Strawson’s (1962) observation that we naturally experience certain negative reactive attitudes when we perceive that a wrong has been committed. When I see that I am the wrongdoer, I typically experience guilt and/or remorse. Upon perceiving that I am the victim of wrongdoing (for which the agent has no excuse), I naturally experience resentment towards the perpetrator. If there are  self-directed wrongs, then there are situations in which we are both the perpetrator and the victim of one and the same action. In that case there should be situations in which I am inclined to experience resentment towards myself and also guilt for one and the same action(s). However, one’s realization that they have been engaged in negative self-talk that is detrimental to one’s well-being (for example) does not incline one to feel resentment  towards oneself or even guilt. Relatedly, forgiveness of others as well as of oneself are familiar phenomena emerging within the context of wrongful acts. This is true if we think about wrongs in which we are either the victim or the perpetrator. However, I contend that forgiveness within the context of a wrong when one is both the perpetrator, and the victim is an entirely foreign phenomenon. I argue that this is best explained by the foregoing observation  that we aren’t naturally inclined to experience the negative reactive attitudes in response to harms/disrespect that we inflict upon ourselves which in turn is best accounted for by the claim that there are no self-directed duties.  

A second argument moves beyond our natural responses to perceived wrongdoing and focuses on norms governing wrongdoers. Typically, when an agent knows (or is in a position to know) that she has wronged another (and that she is culpable), she ought pro tanto to self-blame, apologize, and otherwise take efforts to make amends . That is, there are things we must do when we fail to do what we must. If a wrongdoer does not respond in these ways after victimizing another, then she is subject to further moral criticism (in the absence of overriding reasons). 

In contrast, I argue that there are no clear cases in which an agent has harmed or disrespected only herself and where she ought therefore, to self-blame, apologize, and otherwise seek to make amends with herself. For instance, if I speak harsh words of criticism to another person without justification or excuse, then I ought (pro tanto) to blame myself and make a reasonable effort to make amends. If I do not respond in these ways (sans an excuse), I am subject to criticism and even blame for failing to do so. However, suppose that I speak similarly harsh words to only myself (again without justification or excuse). I am not subject to moral criticism or blame if I don’t respond with a self-directed apology, self-blame and the like. I argue that this point generalizes to any purported self-directed wrong. I then explore the challenge that there may simply be no point to making amends or apologizing to oneself. I argue that apologies and various responses to wrongdoing can still be owed even when they do not serve a point. As such this is evidence that there are no moral duties to oneself. 
Professor (Early Career)
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W3 Moral Psychology

Riana Betzler The Skilled Reciprocal Account of Empathy Philosophy of Mind; Philosophy of Psychology; Empathy San Jose State University riana.betzler@gmail.com

We often talk about empathy as if it were a skill. This kind of language is widespread and can be found both within popular discourse and within academic debates. For example, the American Medical Association refers to empathy as a skill and provides advice for developing it much as one might develop other other professional and communication skills. Outside the medical domain, the social psychologist Jamil Zaki, refers to empathy as a skill that can be strengthened (2019). More generally, the idea that empathy is a skill is frequently implicit in projects that seek to develop or train it. 

While we often talk about empathy as a skill, this view is under-theorized. In this paper, I endeavor to better understand what it means to call empathy a skill by bringing this idea into contact with the philosophical literature on skilled action (e.g., Fridland 2020). In doing so, I develop a novel account of empathy—the “skilled reciprocal account”—which holds that empathy is a complex skill comprised of multiple capacities working in tandem with one another to provide people with insight into what others are thinking and feeling. This account furthermore takes empathy to be reciprocal and relational; empathizers co-regulate and co-develop one another’s capacities. I argue that the skilled reciprocal account of empathy has several benefits: (1) Conceptual; (2) Empirical; and (3) Ethical. 

Conceptually, the skilled reciprocal account of empathy provides a way forward in the face of entrenched debates about the question: What is empathy? Empathy has been defined inconsistently within the philosophical and psychological traditions and the definition has shifted greatly over the course of its history (see e.g., Cuff et al., 2016; Lanzoni 2018; Maibom 2020). The inconsistent definition of empathy creates challenges for communication between research groups conducting empirical studies of empathy; for communication between research groups and the general public; and for the application of research to practice. Viewing empathy as a skill makes sense of how the varying definitions of empathy might fit together. Many of these definitions, I suggest, track sub-capacities of empathy that co-regulate one another, alongside other cognitive capacities, to make for better and worse empathic performances. 

The skilled reciprocal account also provides a fruitful approach for empirical research on empathy. Currently, there is a diverse array of (sometimes conflicting) findings about empathy, which have been obtained using different measures and operationalizations. It is difficult to know how to integrate these findings into a coherent whole. The skilled reciprocal account suggests that many of these findings track empathic sub-capacities and that future work should investigate how these sub-capacities function in tandem with one another across different environments. 

Finally, the skilled reciprocal account has implications for debates about the ethical value of empathy. As a skill, empathy can be deployed flexibly and adjust to the specific demands of a particular context. Furthermore, empathy is an interpersonal, relational skill—much like partnered dancing. This means that individuals develop this skill not only individually but also in tandem with one another. Understanding the value of empathy will involve considering how it operates across variable contexts and developed through interpersonal interaction. Finally, viewing empathy as reciprocal undermines many critiques of empathy, which hinge on the idea that it is irresistible, outside our control, and inherently biased. In short, taking empathy to be a skilled and reciprocal process gives us a better grasp on its potential value for shaping our own and others’ emotional landscapes. 
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W3 Moral Psychology

David Sackris Dissolving the rationalist/sentimental divide in the analysis of moral judgment meta-ethics; moral psychology; cognitivism; rationalism; sentimentalism Arapahoe Community College david.sackris@gmail.com

The aim of this paper is to show that the classic conversation about “sentimentalism” vs. “rationalism” in the moral judgment literature rests on a kind of false dichotomy. We argue that the moral judgment literature is overlooking the complexities that follows from appreciating that “judgment” is the outcome of a “judgment process” that in many cases takes places over minutes, hours, and sometimes days. Once we recognize the complexities inherent to a “judgment process”, we readily realize that there are no sufficiently compelling reasons to think that moral judgments could be the primary outcome of either a rational or emotional process. We argue that a judgment processes about classically conceived moral/ethical issues always contains both rational and emotional parts. 

To make our argument, we draw on recent empirical evidence that indicates that moral judgments are the result of a general judgment formation faculty that seems to always involve both reason and emotion; evidence from recent dual process theory that indicates that quick heuristic-based decisions and slower cognitive based decisions cannot be neatly divided into two distinct categories that operate exclusively from each other; and traditional philosophical argumentation based on the phenomenology of every day decision making to demonstrate that there is no ‘singling out’ of either emotion or reason as the ‘primary driver’ of what we typically refer to as moral judgments. If our claim that judgment processes always contain rational and emotional parts is plausible, it thus follows that we can never know whether our judgment (i.e., attitude shaped by, or outcome of “judgment process”) was wholly or primarily caused by the rational or the emotional process-parts. As a result, the rationalist/sentimentalist debate in meta-ethics largely falls apart. 

Although we are only focusing our comments on the debate around the nature of moral judgment, we believe that much of what we say here may generalize to decision making about what to do more broadly. 
Professor (Tenured)
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W3 Moral Psychology

Gunnare Björnsson Due regard and the distribution of agency Normative ethics, Moral psychology, Relationships, Respect Stockholm University gbjorn@su.se

It is generally thought that we owe each other a certain kind of respect or regard, where this involves giving each other’s interests and points of view a certain weight in deliberation. In this paper, I argue that certain relationships ground undertheorized distributive aspects of such regard. Specifically, I argue that

•It is important that there is a certain distribution of agency or agential resources in service of the interests and points of view of the parties of these relationships.
•What matters is how parties of the relationship distribute their agency over periods of time that are relevant to the relationship.
•Having the attitude of due regard towards someone, or caring about them as morality requires, involves taking it as important that a certain proportion of agency is employed in service of their interests and point of view.

For illustration, consider a single parent and their two young children. The parent will at times have to prioritize listening to and helping one child while letting the other wait. Such prioritization is often justified. But as it goes on, it becomes increasingly important that attention and action are then oriented towards the other child: the more skewed the distribution, the more important it becomes to balance things out. Moreover, the desirable balance does not seem to be one of outcomes: it might well be that the child who is prioritized fares no better than the other child.

The parent’s caring equally about both children, I further suggest, consists in part in their caring about investing roughly as much agency over time in promoting the interests and acting on the point of view of each child. The concern about distribution of agency that morality calls for is not a concern for some abstract value, but a concern for the individuals involved.

Parents have to balance not only the interests and points of view of their children, but also their own interests and projects. While parents should plausibly invest roughly equal agential resources in the two children, other things being equal, the distribution of agential resources between the children and the parent might be quite different. Depending on the relationship, the called-for distribution might be unequal.

The case of the single parent illustrates the importance of balance in one agent’s distribution of their agency. But suppose that the two children are cared for by two parents, and that the personalities of children and parents make it natural for one parent to attend more to one child and the other parent to the other child. There might be nothing non-ideal about such a distribution. Still, it would be non-ideal if the parents, taken together, invested more agential resources in one child than the other. This illustrates how balancing ideals might concern groups of agents. When such group balancing ideals are sufficiently important, members of the group are plausibly required to care about the distribution of the group’s agency, not just that of their own.

Other groups can illustrate the same structure, but for different activities, and with different time-spans. When a group of friends decides where to spend the evening, it is of some importance that each member’s point of view is given an equal hearing. Obviously, this doesn’t mean that each should be heard at each moment. What matters is that each has a roughly equal opportunity to have others attend and give weight to their point of view during the deliberation. Similarly, it is fine if the decision does not suit all equally. But if their decisions systematically favor the same subgroup, it becomes increasingly important that the group gives weight to those whose preferences have not been acted upon.

Based on these and other cases, I argue that distributive ideals hold for groups that constitute actual or potential cooperative relationships that their members should be concerned with. I further argue that this includes the moral community. Professor (Tenured)
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W4 Feminist Philosophy AG McGee Rethinking ‘Bad Sex’: Conceptualizing Rape as Rape, Regardless of  Whether There are RapistsBroad: Feminist Philosophy, (Applied) Ethics ; Narrow: Consent, Sexual Violence University of Michigan agmcgee@umich.edu Those who feel violated during sex face hermeneutical injustice: Our concepts for describing sexual violation are muddled and imprecise. In recent years, several philosophers have taken strides to correct this injustice by theorizing and labeling specific sexual wrongs that do not fall under legalistic or narrow definitions of rape. In doing so, some such philosophers think they have given voice to victims of violations who should not, for both conceptual and political reasons, be described as victims of rape, in any sense of the term. They do so in part because these instances do not always involve blameworthiness, and when blameworthiness is involved, it does not reach the grave level of blameworthiness we often attribute to rapists. In this paper, I will argue that this move is mistaken. Many of the motivating examples used to identify specific types of sexual violation turn out to harm victims in an identical fashion to paradigmatic instances of rape. Defining rape by the type of harm that it causes, rather than as something which necessarily involves the presence of blameworthy rapists, has conceptual and political boons we should not ignore. The idea of rape and the idea of rapists can and should come apart – and the ethics of ascribing labels of ‘rapist’ or ‘rape victim’ to specific individuals, though related to the conceptual project of clarifying rape, is importantly separate from it. Graduate Student 5 4 I am willing to chair a session

W4 Feminist Philosophy

Dee Payton Sex and Fairness Philosophy of Sex, Sexual Ethics University of Virginia dpayton@virginia.edu

In this paper I argue that sexual interactions do not need to be fair in order to be ethical. More strongly, fairness considerations do not provide even pro tanto moral reasons for action in most sexual contexts. I argue that this view follows from the nature of consent, which requires us to treat sexual desires in an unequal manner— when someone doesn’t want to have sex, that desire ought to be treated as decisive. 

Furthermore, this view has consequences for at least two kinds of sexual scenarios: (a) situations in which particular sex acts are being negotiated, and (b) situations in which parties are negotiating whether to have sex at all. With respect to cases of the second sort, my argument here has the consequence that “sexual compromises”—situations in which one person agrees to have sex with another not because they desire it, but because it is a way of “meeting in the middle”— are not even minimally supported by reasons of fairness. 

I then connect this discussion to broader narratives about the nature of intimate partner violence (IPV), and argue that inappropriate appeals to fairness considerations in sexual contexts can perpetuate forms of IPV, through moral coercion. Professor (Early Career)
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W4 Feminist Philosophy

Madeline Ward An explanation of the personal tension felt when rationally disobeying social norms Ethics, Social Philosophy, Feminist Philosophy, Autonomy Western New England University madeline.ward@wne.edu

Why do some people feel the pull of oppressive norms, despite knowing those norms are oppressive? Consider this puzzling case: suppose a woman is a feminist philosopher who is quite educated about systems of oppression. She understands the patriarchal norms that govern women in American society, and prides herself on resisting those norms. For example, she intentionally chooses not to shave her legs. Despite knowing that the norm governing leg shaving is oppressive, and intellectually rejecting that norm, she still feels the pull of the norm. When she doesn’t shave her legs, she feels uncomfortable; she worries that others will perceive her as unfeminine. She intentionally resists the norm. She believes it’s false that women ought to shave their legs to appear more feminine. Nevertheless, she feels discomfort in virtue of non-conformity with the norm.

This isn’t a hypothetical case. It is based on a real philosopher. And although I think more dominantly-situated people might feel this kind of personal tension in some cases, like a man who rationally disobeys the patriarchal norm against crying in public, but feels ashamed of himself, I think it is a particularly interesting and pernicious phenomenon among marginalized people. In this paper, I propose an account and explanation of this phenomenon that draws from ethics discussions about etiquette. In this way, the proposed view differs from discussions of cases like the above in the feminist autonomy and psychological oppression literatures.

Phillippa Foot describes non-hypothetical, i.e., categorical uses of the term “ought” that include rules of etiquette. The rules of etiquette apply to everyone. Although anyone can ignore the rules of etiquette, one who does so is rude. The normative “pull” of etiquette rules may differ among people. Some might intentionally break the rules of etiquette and not care or even be thrilled, while others might break the rules of etiquette intentionally but become extremely uncomfortable. Why do etiquette rules have such a hold over some? It’s because they are categorical; they apply to everyone, and breaking rules of etiquette carries a taboo. Depending on the rule violated, that taboo might carry extreme social stigma. 

I think that some oppressive social norms are analogous to etiquette. One might know that rules of etiquette aren’t really binding. For example, rules of etiquette aren’t imperatives that must be rationally obeyed. The rules of etiquette are contingent and, to some degree, arbitrary. Social, ideological norms are similar. One can rationally disobey them. The norms are contingent on material and historical facts about the world, and to some degree, arbitrary.  However, social norms (like those governing bodies) are categorical. They apply to everyone, all the time. This gives rise to the tension felt by some marginalized people when those people disobey these social norms. Although one is not being irrational by breaking the norm, one is nevertheless disobeying a non-hypothetical imperative.

I think this paper and view offers a novel explanation of what is going on in cases like the leg-shaving case, as well as other cases dealing with norms surrounding body shape (and in particular, fatness). The paper will discuss related philosophical views, like those feminist autonomy and deformed desires literature, and literature about internalized or psychological oppression. The view about the analogy between etiquette and social norms itself will draw from Phillipa Foot’s 1972 piece, “Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives”, as well as the small contemporary ethics and social philosophy literature on etiquette, namely, Karen Stohr’s work on etiquette: her 2011 book, On Manners, and her 2017 article “The Etiquette of Eating”.
 

Professor (Early Career)

5 4

I am willing to chair a session

W4 Feminist Philosophy

Annette Martín How Is Oppression Structural? Let Me Count the Ways Social philosophy, feminist philosophy; oppression University of Illinois Chicago / Princeton University a.martin31692@gmail.com

The idea that oppression is a structural phenomenon is widely accepted, but what does this amount to? In this paper I distinguish between four main senses in which oppression can and has been thought to be structural: (1) causal structuralism, which concerns the causal explanation oppression; (2) normative source structuralism, which is about where we locate the source of the harm of oppression; (3) effects structuralism, which concerns unjust social structures that are brought about by oppressive processes; and (4) constitutive structuralism, which is about the conditions under which some individual or collective counts as oppressed. Although different versions of these kinds of structuralism can be found in the literature, and different theorists have seized upon different ones in spelling out the structural nature of oppression, these claims have not been clearly identified or distinguished from one another. Ultimately, I suggest that each of these kinds of structuralism captures a distinct and important aspect of the nature of oppression. Distinguishing between them allows us to clarify claims and arguments surrounding the structural nature of oppression, ultimately allowing for a deeper understanding of the phenomenon.
The first kinds of structuralism has to do with the kinds of entities that we must appeal to in order to provide a causal explanation of oppression— call this causal structuralism. In particular, those who think that oppression is structural in this causal sense think that we must appeal to social structures in order to causally explain oppression. The extent to which oppression is causally structural has been a point of ongoing disagreement between so-called “structural prioritizers,” who emphasize the role of social structures in explaining persisting racial, gendered, and similar forms of social injustice, and those who emphasize the role of individual attitudes and choices in explaining the persistence of these injustices.
Normative source structuralism, in contrast, is concerned with locating the source of the harm, wrong, or injustice of oppression, and takes this source to be structural in nature. Sally Haslanger, for instance, characterizes structural oppression as occurring when social arrangements distribute power in an unjust way. On this picture, the core wrong of oppression consists in an unjust lack of power, and the source of that wrong is traced to social structures that unfairly distribute power. To say that oppression is structural in the normative source sense is to emphasize that it need not involve individual wrongdoing, or at least that individual wrongdoing is not at the normative core of oppression. Oppression is rather concerned with a structural defect— injustice located in the constitution of the social system.  
  The next kind of structuralism about oppression, which I call effects structuralism, characterizes oppression as giving rise to an unjust, hierarchical social structure. Oppression is structural in this sense in that it has the effect of creating a hierarchy wherein privileged groups rank above oppressed groups. This ranking can be understood in terms of access to power, material goods, and other benefits, such that members of privileged groups have greater access to these goods than do oppressed groups. But there is often also a moral or metaphysical dimension to this ranking, wherein members of oppressed groups are thought to be morally inferior, if not sub-human. The emphasis for the kind of structuralism is on the ways in which oppression gives rise to a hierarchical structure of social relations between groups, so as to generate distinctive group interests. 
Lastly, constitutive structuralism takes there to be something structural about the conditions under which something counts as oppressive, or under which some group counts as oppressed. We can see this kind of structuralism reflected in Marilyn Frye’s metaphor of oppression as a birdcage. On this picture, oppression consists of multiple, interlinking harms that work together to significantly constrain the agent, such that oppression itself takes the form of a structure that entraps agents, quite apart from the structural entities that may need to be invoked to explain what has brought about these patterns of injustice and inequality.
Recognizing these distinct kinds of structuralism and thinking about how they might be related to each other can help us to better understand the nature of oppression. Professor (Early Career)

5 4

I am willing to chair a session

W4 Feminist Philosophy Nicole Dular Standpoint Epistemology and Moral Deference Metaethics, Feminist Epistemology; Moral Epistemology, Standpoint Theory Notre Dame of Maryland University nicoledular@gmail.com
Standpoint theory has seen a resurgence in contemporary epistemology. One of its main claims, the epistemic advantage thesis--which holds that marginalized agents have epistemic advantages in virtue of their social position of marginalization--has been of particular interest to theorists. Very recently, it has been argued that the epistemic advantage thesis holds true for moral knowledge, such that marginalized agents are better situated to have moral knowledge compared to their dominantly situated peers. The epistemic advantage thesis, if true, would seem to warrant or obligate deference as an epistemic practice between marginalized and dominantly situated agents: for if marginalized agents are epistemically superior (e.g., have more knowledge) compared to dominantly situated agents, then dominantly situated agents should defer to the testimony of marginalized agents. Importantly, moral epistemology has a rich history of the question of deference itself when it comes to moral testimony, i.e. whether or not it can be a suitable way to come to have moral knowledge. However, moral epistemologists have largely failed to consider the practice of moral deference between marginalized and dominantly situated agents; instead, these many accounts considering the question of moral deference are idealized, abstracting away from the injustices of the actual world and real social differences between actual agents. Call this--the epistemic practice of dominantly situated agents deferring to the moral testimony of marginalized agents within an existing context of social and political injustice--moral deference across social difference. 
In this paper, I aim to address this oversight by directly considering whether we ought to practice moral deference across social difference in light of insights from standpoint epistemology, and the epistemic advantage thesis in particular. I argue that despite initial appearances, we should not practice moral deference even if the epistemic advantage thesis is true for moral knowledge. This is because moral deference across social difference poses especially serious epistemic and moral-political issues. Epistemically, I argue that ideologically distorted moral beliefs pose significant obstacles for knowledge transmission, i.e. poses a serious success issue for moral deference in particular. This is because unlike practices of non-moral deference, individuals are quite likely to have a robust set of pre-existing moral beliefs; and, unlike idealized analyses of moral deference, in non-ideal contexts of moral deference across social deference, these pre-existing moral beliefs of the hearer are likely to be oppositional to those of the speaker. Given this, successful moral deference faces the serious obstacle of having to override these hostile moral beliefs in order to be epistemically successful in knowledge transmission. Morally-politically, I argue that even if more deference across social difference were to be epistemically successful, it would still likely undermine moral-political goals that are particular to moral deference, i.e. there are serious effects issues of moral deference across social difference. This is because moral deference across social difference carries with it serious risks of harm to the marginalized testifier, including emotional backlash and epistemic exploitation. Moreover, it also has the ability to solidify existing unjust institutional arrangements, by functioning to both portray dominantly situated agents as morally better than they in fact are, and undermining arguments regarding the desert of marginalized agents occupying positions of power. In light of these issues, in the conclusion I briefly gesture at an alternative to moral deference across social difference. On this positive proposal, which I call a flipped power practice, I consider the broader question of how dominant and marginalized agents should epistemically relate to one another regarding moral knowledge that pays special attention to the material conditions of knowledge production.Professor (Early Career) 5 4 I am willing to chair a session

W5

Ethics 1 Keilee Bessho Creating Winning Conditions: In Games and Beyond Agency, Value Theory & Philosophy of Games/Sport, Meaning in Life University of California, Riverside kbess005@ucr.edu

Philosophers of games and sport tend to equate success with accomplishing the objective of the game (e.g. B. Suits, M. Black, A. Krieder, I. Reiland, M. Garcia-Capintero, M. Ridge). This conflation comes from the fact that what it is to play a game includes defining what success for the game is. In this paper, I argue that this is not the only way to define success. This is because there are other important considerations; in addition to accomplishing the objective of the game.
The first third of the paper argues that players who subsume the objective of the game as the only standard of winning fall into winning trap. A winning trap is when an agent narrowly conceives of success as accomplishing the objective of the game. For example, success in chess would narrowly be defined as checking an opponent’s king (winning chess). This is a trap because the way we engage in gameplay can provide different standards for winning depending on other considerations. For example, practicing chess might be in service of an agent practicing their analytical thinking skills (See C. Thi Nguyen Games: Agency as Art). Practicing analytical thinking skills might be a way for agents to view success in the game of playing chess, whether they won or lost the chess match. In this half, I call for an expansion of the way we conceptualize success in games.
The second third of the paper will offer three dimensions for success in games: process orientation, style conditions, and purpose conditions. Process orientation is a way to comport oneself to a game such that the agent is able to focus entirely on the action at hand (as opposed to some arbitrary outcome). Style conditions consist of evaluating ones means of engagement such that success could be defined as “honorable play” or “sportsmanlike play.” Purpose conditions take into consideration the function or purpose of the gameplay. An agent might play golf with their parent as a way to connect with their parent.
If I am right that there are multiple ways to conceptualize success divorced from objectives, then the applications for pursuits, broadly construed, might be fruitful. I spend the last third of this paper applying the expanded winning conception to pursuits broadly. Using the example of philosophy graduate training as an example, I hope to apply my framework in a way that shifts the focus from achievement in grad school to growing philosophically and evaluating alternative metrics of success (completely separated from objective such as: producing publishable writing and a TT job at the conclusion of one’s PhD). To close, I will argue that the act of being explicit about one’s success conditions in a pursuit is an authorship of one’s agency.Graduate Student
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W5 Ethics 1 Ahmed AboHamad Theorizing Virtue Under Systemic Injustice Ethics, Virtue Theory, Liberatory Virtues University of Connecticut ahmed.abohamad@uconn.edu In recent scholarship on virtue theory, there has been a growing exploration of some virtues' liberatory potential. In addition, there has been skepticism of conventional analyses of virtue that overlook structural injustices that hinder both virtue acquisition and collective flourishing. While some of this literature has centered on theorizing which specific traits or dispositions can be considered liberatory virtues, such an approach inadvertently assumes the existence of non-liberatory virtues. This chapter argues that the "unity of virtue" thesis offers compelling insights that challenge this assumption. Although I do not necessarily argue that we should accept the thesis, I will show that a liberatory analysis of virtue theory ought to consider liberation as constitutive of flourishing. If all virtues ultimately aim at flourishing—and flourishing is intrinsically tied to liberation, then (under a liberatory account of virtue theory) every virtue must address an agent's response to the structural injustices to which they are connected.  Graduate Student (ABD) 8 5 I am willing to chair a session

W5

Ethics 1 Andres Luco Making Peace with Moral Twin Earth: A Teleosemantic Plan metaethics, moral semantics Auburn University acluco@gmail.com

Moral Twin Earth is a thought experiment devised by Terence Horgan and Mark Timmons and used to motivate an influential objection to naturalistic moral realism (Horgan & Timmons 1991). Horgan and Timmons seek to show that naturalistic moral realism rests on a semantic theory that has implausibly relativistic implications. The semantic theory that Horgan and Timmons target is Richard Boyd’s (1988) causal theory of moral reference, according to which the references of moral terms like “right,” “wrong,” “good,” and “bad” are fixed by mechanisms that cause speakers to use these terms. In the thought experiment, we are to imagine two separate worlds—Earth and Moral Twin Earth—which are identical in all respects, except for a difference in the properties that causally regulate the way speakers use moral terms on the two worlds. Suppose it is the case that on Earth, the property of maximizing overall happiness causally regulates the use of the term “good.” On Twin Earth, in contrast, the property of respecting persons as ends in themselves causally regulates the use of “good.” In effect, Boyd’s semantic theory implies that the Earthlings and Twin Earthlings refer to different properties through their use of the term “good”: Earthlings refer to the consequentialist property of maximizing overall happiness, and Twin Earthlings refer to the deontological property of respecting persons as ends. However, Horgan and Timmons contend that this implication is implausibly relativistic. For suppose an Earthling claims that an act of killing an innocent person to save many other lives is “good” because the action maximizes happiness, while a Twin Earthling denies that the action is “good” because it does not respect persons as ends. Horgan and Timmons expect that our semantic intuition regarding this case will be that the Earthling and Twin Earthling genuinely disagree about the act’s moral status. But the Earthling and Twin Earthling could not genuinely disagree about the act’s moral status, unless they referred to the same property using the word “good.” The conclusion that Horgan and Timmons draw is that Moral Twin Earth poses a counterexample to Boyd’s causal theory of moral reference.

In this paper, I deploy a teleosemantic theory of moral reference to defend naturalism moral realism against the Moral Twin Earth objection. A teleosemantic version of naturalistic moral realism may be proposed as follows: A moral judgment, M, is true in circumstances C if and only if (1) it is the etiological function of moral cognition to produce M in response to opportunities for optimal cooperation, and (2) M correctly ascribes the property of facilitating optimal cooperation to an action or strategy. I argue that teleosemantic moral realism can explain the semantic intuition that Horgan and Timmons predict. Indeed, survey responses observed by Wisdom (2021) suggest that people have diverse semantic intuitions about the Moral Twin Earth case, and I will maintain that teleosemantic moral realism is compatible with all such intuitions. Given teleosemantic moral realism, different communities of human speakers can use moral terms to refer to different cooperative arrangements, yet still genuinely disagree about which cooperative arrangements are optimal—i.e., which cooperative arrangements are more beneficial for the group that follows them. Thus, the moral judgments of Earthlings and Twin Earthlings could reflect a genuine disagreement, in that the Earthlings assert that maximizing happiness is an optimally cooperative strategy, while the Twin Earthlings deny this, and instead assert that respecting persons as ends is optimally cooperative. Furthermore, teleosemantic moral realism predicts that even if one community of speakers calls an action “right” and another community calls the same action “wrong,” the two communities need not be in disagreement about the moral status of the action, provided that both communities’ cooperative arrangements are equally optimal. Suppose that maximizing happiness is optimally beneficial for Earthlings, and respecting persons is optimally beneficial for Twin Earthlings. Under these conditions, teleosemantic moral realism predicts that the Earthlings and Twin Earthlings do not disagree in their moral judgments, since both groups correctly ascribe the property of facilitating optimal cooperation to their respective strategies.
Instructor
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W5

Ethics 1 Ricky Mouser Superintelligence and Suicide Value Theory, AI, Work Johns Hopkins ricky.mouser@gmail.com

Superintelligence and Suicide

The AI literature centers on the alignment problem: How can we ensure an AI’s values align with ours? After all, an AI need not be malicious to cause tremendous harm; simply by being a competitor for resources with a predictable instrumental subgoals like self-protection, a powerful AI will act in ways that seriously conflict with or endanger our values by default. 
Often labeled the control problem,  the implicit assumption is that we will have to bring the AI into line with our values. Folks who accept this framing emphasize that our values are incomplete products, so we must allow for the possibility of further (e.g.) moral progress.  But moral progress may also arise in response to the sociohistorical emergence of AI. Thus, there is also a human alignment problem: How will our values have to change in response to AI?

In this paper, I examine our values around work and play, which will come under pressure as AI grows more effective. Right now, our sense of purpose, our identities, and our livelihoods are tied up in our work. How will we respond if or when AI begins to render more and more of us structurally unemployable?

I begin with the parable of Bernard Suit’s Grasshopper, who imagines a game-playing Utopia in which no one has to work. But in his nightmare, some disgruntled Utopians feel their lives have become meaningless.  Rather than destroy themselves, the John Strivers and William Seekers choose to destroy the Computer in Charge so everyone will once again have to work to survive. Why would they do that?

In Part 2, I compare two genealogies of work by Lars Svendsen (ant philosopher) and David Graeber (grasshopper anthropologist) to trace our contemporary commitments around the meaning and value of work in WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic) countries. Svendsen’s history illuminates the internal goods of work, including self-realization, meaningfulness, fun, personal development, and happiness.  And Graeber analyzes bullshit jobs where we don’t get these—jobs that are so “pointless, unnecessary, or pernicious” that they are unjustifiable, even by those holding them—to uncover how we value work as an end in itself to ‘prove’ our adult maturity. But why do bullshit jobs exist under capitalism?

In Part 3, I apply the insights of Harry Braverman to consider how technical technologies and social technologies shape one another, given the subtle direction of capital on the development and deployment of novel technologies. Capital’s capacity to shape our practices around work (what must be done) implies the capacity to shape our practices around play (what may be done, at our leisure). Thus, our contemporary world of work is not a technical inevitability, but a deeply contingent social construction. How might it change?

In Part 4, I consider Nick Bostrom’s future-directed work on superintelligence. If superhuman AI seems technically inevitable given the kinematics of so-called intelligence explosions, what should we expect from a social perspective, given how our occupational identifications structure our lived realities and identities? Even if a Computer in Charge were technically possible, we might still be pushed into a Dystopia of universal bullshit employment—technically unnecessary, but socially required.

Finally, in Part 5, I articulate a considered view of the relationship between work and play. Play isn’t just ultimately good for our well-being, and work isn’t just instrumentally useful. Because we cannot shape our game projects ex nihilo given the limited or unalterable aspects of both the world and ourselves, the very distinction between work and play is not stable enough to bear the work it may soon be asked to perform.

Here is where I need the most guidance. It seems to me there is always an escape from work the Strivers and Seekers have overlooked: suicide. There’s nothing you unconditionally have to do except choose what to do next. But this in no way undercuts the value of our work or our lives! Here I hope to leverage bell hooks’s insight that we need to love ourselves unconditionally as “the foundation of our loving practice.”  I think the John Strivers and William Seekers of the Grasshopper’s parable overlook the radical contingency of all their aims, as well as the need to love themselves independently of how useful or productive or badly needed they feel.Postdoc
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Ethics 1 Anton Didikin MORAL GOALS AND THE NATURE OF PUNISHMENT: CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS Ethics, Philosophy of Law (Utilitarianism, Consequencionalism) Maqsut Narikbayev University (Astana, Kazakhstan) abdidikin@mail.kz

Philosophical discussions on the essence and nature of punishment for committing illegal actions are very often in the field of ethics and law since the issues of achieving moral and legal goals are closely interrelated. The demand for punishment as retribution for a crime grows out of respect for the law (and not just out of respect for oneself) as 
well as from the belief that the only morally acceptable reaction to a violation of the law is formulated in terms of a theory based on justice or respect for rights (and not utility) as primary values. 
Retributivism is opposed by utilitarianism or its modern version of consequentialism. According to utilitarianism punishment is prima facie evil because it makes people unhappy. But it can be justified if it has good results that outweigh the bad ones.
The conceptual analysis of the philosophical problem of the essence and nature of punishment is undertaken by Herbert Hart in the Presidential address Prolegomenon to the Principles of Punishment to the Aristotelian Society in 1959 [Hart, 1960]. Hart sought to find a satisfactory way to justify the position located between retributivism and 
consequentialism. According to Hart the question of the definition of punishment, which was the subject of a seemingly insoluble dispute between retributivism and utilitarianism, cannot and should not be considered the only question of punishment. 
The essence of Hart’s theory of punishment can be reduced to the next theoretical positions:
1) the general justifying purpose of punishment is utilitarian - the prevention of crimes or the reduction of their number;
2) in achieving this goal the retributivist requirements and principles must be observed according to which only criminals are subject to punishment ("retribution through distribution") and only if they had the opportunity to choose between observing the law and violating it.
The debates of Herbert Hart and Patrick Devlin are a well-known example of transferring practical issues of the function of criminal punishment into the field of morality and ethics. The key question now sounded like this – is it possible to achieve morally justified goals in society with the help of legal coercion? In what case is it permissible to 
punish for immoral acts? Are there criteria for moral gradation of punishment? It is obvious that P. Devlin in this discussion gives the law the function of an instrument for ensuring and protecting public morality. But Hart as a counterargument suggests relying on the principle formulated by J. S. Mill on the possibility of punishing only for harming 
others but not oneself. To justify his position Devlin gives a number of meaningful arguments.
Firstly, he emphasizes that moral principles in society are the basis that holds society together, does not allow it to split into irreconcilable groups of people. Therefore the means to protect public morality can be different including legal coercion.
Thus even if the direct harm from immoral behavior is not obvious actions against morality themselves are similar acts of treason that harm the integrity of society and its stability as a whole. At its core this is an argument against the individualistic understanding of harm in the content of Mill's principle.
Secondly, even seemingly harmless manifestations of immorality can cause "tangible harm" to society as a whole. For example, if a person is in an unrestrained drunkenness, he turns himself into a less useful person for society. Thus social harm arises from self-harm. 
Thirdly, immoral behavior causes immaterial harm to the moral foundations of society weakening people's faith in moral values. Citizens may see in the law a means of permissibility of vicious behavior that will not be punished and therefore lose respect for the state as a whole [Devlin, 1965, p. 131]. However, at the same time, Devlin additionally 
argues that the state cannot arbitrarily outlaw all forms of moral violations, since the price of criminalizing acts should be commensurate with the public benefit.
It is obvious that any attempts to settle moral issues and achieve moral goals with the help of legal coercion will face the need to respond to both Devlin's arguments and Hart's counterarguments. 
Bibliography
Devlin P. (1965) The Enforcement of Morals. Oxford University Press;
Hart H.L.A. (1960) The Presidential Address: Prolegomenon to the Principles of Punishment // Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society. Vol. 60, No. 1, pp. 1–26;
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Ethics 1 Laura Specker Sullivan My goal is to determine whether and how it is possible to support or promote another individual’s autonomy.Normative Ethics, Autonomy, Paternalism Fordham University lspeckersullivan@fordham.edu

One of the most common explanations of why paternalism is wrong (when it is) is that it violates an autonomous individual’s will. On various accounts, an autonomous individual’s will gives them authority of their legitimate area of control (Shiffrin) and/or is an exclusionary reason that disallows decisions made for that individual’s good (Enoch, Raz) or which ought to serve as a structurally decisive reason against acting for their good (Groll). These contemporary accounts all build, in some way on John Stuart Mill’s argument against paternalism, which as Gerald Dworkin points out, is rooted in a non-contingent argument for the inviolability of autonomy (an argument that does not neatly fit into his overall utilitarian project). Indeed, as George Tsai reflects, the idea that autonomy functions as an exclusionary reason may be one that is particular to Western philosophies, even cultures.

And yet, despite this widespread agreement, among prominent accounts, that paternalism’s wrongness is located in its autonomy violation, few if any accounts have something to say about the permissibility of supported or shared decision-making. That is, while on these accounts it is wrong to act for an autonomous individual’s good instead of acting in line with their will, is it also wrong to support an individual’s capacity to make their own decisions – that is, to have a will that is authoritative?

Take Daniel Groll’s account. Groll argues in favor of the “sound judgment account” of why paternalism is wrong, writing, “Acting paternalistically is impermissible when the paternalizing agent does not treat the will of another, whose will is intact, as structurally decisive in determining what to do, in part because she believes the other person is likely to fail to exercise a capacity for sound judgment in the situation at hand” (Groll 2012, 718). At the end of the paper, Groll notes that there is a metaphysical issue about what it means to have a capacity but fail to exercise it (719). Yet arguably, there are further questions about what it means for an individual’s will to be intact. Groll seems to intend, in the account of the wrongness of paternalism just given, that this means having a capacity for sound judgment. Groll considers two patients, one who clearly has this capacity (Bob) and one who clearly does not (Carl). While this polarized approach helps to establish when paternalism is permissible and when it is not, it does not help in evaluating the permissibility of cases in the middle – those in which individuals may retain some aspects of this capacity, but not all of it. In these cases, the normative picture is unclear. Ought we to treat an incomplete capacity for sound judgment as structurally decisive, or only substantially decisive? And, further, is there a way to act to bolster the incomplete capacity while still treating it as structurally decisive, or must this be substantially decisive?

In this paper, I draw from theories of relational autonomy and care ethics to argue that dialogical engagement is a form of autonomy promotion that is not just permissible, but in many cases is normatively required. My argument relies on a descriptive and a normative premise. First, I observe that the development and exercise of rational capacities is more interdependent among agents and within societies than independent. Second, I propose that individual decision-making is still inherently and instrumentally valuable. I argue that, if we accept the first premise, then autonomy cannot function as an exclusionary reason in anti-paternalism arguments. I conclude that, if we accept both premises, then we ought to support each other in cultivating the capacities needed to make authentic and meaningful decisions. Finally, I describe some methods of supporting autonomy, and I explain how these methods incorporate both autonomy’s dependence on socialization and the fact that it is embedded within social relationships.Professor (Tenured)
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Ethics 1 Anthony Skelton Difficulty, Achievement, and Perfectionist Value Ethics, Value Theory; The Nature of Achievement, The Nature of Difficulty, Perfectionism and the Value of AchievementUniversity of Western Ontario askelto4@uwo.ca

Finding a cure for cancer seems like an achievement. Achievements comprise a process and a product. In the case of finding a cure for cancer, the process would involve drawing up a clear research plan, conducting and publishing relevant research, drawing the right connections between discrete elements of the research, collaborating with relevant experts,, and so on, and the product would, of course, be a cure and its benefits.  

While it seems relatively clear that such activities as climbing Mount Everest and finding a cure for cancer qualify as achievements and that such achievements are good, it is much less clear what it is in virtue of which such activities count as achievements and qualify as good. In this paper we focus on one thesis about what makes something an achievement and one thesis about what makes achievements valuable.  

The consensus in the philosophical literature is that for something like the cure for cancer to be an achievement for an agent, the agent must competently cause it (Bradford 2015, Hirji 2019, Von Kriegstein 2019). Roughly speaking, to competently cause something, an agent must know what she is doing at some point during the time at which she is doing it. It is also commonly thought that for such activities to qualify as achievements they must also be difficult. On Gwen Bradford’s (2015) influential account of the nature of achievement, an activity qualifies as difficult only when it involves the exertion of a sufficient quantity of what she calls intense effort.  

In first part of our paper, we grant that for some activity to qualify as an achievement it must be competently caused. We focus instead on Bradford’s claim that an activity must involve the exertion of a sufficient amount of intense effort. Bradford relies on a distinction between intense effort and non-intense effort. She argues that no matter how much non-intense effort one exerts in an activity, that activity will not qualify as difficult in the absence of the exertion of a sufficient amount of intense effort. In reply, we argue, pace Bradford, that an activity or process involving a large sum of surplus non-intense effort exertion that brings about some product may be difficult. We contend that there are cases in which an activity counts as difficult simply when and because it involves a sufficient quantity of effort.

It is commonly thought that achievements are themselves non-instrumentally valuable. One common account of the value of achievements is perfectionist. Perfectionism is the view that the good consists in the development or exercise of certain of our (essential or characteristic) capacities (Hurka 1993, Bradford 2015). On Bradford’s perfectionist account of the value of achievement, the exertion of intense effort also explains an activity’s achievement value. An achievement is valuable in part because it involves the development or exercise of the will, which is, according to Bradford’s version of perfectionism, a valuable capacity.  

In the second part of our paper, we argue that if Bradford is right that all exercises of the will have value, then a life might – surprisingly -- be very high in perfectionist value but include no or very few achievements in Bradford’s sense. On our argument it may turn out that living a life high in perfectionist value is not difficult in her sense and that therefore a life high in perfectionist value need not include many achievements in her sense. 

Bradford is somewhat alive to this problem. She argues that she can block this conclusion by holding that there is a value ceiling on exercises of the will. She argues that “the value of nonintense effort in any activity hits a plateau—once certain amount of nonintense effort has been exerted, no additional nonintense effort will add value” (2015: 136). We argue that there are four problems with this response. First, it is ad hoc. Second, it involves rejecting a core feature of her perfectionism, that all exercises of fundamental capacities are good. Third, that adoption of a value ceiling threatens to make the claim that perfectionism provides a plausible explanation of the value of achievements (that is, difficulty and competent causation) rather unsurprising or (worse) somewhat trivial. Fourth, it is not clear that the implications of Bradford’s own views about the perfectionist value in a life and achievement are any more counter-intuitive than those she seeks to afford by adopting a value ceiling. Professor (Tenured)
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This paper examines a past-future asymmetry puzzle raised by Dilip Ninan (2022). Essentially, it revolves around the following question: why in many cases do we require more solid evidence to make an assertion about a past event than we need to make an analogous assertion about its happening in the future? The day before an election it is perfectly sensible and intelligible to assert, "Smith is going to win the election" (though of course the assertion might turn out to be false). The evidence justifying it might be a close reading of the polls and the opinion columns. But on waking up the morning after the election, having heard nothing about the result, it is not normal or sensible to assert "Smith won the election." The speaker would be interpreted as having some solid grounds for it, like having heard a late-night radio report of the exit polls or preliminary count of the ballots. In sum, to make a claim about the past you need much more definitive and substantial justificatory evidence.
Current solutions to this puzzle fall into two categories: epistemic and semantic. However, all the current accounts are flawed in crucial ways — the epistemic accounts overlook the relevant morpho-syntactic evidentiary signalings of event structure reference in natural languages while the semantic accounts overestimate how much the morpho-syntactic features track the psychology and the epistemology of speakers. Additionally, these accounts fail to consider the sensitivity of the asymmetry to lexical predicate differences, aiming for overly. I propose that aspect marking, the grammatical signaling of event duration and location in time, is evidentially relevant. Further, no simple semantic property is going to yield a full solution to the puzzle. Instead, lexical and other semantic cues interact with the epistemological situation of the speaker to form a system of factors that generate nuanced data about assertability.Graduate Student 6 6 I am willing to chair a session
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Evan O'Donnell Deflating Inferentialism: An Alternative Semantics for Global Expressivists Philosophy of Language, Global Expressivism DePaul University eodonne9@depaul.edu

Global expressivists are interested in giving an account of all discursive content, most notably representational content, as expressive of some form of practice. Robert Brandom’s inferentialism is generally considered the most developed form of this kind of semantic theory, and it is often appealed to by global expressivists like Huw Price. I begin by developing some descriptive concerns for inferentialism. First, I argue that its account of assertion as grounded in a practice of giving and asking for reasons fails to include a large class of assertions that I call “rhetorical assertions.” Rhetorical assertions are assertions motivated by non-rational means or intended to motivate other assertions through such means. On Brandom’s account, these assertions are essentially defective: they do not tell us anything about the meaning of the terms involved and would have to refer back to the properly norm-governed practice of giving and asking for reasons in order to determine their semantic content. I will argue, though, that many of our assertions are motivated by means other than rational exchange and that any account of assertion should allow that asserters motivated in such ways are speaking meaningfully. Second, I argue that inferentialism has no easy way to accommodate asserters who refuse to agree to inferential consequents or antecedents of their position, or who explicitly hold contradictory positions, as many asserters do.

In order to provide an expressivist account of assertion (and thus of discursive content) that can accommodate the meaningfulness of rhetorical assertions and irrational asserters, I propose a “motivational semantics.” I develop this semantics by deflating Brandom’s inferentialist machinery. On the inferentialist’s account, every assertion can be situated in relation to the assertions that rationally imply it and that it rationally implies. On mine, every assertion can be situated in relation to the assertions that motivate it and that it motivates, where motivation is any convention (rational or otherwise) that connects one assertion to another. Assertion, then, is essentially a practice of motivation simpliciter rather than specifically rational motivation, and its success will depend on the asserter’s rhetorical effectiveness, understood as a facility to motivate the acceptance of assertions. 

Even while radically deflating the inferentialist account, motivational semantics is still able to pursue the same strategy for deriving meaning and representational content. For a motivational semantics, an assertion’s meaning just is its place in the practice of motivation—that is, its relations to the assertions taken to motivate and be motivated by it. This allows global expressivists to give an account of meaning that does not depend on implicating every asserter in a strictly governed game of rational reconstruction.

I conclude with a consideration of how motivational semantics would handle Frege-Geach-style embedding concerns. I argue that such concerns can be explained by the strength with which the asserter seeks to motivate the embedded assertion. The antecedent of a hypothetical, for example, motivates an assertion weakly, encouraging the interlocutor to simply entertain the assertions motivating and motivated by that assertion rather than attempting to secure full-blown endorsement for it.
Graduate Student
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Seoyeon Park Rethinking the Adoption Problem Philosophy of Logic; Kripke; The Adoption Problem University of Pittsburgh pas250@pitt.edu

Kripke (2024) questions whether we can adopt logic. A standard interpretation of “the adoption problem” is that basic logical laws cannot be adopted because a vicious circle or regress arises if one tries to newly adopt them (Birman 2015, 2024; Hattiangadi 2023; Boghossian and Wright 2024). However, this understanding reflects only a narrow part of Kripke’s paper, where he addresses circularity related to Universal Instantiation [UI] (15-17). My goal is to propose a better interpretation of the adoption problem. 
The current literature leaves several significant parts of Kripke (2024) unexplained. First, Kripke suggests that the adoption problem is general, stating that he is not interested in a “basic ur-logic” (20). Granted that Kripke’s examples of adopting MP, UI, the law of non-contradiction, and Adjunction (18-20) arguably contain circularity, the example he spends the most effort on is the distributive law (6-8; 25-33). The distributive law does not invoke straightforward circularity, nor does it belong to basic laws. Second, Kripke repeatedly talks about intuition in logic, meaning “something like reason” (21) that we always use in reasoning, regardless of which logical theory is accepted (20-21; 33-34). He claims the indispensability of intuition in logic and the uniqueness of logic. It is unclear how these strong commitments follow from the circularity problem related to basic logical laws. Thus, although Kripke talks about the circle, his adoption problem contains something more.
It strikes me as that one central theme in Kripke (2024) is: Logic provides the form of reasoning whereas we can only adopt matter of reasoning. When adopting a theory, we infer the consequences of its content. This means that the theory serves as a relatum of a consequence relation. By contrast, logic consists in the consequence relation itself, determining what follows from what. The gist of the adoption problem lies in this special epistemic role of logic in general, not in the difference between basic and non-basic logic. 
On my interpretation framed by the central theme, Kripke raises two versions of the adoption problem, considering different notions of logical theory. First, he addresses the view that we adopt logical principles because they are scientifically fertile. Logical principles and scientific principles are put together in an inference to make predictions and confirmed together when the predictions are verified. Kripke argues against this picture. Logical principles are supposed to lead us to do reasoning according to certain rules, but they cannot function as such if they are used as premises. He shows that accepting the UI principle cannot help one develop the reasoning practice governed by UI unless one has already engaged in it (14-15), and denying the distributive law cannot lead us to revise the reasoning practice to no longer permit the proof by cases (5-8). Second, Kripke criticizes the view that logical theories are interpreted formal systems, and logicians adopt the best theory in an abductive way, as scientists do. We need to use logic in any metatheoretical reasoning, by which we examine and compare the theories. Kripke leads us to follow his metareasoning about the quantum logic system (23-33). The distributive law fails in quantum logic, while we have a classical intuition to follow this law. We face a dilemma that the proposal of quantum logic as an alternative logic is undermined if we metareason with classical logic, but we have no other way of reasoning since we have not yet understood what the quantum logic system is like. 
 Both versions of the adoption problem suggest that any reasoning, either object-reasoning about the external world or meta-reasoning about formal systems of logic, requires that logic is independent of accepting any theory. Logic forms a framework to reason about given information, not adding new information. This interpretation sheds light on the unexplained parts of Kripke (2024). First, the cases of circularity are part of the general problem stemming from the epistemic role of logic, not specific to certain basic logical laws. Kripke’s rhetoric about the distributive law hints the same idea that logic constitutes the framework of reasoning, independent of accepting a relevant theory. Second, we can reconstruct a transcendental argument for Kripke’s belief in unique intuitive logic. If we did not have it, we could not do any reasoning. Graduate Student
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Zachary Gabor Conceptual Engineering Preserves *Derived* Proper Functions of Concepts Philosophy of Language None - Recent Harvard PhD zachgabor@gmail.com

The conceptual engineering tendency in contemporary analytic philosophy aims to orient some (small or large) part of philosophy toward the task of modifying our concepts so that they may be better suited to tackle issues ranging from philosophical perplexities to pressing sociopolitical problems. Perhaps the most common challenge to the usefulness of this program is the worry that in modifying our concepts, we cannot solve problems, but can only change the subject. The conceptual engineer needs a story about what makes her practice one of finding new tools to tackle old issues rather than one of simply deciding to talk about something else.

One natural proposal is that a good bout of conceptual engineering will leave intact some function of a concept or battery of concepts while modifying the concepts themselves to better perform that function. A teleological conception of a function complements this way of thinking about conceptual engineering in a relatively natural way; if concepts or batteries thereof are for something, it would make sense that we would want to modify them to better do what they are for.

Ruth Millikan’s theory of proper functions is widely regarded as the canonical attempt at elaborating a teleological notion of function compatible with contemporary naturalistic mores. It is therefore unsurprising that her theory has been suggested as a place to look for ideas about what conceptual engineering should seek preserve and promote when concepts are modified.

However, the Millikanian notion of proper function has not generally been deemed adequate for the purpose by those who have considered it. Both Amie Thomasson raise suggestions in this vicinity, but neither finds the idea that conceptual engineers should always seek to promote pre-existing Millikanian proper functions particularly plausible.

Both authors seem to be persuaded by the following line of argument. Begin with the gloss of Millikan’s theory that it attributes to items as proper functions whatever their ancestors did that caused them to proliferate. But the things that concept-tokenings’ ancestors have done in virtue of which they proliferated can often be malign. Racial concepts proliferated in large part because their use helped to maintain and rigidify racial hierarchies. But we obviously do not want to engineer our racial concepts to better serve that purpose. So the functions we want to engineer concepts to perform are not always to be found among their Millikanian proper functions.

This argument succeeds in showing that conceptual engineers should not seek to promote the performance of all of the proper functions of the concepts they work on. But it does not refute the idea that conceptual engineering seeks always to promote some of the proper functions of any concept being worked on.

It may seem likely that there are no proper functions of our racial concepts that we should seek to preserve. But I claim that this seems likely only when we accept the gloss on Millikan’s theory of proper functions that says that something’s proper functions are those things its ancestors did in virtue of which they proliferated. That is an adequate gloss of the first part of Millikan’s theory of proper functions, the theory of direct proper functions. But it does not accurately describe the second part of Millikan’s theory, the theory of derived proper functions.  The second part of Millikan’s theory of proper functions predicts that some things will have derived proper functions though these functions have never successfully been performed, or even when the device with the function is the first thing of its kind. I will argue that we can understand the projects of conceptual engineering as aiming quite consistently to modify concepts or batteries of concepts to better serve certain specific derived proper functions that they already had pre-engineering.
PhD
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Joseph Glover Slurs are Conversational Exercitives Philosophy of language, speech act theory University of Iowa joseph-glover@uiowa.edu

In this paper I defend a speech act account of slurs. My goals are to provide an account that recognizes the semantic meaning of all slur words and present a unique speech act that a speaker performs when they use a slur word. I draw on Austin (1962) for my framework and I show that when we use slurs, we are performing the Slurring Illocutionary Act. I claim that slurring illocutionary acts are conversational exercitives that enact permissibilities within and without the conversation. The paper has three main parts: locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary components of the speech act.

In the locutionary portion I argue that slur words are meaningful and their meaning differs from any potential synonym for them. The differences in meaning between a slur word and a synonym comes from normative elements found in the slur word. For instance, “Mexican” and “w*tback” differ from one another because, while the former means “comes from Mexico”, the latter means something like “comes from Mexico and is despicable because of it” (using “is despicable” as a placeholder). Slur words pick out a person for their group membership to say something negative about them and that group. In the paper, I provide a semi-formal semantic schema intended to capture all slur words and test it for adequacy.

The illocutionary portion is my main focus. I claim that there is a unique speech act that involves slur words: the slurring illocutionary act (SIA). When analyzing a speech act, there are three things to take into account: the words used, the speaker’s intentions, the audience uptake. I assume throughout that a slur word is present. Next is to analyze the possible combinations of speaker intent and audience uptake. There are four combinations: (i) speaker intends to perform an SIA and audience uptake is secured; (ii) speaker intends to perform an SIA and audience uptake is not secured; (iii) speaker does not intend to perform an SIA and audience uptake is secured; (iv) speaker does not intend to perform an SIA and audience uptake is not secured. I argue that all four combinations count as an SIA (a speaker performs a slurring act if their locutionary act includes a slur word).

The next step is to state what kind of action an SIA is. I claim they are a form of exercitive. Exercitives change what is permissible or impermissible and do so in contexts ranging from highly institutionalized to ordinary interactions. SIAs can: change or reinforce views about certain people, make their audience feel complicit in the use and history of the word, indicate views and perspectives held by the speaker, and many other things. For this reason, I take SIAs not to be mere exercitives, but conversational exercitives (cf. McGowen 2019). A conversational exercitive is focused on the change in the normative parameters of the conversation. We can borrow from Kukla (2018) as an example of the changing permissibilities that an SIA enacts. Kukla (2018:19) suggests that slurs contribute or enforce a generic, derogated, and subordinated identity for their target. With an SIA enacting new conversational permissibilities, the meaning contributed with the slur word at the locutionary level requires that the target matches this group identification and their susceptibility to the normative evaluations also contained in the semantic schema. An SIA enacts the permissibility to view the target of the slur word as possessing nothing more than this generic or reductive identity.

I conclude with perlocutionary effects. I find it intuitive to suggest that SIAs are offensive and derogatory. By offensive or derogatory, I mean this is a causal characteristic of the effects of the action. When a speaker’s SIA has the perlocutionary effect of offense, we say that the speaker has caused their audience to become offended. When a speaker’s SIA has the perlocutionary effect of derogating their audience, we say that the speaker has caused their audience to become derogated.Professor (Early Career)
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Ravi Thakral Indefinite singular moral generalizations Philosophy of Language, Ethics, Metaethics, Generics, Moral Principles, University of Nevada, Reno thakralravi@gmail.com

It is noteworthy that many statements of what it is for an act to be right or wrong is put forward using the indefinite singular: 

-An act is right iff it maximizes happiness. 
-An act is wrong iff it violates the categorical imperative. 

It is also noteworthy—and unacknowledged in the debates on the nature and role of moral principles—how claims about virtuous character are apt to be stated using the indefinite singular: 

-A virtuous person prioritizes self-improvement. 
-A brave police officer uses force as a last resort. 
-A good citizen is involved in the community. 

These generalizations are naturally read as having a certain kind of normative force and do not seem descriptive in nature. Such sentences, and similar ones, represent an important class of claims about virtue. 

What is the significance of such generalizations with indefinite singular (IS) noun phrases? How do they differ from other kinds of generalizations? How do the answers to these questions affect our understanding of morality? 

I argue that moral generalizations expressed using IS noun phrases are underappreciated in two important ways. The indefinite singular is the paradigm of definition, allowing us to put forth in metalinguistic terms what it is for an act to be right or wrong. It also has a further role, enabling us to negotiate the meaning of a broad range of morally significant concepts. 

The characterizing generalizations about morality, by contrast, are generally high-level, abstract, and explanatory. They provide a characterization of morality as it stands and are static in nature. When used in the context of deliberation, they provide agents with guidance that has them direct their actions toward existing standards. 

The explanation of this contrast, I argue, is that IS generalizations function as an important site of metanormative discourse concerning morality. 

This perspective finds support in the definitional view of indefinite singular generics (Krifka 2012; Hesni 2022), and in recent work on metalinguistic negotiation, both concerning morality (Plunkett and Sundell 2013) and concerning generics (Plunkett et al. 2023). 

In the case of IS moral generalizations such as ‘A virtuous person prioritizes self-improvement’ or ‘A good thinker resists drawing conclusions without ample evidence’ the normativity at issue seems not to be exclusively about words but rather about the prescription that we ought to view those as virtuous who prioritize self-improvement and that we ought to view those as good thinkers who resist drawing conclusions without ample evidence. The normative generalization at issue is therefore a higher-order one about how we ought to view virtuous people and good thinkers; these do not merely convey that individuals should act in such-and-such a way. 

The proposal for how to use terms such as ‘virtuous person’ or ‘good thinker’ appears to involve an ancillary form of normativity. What is more pressingly normative is how we are to understand the nature of virtue or of goodness in the first place. If such a form of negotiation is taking place in the use of IS moral generalizations, this helps reveal that what it is to be a good or noble exemplar of a category serves a role in creating or reinforcing the truth of certain moral generalizations. 

There are two types of metalinguistic uses. One is paradigmatically definitional, such as in ‘An act is right iff it maximizes pleasure’. However, the other metalinguistic use of the indefinite singular is much more connected to normativity beyond that of the use of language. Metalinguistic negotiation also helps make sense of the felicity of the IS moral generalizations about character. It makes sense for us to negotiate the nature of character in discourse, especially as there is debate on what exactly the virtues are and whether they are limited in number or are numerous (e.g., Battaly 2015).Professor (Early Career)
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W7 Epistemology 1 Cordelia Belton Pedagogic Answers to Zetetic Questions Broad: epistemology, practical reason; narrow: normative epistemology, inquiry N/A cbelton@tuta.io
If you took epistemology’s zetetic turn, then you probably expect some bumpiness along the road to figuring things out. In this paper I propose that the path is a good bit bumpier than thought. First, I observe through a few cases (traditional question-answering, but also the acquisition of know-how) that much of our relative odds of success in figuring things out goes unexplained by both the inquirer-independent likelihood of success of our inquiry and the inquirer's compliance with zetetic norms. Particularly troubling are cases where compliance with the Zetetic Instrumental Principle proves too onerous to realistically guide agents with reasonable objects of inquiry, but unfortunate circumstances, like the lack of nearby others to aid their projects. And even where zetetic norm compliance is half-hearted, good enough teachers can make it difficult for inquirers to avoid figuring things out. In this spirit, the difference that environment, in the sense of the inquirer's decision space, makes is subsumed in the category of the pedagogic, which is to the zetetic as the zetetic is to the epistemic. This is to say, where the zetetic refers to what we do to put ourselves in a good position to know, the pedagogic refers to what we do to put ourselves as well as others in a good position to inquire. This expansiveness means that pedagogic norms may conceivably obtain upon not only those with existing commitments to support others' inquiry, but social institutions on the one hand, and inquirers themselves on the other.
Second, I argue that pedagogic norms are zetetic norms (are epistemic norms). If we buy that P=Z=E, it reveals that the steps that correspond to how we should best inquire into (which is to say, best self-teach or be taught) some domain of inquiry can take us further from being in a good position to know the domain before they take us back. Therefore, pedagogic norms (for instance the Pedagogic Instrumental Principle) may at times require putting the zetetic aside. This is an argument in large part owed to the discussion of upaya, or skillful means, in the Lotus Sutra, a second-century Buddhist work with an extensive reception in the Tiantai philosophical literature. This is all to say that if the best way to learn something might involve forming erroneous beliefs, as I suggest, then the best way to support other’s inquiries might involve misleading them. This yields two major implications, one negative and one positive. As for the former, where our commitment to epistemic projects leads us to hold knowing as the optimand for instrumental reason, we are bound to go much further in challenging epistemic norms than previously thought; even the truth norm of assertion has to go. But, we needn't worry, because a theory of the pedagogic allows us to make normative epistemology speak more meaningfully to the social and structural prerequisites to knowing by in turn avoiding the buck-passing of solely knower-centric epistemic norms.alt-ac 6 7 I am willing to chair a session
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Yi-Cheng Lin Evidentialism and Future Beliefs epistemology, evidentialism, belief University of Toronto yizheng.lin@mail.utoronto.ca

What ought we to believe? Evidentialists claim that (E) we ought to believe what our evidence sufficiently supports. According to Shah’s (2006) evidentialism, when a subject considers whether to believe that p, she needs to find out whether p is the case or not. If it is, then she ought to believe that p. This is because that p is the case is sufficient evidence for her to believe that p. For example, Christina has a fever, but she is not sure whether she has a COVID or not. She goes to see a doctor and the doctor administers a test. The test indicates that Christina has COVID. Ought she to believe that she has COVID after she receives the test? According to evidentialism, she ought to believe that she has COVID because this is what her evidence sufficiently supports. Also, since she has received the answer to whether she has COVID or not, she has to believe that she has COVID.

However, in this paper, I will argue that principle (E) is false. (E) is true in some cases but it is false in other cases especially cases involving beliefs about the future. More specifically, I will argue that we don’t have a duty to form a belief about the future. Before introducing my argument, one question needs to be answered is what is a belief about the future? In general, there are different types of beliefs, such as beliefs about the past, present, and future. A belief about the past, for example, is that Christina has a belief that she had COVID. A belief about the future, for instance, is that Christina has a belief that she will have COVID. Note that I don’t argue that (E) is false when it comes to past and present beliefs; what I argue is that (E) is false when it comes to future beliefs.

To see why we don’t have a duty to form a future belief, let’s focus on Shah’s (2006) evidentialism. Recall that, when a subject is deliberating whether to believe that p, she needs to find out whether p; if p is the case, then she ought to believe that p. However, when a subject deliberates something about the future, she cannot acquire the answer to whether p is the case or not because the future hasn’t come yet. If it hasn’t come, then p cannot be observed. If this is the case, then the subject cannot find out whether p is the case or not. Since she cannot find out whether p, she doesn’t need to believe that p. Therefore, she doesn’t have a duty to believe that p. (E) is incorrect.

We can consider the following example to see the above argument more clearly. Suppose that Bruce is going to propose. A sincere proposal requires a speaker to believe everything in the proposal. One promise he is going to give is that he will not leave his partner. Ought he to believe that he will not leave his partner? However, he accidentally read a survey showing that more than 50% of couples divorce at the end. This evidence suggests that he should not believe that he will not leave his partner. But if he holds this belief, he cannot give a sincere promise. What ought he to believe? Ought he believe that he will divorce his partner? 

According to Shah’s (2006) evidentialism in question, Bruce needs to find out whether he will leave his partner or not. Once he finds out the answer, he solves the problem of whether to believe that he will not leave his partner. However, he cannot find out the answer because the future has not come. Since he cannot find the answer, he doesn’t need to hold the belief that he will leave his partner. Bruce doesn’t have a duty to form a certain belief. Thus, he can believe that he will not leave his partner and then give a sincere promise.Graduate Student
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Yuan Tian Toward a theory of epistemic companionship Epistemology, Ethics, Companionship, Interpersonal norm Harvard University yuantian@g.harvard.edu

Our appreciation of other epistemic agents comes in different shades. Sometimes we are simply overwhelmed by their radiant epistemic virtues, and we are grateful that we can get some splashes of such radiance just by witnessing and sharing the fruit of their deliberation. Other times our appreciation or gratitude, instead of being merely about some nice epistemic state of affairs, is directed toward the agents. We are grateful to them for being patient with us, for offering us great advice, and for thinking with us as good companions. Suppose that my friend is choosing between furthering her legal career in New York City and moving across the country to reunite with her partner in California, and she wishes to talk through her choice with me. It seems that I might misunderstand the task at hand if I simply embark on an inquiry that aims to settle the question of which option is better for her (and her partner), treat her various preferences and thoughts as mere inputs that factor into my inquiry, arrive at an answer, and proceed to convince her that this is the correct one. My moves seem objectionable even if my answer is very well-justified, and even if acting on my suggestion will in fact promote her (and her partner’s) well-being the most. Contrast this with cases where my epistemic excellence is much less present: I may facilitate my friend’s thinking by bringing certain considerations to her attention, or I may simply listen in silence and thereby keep my friend accompanied in her deliberation. In both cases, my friend can legitimately credit me for being “available” through her inquiry toward the correct answer. My friend would not, or not merely, be grateful that she befriends someone who is of radiant epistemic virtue. She would also be grateful to someone for keeping her accompanied through her inquiry by placing her question at the center of their attention. Insofar as arriving at the correct answer does matter, it does not seem to be the only thing that matters, at least in some interpersonal epistemic engagements.

The lesson seems to be two-fold. Firstly, we should think of the considerations we offer to each other in the case of interpersonal epistemic engagement as small gifts we bring to the table. They are something that we offer each other, instead of some mere states of affairs that happen to catch our attention. A gift can be too much (given the other person’s preference or the kind of relationship we currently stand in) in a very different way than a mere piece of evidence can be too much, and a good gift may merit a grateful-to rather than, or on top of, a grateful-that.

Secondly, it seems that in some interpersonal epistemic engagements, we have the option, if not the requirement, to orient toward others in such a way that special importance is ascribed to their question of what to believe, and ours may or may not be of the same prominence, even if all these questions give way to the question of whether p, i.e., the question of what is in fact the case. Sometimes we can, and perhaps should, be less full of our (epistemic) selves, so to speak, and taking such an epistemically non-selfish stance may merit a grateful-to rather than, or on top of, a grateful-that.

I take the gift-giving aspect of interpersonal epistemic engagements and epistemic non-selfish stance to constitute a special epistemic relationship that we can stand in with a particular epistemic agent. I call the relationship I seek to unpack epistemic companionship.  The upshot of this paper is to articulate the possibility of directly engaging with a person’s inquiring and deliberating agency, instead of seeing the questions and considerations through them as if they are mere vehicles for these impersonal questions and considerations. Sometimes we have the option to defer to the demand of an inquiring agent, in addition to, or instead of, deferring to some impersonal epistemic norms. Graduate Student (ABD)
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Will Fleisher A new epistemology for AI? Epistemology, Ethics; Epistemology of AI, Ethics of AI Georgetown University will.fleisher@georgetown.edu

What determines the epistemic status of the outputs of AI systems? How should we epistemically evaluate beliefs formed on the basis of such outputs? Perhaps beliefs formed using AI systems should be justified as brute inductions, based on the reliable track records of the system in question. Alternatively, we might treat AI systems as expert testifiers, as suggested by the speech-like outputs of generative AI systems. Or we might treat AI systems as scientific models that represent their targets.

The opaque nature of the most contemporary AI systems makes our initial questions difficult. AI systems are opaque (in part) because they employ complex models, such as deep neural network models. Due to their complexity, models like these are not fully understood even by those who develop and deploy them. Specifically, we often don’t understand how a system accurately and reliably produces desired outputs. 

This opacity causes problems for each potential answer to our questions. First, when an AI system is opaque, it can be unclear which circumstances it will be reliable in, which undermines inductive justification. Moreover, brute induction might be inadequate to justify some socially important uses of AI. Second, while generative AI produces speech-like output, AI systems are not agents with minds. They cannot be held accountable, or evaluated in the way testifiers typically are. Their opacity also undermines any other routes to arguing that they are relevantly similar to human testifiers. Third, the opacity of complex AI models undermines their ability to serve as scientific models. Scientific models allow surrogative reasoning: inferences about the model support further inferences about the models target phenomena, because parts of the model represent parts of the world. The opacity of AI models means that we lack understanding of how parts of the AI model track features of the world, which prevents this kind of surrogative reasoning.

I want to explore a different answer to the initial questions: we should treat AI systems on the model of scientific instruments. Much like Geiger counters and spectrometers AI systems––even generative ones––should be understood as detecting and tracking certain patterns in the world. The beliefs formed on the basis of AI outputs should be evaluated on the model of beliefs formed using scientific instruments. 

Of course, the opacity of AI systems represents a prima facie problem for the instrumentalism, too. However, I will argue that this problem can be addressed using an analogy with complicated instruments,. As with scientific models, some aspects of a scientific instrument can be “black-boxed” without interfering with our use of the instrument. However, unlike with models, we don’t expect instruments to allow surrogative reasoning. That is, we don’t need to treat internal aspects of the instrument as (scientifically) representing aspects of the world. Instead, we employ instruments because of (non-representational) causal connections with features in the world. Moreover, instrumentalism explains why brute inductive justifications are appropriate in some cases, while also explaining why efforts to alleviate AI opacity are epistemically valuable.
Professor (Early Career)
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Bin Zhao Knowledge, Virtue, and Luck Epistemology, Virtue Epistemology, Anti-luck Epistemology Peking University zhaobin529969263@126.com

According to virtue epistemology, the satisfaction of the virtue condition is necessary for knowledge. That is to say, a belief amounts to knowledge only if the subject believes the truth because of the exercise of cognitive ability. Regarding whether the satisfaction of the virtue condition is also sufficient for knowledge, virtue epistemologists could be divided into two camps. First, we have modest virtue epistemologists who claim that the satisfaction of the virtue condition is only necessary but not sufficient for knowledge (Kelp, 2013; Pritchard, 2010, 2012a, 2012b). Thus, in order to have a full-fledged account of knowledge, we still need to add, at least, one additional condition to the account. Second, we have robust virtue epistemologists who claim that the satisfaction of the virtue condition is not only necessary but also sufficient for knowledge (Greco, 2008, 2010, 2012a; Sosa, 2007, 2009; Zagzebski, 1996, 2003). 
Robust virtue epistemology is more theoretically elegant than modest virtue epistemology as it demands no additional condition on knowledge. More importantly, it is able to account for the added value that knowledge has over mere true beliefs. Because achievement as success through ability is more valuable than mere success, knowledge as cognitive success through ability is also more valuable than mere true beliefs (Greco, 2010; Sosa, 2007, 2009; Zagzebski, 2003). In contrast, modest virtue epistemology lacks the theoretical resources to account for the added value of knowledge. 
Despite its theoretical elegance and explanatory power, robust virtue epistemology has a severe shortcoming: it fails to capture the intuitive idea that knowledge is incompatible with a belief’s being true as a matter of luck. Thus, robust virtue epistemology fails to be a kind of anti-luck epistemology. 
Drawing on the idea that cognitive success depends on ability and luck in a gradient way rather than a rigid way, it is argued in this paper that knowledge is achieved just in case cognitive success sufficiently depends more on ability than on luck in the sense that the exercise of cognitive ability significantly enhances the modal profile of the target belief relative to the modal profile of a belief in the target proposition formed by sheer luck. Robust virtue epistemology understood in this way is also a kind of anti-luck epistemology because the satisfaction of the virtue condition ensures a kind of safety condition which, in turn, helps to eliminate luckily true beliefs from the realm of knowledge. Professor (Early Career)
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H.G. Callaway On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Relativism Epistemology; value theory; Pluralism; Relativism. Temple University (alumnus) HG1Callaway@gmail.com

Under the influence of the revival of the pragmatist tradition, or with prevalent acquiescence of the reviving pragmatic tradition, “corrosive” moral and epistemic skepticism have taken the form of doctrinaire relativism;  and this relativism, suggesting the futility of any set, common standards of normative judgment, has typically been conflated with 
factual, social pluralism. There has been an intensive politicization and polarization of the American academy and American society which threatens to outrun our available, ameliorative political competence. On the plausible view that relativism is a variety of “power philosophy” to use Bertrand Russell’s term, in which it is “the power of the 
community that is felt to be valuable,”  it is readily and frequently assumed that standards of normative judgment and evaluation only make sense against the background of some existing social-political purpose and framework. In consequence, politics becomes simply an action-oriented, often unrestrained “culture war” and competition for 
political, social and economic power. However, the ruling factor of relativism’s politicization is the contentious, quasi-Hegelian notion of the purely conventional absence of cognitive reality in various alternative evaluative standards or frameworks. Partly drawing on the pragmatist tradition, the present paper challenges central assumptions of 
relativism. Writer and researcher in philosophy
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xiaoning yang Confucianism and Modernity Ancient Philosophy; Chinese Philosophy Tsinghua University yxn23@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn

Confucianism was once labeled as a "museum relic" by Levenson, suggesting it had no modern value or influence. This perspective is evidently flawed. It is widely known that any civilization, morality, or ideology evolves over time, reflecting both the era and the culture it belongs to. Just as anthropologist Benedict incisively analyzed Japanese culture in "The Chrysanthemum and the Sword," revealing the unique cultural psychology of the Japanese people, one cannot deny that traces of this cultural psyche remain in contemporary Japan. Have the national psyche and cultural expressions of the Japanese people become entirely Westernized? Similarly, many years ago, John King Fairbank's study of Chinese culture provided profound insights into the Chinese national psyche, cultural concepts, and historical thinking. Modern Chinese people still possess their unique historical cultural psyche, influenced by Confucianism. While there may be new variations and forms, to claim that Confucianism is merely an irrelevant historical artifact is implausible.
China's rapid economic development and remarkable achievements since the reform and opening-up period demonstrate the impact of cultural factors on its modernization as a late-developing nation. The transformation and innovative synthesis of Confucianism manifest in contemporary China’s modernity in several ways:
Firstly, the Ideal of a Diligent, Pragmatic, and Proactive Lifestyle: Confucianism advocates for focusing on the present life rather than the afterlife. As Zhang Zai said, "If alive, I shall serve; if dead, I shall rest in peace." This pragmatic approach to life emphasizes solving real-world problems and pursuing continuous improvement, embodying an active, enterprising spirit. Modernity values instrumental rationality, which requires a work ethic where people strive diligently, akin to the Protestant ethic described by Weber in "The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism." This spirit of industriousness has always been a core aspect of Confucianism, promoting practical learning and application.
Secondly, economic Motivation Rooted in Moral and Ethical Obligations: Confucianism places great importance on "rectifying virtue." Morality evolves with time and cultural context, following specific patterns. Weber argued that besides instrumental rationality, people also need value rationality, which is deeply reflected in the moral core of Confucian thought. Confucianism emphasizes familial and social obligations, fostering a sense of duty that translates into significant social productivity. This responsibility consciousness forms the bedrock of society, embodying value rationality internally and instrumental rationality externally, contributing to social development and welfare.
Thirdly, inclusive Adaptability to Integrate and Innovate Foreign Ideas and Cultures: Chinese philosophy has a long-standing tradition of synthesizing and innovating, integrating diverse thoughts to address new challenges. The harmonious integration of Confucianism, Buddhism, and Daoism, and the later blending of Western philosophy, Chinese philosophy, and Marxist philosophy, exemplify this adaptability. Modern China's development reflects this inclusiveness, where Western and traditional Chinese values merge, fostering new, era-appropriate ideas and theories. This inclusive spirit significantly advances China's modernization, with contemporary Confucianism continually reinventing itself.
Fourthly, emphasis on Harmonious Conflict Resolution: Confucianism has always valued harmony. In the realm of international politics and economics, facing global challenges like pandemics, Confucianism advocates for civilized dialogue, harmonious interactions, seeking common ground while respecting differences, and striving for mutual benefits. It opposes hostile attitudes, trade barriers, local conflicts, and genocide. This aspect of modernity is a testament to China's pursuit of peaceful development, offering Chinese wisdom for global modernization.
These four aspects enable the reformed "New Confucianism" to subtly and continuously promote China's modernity, facilitating its reform and opening-up processes and fostering dialogue and exchange with other world civilizations.

Graduate Student
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Nadia Miller In defense of truthful defamation moral theory, legal theory, social justice, the ethics of communication UCLA Department of Philosophy nadiamiller@ucla.edu

The primary goal of this paper is to justify the presumption that it is morally permissible to defame a person by revealing truthful information about their wrongdoings. While Helmreich (2024) equates the harm caused by true defamation with that of false defamation, I argue that there is a principled reason to treat them differently. My second goal, which is both dependent on the first and in tension with it, is to defend the intuition that sometimes we should refrain from truthfully defaming.

Helmreich draws an analogy between true defamation and breaches of privacy and confidentiality to argue that truthful defamation is as bad as these other forms of harmful speech. By examining Shiffrin’s (2014) theory of accommodation, I argue that the analogy yields a verdict in favor of the freedom to truthfully defame. Nevertheless, Shiffrin’s insights into how privacy accommodations support egalitarian principles help to explain why we might sometimes refrain from defaming, even when the information is true.

I contend that truthful defamation serves an essential function in maintaining an equitable distribution of social capital by ensuring that reputations accurately reflect individuals' moral character and behavior. However, this must be balanced against the potential for harm, particularly in cases where defamation unjustly undermines an individual's moral equality or results in disproportionately severe consequences. Through an analysis of the moral and practical implications of truthful defamation, this paper proposes a framework that upholds the value of truth in public discourse while accommodating the need for privacy and fairness. By navigating the tension between free speech and the protection of individual dignity, I argue for a nuanced approach that recognizes the conditional permissibility of truthful defamation as a tool for social justice.
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W8 Social Philosophy Layla Williams An Agential Account of the Harm of Conspiracy Theories Social Epistemology; Extreme Belief Iniverstiy of Oklahoma williamsls1@ou.edu Conspiracy theorists, people who believe at least one conspiracy theory to the detriment of their epistemic community, give us an example of when an inquirer may have gone wrong in a way that is epistemically harmful. Attempting to identify what’s going wrong with the conspiracy theorist’s inquiry is difficult. One possible way to explain how conspiracy theorists are harmful is that they fail to use their agency properly when setting epistemic goals, recognizing their limits, and supporting others. These failures foster epistemic environments that are less conducive for positive epistemic outcomes such as true or useful beliefs and good inquiry. Most attempts to diagnose the harm of conspiracy theorists either focus on the theory itself (i.e., they try to explain why the belief is harmful) or treat the conspiracy theorists as an epistemic lone wolf (e.g., Sunstein and Vermeule’s crippled epistemologies view (2009)). This agential view, however, treats conspiracy theorists as individuals in a community (Grasswick 2004). Which is important for understanding how their inability to use their agency harms their epistemic communities, or the groups of people with whom the conspiracy theorist shares knowledge, beliefs, worldviews, and inquiry. This is because our knowledge, beliefs, worldviews, and inquiry, including the rules and norms of inquiry, are socially supported epistemic goods. Individuals depend on their communities, but individuals also support their communities. So, an individual’s goals, motivations, actions, and abilities (i.e., one’s agency) influence her communities and one’s epistemic communities influence her. Whether the individual’s influence is negative, positive, or neutral will depend on the individual’s goals, motivations, actions, and abilities. That is, how well a person uses their agency can help explain the way that conspiracy theorists can be harmful. Particularly important is being responsive to agential limitations. For instance, the Pizzagate conspiracy theory claims, among other things, that high ranking members of the American Democratic political party are trafficking children out of restaurants. One Pizzagate believer, Edgar Maddison Welch, was convinced that a restaurant in Washington D.C. was trafficking children out of its basement, despite the restaurant does not having a basement. Welch attempted to, according to him, “self-investigate” these allegations. He fired several shots in an attempt to find evidence supporting these allegations. Much can be said about Welch’s actions, but epistemically three key things matter for understanding his harm. One, he was unable to set good epistemic goals such as choosing not to self-investigate the Pizzagate claims. Two, he could not recognize his own epistemic limitations and respond to them appropriately. Three, he failed to properly support others in epistemic community. By choosing to self-investigate despite not having the capacity to do so and doing so in such an epistemically ineffective way, Welch harmed his own epistemic communities in two ways. First, he reinforced the bad epistemic norms that fostered the conspiracy theory and by doing so failed to properly support the other members of his community. Second, his actions further isolated his conspiracy theorist communities from other epistemic communities by spreading a fear of conspiracy theorists. Thus, we have a way to see how conspiracy theorists can cause epistemic harm by helping to create or reinforcing epistemic communities that fail to produce true or useful beliefs or good methods and norms of inquiry. Conspiracy theorists are unable to use their agency well in setting goals, responding to their limitations, and supporting others properly. The encouraging side of this is twofold. First, conspiracy theorists are a subclass of harmful epistemic agents, so it seems possible to extend this view to other types of harmful beliefs like science denialism. Second, we can learn how to use our agency appropriately when we get the right sort of support from those around us, so creating larger, more diverse networks of epistemic communities and continued epistemic engagement by wider society is something non-conspiracy theorists can do to help mitigate this harm. Further, agents themselves, by continuing to participate in these wider networks can gradually become better epistemic agents.Graduate Student 7 8 I am willing to chair a session
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Italo Alves Axel Honneth and the Social Aesthetics of Recognition Social Philosophy, Aesthetics, Critical Theory, Frankfurt School Loyola University Chicago ialves@luc.edu

This paper argues for the significance of aesthetic categories in elucidating and critiquing social phenomena, countering long-standing critiques that dismiss the aesthetic realm of appearances as merely superficial or prone to error. Drawing from Axel Honneth’s critical theory of recognition, I contend that aesthetic forms of expression function as 
crucial hermeneutic tools for unveiling implicit normative claims and experiential dimensions embedded in the social realm. A comprehensive form of social critique requires investigating aesthetic experiences and modes of expression in everyday life.
The history of Western philosophy has largely treated the aesthetic as a mode of inauthenticity, from Plato’s denigration of sensory appearances to more recent critiques of the “aestheticization of the lifeworld.” However, I challenge this view by highlighting how aesthetic self-presentation and stylistic expressions can convey morally relevant 
intentions and demands, such as claims for recognition or redistribution of leisure time.
Grounded in the Frankfurt School tradition of critical theory tradition, Honneth positions his project as one of social philosophy concerned with diagnosing social “pathologies” - states that obstruct human self-realization. Central to this is justifying normative criteria for social critique through a hermeneutics of “negative social experiences” like 
disrespect or shame. However, I argue that this hermeneutic process must account not just for the experience itself, but how it is expressed by social subjects with unequal access to articulating demands discursively.
Honneth proposes that novel insights arise from exploring the aesthetic sphere, as artworks can crystallize diffuse social moods and expectations in a purified form. I build on this insight by expanding the scope beyond just artworks to encompass everyday aesthetic expressions found in forms of style and self-presentation. These serve as 
conduits through which socially situated subjects “translate” their experiential perception of the world, conveying implicit normative orientations. In sum, I propose interpreting aesthetic modes of self-expression as crystallizations of embodied, pre-articulated social experiences ripe for reconstructive interpretation.
Acts of self-presentation through style, dress, and aesthetic self-fashioning function as acts wherein individuals negotiate social status and recognition. They manifest latent demands and aspirations that may not surface fully at the level of discursive claims-making. A “social aesthetics of recognition” should be able to decode these expressions to 
explicate embedded normative orientations, akin to how art unveils diffuse social moods for Honneth.
By reframing Honneth’s proposal within a capacious, non-representational conception of aesthetics, I argue that critical social theory must attend to diverse aesthetic modes of articulation beyond just rational public discourse. Subtle aesthetic practices bear crucial hermeneutic significance, as they crystalize and convey socially situated 
experiences and experiential contents in ways that elude strict propositional formulations. A social aesthetics of recognition provides interpretive tools for diagnosing social pathologies and reconstructing immanent normative claims. Graduate Student (ABD)
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Cayla Clinkenbeard Social Media's Responsibility for Misinformation Epistemology, ethics, Social epistemology, trust The New School for Social Research clinc719@newschool.edu

Are social media companies responsible for contributing to election distrust? Social media exposes people to more misinformation than any other source of news. As such, it is largely uncontroversial that social media is causally responsible for the public misunderstandings that follow. However, it’s unclear whether social media companies are epistemically responsible for public misunderstandings. To be causally responsible means that one caused an event to happen. For instance, a telephone can be part of a causal chain of events in which I acquire false information. However, it wouldn’t be right to blame the telephone for misleading me. The telephone is merely a vessel or conduit of information but the telephone itself isn’t making claims. To be epistemically responsible means that one is accountable for trying to get things right. Epistemic responsibility is often defined as an individual epistemic virtue or, in testimonial knowledge, as the speaker’s accountability or answerability for what they say to their audiences. Speakers are accountable because they invite audiences to believe that what they say is true. 

However, those who share information, as opposed to those who make claims, are much harder to fit into the categories of either merely causal or testimonial responsibility. For example, a newspaper makes editorial decisions about what content they think is valuable and how to present it, and their decisions affect how informed their audiences are about current events. These decisions about content make them responsible for it. Recently, some social media companies claimed that their content recommendations to users make them more like newspapers in order to preserve their “free speech” rights against regulation (Teachout, 2024). However, social media companies have also argued in the past that they are like telephones, and because of this analogy the 1996 Communications Decency Act states that social media companies cannot be treated as the publisher or speaker of any information. Thus, there is a tension in understanding whether and how social media recommendations make them partly responsible for that content. To determine epistemic responsibility requires understanding whether it is more like a telephone or more like a newspaper. 

I will argue that social media companies are epistemically responsible for the content on their sites insofar as they have discretionary control over how and whether content is shared. This requires developing a view of epistemic responsibility that is importantly different from individual or testimonial responsibility. In my view, we are epistemically responsible for influencing each other in ways that help or hurt others’ ability to make sense of the world, not only for our explicit commitments to claims. When we use our influence in ways that manipulate others’ credences about some knowledge claim, we are epistemically and not only causally responsible for that influence. To make this argument, I begin by explaining that epistemic responsibility is connected to relationships of dependence and vulnerability. Then I explain how social media facilitates the exploitation of cognitive vulnerabilities that manipulate users’ trust. I argue that universal features of human cognition make all of us vulnerable to manipulative tactics on social media, but particular groups are more vulnerable to particular propaganda because it is congenial to their prior beliefs and because they are less likely to understand why the propaganda is false. Using the case of election denialism, I show how Republicans, particularly Trump supporters, are particularly vulnerable to election denialism. Social media companies’ mechanisms of amplification exacerbate their vulnerability by targeting them specifically with this propaganda. I then respond to a counterargument according to which social media is like a telephone and the users who spread misinformation are responsible rather than social media companies themselves (Fricker, 2012). 
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Marisa Maccaro Beyond Nonbinary Social Metaphysics, Gender Ontology, Error Theory Reedley College marisaemaccaro@gmail.com

In “Beyond Binary: Genderqueer as Critical Gender Kind,” Robin Dembroff gives an account of what they call critical gender kinds: “kinds whose members collectively destabilize one or more pieces of dominant gender ideology.” Genderqueer, Dembroff explains, is one such kind whose members collectively destabilize the binary axis of dominant gender ideology on the basis of “felt or desired categorization that conflicts with this binary.” In this way, genderqueer identities like “nonbinary” and “gender nonconforming” can be understood as political identities.  

When nonbinary, in particular, is understood as a political stance against gender—an anti-gender identity rather than a gender identity—the political aim to destabilize the gender binary in order to express oneself more freely and authentically gives way to a deeper personal aim: to construct our selves better than the binary allows. This aim can come into conflict with the aim to be our authentic selves, as what feels authentic to us emerges from a nonideal social context and is therefore not necessarily (morally or prudentially) good for us, nor does it necessarily propel us outside the boundaries of the gender binary (if such a place exists). That is, although authenticity is highly and rightfully valued within the queer community, destabilizing the gender binary by acting in ways that feel authentic to us often looks like restabilizing the oppressive norms of masculinity and femininity that populate the binary gender kinds “men” and “women.” In this paper, I promote an understanding of nonbinary that shifts focus from the destabilization of the binary axis of dominant gender ideology to the destabilization of the harmful norms that make up this binary. I then argue that virtuousness should be treated as an ideal primary to and act as a guide to authentic self-expression in the political project of being nonbinary because moral and prudential goodness are the best possible criteria of judgement for the revaluation of norms traditionally viewed as gendered. While feelings of authenticity capture a key existential aspect of being genderqueer, the aspiration to virtue captures the principle on which I think nonbinary identities rest: the conceptual framework of gender should be abolished because it limits who and how we can be and because the norms that dictate who and how we can be are often bad for us. 

[I presented this paper at the most recent meeting of the Pacific Division APA and am now working on expanding it in response to three objections I received. One particularly pressing objection is that my account of nonbinary overextends: anyone who does not endorse gender norms counts as nonbinary. My response to this objection is as long as my original paper and needs workshopping. I argue that this consequence of my account is consistent with feminist social constructivism about gender because social constructivism implies an error theory, specifically hermeneutical fictionalism. Although gender has reality as a social entity because people either believe or act like they believe that gender is real, and gender kinds therefore have the power to explain various oppressive social phenomena, decades of efforts to redefine gender in an attempt to solve the normativity and inclusion problems or to accommodate the principle of first person authority reveal that gender is a confused concept and rests on a mistake. Torn from its biological roots, gender can be socially constructed however we want. However, because these efforts are motivated by the oppressive nature of both the gender binary and the norms that populate it, efforts to reimagine gender always run into the same telling problem: new genders and new understandings of old genders only create new norms, new constraints, new Procrustean beds. The solution to this problem is always the same: deny gender norms. Insofar as gender is defined by oppressive norms and one is committed to understanding themselves and others without heeding these norms, they are nonbinary.]
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Roman Altshuler Social Identity: A Projective Account Philosophy of Action, Free Will, Existentialism, Philosophy of Death Kutztown University altshuler.roman@gmail.com

What are social identities and what are they for? My goal is to defend a projective conception: social identities are complexes of projects. This view is both a way of reconciling a number of other views of social identity and a way of meeting two key desiderata for a theory of social identity: how social identity shapes action, and how culture shapes action via social identity.

Views of social identity can be roughly divided into several distinct categories. For some, like Korsgaard, Appiah, and Bilgrami, social identities are essentially a matter of identification with norms: recognizing that some norms apply to one and acting (or committing to act) in light of those norms.

For others—Alcoff, Mohanty—identities are primarily about hermeneutic resources. An identity is a lens through which one interprets one’s world.

For yet another group—Copp, Fearon, Fukuyama—identities are a matter of self-esteem. Copp argues that identities are the set of propositions about individuals that ground that individual’s self-esteem. Fearon suggests that while this current usage of “identity” is quite new (a fairly wide agreement dates it to no earlier than Erikson’s theory of identity crisis in the 1950s), historically—as, for example, in Hobbes—“honor” served largely the same purpose “identity” serves today.

Finally, a fourth group—Sen, Medina, Maalouf—stresses the intersectionality of identity. Because we have multiple identities, they allow us to shift between different frames of solidarity and normativity, and thus the dangers identity poses are primarily dangers of taking one among many identities as definitive or normative.

Each of these views seems to capture something central to social identity—a matter of what identities are or what function they serve. And there is plenty of intersection between these views (for example, both Fearon and Appiah think of identities as ways of organizing and thus enabling our action by giving us scripts). Nevertheless, these views cannot all be right. If identities are a matter of identification with norms, this is different from being a matter of self-esteem, and is different again from being a matter of interpretation.

To reconcile the definitions, I propose borrowing the existentialist conception: identities are complexes of projects. Projects are ways of organizing behavior (both because projects drive agency and because projects can be nested within wider projects, so an identity can provide a variety of guidelines). This means that multiple ways of being in the world—multiple identities—can ultimately be nestled under one, allowing for identity switching (allowing a movement of Trotskyites to turn conservative, for example, as happened with the rise of Neocons in the 1960s; an underlying identity here can manifest in fundamentally different ways). At the same time, they are a matter of commitment: our projects are ways of being in the world that we choose and commit to living out. And projects are at the bottom of all our interpretative activity: just as a comedian might look for the humor in every situation while a certain kind of Communist might find exploitation in every human happening, our projects as ways of being in the world shape how that world appears to us: which features of it are salient, which hidden; which hostile and which enabling.

The projective conception can also explain key desiderata for a theory of identity. First, a social identity manifests in behavior. Second, a social identity reflects cultural resources in  agency. The first of these is easy to understand from a projective perspective: projects just are commitments to interacting with the world in certain ways, so it’s simple enough to see how they can guide agency.

Second, there are divides among sociologists and anthropologists on the nature of culture, and especially on how culture manifests in behavior. Is culture primarily a matter of values, or of patterns of behavior? One side holds that culture provides us with goals. The other holds that culture is mostly a matter of having available ways of pursuing goals. A projective conception of social identity fits easily with either conception of culture, because projects involve both ends and means: our choice of project involves both a commitment to values and to ways of achieving them. Thus, a projective conception of social identity can make sense of how culture plays a role in the ways our social identities give us reasons for action.Professor (Early Career)
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Justifying Punishment for Bias Crime

Should someone whose assaultive behavior is an expression of their animus toward a marginalized group be punished more severely than one who assaults without such animus? Punishing the animus involved in so-called "hate crimes" or "bias crimes," over and above the punishment meted out for the so-called "parallel" crime (e.g. the "underlying" assault), has been deemed unjustified by philosopher Heidi Hurd, who generally rejects consequentialist/utilitarian theories of punishment, and also deems punishment for animus to have no basis in the retributive/deontological theory of punishment to which she subscribes. Civil Rights scholar Frederick Lawrence is among those who believe, instead, that punishment of animus is morally justifiable, not only through the lens of utilitarian theory, but also deontologically, as appropriate "retributivism," because (he says) animus causes injury to our "shared value of equality." Lawrence may not adequately explain how that makes his justification "retributive" however, however, and he may not fully respond to critics. I argue that Lawrence's deontological justification can be better understood through the lens of philosopher Erin Kelly's deontological, yet explicitly non-retributive theory of criminal punishment – a theory she calls "justified harm reduction." Punishment of animus would thereby be revealed, not only to be justified deontologically, but also to be an archetype of what Kelly correctly identifies as the real (and only) justification for punishment: defense of equality of citizens. This may help it navigate around First Amendment concerns. Moreover, this application of Kelly's theory may reveal how attention to equality as the justification of punishment it is not merely a "mixed" theory of punishment (as Nicola Lacey has suggested), but truly a third theory which can avoid what are thought to be irreconcilable conflicts between utilitarian and retributive justifications of punishment. 
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W9 Political Philosophy

Isabel Herburger Gestational Commercial Surrogacy: Intrinsically or Distinctively Concerning? bioethics; political philosophy; feminist philosophy; reproductive ethics Rutgers University iuh3@scarletmail.rutgers.edu

Gestational commercial surrogacy (henceforth "surrogacy") is a gendered job that consists of carrying someone else’s fetus to term in one’s womb and involves payment and contract. Here I consider whether surrogacy is intrinsically and/or distinctively concerning. 

Intrinsicality depends on the changes required to address a concern. For surrogacy to be intrinsically concerning, it would need some bad-making feature that couldn’t be mitigated or regulated away. Most intrinsic concerns are biological, like gestation requiring a uterus; next come social concerns, like our patriarchal circumstances; least intrinsic are economic and legal concerns, like poor labor conditions and contractual regulations. Distinctiveness, in turn, depends on whether a concern is unique to surrogacy or shared by other jobs. For surrogacy to be most distinctively concerning, it would need some bad-making feature that no other job has.

I propose a taxonomy disentangling the intrinsic and distinctive dimensions of evaluation. This taxonomy reveals that many common concerns about surrogacy are only contingently significant. Other concerns are only significant insofar as we’re prepared to intervene in jobs facing similar problems. The most significant concern—the one closest to being both intrinsic and distinctive—is intersectional in nature and thus more nuanced than has previously been acknowledged.  

A bit more about the taxonomy: first are concerns about surrogacy being exploitative and/or not something to which people can meaningfully consent (Anderson, 1990).  These concerns are neither intrinsic nor distinctive to surrogacy. 

Second are concerns about whether surrogacy is needed to preserve commissioning individuals’ interest in having biological children; whether it detracts from children’s interest in psychological wellbeing (Velleman, 2005; Gheaus, 2023); and whether surrogates’ right to bodily autonomy means commissioning individuals and doctors cannot justifiably dictate how their bodies are used (Lewis, 2016; Harman, 2024). These concerns are distinctive but still not intrinsic to surrogacy.

Third are concerns about whether surrogacy perpetuates gender, health, or relational inequality. Regarding gender inequality: perhaps surrogacy forces women to renounce their sense of maternal love (Anderson, 1990). Perhaps it reinforces negative stereotypes about women as “baby machines,” “refrigerators,” “hatcheries, or “rented plumbing” (Radin, 1987; Anderson, 1990; Finn 2016). Or perhaps it gives others too much control over women’s bodies (Satz, 2010). Regarding health inequality: when taken on by people who need the money on behalf of people who can afford to pay, perhaps surrogacy increases the life-expectancy gap between low- and high-income individuals. Regarding relational inequality: perhaps surrogacy creates a relational hierarchy that’s incompatible with a community of equals. These concerns are all intrinsic but not distinctive to surrogacy—instead, they’re shared by many other jobs in our nonideal circumstances. 

Fourth is a concern resulting from conjoining the intrinsic and non-distinctive concerns: maybe it’s how the level three concerns intersect that makes surrogacy so problematic. This final concern is both intrinsic and (quite) distinctive.  It's not entirely distinctive because sex work arguably also perpetuates gender, health, and relational inequality in an intersectional way. 

Radical feminists like McKinnon (1993) and Dworkin (1993) find sex work deeply concerning. If it is analogous, perhaps we have more reason to think it’s also deeply concerning. However, others have suggested that what’s driving our concerns about sex work may be a deep-seated sense of disgust, over and above proper moral concerns (Brennan and Jaworski, 2015). A similar etiological explanation may be behind our feeling about surrogacy: maybe we’re getting carried away by a primitive pseudo-morality. To rule out this possibility, more work needs to be done to clarify how exactly the intersectional concern emerges.
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Sung Jun Han From Chatbots to Policy Makers: AI's Role in Democratic Decision-Making Social and Political Philosophy; AI, Democracy Vanderbilt University sung.jun.han@vanderbilt.edu

     The Input-Process-Output (IPO) model is a foundational framework for understanding systems, illustrating how inputs are transformed through processes to generate outputs. This model is particularly relevant to decision-making systems, including those driven by Artificial Intelligence (AI). For instance, consider a chatbot: a user inputs a question, the chatbot processes this input using natural language processing (NLP) techniques to understand the query, searches its database or knowledge base for relevant information, and then generates and outputs a relevant answer. Despite variations in how each component operates, the IPO model effectively encapsulates AI's decision-making mechanisms.
     When applying the IPO model to AI decision-making within a democratic context, each component—input, process, and output—raises distinct questions. Firstly, the “input” component prompts us to ask “who” is providing the input. In a democratic setting, inputs can be considered democratic if they originate from the general populace of the relevant jurisdiction. Conversely, inputs from an oligarchic group, like major corporations, bureaucrats, or trade unions, would not be deemed democratic. Secondly, the “process” component determines whether the system qualifies as AI. The complexity of the algorithm and the extent of human interference are crucial factors for determining the nature of the process. A system with a simple algorithm, regardless of its algorithmic aspects, may not be classified as an AI decision-making system. Thirdly, the “output” component can be either binding or non-binding. For example, while ChatGPT's clothing suggestions are non-binding, a rule requiring adherence to its advice would make the output binding. In political decision-making, AI could either enact laws and policies or serve as an advisor, depending on the binding nature of its outputs.
     This paper focuses on the inputs and outputs within the IPO model, particularly in the context of democracy. I categorize AI systems into four distinct types:
     Democratic Decision-Makers: These systems take inputs from citizens and produce binding outputs through algorithmic processing. An illustrative example is Jason Brennan’s Enlightened Preference Voting (EPV), where citizens provide their information and preferences, and a committee determines the best policy based on pre-determined mechanisms and democratic inputs. While the original EPV does not utilize AI, incorporating AI would exemplify a democratic decision-maker.
     Democratic Non-Decision-Makers: These systems receive inputs from citizens but generate non-binding outputs. Many advisory AI systems, such as chatbots, fall into this category. For instance, when discussing a political issue with ChatGPT, you input questions and information, and it generates outputs that do not bind your decision on the matter.
     Non-Democratic Decision-Makers: These systems take inputs from a distantly related group and make binding decisions based on those inputs. A notable example is Isaac Asimov’s story “Franchise,” where the supercomputer, Multivac, replaces elections by selecting the most representative person of the franchise and making decisions after querying them.
     Non-Democratic Non-Decision-Makers: These systems receive inputs from a distantly relevant agent and make non-binding decisions. An example is a YouTube advertisement that asks you to support a particular presidential candidate. Even if you did not choose to watch the ad, it attempts to influence your political attitudes in a non-binding manner.
     In this paper, I argue that democratic non-decision-makers and non-democratic non-decision-makers align with democratic ideals such as self-government, political equality, and non-domination. This argument is grounded in a moderate idealization of the criteria for regulating algorithms, which allows us to sidestep direct engagement with current debates on fairness, transparency, and accountability in algorithmic decision-making. While acknowledging the importance of these debates, I contend that discussions about AI's role in democracy can still be theoretically robust and fruitful without delving into these specific issues. This idealization is essential for establishing a foundational framework for discussing AI's integration into democratic processes, assuming reasonably acceptable criteria for constructing, regulating, and monitoring 
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W9 Political Philosophy

Cameron Boult The Self- and Other-Regarding Dimensions of Epistemic Reparations epistemology; normative ethics; political epistemology Brandon University boultc@brandonu.ca

We tend to think of reparations for violations of human rights or other injustices in practical or material terms, such as monetary compensation, change in government policy, or the returning of land. Jennifer Lackey (2022) argues that this picture is fundamentally incomplete in that it fails to properly account for the epistemic dimension of reparations.
Lackey’s focus is survivors’ “right to be known”, and our corresponding “duty to listen” in making “distinctively epistemic reparations”. In this paper, I examine epistemic reparations in a decolonial context, with the aim of sharpening our understanding of the structure and appropriate aims of epistemic reparations. While there is a role for epistemic reparations here, the decolonial context also makes vivid certain ways epistemic reparations can go wrong and so deserves attention in the nascent discussion of the ethics of epistemic reparations. My aim is to develop a distinction between what I’ll call the self- and other-regarding dimensions of epistemic reparations, and to show its importance for the ethics of epistemic reparations. 
The other-regarding dimension of epistemic reparations is characterized by the aim of securing epistemic goods for the repairee (e.g. by hearing their story and coming to know them). The self-regarding dimension of epistemic reparations may also require hearing the stories of survivors and coming to know them, but these goods are not directly aimed at qua epistemic goods for the repairee. Rather the self-regarding dimension of epistemic reparations is characterized by the aim of improving the epistemic position of the repairer, as a means of promoting good “epistemic relations” (where relevant parties can be groups or individuals). People stand in epistemic relations in virtue of their capacity for concern for the epistemic justifiability of their attitudes and inquiries. Good epistemic relations manifest a kind of recognition and proper response to epistemic agency. There are many ways epistemic relations can be impaired, from engaging in conduct that renders one less epistemically trustworthy than one should be, to failing to properly epistemically trust the word of another. Another way epistemic relations can be impaired is through a distorted and unjust understanding of what constitutes epistemic justifiability in the first place. I will argue that the decolonial context calls for epistemic reparations with a strong self-regarding dimension, for example by addressing this kind of distorted understanding of epistemic justifiability, and so promoting good epistemic relations at a fundamental level. 
In Section 1, I spell out Lackey’s account of epistemic reparations, focusing on their role in addressing the epistemic wrongs of invisibility, vilification, and systematic distortion of identity. In Section 2, I turn to the decolonial context, articulating ways epistemic reparations might help theorize epistemic decolonization, but also examining how epistemic reparations can go wrong. In Section 3, I draw the distinction between the self- and other-regarding dimensions of epistemic reparations and argue it captures central insights about the ethics of epistemic reparations in a decolonial context. In Section 4, I consider an objection inspired by work in political philosophy on reconciliation and recognition-based justifications of reparations—the worry is that these approaches imply an objectionable presumptuousness or privileging of the perspective of those engaged in reparative work. My account has affinities with reconciliation-based justifications, so it may inherit this worry. I press on a difference between epistemic and other interpersonal kinds of relations to argue we can avoid this worry in the case of epistemic reparations: while epistemic relations are a species of interpersonal relation, they are not directly personal, and so can be respected in “negative” as opposed to “positive” ways, such that they don’t require those engaged in epistemically reparative work to be objectionably presumptuous or privilege their own epistemic perspective. In the last section, I turn to general implications. I briefly examine the context of sexual assault allegations as one way of showing how the self-/other-regarding distinction is important for the ethics of epistemic reparations beyond the decolonial context. 
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W9 Political Philosophy Seth Vannatta Critique of Originalism Philosophy of Law Morgan State University seth.vannatta@morgan.edu The central question in this paper is whether originalism as a method eschews consequentialism come what may, and if not, is Scalia’s originalism inconsistent? To answer these questions, I will first illustrate Scalia’s theory of interpretation and the trends that motivate it. Second, I will consider a critique of Scalian originalism by Ronald Dworkin, especially the distinction between semantic originalism and expectation originalism. Next, I will expose Justice Gorsuch’s arguments in Bostock. Ultimately, I argue that Scalia’s majority opinion in D.C v. Heller embodies semantic originalism, while the dissent by Justice Alito, in Bostock, especially where he cites Scalia, manifests expectation originalism. This inconsistency demonstrates that political outcomes (favored by the right) could be the horse pulling the cart of Scalia’s method, such that the method changes to serve the political outcome. In addition to his pivoting between semantic and expectation originalism to serve a political, Scalia’s position on majoritarianism as it relates to constitutional theory is also inconsistent.Professor (Tenured) 5 9 I am willing to chair a session
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Yahui Chen The Degrees of Standing of Hypocritical Moral Blamer Ethics, Moral Blame, Hypocrisy Florida State University yahui.chen01@student.csulb.edu

Moral blame requires standing. While blameworthiness for the moral fault is a central consideration in the ethics of blame, there are further considerations on whether it would be appropriate for X to blame Y for that moral fault. The fact that Y is blameworthy does not imply that anyone can blame her (Cohen 2006, p. 118).  Blamers must first meet certain conditions in order to possess standing to blame. 
Non-hypocrisy is often considered to be a necessary condition for the standing of blame. X’s blame is hypocritical if and only if X did the same thing wrong and does not blame himself but blames others for doing the same thing. It is commonly believed that being hypocritical disqualifies the blamer from having the standing to blame. For example, let us consider Bob and Mike, both of whom are vegetarians and strongly believe that consuming animal meat is morally wrong. However, Bob sometimes eats meat out of desire. If Bob judges and blames Mike for eating meat and tells him that he has a strong moral obligation to stop and feel regret, Mike could potentially reject or dismiss Bob’s blame by asking, “Who are you to blame me?” This response denies Bob’s standing to blame even if he knows that the content of Bob’s blame is right.
In contemporary literature, there is a debate about whether hypocritical blamers have the standing to blame others. The debate is divided into two main views: one argues that being hypocritical in blaming is morally wrong and this moral wrongness deprives hypocritical blamers of standing to blame, while the other holds that the moral wrongness does not deprive their standing. The first view is supported by several reasons. For instance, some philosophers argue that hypocritical blaming is morally objectionable because it violates the equality between people, which is the basis of rights, and therefore hypocrites have no standing to blame  (Wallance 2010, Fritz & Miller 2019). The second viewpoint argues that a hypocritical blamer still has the standing to blame. For example, Bell argues that although being hypocritical is morally wrong, it does not mean that this moral wrongness disqualifies the blamer's right to blame (Bell 2012). Daniela Dover suggests that moral wrongness is not in hypocrisy itself but in dishonesty, weakness of will, and so on. Therefore, the hypocritical blamer should address these issues instead of losing the standing to blame (Dover 2019).
I think both perspectives share a common assumption: the hypocritical blamer either has the standing to blame or does not. For them, the question of standing to blame is a yes or no matter. However, in this paper, I will argue that even hypocritical blamers can have a diminished standing to blame or an intermediate state of standing. If the hypocritical blamer either occupies the standing or not, we cannot distinguish the different degrees of hypocrisy. At the least in some situations, the wrongness of a hypocritical blamer does not entirely disqualify the blamer but only weakens the standing of the blamer. I distinguish the standing of blame into cognitive standing and moral standing. When I refer to the standing of a hypocritical blamer in this paper, it is the moral standing.
I will use the justifiable moral response of the blamed to hypocritical blamer to indicate the weakened standing of the blamer. The current debate focuses on whether the moral wrongness of hypocritical blame disqualifies the blamer, but few discuss what it means for the blamed person if hypocrisy weakens the standing of the blamer. Specifically, I want to discuss how the blamed person should respond to the hypocritical blamer when the blamer’s standing is weakened. There are not only two extreme ways for the blamed person to respond to hypocritical blame (accept or deny), but also other possible responses. The differences in the responses of the blamed person to the hypocritical blamer suggest the differences in the degree of the blamer’s standing. I further distinguish the response into cognitive and moral responses. I discuss the question of how the blamed person should respond to the hypocritical blame in terms of moral and cognitive aspects, which help indicate that the moral standing of the hypocritical blamer is weakened.Graduate Student
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Cullin Brown Subjectivism, fittingness, and idealization Ethics, subjectivism, fitting emotions, moral residue Binghamton University and the University of Oslo cbrown77@binghamton.edu

Hume famously held that our emotions gild or stain the world with value. When combined with the observation that it is as individuals that we experience emotions (even though these experiences are shaped through social processes), this sentimentalist assumption points towards subjectivism about value and normativity more generally.

I recast this insight in the language of “fitting emotions,” or the specific way in which we endorse an emotion when its object really is as the emotion construes it to be, to argue that fittingness is subjective. Still, in order for a conception of fittingness to be plausible, it must have critical purchase, and the standard way of introducing such purchase within a subjectivist framework is by idealizing--by distinguishing between our actual emotions and the emotions that we would feel if we were a more ideal version of ourselves, and reserving the label of fittingness for the latter.

I explore this strategy in the context of moral residue because this paper will become a chapter in a book, co-authored with Lisa Tessman, on the topic.

Situations of moral residue are situations in which we hold ourselves responsible for what we (thereby) take to be a moral failure, even though others would be wrong to hold us responsible--for instance, because we took every reasonable precaution to avoid a bad outcome that nonetheless materialized. In these situations, we construe ourselves as responsible through feelings of self-blame or anguish, even though others would be wrong to feel the corresponding emotions towards us and so to construe us in the same light.

One might dismiss our emotions in these situations as unfitting on the grounds that our idealized selves would not feel them. But this, I think, is too fast. For as Bernard Williams observes in “Moral Luck,” even though others generally refrain from holding us responsible in these situations, they might look poorly on us if we refrained from holding ourselves responsible. This suggests that we endorse certain asymmetries between how we hold ourselves and others responsible.

I argue in support of this endorsement in three ways.

First, I develop Margaret Urban Walker’s category of “the virtues of impure agency” to argue that for limited agents such as ourselves–agents who can fail others in ways that are beyond our control–it is virtuous to take up the slack by holding ourselves responsible in situations of moral residue.

Second, I argue that our emotions in these situations are part-and-parcel of some of the most powerful ways in which people can matter to us--ways that lead us to experience ourselves as absolutely required to protect someone and so to experience the prospect of failing them as unthinkable--such that we could not insulate ourselves against the relevant emotions except by doing away with these ways of mattering and the relationships they characterize. I take these points to suggest that our idealized selves would still feel self-blame or anguish in situations of moral residue.

But there is a third, deeper point: That people can matter to us in ways that lead us to experience the prospect of failing them as unthinkable throws a wrench into the strategy of idealizing. For when someone matters to us in this way, we are likely to resist even imagining being the kind of person to whom they would not matter in the same way, not to mention actually undertaking the task of becoming such a person. Thus, even if our idealized selves would not feel an anguished sense of responsibility in situations of moral residue, it may be volitionally impossible for us, as we actually are, to transform ourselves accordingly. I plan to draw on Harry Frankfurt’s understanding of “volitional necessity” and L.A. Paul’s understanding of “transformative experience” to develop these points.

Many have pointed out that subjectivists can only idealize so far before they undermine their own accounts by rendering our idealized selves unrecognizable to our actual selves. The line is difficult to draw, here, but I think the third, deeper point has important implications: It reminds us that idealizing is an activity, or something that does not happen unless we put energy into it. For this reason, I argue that the limits of idealizing are set, in part, but the volitional constraints of our actual selves; if we idealize beyond these constraints, we are no longer theorizing about a self that we can even entertain becoming.Graduate Student (ABD)
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Sujung Kwon Justice For Animals, Nussbaum & Creative Evolution, Bergson:  What are the grounds for animal dignity?Ethics, Animal rights Independent skwon@sjc.edu

In Justice For Animals, Nussbaum introduces the guideline Capabilities Approach (CA) for protecting animal rights and promoting the flourishing of their lives. The basis of CA lies in the concept of the dignity of life; however, we must ask, what is the philosophical reason that we should treat animals ethically by following CA? Can it be justified? She criticizes utilitarianism, in that it homogenizes all the activities of human beings and it can ignore an individual human or animal’s welfare on the justification that it is pursuing the community’s or the good of humanity. She also debunks Kantian ideas, since Kant affords dignity only to humans, who are capable of reasoning. She especially rejects the idea that we should treat some animals with generosity because they are “so like us.” 

She believes the telos (end) and the eidos (form) of animals are different and diversified, and therefore we should respect them as they are. Hence, borrowing Korsgaard’s thought, Nussbaum combines Kantian ethics and Aristotelian metaphysics to argue that all animals should be treated as ends, not merely as means, since they are the ones which strive for their own good. How can we bridge this leap between the factual judgment of striving and the ethical judgment of dignity? 

Since Bergson's idea is fairly similar to Nussbaum’s (although not entirely coinciding), this paper will bring his book Creative Evolution to explicate how the struggle of lives, elan vital, can demonstrate wonder and compassion to us. At the same time, we will take a look at the crucial distinction between Bergson and Nussbaum, such as whether plants have inherent dignity (if so, how we can possibly resolve vegetarians’ dilemma about eating plants), whether Aristotelian telos exists as the end goal of struggle, and whether animals can become a moral subject.Independent researcher 
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Andrew Law Free Will Skepticism, The Quarantine Model, and Self-Defense Ethics, Free Will, Self-Defense, Punishment Pomona College andrew.law@pomona.edu

If none of us are morally responsible for anything we ever do, as free will skeptics hold, what justifies the state in confining and incapacitating those engaged in criminal behavior? One popular answer, given by Derk Pereboom (2014) and Greg Caruso (2021), draws an analogy to quarantine: just as the state can be justified in quarantining individuals with deadly diseases even if the individuals are in no way responsible for contracting those diseases, so the state can be justified in confining and incapacitating individuals who exhibit dangerous behavior even if the individuals are in no way responsible for that behavior. Importantly, one can provide a deontological justification for such confinement and incapacitation by appealing to the rights of self-defense and defense of others, or so these free will skeptics claim. 

This paper argues that the matter isn’t so simple. Many of the most prominent theories of self- and others-defense claim that moral responsibility, or a lack thereof, makes a large difference with regard to self- and others-defense, large enough to make one wonder whether such rights can provide a satisfactory deontological justification for the free will skeptic. For instance, “Responsibility Views” claim, very roughly, that an agent is liable to being harmed out of self-defense only if she is morally responsible for posing an (unjust) threat to someone. (See McMahan 1994; 2005, Otsuka 1994; 2016, Draper 2009, and Tadros 2020. An early precursor includes Montague 1981.) Hence, under such views, no one is ever liable to being harmed in self-defense if free will skepticism is true. As another instance, “Causal Views” claim, very roughly, that an agent is liable to being harmed out of self-defense only if she plays the right causal role in posing an (unjust) threat to someone. (See Thomson 1991, Tadros 2011, and Frowe 2014.) Such views are clearly more serviceable to the free will skeptic, but it’s not clear they are serviceable enough. First, the most sophisticated versions of such views, such as Frowe’s (2014), those who pose an indirect threat are liable to being harmed out of self-defense only if they are morally responsible for posing such a threat. Under free will skepticism, that implies that those who encourage, incentivize, or even force others to behave dangerously are not liable to being harmed out of self-defense, a severe restriction. Second, such views often justify their claims by appealing to the claim that we are at least sometimes responsible for our bodies and behavior. As Tadros once put it, “It is the fact that I am responsible for what my body does, even when that is not a product of my agency, that gives rise to the permission to harm innocent attackers and innocent threats. And I bear that responsibility because my body is me.” (2011, p. 255; emphasis in text.) But it’s unclear whether the free will skeptic can accept this since it’s dubious that we are responsible for anything, including what our bodies do. 

Finally, even if the free will skeptic can provide an independently plausible theory of self-defense that remains serviceable under her skepticism, there is the further issue of whether they can justify others-defense, the latter notion arguably being more central to the issue of punishment. (i.e. By locking up criminals, the state is usually engaged in an act of others-defense, not self-defense.) Some authors, such as Jonathan Quong (2009; 2016; and 2020), have argued that, in general, it is more difficult to justify cases of others-defense than the analogous cases of self-defense. (e.g. It may be permissible for you to kill your would-be murderer, even if that will result in the death of an innocent bystander; it’s arguably not permissible for you to kill someone else’s would-be murderer if that will result in the death of an innocent bystander.) If correct, then there remains a further hurdle for free will skeptics who wish to appeal to the notions of self- and others-defense in justifying punishment.

The goal of the paper is not to conclusively establish that the aims of Pereboom and Caruso are destined for failure. Instead, it provides an invitation for the skeptic to provide a more robust theory of self- and others-defense that is both independently plausible and serviceable under her skepticism.
Professor (Early Career)
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Gregory Pence I raise four ethical questions about how hard it should be for people with Long Covid to get disability benefits.Ethics, BIoethics University of Alabama at Birmingham pence@uab.edu

Ethical Questions about Long Covid and Disability Benefits

An estimated 12.5 million Americans suffer Long Covid, defined by CDC as Post-COVID Conditions (POC) that last four weeks after illness and often much longer. For 4 million of these, symptoms are so severe they cannot work. In 2021 Congress recognized Long Covid under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
Long Covid seems to resemble chronic fatigue syndrome, now defined as myalgic encephalomyelitis or ME/CFS, in manifesting in a variety of symptoms, including "brain fog," excessive tiredness, chronic lung problems, and orthostatic intolerance. Because symptoms vary and because some are subjective, there does not exist any uniform definition exists of Long Covid, any definitive medical diagnosis, or alas, any real treatment.
In 2022, America’s Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI program paid benefits to over 9 million Americans. 
SSDI has two distinct requirements for eligibility: financial and medical. Financially, SSDI is funded by people who work and through deductions from their wages and salaries. This is important because SSDI, like Social Security, has thresholds for minimal contributions: a minimum contribution over forty quarters and unlike Social Security, twenty of those quarters must be in the ten years before applicants apply. (A “quarter” is a continuous 3-month period of employment.)
Like Social Security, SSDI benefits track contributions: the more one paid in, the more one gets back: in 2022, one could get as little as $100 a month or as much as $3345 a month. SSDI is not Social Security Supplemental Income (SSI), a program that helps the poor, nor is it Workmen’s Compensation, which pays for on-the-job injuries for workers who cannot sue.
 So why will millions of Long Haulers fail to get SSDI? First, when they apply, they must prove they could not, or will have not been able to work, for the past 22 months. That means they can’t have received unemployment benefits, because receiving them implies that they would have worked if they could have. 
Second, the issue for the administrative law judges who determine benefits is not whether applicants can do their former work, but whether they can do any work at all (maybe you can’t teach philosophy anymore, but you can monitor security screens at an airport). Third, and here enters the medical requirement, judges who rule on SSDI need objective medical evidence: a positive Covid test, medical treatment for Covid, hospitalization for Covid, or best of all, getting treated in a special clinic for Long Covid.
Many applicants will lack such evidence, so even if they financially qualify, they will not qualify medically. At home tests will not qualify as such evidence, even if people could prove when they took the tests and kept the results. When sick with Covid, many Americans did not seek any medical treatment then unless they were very sick. Only a tiny number of patients have access to Long Covid clinics, which often have waiting lists a year long. But without proof of having Covid or being treated for it, patients with Long Covid will be unlikely to get SSDI benefits. 
My first question concerns whether SSDI benefits should be reduced for the unvaccinated. When it comes to getting SSDI benefits, should such behavior matter? In other areas, we don't penalize smokers, drinkers, or boxers for unhealthy behaviors.
Second, should essential workers with Long Covid get SSDI benefits easily? Does society owe them any special consideration for disability benefits? If such workers became infected on the job and developed Long Covid, shouldn't our society now gratefully support them?
My third question concerns onus of proof: how stringent should it be for Long Haulers to prove they cannot work? What if, before they got infected and developed Long Covid, they earned good money. Will they get benefits only relative to their contributions, which might be small?
Finally, over years, some symptoms of Long Haulers will mitigate, but what if they don’t? If 2-3 million American Long Haulers never become normal, that is a huge drain on the SSDI system. Can America afford SSDI benefits for so many? If not and they cannot work, how will they live?
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Lisa Tessman Moral Residue: four variations Ethics; (neo)Sentimentalism; Moral Responsibility; Moral Residue Binghamton University (and the University of Oslo) Ltessman@binghamton.edu

Human beings are quite vulnerable creatures. We are easily broken. We are mortal and can die unexpectedly. People that matter deeply to us can be torn away, leaving us bereft, and things that we value can be destroyed. Our greatest needs may go unmet. These are simply facts about the human condition. But we are also limited–and thus vulnerable–in another important way: we control too little about our own actions to ever be confident that we will not fail other people who are, after all, vulnerable to us. Due to factors outside of our own control, acting in ways that we take to be morally required may become either impossible or unreasonably demanding. There is always the chance that our actions will cause someone an irreparable loss, or that we will face what presents itself to us as a moral dilemma in which we are compelled to wrong one person or another. Our moral obligations can also conflict with our own self-preservation or with the pursuit of projects that are meaningful to us, such that for us to honor our moral values would require personal sacrifices that we cannot quite bring ourselves to make and that no one else would even expect us to make. We might end up doing terrible things, or we might, in milder cases, just fall short of our own expectations of ourselves, which may very well be higher than other people’s expectations of us. These too are facts about the human condition. We live at all times with the risk of failing others, and while it may be possible to reduce this risk, it is not possible to eliminate it while leading a human life rich with a variety of values.

My focus is on this second kind of vulnerability: our vulnerability to failing others and to experiencing an anguished sense of responsibility for what we take to be our failures, though in circumstances in which other people are right to refrain from holding us responsible or from even regarding us as having failed. When we hold ourselves responsible in such situations, we experience what can be called moral residue. I am working on a book (co-authored with Cullin Brown) that in part expands on my 2024 APA Presidential Address, on the topic of moral residue. The current paper-in-progress will become a book chapter. 

When an action can be justified or excused in ways that matter when we hold other people responsible, this makes the attitudes–such as resentment or indignation–that would normally serve to hold others responsible unfitting and, as such, unable to establish that someone is blameworthy for a moral wrongdoing. What is left–the residue–are the attitudes through which we hold ourselves responsible when no one else rightly could. These residual attitudes through which we hold ourselves responsible could be either fitting or unfitting, but I argue that they are at least sometimes fitting, and hence can establish that we really are responsible, in a residual way, for a moral failure. 

In all situations of moral residue: 

--One holds oneself morally responsible for what one thereby takes to be a failure, even though
--other people could not rightly hold one responsible; but nevertheless
--other people might look poorly on one if one does not hold oneself responsible.

Situations of moral residue also vary in interesting ways and it is this variation that is the focus of the paper-in-progress, which will organize cases of moral residue according to a typology. In some cases, people take themselves to be blameworthy for some action (or omission), and in other cases, they take themselves–by way of a non-blaming but nonetheless anguished sense of responsibility–to be responsible without being blameworthy. In each type of case other people may or may not expect the person who committed the action to hold themselves responsible (even though such others refrain from holding them responsible directly), resulting in four basic types of moral residue cases. Accounting for the differences amongst the four types of cases, and explaining their significance, is necessary for developing a theory of responsibility that can vindicate all types of moral residue cases.

The paper draws on work by P.F. Strawson, David Shoemaker, and Justin D’Arms and Daniel Jacobson. 
Professor (Tenured)
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J. L. A. Donohue Sexism, Inattention, and Moral Responsibility Moral Philosophy & Metaethics; Moral Competence & The Epistemic Condition on Moral ResponsibilityUniversity of Arkansas jlad@uark.edu

Consider an all-too-familiar scene.  John and Martha are visiting Barry (their adult son) and his family for a holiday.  After a delicious dinner he played no role in helping to prepare, John promptly seats himself comfortably in an armchair in front of the living room television and ignores what goes on around him.  Martha helps clear the table while Barry’s partner Alicia starts in on the dishes.  Barry begins to move the children toward bed, helping them locate their pajamas and brush their teeth.  Everyone but John seems to notice and attend to the (seemingly never-ending) work of the household.  John contentedly enjoys whatever show or game he has settled on.

Suppose John is genuinely unaware of the fact that dishes need to be done and small children need help getting ready for bed (and is unaware that he is, in fact, capable of helping with these demands).  According to many versions of the so-called “epistemic condition on moral responsibility”, John’s blameworthiness for wrongfully failing to help with the demands of the household may be diminished or excused in virtue of his ignorance surrounding those demands.  Correlatively, were Martha to sit down in front of the television rather than help to clear the tale, she would be more blameworthy than John because of her knowledge and awareness of those demands: she does not have the relevant ignorance available to appeal to as an excuse.

Many theories of moral responsibility include some sort of knowledge condition.  If an agent lacks full knowledge of what they are doing, the harm it is causing, or that what they are doing is wrong, that agent is either excused or in some way less responsible for their wrongdoing.  In this paper, I argue that this kind of knowledge condition is not only mistaken but also importantly problematic: it overlooks the ways in which society’s expectations and demands of attention and knowledge are gendered.  While others have argued against conditions like the knowledge condition on moral responsibility, my argument is distinctive: I argue that knowledge conditions on moral responsibility perpetuate asymmetrical expectations across gender and other dimensions of marginalization.  My argument is different due to the nature of my complaint against the condition—namely, that our moral responsibility practices are unfair along dimensions of gender when they incorporate an epistemic requirement on blameworthiness.
Professor (Early Career)
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James Blackmon Sleeping Beauty's Best Guess Epistemology; Philosophy of Probability; Subjective Probability/Credence; Sleeping Beauty ProblemSan Francisco State University jcblackmon@gmail.com

Section 1 presents the Sleeping Beauty problem as Adam Elga [2000] describes it. Following Elga's notation, we let P(H) be the subjective probability that the outcome is Heads and let P(H1) be the subjective probability that the outcome is Heads and it is Monday. Elga, in a camp called the “Thirders”, argues that P(H) = 1/3. David Lewis [2001], of the “Halfers”, argues that P(H) = 1/2. They agree that P(H) = P(H1).

The thesis is presented: If it is rational to maximize the probability of guessing the truth (pragmatic considerations aside), then as considerations of reference class and relative frequency show, upon each awakening SB is justified in answering that her subjective probability that the coin flip outcome is Heads is 1/2, as Lewis argues, but she is nevertheless also justified in answering upon each awakening that her subjective probability that the current awakening is one for which the coin flip outcome is Heads and the day is Monday is 1/3. This answer aligns with Elga’s answer, at least in spirit. I show that these subjective probability assignments can differ and that they do not conflict with the proposition that P(H) = P(H1) because they depend on different reference classes: coin flips and awakenings, respectively. Succinctly, the Halfers are correct about the outcome of the coin toss, but the Thirders are correct about the moment of SB’s awakening. 

Section 2 uses the case of an unfair coin to make the point stark. In the case of the unfair coin, the probability that the coin lands Heads is 2/3. If the outcome is Heads, SB is awakened once on Monday. If the outcome is Tails, SB is awakened on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday. After all awakenings, SB is given an amnestic to ensure that awakenings are indistinguishable. Simple arithmetic shows that if SB guesses that the current trial (coin flip) outcome is Heads, then her probability of guessing the truth is 2/3. However, simple arithmetic also shows that if SB guesses that the current awakening is one occurring in a trial with the outcome Tails, then her probability of guessing the truth is 3/5. Assuming that it is rational (pragmatic considerations aside) to maximize the probability of guessing the truth, it follows as a mathematical consequence of the case of the unfair coin that SB should guess of any trial that the outcome is Heads but of any awakening that the outcome is Tails. (This is surely not to say that SB should guess that she is both in a trial with the outcome Heads and in an awakening for which the associated trail outcome is Tails, for the probability of this guess being true is zero.)

The difference in reference class between trials and awakenings is described. The probability of Heads per trial is substantially different than the probability of H1 per awakening. I show that H1, Heads and it is Monday, is not simply the outcome of a coin flip, so its probability is not determined by comparing outcomes to trials, as is the case for H. Nevertheless, H1 still occurs with a frequency relative to awakenings, so probability assignments can still be made so long as a different reference class is used. The notation ‘Pw(H1)’, designating the probability that an awakening has the outcome Heads and occurs on a Monday, is used to track this crucial difference. Given the established relative frequencies, SB can maximize the probability of guessing the truth about trails by guessing that each trial has the outcome Heads, and she can maximize the probability of guessing the truth about awakenings by guessing that each awakening occurs during a trial with the outcome Tails. Section 2 ends with an application of these principles to the original Sleeping Beauty problem.

Section 3 considers objections and shows how the solution is not necessarily frequentist and how, despite giving apparently inconsistent answers, it can guide SB in taking action in the world. An apparent conflict between monotonicity and the law of large numbers is addressed.

Section 4 concludes with an admission that this solution is counterintuitive, and it reemphasizes that this solution follows under the assumption that it is rational, practical concerns aside, to maximize the probability of guessing the truth—that is, to try to make our guesses “best guesses”. Lecturer
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Rusong Huang The Phenomenon of Recalcitrant Emotions and Its Explanations Philosophy of Emotion; Epistemology University of Florida rusongh@gmail.com

The phenomenon of recalcitrant emotions poses a big problem to cognitivist accounts of emotions.  It’s time to return to noncognitivist accounts.  I argue for a version of it in the paper.  The version I defend can explain the phenomenon and avoid those problems usually posed to noncognitivist accounts.  In the paper, I’ll, first, argue that the phenomenon is not really about irrationality but about how it is possible or why it happens.  Second, I’ll show that cognitivist accounts like judgementalist, neo-judgementalist, and perceptualist accounts all fail to explain the phenomenon.  Third, I will examine some views which appeal to norm violations (Grzankowski, 2020; Majeed, 2022), and argue that those views can be used to support a non-cognitivist account.  Fourth and finally, I will reply to some objections.
 
A widely used example of recalcitrant emotions is that a person say Amy fears walking on a suspension bridge but at the same time judges that the bridge is completely safe.  The puzzle is usually characterized as how we should explain the irrationality of the phenomenon.  I argue that the real issue is not about irrationality.  Consider the following car accident case.  A person say Basil accidentally hits a kid.  There is nothing wrong on Basil’s side and Basil also believes that.  However, Basil still feels guilty.  Arguably, it is totally rational for Basil to feel guilty.  We might even think that there is something morally wrong if Basil doesn’t have that feeling at all.  The real issue of the phenomenon, I think, is how it is possible or why it happens (see Benbaji, 2013).
 
There is a blanket argument showing that cognitivist accounts of emotions fail to explain recalcitrant emotions.  For all cognitivist accounts, they accept the core idea that an emotion represents a fact.  If that’s the case, we can always think of a case in which the person in question denies the fact.  We then have a contradiction.  That is, the person both accepts the fact and denies the fact, which is impossible as a rational person.  This mystifies the phenomenon.  Judgementalism fails straightforwardly, according to which Amy both judges that the bridge is safe and that the bridge is not safe.  Neo-judgementalism tries to use something weaker than judgements so that Amy, with the emotion of fear, merely inclines to judge that the bridge is not safe (Brady, 2009).  There is no direct contradiction.  However, this puts off the problem.  If we should explain inclinations cognitively or representationally, then it is always possible that Amy denies the fact that she has the inclination.  We’ll still have the contradiction in those cases.  Finally, perceptualism has its own problem.  In perceptual illusions, unlike recalcitrant emotions, there is nothing which needs to be explained.
 
To explain the phenomenon, we should appeal to norm violations.  In the bridge case, Amy violates the norm that we should not be afraid of something which is not dangerous at all.  In the car accident case, Basil violates the norm that we should not feel guilty towards someone if we do not wrong him or her in any way.  Norm violations explain recalcitrant emotions very well.  I offer an account of norm violations which supports noncognitivist accounts of emotions.  Roughly, here is the idea.  In the bridge case, we attribute to Amy the belief that the bridge is safe partly because of what Amy tells us; and we attribute to Amy the emotion of fear partly because of what Amy behaves.  Both attributions are rational.  The emotion attributed is recalcitrant in the sense that the attribution violates some norms we usually accept.  Further, the problem of the close relationship between rationality and emotions for noncognitivists can be addressed by pointing out that emotions are always attributed according to some rationality principles.Adjunct Faculty
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Yoorim In Achieving Practical Rationality: A Defense of Medium-Scope Formulation for Means-End CoherenceEpistemology, Rationality, Practical Rationality Sungkyunkwan University in.yr0805@gmail.com

This paper examines how agents can achieve practical rationality, focusing on formulating requirements for means-end coherence (MEC). It engages with the ongoing debate between narrow-scope and wide-scope formulations, ultimately arguing for a medium-scope formulation. The paper argues the following points:
First, the paper develops sophisticated versions of the dominant views, incorporating both diachronic and process requirements. It argues against purely synchronic formulations, contending that rational requirements must account for the time needed to adjust attitudes. Additionally, it emphasizes that these requirements should focus on how agents form, retain, and revise attitudes over time.
Second, the paper analyzes the refined versions of narrow-scope (NS) and wide-scope (WS) views: NS requires an agent who intends an end and believes a means is necessary to intend that means through reasoning within a certain timeframe. WS allows the agent to either drop the end intention, drop the instrumental belief, or adopt the means intention through reasoning.
Third, the paper critiques both formulations: NS is overly restrictive, failing to accommodate cases where an agent rationally abandons their end. In contrast, WS is too permissive, allowing agents to resolve means-end incoherence by dropping instrumental beliefs through wishful thinking.
Fourth, as an alternative, the paper proposes a medium-scope formulation (MS) that allows agents to either drop their end intention or adopt the means, but not revise their instrumental belief. This view is defended against potential objections, including cases where new information might seem to justify dropping an instrumental belief. A central point of dispute addressed is the role of belief revision in practical rationality. The paper challenges the idea that revising beliefs can lead to achieving practical rationality, arguing that an agent's instrumental belief is not what makes them practically irrational. Instead, it contends that practical rationality is primarily about updating intentions while holding beliefs fixed. This perspective suggests that practical deliberation should focus on intention formation and revision rather than belief updating. 
Fifth, the paper extends this argument to other requirements of practical rationality, such as enkrasia, arguing against wide-scope formulations that allow for dropping normative beliefs to resolve akrasia.
In conclusion, this paper contributes to ongoing debates about rational requirements and the nature of practical rationality. By addressing key points of dispute, it provides a nuanced understanding of how agents can achieve practical rationality, emphasizing the importance of addressing genuine sources of irrationality in practical reasoning. Graduate Student (ABD)
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Cal Fawell Truth-Aptness Defeat Epistemology, philosophy of language; defeaters, formal epistemology, propositions, presuppositionsUniversity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill cal.fawell@unc.edu

We sometimes get evidence that something we believe is false. This type of evidence is familiar to epistemologists. Sometimes, though, we get evidence that something we believe is neither true nor false. This type of evidence is less familiar to epistemologists. I will call it “truth-aptness defeat”. 

Here’s an example: suppose you’re hiking in a forest, and you see a bear. You think <that bear is timid>. Your trail guide then announces that there are almost no bears in this region, but that due to some harmless chemicals emitted by flowers unique to the area, hikers on this route frequently hallucinate bears. Of course, since you really do see the bear, this isn’t your situation. Because of your guide’s announcement, though, you no longer know that there is a bear before you.

On a plausible theory of propositions, if there is no bear, then <that bear is timid> is neither true nor false. Let’s suppose that you’re rationally confident in that theory of propositions. If you are, then the trail guide’s announcement will constitute truth-aptness defeat: evidence that something you believe is neither true nor false.

After the announcement, how should you revise your attitudes towards <that bear is timid>? A natural thought is that you should reduce credence in it; after all, it’s less likely to be true. But notice: this same line of thought suggests that you should reduce credence in its negation, too. This is a problem: it suggests that to rationally respect truth-aptness defeat, one’s credences must violate the probability axioms. There are powerful arguments that such credences can never be rational. Does that mean the truth-aptness defeat should just be ignored? That doesn’t seem right, either. So we have a puzzle on our hands: what is the rational response to truth-aptness defeat?

Truth-aptness defeat raises a second puzzle, too. We can set it up in three pieces. First piece: when one gets extremely strong truth-aptness defeat against some proposition P, plausibly, one should simply have no doxastic attitude whatsoever towards P—not even credence zero. For instance: if I have extremely strong (though misleading) evidence that there is no bear, it seems inappropriate to have any credence whatsoever (even zero) in the proposition <that bear is timid>.

The second piece is that truth-aptness defeat comes in degrees. To continue the above vignette: at one end of the spectrum, the trail guide’s announcement might be extremely strong evidence that there is no bear. At the other end of the spectrum, her announcement might only be very weak evidence that there is no bear.

The third piece is the principle that in general, the rational responses to a continuous parameter should themselves form a continuous spectrum. For example: one’s credence in P should continuously increase as the evidential support for P continuously increases.

Each of these pieces are individually plausible. Unfortunately, they seem to be mutually inconsistent. For: since truth-aptness defeat forms a continuous spectrum, the rationally required responses should form a corresponding spectrum, too. But the rationally required responses do not form a continuous spectrum: as the truth-aptness defeat increases in strength, at some point, there will be a discontinuous jump from being rationally required to have a low credence in P (possibly zero), to being rationally required to have no credence whatsoever in P. This is our second puzzle: we need to either defuse the inconsistency, or reject one of the claims which generate it.

This paper proposes a solution to both puzzles. Unlike other potential theories of truth-aptness defeat, this paper does not claim that truth-aptness defeat should simply be ignored, nor that it is a kind of higher-order evidence. Rather, this paper argues for the existence of a novel propositional attitude: rejection. Rejection comes in degrees, and is key for responding to both of the puzzles above.Graduate Student (ABD)
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There is a psychological phenomenon called “choking under pressure” in which, under conditions of extreme anxiety, even high-powered people fail to perform as well as they normally do.  Beilock and Carr (2005) examine how choking takes place in mathematical problem solving; they explain it in terms of a reduction in working memory capacity under pressure. Mathematical problem solving is a kind of reflective cognition, traditionally known as “Type 2 cognition”. However, there is some evidence (De Neys, forthcoming) that intuitive or “Type 1” cognition also faces similar capacity limitations. So, choking may affect both types of cognition.  But if choking is a real phenomenon, then the common description of cases of higher-order evidence (HOE) – a description that is supposed to apply to all cases of HOE – is probably questionable: at least in some cases, HOE counts as a source of anxiety or pressure under which even high performing thinkers may choke such that the first-order evidence is no longer plainly before them. However, the very formulation of the problem of HOE assumes that the same first-order evidence and reasoning are psychologically available to the subject before and after they are confronted with HOE. For example, in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (SEP) entry “Higher Order Evidence”, a case of hypoxia is used as an illustration right at the beginning of the entry: “Aisha is out flying her small, unpressurized airplane, wondering whether she has enough fuel to make it to Hawaii. She looks at the gauges, dials, and maps, and obtains some evidence, E, which she knows strongly supports (say to degree .99) either the proposition that she has enough gas (G) or that she does not (~G). Thinking it over and performing the necessary calculations, Aisha concludes G; in fact, this is what E supports. But then she checks her altitude and notices that she’s at great risk for hypoxia, a condition which impairs one’s reasoning while leaving the reasoner feeling perfectly cogent and clear-headed … Even as Aisha comes to doubt her conclusion about G, her first-order evidence and reasoning is still plainly before her” (SEP). It is plausible, though, that when a subject finds out that they might be suffering from hypoxia, the realization triggers a stress response that leads to choking, so that their first-order evidence is no longer plainly before her. If that’s right, then what's the significance or scope of the “primary question that this case [of hypoxia] raises, for HOE literature …: does Aisha’s HOE also rationally affect her beliefs about G? ” (SEP entry). The supposed puzzle raised by HOE involves a tension between two features: (to continue with the hypoxia example) “it seems that Aisha is required to reduce her confidence in G, and it also seems that her evidence still strongly supports G” (SEP). But given certain psychological considerations, it makes sense to question the assumption that there is any such tension: if Aisha chokes, the second feature is no longer present.  
Both internalists and externalists defend sophisticated responses to the primary question about HOE. Yet, most of them assume that from a psychological point of view, things remain the same for the subject before and after the introduction of HOE into the picture in all cases of HOE. As a result, they seem at best irrelevant and at worst inaccurate when applied to those cases of HOE that are likely to feature choking. This is not to deny that they are still valuable when reflecting about cases of HOE where choking is unlikely to be present; it is just that they come with a hidden warning i.e. that their scope is limited to those cases of HOE where choking is unlikely to be present. But it is a basic principle of theory choice that, given all else is equal between two theories, the preferred theory is one that explains a wider range of phenomena. In the light of this principle, some responses to the problem of HOE are superior to others in as far as they account for both kinds of cases of HOE, choking and non-choking ones; e.g., on Nagel’s (2019) externalist response, once HOE enters the picture, the basis of knowledge shifts: e.g., reflection is replaced by higher-order reflection. Unlike many other accounts of HOE, Nagel’s is not rendered irrelevant once choking enters the picture. So Nagel's response has an advantage over many others in that it offers a unified approach to all cases of HOE
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Dong-geun Kim The Sophist on the Same as a Relational Property Ancient Philosophy, Philosophy of Language / Plato, the Sophist University of Edinburgh scrutinise7@gmail.com

In the Communion of Kinds part of the Sophist (254b8-257a12), Plato has the Eleatic Stranger (ES) present two arguments to distinguish the Same (to tauton) and the Different (to thateron) from Being (to on). While much ink has been spilt over the final argument addressing the Different as a fifth among Forms, the penultimate argument distinguishing the Same from Being has received less attention. Additionally, several commentators have questioned the validity of the argument, highlighting Plato’s presumed logical mistakes (Bostock 1984; Owen 1971; and Vlastos 1973). 
In brief, two lines of criticism have been made. According to the first, Plato is mistaken in not differentiating two senses of the verb ‘esti’, thereby excluding the possibility that it can be used to denote the identity between the referent of the subject and that of the predicate in a statement. The second line of criticism asserts that Plato does not give enough attention to the difference between two types of predicates, namely, singular and joint predicates. In either case, the penultimate argument is problematic in ignoring a crucial linguistic distinction.
I argue that Plato is never committed to such fundamental mistakes, contrary to the assertions of these commentators. My primary focus is on the second line of argument, which claims that Plato does not give sufficient attention to the difference between singular and joint predicates. In this paper, I aim to show: 1) that Plato is fully aware of the power of singular and joint predicates and 2) that he actively uses it to make the reductio argument (255b8-c8) work, which shows that the transition from “Change and Rest are beings” to “Change and Rest are the same” is false . Specifically, I argue that the distinction between non-relational and relational predicates was already suggested earlier in this dialogue and that it plays a pivotal role in the penultimate argument. I will show that ‘being’ (on) here is a non-relational predicate, which affirms the existence of a thing, while the same (tauton) is a relational predicate which states a self-reflexive relation of a thing with itself. Granting this, adding up two beings does not presuppose any relation between them, while stating two things as the same thing necessarily presumes the identity between them. 
To achieve the goals of this paper, I will proceed as follows. In the first section, I will present the passage and address the context. The second section will introduce critical responses to the penultimate argument, classifying them into two categories. In the third section, I will focus on the line of argument which highlights Plato’s presumed mistake of confusing singular predicates with joint ones. In the last section, I will reject this reading and show a similarity between the penultimate and final arguments: both arguments utilise the contrast between non-relational and relational predicates in distinguishing Forms.
The upshot of this reading is as follows: contrary to the critics who highlights a logical mistake in the penultimate argument, I argue that the transition from the absolute plural predicate ‘beings’ (onta) to the singular joint predicate ‘tauton’ is problematic in itself , and Plato intends for the reader to see the contrast between these two types of predicates: Specifically, identifying Being with the Same necessarily entails confusing two distinct types of predicates. I also understand the penultimate argument as a stepping stone to the final argument, where the ES states a distinction between non-relational and relational beings in my view. I will show that the penultimate argument implicitly introduces the distinction by focusing on the difference between ‘being’ as a non-relational predicate and ‘the same’ as a relational predicate. 
In conclusion, I expect this charitable exegesis of the passage to contribute to a better understanding of the Sophist as a dialogue for two reasons. First, it helps us understand how the Communion of Kinds part is indebted to previous passages, such as the paradox of not-being and the Gigantomachia by showing that Plato uses some conclusions made earlier in this dialogue. Second, this interpretation sheds light on the relationship between the penultimate and final arguments. The distinction between relational and non-relational predicates, as I shall argue, is reiterated in the final argument. In this way, we see a continuity and developments between these two arguments.
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Everett Fulmer (co authored with Coleman Green) Aristotle's Puzzling Modal Theses in Metaphysics Theta 4 Broad: Logic, Ancient Philosophy. Fine-grained: Aristotle, Connexive Logic, History of Logic Loyola University New Orleans ecfulmer@loyno.edu 

In the second-half of Metaphysics Theta 4, Aristotle argues for two notorious modal theses. In the revised Oxford Translation, the two theses read:

T1.At the same time it is clear that if, when A is, B must be, then, when A is possible, B also must be possible (1047b14-16)

T2.And if, when A is possible, B must be possible, then if A is, B must also be (1047b26-7).

Aristotle’s first thesis seems to assert that possibility is closed under necessary implication (or that possibility is necessarily so closed). As such, T1 looks to be both true and to be an impressive insight for such an early moment in the development of modal logic. For example, the fundamental K-axiom of all normal modal logics, Systems K-S5, is equivalent to the claim that possibility is closed under necessary implication. 

The second thesis, however, looks patently false. Consider any state of affairs that essentially has multiple incompatible possible outcomes: e.g., a game of chance. In such cases, “when A is possible, B must be possible” is true on all logics K-S5. However, since in such a game of chance, the outcomes are incompatible, “if A is, B must be” is false. So, T2 is false. Surely, Aristotle ought to know better. Indeed, he explicitly flags that he knows better just a few passages later (1051a10-13). Moreover, one cannot easily pry T1 and T2 apart. Commentators are in unanimous agreement that the structure of the passage, and the parallel diction of the theses, show that Aristotle is arguing for an equivalency between T1 and T2. 

This puzzle leaves one with a trilemma of options. Either (i) Aristotle made an uncharacteristic logic blunder, or (ii) T1 and T2 do not say what their surface grammar suggests, or (iii) Aristotle’s logic diverges from normal modal logics such that T is true in Aristotle’s logic, though false in K-S5. 

To date, no attempt to solve this puzzle has been fully satisfactory. The closest and most recent attempt comes from Kit Fine (2011), who takes the third horn of the trilemma above. Stipulating T1 and T2 as axioms, Fine reconstructs a contra-classical modal logic that he attributes to Aristotle. Unfortunately, the resulting logical system requires denying that necessity implies truth, a claim typically taken to be as the sine qua non of metaphysical modality, and one that is endorsed by Aristotle elsewhere in book Theta (1047a11-14).  

Taking a clue from Fine, our project is to turn towards other contra-classical accounts of implication that validate T1 and T2—but those that better conform with Aristotle’s general conception of modality. Specifically, we restrict admissible contra-classical solutions to those that (i) maintain that necessity implies truth and (ii) broadly cohere with Rosen and Malink’s (2012) synoptic treatment of similar passages across the Aristotelian corpus. 

The search is warranted, in part, because Aristotle never fully developed an explicit account of conditionals.  Nevertheless, we find hints at what he takes to be their general character in Prior Analytica 57b14. There, Aristotle states that it is impossible for a sentence to imply its own negation. While classically invalid, this principle is a defining theorem of connexive logics. Indeed, several other commentators have suggested that Aristotle’s account of asertoric conditionals is connexive. Our early work here strongly suggests that connexive implication can validate Aristotle’s T1 and T2 while adhering to desiderata (i) and (ii) above. 
The central notion of connexive implication is that of incompatibility where A implies B just in case A and not-B are incompatible. The current literature on connexive logic includes several competing accounts of incompatibility and lacks a well-developed modal extension. Thereby, by articulating the underlying semantics of (in)compatibility in Aristotle’s account of modality and implication, we may shed some light on the semantics of connexive logics generally. Our aspirations, then, are three-fold. At a minimum, we aim to uncover a plausible solution to the pair of puzzling modal theses in Theta 4. More broadly, we aim to improve our understanding of Aristotle’s conception of implication and modality. And finally, we aim to see how a connexive solution to this Aristotelian puzzle bears lessons for contemporary work in connexive logic. Professor (Early Career)
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Bradford Kim The Stoics on Regard for Others Ancient Philosophy, Stoicism (Ethics) University of Southampton bradfordjhkim@gmail.com

I will explore Stoic axiology to question common characterizations of Stoicism as paradigmatically other-regarding, like Shogry’s:
It is a noteworthy feature of Stoic axiology that the Sage’s happiness is not made better through the addition of time (Cicero, Fin. 3.45-7), and every action she performs is equally good. So far as she is concerned, then, undertaking and completing an erotic effort contributes nothing to her happiness she wouldn’t otherwise have. It is rather the beloved who, at the end of his relationship with the Sage, changes from a state of vice to virtue, experiencing genuine goods for the first time. We can infer, then, that wise erōs is an activity undertaken solely on behalf of the beloved: the lover’s own good and happiness, being unaffected by the erotic effort, could have no role in justifying its pursuit. (2024, 61)
This underappreciates an important Stoic distinction (Fin. 3.22). It may be that in taking virtue as one’s end, finis, one also aims at an external result (e.g., “completing an erotic effort”), the propositum. But while effecting a change, the latter’s attainment is axiologically indifferent (as Stoics distinguish from good) and so hardly what justifies. Rather, it is what Stoics designate the only good and therefore sole component of one’s own happiness, virtue, that justifies indifferent pursuits like loving others.

Shogry’s appeal to happiness as “being unaffected by the erotic effort” as a reason for its not playing a justificatory role moves the paper to the next subject, about the Stoic conception of the good as being the only thing that is (completely) “up to oneself”. Indeed, it is precisely because happiness conceived solely in terms of virtue is unaffected by anything (e.g., efforts’ outcomes) that Stoics think it is a plausible end to base our lives upon. This line of thinking is not new; Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics 9.9 has already retained 1.7’s self-sufficiency criterion for happiness, conceded to Plato’s Lysis that there is a tension with happiness nevertheless needing others, friends, and concluded with a compromise whereby the happy person does indeed need friends. Stoics countenance no compromise for happiness’ invulnerability; maximal unaffectedness is a criterion for the ultimate object of pursuit, which hardly lends itself to the idea that one’s own happiness’ “being unaffected by” loving others would be a reason for its having “no role in justifying” loving others. 

That is a formal discussion of the criterion of “up to oneself”. More concretely, a friend and her virtue do not seem up to oneself (Epictetus, Discourses 1.15) and so should not be classed as “good”. This leads to a puzzle having to do with multiple instances of virtue. All instances of virtue are equally so, yet it is only one’s own virtue that is good, because only one’s own virtue is up to oneself. How can it be that one’s own virtue is good but another’s not, when both are instances of virtue? And how can we understand the Stoic cosmopolitan idea of prioritizing one’s own good (the only good, one’s own virtue) less than the common “good”, the actual examples of which might be more precisely characterized as indifferents but could also be construed as including others’ virtue (Fin. 3.64, 67, 70; Discourses 1.22)?

Reflecting on Aristotle might again be helpful. Applying Nicomachean Ethics 9.8 to the prioritization question, one might act on behalf of others and yet prioritize oneself. As in the Aristotelian context, where the final and efficient causes are distinguished especially carefully in the discussions of friendship, one must carefully distinguish between acting on another’s behalf and acting for her sake in Stoic accounts of serving the common good (and of oikeiosis).

The question of virtues differing in status is illuminated by Nicomachean Ethics 1.7, which suggests that what is chosen only for its own sake is somehow superior to that which is chosen both for its own sake and something else’s. Plato’s Republic II reverses this to aggregative effect; multiple sources of value combine for greater value and as such should be our object of pursuit. Perhaps in connection to Plutarch’s archer controversy, Stoics go Aristotelian. Our end is determined by the way in which we do pursue something, should be the only thing that is pursued only for its own sake (one’s own virtue). Our end is not determined by the aggregate of what we can pursue (others instances of virtue and indifferents).Professor (Early Career)
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W12 Ancient Philosophy Sevcan Gugumcu An argument for two types of ontological-metaphysical relation in Aristotle's Categories Ancient philosophy, Aristotle, ontology-metaphysics, properties NA sevcan.gugumcu@alumni.ou.edu
On the ontology that we find in the Categories, there are entities (Greek: onta) which are ontologically fundamental to everything else that exists. Aristotle calls these entities 'first substances'. For example, a cat is a first substance whereas a cat's attribution of being-orange is not; or you are a first substance whereas your attribution of being-a-human is not.  In the Categories, separating first substances from other (kinds of) entities Aristotle seems to introduce a technical terminology. He thinks that first substances are not SAID-OF or PRESENT-IN anything (further). What exactly does it mean for one entity to be SAID-OF or PRESENT-IN another entity? My paper will address this specific question. While Aristotelian scholars extensively explored Aristotle’s notions of substance, essence, and predication, we still lack a clear understanding of the development of these notions in Aristotle. My paper aims to fill this gap and contribute to understanding the origins of Aristotelian ontology, exploring its conceptual intersections with contemporary theories on properties, ontological dependence, and grounding.  
Some of the questions that I will focus on in my paper are as follows. Are the SAID-OF and PRESENT-IN relations predicational? If they are, what notion of predication Aristotle is working with in the treatise? How exactly are the SAID-OF and PRESENT-IN relations between entities related to a notion of predication in Aristotle? For example, as most scholars have assumed, is the distinction between these two types of relation meant to correspond to the distinction between essential and accidental predication? Alternatively, are the SAID-OF and PRESENT-IN relations intended to be types of predication that are metaphysically more fundamental than essential and accidental predication? I argue specifically that the notion of SAID-OF identifies a particular kind of essence-relation that Aristotle introduces and explores in the Categories but does not further develop in his other works, particularly in the Metaphysics. recent PhD (UCLA) 4 12 I am willing to chair a session

W13 Continental Jeff Wasch Empirical Pregnancy: Towards a Merleau-Pontean Perceptual Epistemology Phenomenology, Epistemology, Merleau-Ponty Saint Joseph's University jwasch@sju.edu At the intersection of phenomenology and epistemology much attention has been given to Merleau-Ponty’s earlier works while his later works remain largely unexplored. In this paper I investigate the potential epistemic significance of what seems to be a technical term in Merleau-Ponty’s later philosophy, empirical pregnancy. Empirical pregnancy, according to Merleau-Ponty, is a “logos” which “silently announces” itself in the “sensible thing”. What this means is that pregnancy is a kind of rationality underlying perception allowing it to have a meaning and epistemological significance for us. To clarify the potential epistemic significance of this concept we must answer two key questions. First, what are the “sensible things” pregnant with? And, second, how do they become “preganant”? To the first question, the “sensible things” are pregnant with what Merleau-Ponty calls “the existentials of the visible”. He writes, “it is these existentials that make up the meaning of what we say and what we understand”. Further, he says that these existentials go on to, with speech, “impregnate all the things we see”. So, the sensible is pregant with the existentials of the visible which make up the meanings of everything that we see. Thus, I see an apple as something that is red, edible, and delicious because the sensible object that is the apple has been “impregnated” with an existential meaning. Put simply, sensible objects are pregnant with a meaning allowing us to understand them. The second question is answered when he suggests that the sensible object is impregnated with its meaning because of speech. Here, we have to ask what exactly Merleau-Ponty means by speech. In the editor’s foreword of The Visible and the Invisible Claude Lefort suggests that, for Merleau-Ponty, speech is something that sits between “two silences”; he writes that “[Speech] gives expression to an experience that is mute and ignorant of its own meaning, but only in order to make that experience appear in its purity”. Therefore, speech is something that gives experience its meaning; clarifying it by impregnating the things we see. However, it is important to note that by speech Merleau-Ponty does not just mean language. Rather, language and sensibility are both part of an experience where speech acts as a transcendent force allowing for an exchange between the two. Thus, empirical pregnancy presents us with a framework to understand the connection between perceptual experience and reason, and thus, it has potential epistemic implications. Graduate Student 4 13 I am willing to chair a session
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Continental Kevin Doherty A General Account of Hegel's Notion of Madness Broad: History of Philosophy, Philosophy of Psychiatry.  Sub-Category - Hegel, Madness Temple University PhD Student kevindoherty@temple.edu

The impetus of this project is that madness plays a much more important role in interpreting Hegel than popular scholarship has accounted for.  While the scholarship on Hegel’s notion of madness is growing, I contribute a generalizable account of Hegel’s notion of madness that applies Hegel’s discussion from the Philosophy of Mind (PM) to the Phenomenology of Spirit (PS), suggesting a continuity of the concept throughout Hegel’s works. Unlike other descriptions of Hegel’s account of madness, I don’t rely on student notes (the Zusätze in the Philosophy of Mind) or complicated multi-dimensional analyses of Hegel’s works (madness as a form of romantic irony).    These efforts, while interesting, are too speculative and introduce inconsistencies in interpreting madness throughout his works.  Regardless of their accuracy, from a principle of parsimony, they are unnecessary for a meaningful interpretation of Hegel’s account of madness and introduce inconsistencies of interpreting Hegel's uses of the term madness. Hegel most straightforwardly discusses madness in his later work, the Philosophy of Mind (PM), and with proper interpretation of the context, provides an account that consistently applies throughout his significant works.  I will demonstrate this by discussing the general account in the phenomenology of spirit (PS).  Applied appropriately, the general account provides crucial insights to PS, particularly how pivotal moments like the Unhappy Consciousness, The Law of the Heart, and the Beautiful Soul should be understood psychologically. With all said and done, this contribution to the study of Hegel’s notion of madness provides new insights to PS and excavates Hegel’s unique contribution to the philosophy of psychiatry.

Selections from §1
This section provides the theoretical context of Hegel’s theory of madness in PM.  As stated, the aim of this paper is to provide a Hegelian account of Madness that consistently applies throughout his works, particularly in PS.  Accordingly, in all cases I discuss Hegel’s notion of madness, the following applies: 
Generalizable account of Madness: Madness is divided spirit (Verrücktheit ist entzweit geist), a product of (1) an intrapsychological conflict that is (2) rational insofar as it is a product of that which is necessary for spirit’s development and (3) is overcome by unifying the divided aspects of self through action. 
Below, I elaborate on the three identified aspects of the definition.
1.)Internal Conflict - Madness is a physical and psychological condition brought about by the conflict within the individual between particularity and bodymind.  In PM, individuality develops at the beginning of the feeling soul and is only truly recognized when brought into unity with the bodymind.  
2.)Rational - Madness is a rational condition because it is a product of a conflict necessary for the spirit’s progress. This is not to say that experiencing madness is necessary for spiritual development.  Rather, in the way that firefighters should not be criticized for being burned in the line of duty, those who experience madness should not be criticized for their reaction to spiritual conflict.   Further than not criticizing the rationality of those who are mad for the sake of kindness, this is to say that those who partake in such criticism are logically mistaken.  
3.)Overcome by Labor - While not possible in all cases, overcoming Madness is accomplished by the individual mastering their individuality through labor.  In Hegelian terms, to treat madness is to accomplish a synthesis between particularity and conscious recognition of the external world.  Hegel points to habit, labor, and practice as ways to overcome madness. Graduate Student
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Continental Balam Nedim Kenter Title: Introduction to MarxoFoucauldian CripAnimal Studies: Capitalism, Animals, Disability Political Philosophy, Philosophy of Disability, Critical Animal Theory, Intersectionality, Capitalism, Marx, FoucaultConcordia University balam.kenter@concordia.ca

Capitalism is often undertheorized in both Animal and Disability Theory, while critiques of capitalism typically overlook the apparatuses of disability and animality. Furthermore, Animal Studies and Disability Studies have a complex relationship. Animal Theory's reductive analogies between disabled people and animals contrast with the unexamined anthropocentrism in Disability Theory.
What would a MarxoFoucauldian CripAnimal analysis of capitalism look like? This question can be expanded as follows: How could a nuanced understanding of capitalism transform animal and disability theory? How could insights from these fields transform systematic conceptualizations of capitalism? What implications do these transformations have for understanding how force relations and systems of oppression operate? What possibilities arise from studying capitalism, anthropocentrism, and ableism through a convergence of Marx and Foucault? These are some of the research questions I pursue in my dissertation, aiming to perform a MarxoFoucauldian intervention into Critical Disability Studies and Critical Animal Studies to understand the intersection of anthropocentrism and ableism under capitalism.
One hypothesis is that problematic analogies at the intersections of animal and disability studies reveal the undertheorization of domination and capitalism in both fields. Another hypothesis, combining Intersectionality with a MarxoFoucauldian interpretation of late capitalism (or globalized zoobionecrocapitalist coloniality), is that systems of oppression historically, materially, and discursively interact and co-evolve so that at the intersections, certain beings become "mutually addressable" (Boisseron, 2018; Bennett, 2020), even if not ontologically analogizable. At these junctures, ableism (the apparatus of disability) may act as a process of speciation, while anthropocentrism (the apparatus of animality) may function as a process of debilitation. Mutual addressability is key to understanding how animality and disability are (re)produced under capitalism, circulate within it, and interact with other systems of domination.
Elucidating the process of mutual addressability requires a robust understanding of capitalism coupled with a thick concept of power. I turn to a convergence of Foucault and Marx, as genealogists of zoobionecrocapitalism and theorists of a kind of power that produces both subjectification and subjection, capacitation and debilitation.
Genealogy’s task within the articulation of the body and history as the work of exposing a body imprinted by history on the one hand and the process of history’s destruction of the body on the other (Foucault, 1996, p. 148) maps onto the distinction between social construction of the disabled bodymind and impairment as harm, as well as the distinction between the production of animal subjectivity and material destruction of animal bodyminds.
Drawing on the "Working Day" chapter and other passages in Capital, I argue that Marx, as an archiver of biopolitics, tracks the debilitating and animalizing effects of capitalism. I then turn to Foucault's notion of power, focusing on texts where he continues Marx’s genealogy of capitalism and characterizes productive power as a Marxian legacy. Finally, I explore the problematization of population in their works, especially regarding surplus populations. This includes examining proletarianization/surplusization and rendering/enclosure pairs triangulated with processes of debilitation/capacitation.
Overall, relation, production, and power(s) emerge as principles of intelligibility in the Foucault-Marx encounter, making their combined analysis generative for studying capitalism at the nexus of animal and disability theory. 
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Continental Sara Ekenstierna From Cartesian Dualism to Dual-Aspect Monism in Therapeutic Psychology: A work in ProgressEpistemology Therapy Phil of Psychology Existentialism University of Queensland Sara Ekenstierna 

The positivistic bias that underpins mainstream psychology (and psychiatry) does not automatically correlate with the philosophical inquiry at the center of existential traditions and the subsequently secondary role that technique and quantification takes there. It is impossible to eradicate philosophy from psychology: the two disciplinary fields are historically intertwined. More so, philosophy provides a foundational way of thinking about existence; about the complexity of life and the human condition; about the acts of will by which we co-create our lives and give meaning to the same (Safran; 1996; Reeder, 2010; Denys, 2007; Woese, 2004; Laplane et al., 2019; Frederickson, 2013). And yet, recent decades have seen a diminishing of these ties, due to current dominant reductive scientific paradigm. Nevertheless, as Schneider (1998, 2021) and Robert Kramer (2022) have pointed out, many of the recent developments in both cognitive behavioural and psychodynamic approaches are profoundly influenced by existential philosophy and psychology, a fact that is relatively unacknowledged (Schneider, 1998, 2021; Kramer; 2022). At times these links are less obvious than is the case with for example Otto Rank, who’s interpretation of the human condition is explicitly philosophical (Menaker, 1982a).
Rank, as James Lieberman (1985, p. 357) and Robert Kramer (2024, in press) explain, was not opposed to empiricism nor did he fully adhere to the unknowability of the noumenal of Immanuel Kant. But central to understanding Rank’s orientation is the fact that he attempted to formulate a “philosophy of helping” in place of a therapeutic methodology, because he believed that understanding any type of psychotherapy or technique is impossible without it (Rank, 1929/1978a, p. 2). We are at the very outset, with Rank, beyond today’s manualized therapy and quantified self. He stated for example during a lecture in 1930 (which represents the mature phase of his work): 
[T]he scientific side to human behavior and personality problems is not only insufficient but leaves out the most essential part: namely, the human side—the characteristic of which is just that it can’t be measured and checked and controlled. And, yet, it is the only vital factor not only in life but in all kinds of therapy … (Rank, 1996, p. 221).
Rank notes that the therapeutic experience is different from the “real” experience insofar as the latter is an outer, while the therapeutic is an inner experience. The experience may only be made concrete and external in the extent to which the client utilizes it as constructive and accepts it as their own self in the therapeutic reality created by them. Therefore, Rank argues that psychotherapy is of philosophic character: it aims to give the client the philosophy they need, which is faith in themself (Rank, 1929/1978a, p. 96). 

Lic Psych, PhD research candidate, School of Historical and Philosophical Inquiry 
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Lindy Ortiz Beyond Consent: Sexual Violation and Intersectionality Social and Political Philosophy, Sexual Ethics, Black Feminism, Intersectionality University of Michigan, Ann Arbor  Lindyo@umich.edu

“The experiences of Black women…demonstrate that consent was itself a vector of violence and that the scene of transaction that consent inaugurated actually ushered in violence, rather than preventing it.”- Emily A. Owens  

Sexual consent as a framework for addressing sexual violence or violation fails to recognize intersectional oppressions or the ways multiply-positioned subjects can experience the harms of sexual violence. This leads to both a failure to protect women of color and, even more specifically, Black women from sexual violence, as well as provide relief for the injuries/harms acquired from sexual violence. In arguing this, I aim to show that sexual violation can’t be singularly defined as nonconsensual sexual encounters. This definition prematurely forecloses the possibility for the understanding of the plurality of harms experienced by sexual violations. In particular, it fails to capture the experiences of Black women. Sexual violation is a complex structural problem that will require a plurality of solutions and radical changes to our sexual violation imaginary, as well as radical changes to or even abolition of the institutions that reinforce the oppressions that premature closure of the understanding of sexual violation and violence. 
This paper will first explore some of the legal history of rape and sexual consent in the United States as concepts that are tied to a history of slavery and colonialism—notably the legal history of sexual violation and violence against Black women during slavery and Jim Crow eras. I will show that our current sexual violation imaginary is historically constituted, and the myths generated by our history influence our laws, practices, and experiences relevant to sexual violation in the present day. When I refer to social imaginaries in the paper, I am referring to the stories, narratives, ideologies, concepts, ideals, etc, that are in our society and that influence our beliefs about the world, our laws, and our practices. I will also explore cases of sexual violation to demonstrate that the concept of sexual consent carries with it racist and sexist stereotypes that cause a failure to protect or provide relief to Black women specifically. Sexual consent reinforces the narratives of who can and can’t be sexually violated and who can and can’t be perpetrators of sexual violation. Nonconsensual sex does not capture all instances of problematic or unethical sexual encounters, especially the intersectional harms of sexual violence or violation. Therefore, it doesn’t make sense for lack of sexual consent to define sexual violation alone. Finally, I will argue that sexual consent does not alone adequately address the harms faced by women of color whose experiences of sexual violation are experienced as women and a person of color. Both racism and sexism are relevant influences on their experiences, and sexual consent is not always appropriate in these experiences and ignores their unique vulnerability. To put all this simply, what I am arguing is that sexual consent is not enough to define or address sexual violence or violation. 
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Tancredo Tivane Oppressive compliance and colonial wrongs Political Philosophy, Decolonial Theory University of Arkansas Fayetteville tttivane@uark.edu

What is wrong with colonialism? Political philosophers have long debated this question, offering standard answers such as: colonialism involves an illegitimate foreign imposition (Hopkins, 1999), violates equality and reciprocity standards (Ypi, 2013), lacks voluntary consent (Valentini, 2016), and infringes on territorial rights (Ferguson and Veneziani, 2020). Nonetheless, these responses have faced challenges from perspectives highlighting relatively voluntary acts of local involvement and collaboration within colonial structures, suggesting not just alien push but also local pull (Abernethy 2002). Examples of a combination of external imposition and internal cooperation include locals moving to areas with more intensive colonial rule, selling their own people into slavery, sending their children to colonial schools and hospitals, reporting alleged crimes to colonial authorities, collaborating with apartheid police, fighting in colonial armies, and maintaining disadvantageous relationships with former oppressors.
Focusing on the colonial wrongs in Africa and their persistence in new forms (neocolonialism), this project aims to articulate and discuss the legitimacy of colonial oppression in the context of apparent local participation. It examines whether the responsibility for these wrongs should be shared between the colonizer and the colonized. I argue that it should not be because: 1) compliance or participation does not imply consent, supporting the claim of illegitimate foreign imposition; 2) deceptive techniques were used to achieve compliance and participation, undermining the voluntariness of involvement; and 3) individual involvement does not necessarily indicate collective consent, calling general participation into question.
This project assumes that this issue is not merely of historical interest. Since past colonial wrongs extend to the present, I contend that this topic has significant implications for the normative evaluation of contemporary economic and racial inequalities. I argue that addressing these inequalities requires a discussion of exploitative blameworthiness in the context of apparent cooperation, thus delving into the oppressive symbiosis and the conditions under which the apparent involvement is attained.
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W14 Politics and Race

Asil Martinez "How Ought We to Racially Identify?" Philosophy of race and ethics (virtue) University of Pennsylvania lmm333@sas.upenn.edu

In this paper, I propose a novel approach to understanding racial identity through Martinez’s Racial Identity Theory(MRIT*)∗, which I argue offers a more comprehensive and context-sensitive framework than current theories. Racial identity, often simplified as a reflection of one’s parental ancestry, is in reality influenced by a myriad of factors including
physical traits, cultural experiences, and societal interactions. MRIT* expands on this complexity by introducing five core criteria: Membership, Context, Ascription, Narrative, and Subjectivity. These conditions together provide a flexible yet structured means of evaluating racial identity across diverse contexts, particularly in peripheral cases such as
individuals with mixed heritage or transracial adoptees.

MRIT* challenges the conventional static notions of racial identity by emphasizing its fluid and dynamic nature, shaped by both internal self-perception and external societal influences. The theory asserts that racial identity should be developed and considered by the individual but within the constraints of relevant racial discourse, historical and cultural
contexts, societal ascriptions, personal narratives, and consistent self-identification.

In the second part of the paper, I introduce the A-C conditions that a valid racial identity theory must meet: inclusivity of complex backgrounds, an ethical component, and contextual sensitivity. These conditions ensure that MRIT* not only accommodates the diverse and intricate nature of racial identity but also adheres to ethical standards and remains adaptable to various social and historical contexts. The two ethical standards of evaluation are made salient in the criteria when we take a look at "Narrative" and "Subjectivity".

I argue that if a racial identity theory meets these A-C conditions, it provides a sufficient framework for how we ought to racially identify. Given that MRIT* satisfies these conditions, I conclude that we ought to adopt it as our guiding theory for racial identification.

The standard views on racial identity, as presented by Kwame Anthony Appiah (2019), Naomi Zack (1993), Linda Martín Alcoff (2005), Sally Haslanger (2005), and Charles Mills (1998), appear quite similar in their approaches to evaluating racial identity. Their general consensus to evaluate racial identity is by ancestry, ascription, self-perception, social and historical influences, and habits and practices. With MRIT*, I have built on their important foundational work, updating it to better accommodate the evaluation of more fluid racial identities that are becoming increasingly common, such as individuals who do not know their ancestry or cases of racial fraud.

Through this work, I aim to contribute to the ongoing philosophical discourse on racial identity by offering a theory that is both flexible and robust, capable of addressing the nuanced and evolving nature of racial identity.

(∗I have not worked out a name for the view yet.)
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W14 Politics and Race Kwesi Thomas W.E.B. Du Bois' Mis-recognition Social and Political Philosophy, 19th-20th century History of Philosophy, Africana Philosophy University of Toronto kwesi.thomas@mail.utoronto.ca There has been an overwhelming tendency in the secondary literature to read W.E.B. Du Bois’ double-consciousness (from The Souls of Black Folk [1904]) as conceptually influenced by Hegel’s famous “Master and Slave” section in the Phenomenology. Representative (but not exhaustive) here are Williams (1978, 1984), Gooding-Williams (1987), Gilroy (1993), Adell (1994), Zamir (1995), Shaw (2013), and Ann-Harris (2021). In this paper, I do two things. First, I briefly show the weakness of the reading of double-consciousness as Hegelian as a historical position. In the place of this, I present an alternative account of Du Bois’ concept as a modification of William James’ psychological and philosophical theory of the self as found principally in “The Consciousness of Self” essay (in The Principles of Psychology [1890]). I argue that he modifies this Jamesian framework with elements from literary works in American and German Romanticism (from Emerson and Goethe), the concept of cultures derived from German Historicism (imbibed from Wilhem Dilthey) – all synthetically combined in a landmark attempt to characterize turn-of-the-century African-American psychology. Against this revised historical background, I make a second argument: that Du Bois’ double-consciousness contains, in embryo, a theory of recognition distinct from Hegel’s. This comparison both systematically ties together the characteristics of Du Bois’ theory of recognition suggested by this revised historical background and indicates ways in which the Hegelian reading obscures the distinctive contribution of double-consciousness. More precisely, I compare DuBoisian and Hegelian recognition across three dimensions: structure, content, and normative context. In short, while Hegel presents an equal dyad of egos on the road to self-consciousness, Du Bois envisions the asymmetrical relation between a self and a culture who judges them. While the content of Hegelian recognition is the other as a self-conscious, free, subject; for Du Bois it is an individual as the potential bearer and source of ethical, epistemic, and aesthetic value. If all this is true, then what I present here is a formidable reinterpretation of what is widely considered “the most frequently cited paragraph in the history of African American thought and letters,” as containing an unconsidered theory of recognition (Robert Gooding-Williams, In The Shadow of Du Bois [Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 2009], 77). Graduate Student (ABD) 5 14 I have already agreed to chair a session
W14 Politics and Race Joy James Philosophical and Ethical Abolition of Cop Cities Political Philosophy Williams College Jjames@williams.edu This paper focuses on the rise of "Cop Cities" and militarized policing following protests against police violence since 2020. Reflecting on the epistemology of Bernard Lonergan's Insight and the contributions and contradictions of abolition developed in academia,  this paper explores the role of political philosophy and theory in the criminalization of public protest in US democracy. Using the text "Beyond Cop Cities: Dismantling State and Corporate-Funded Armies and Prisons," it examines the possibilities of emancipatory thought shaped by Captive Maternals and actors seeking political freedoms.Professor (Tenured) 5 14 I am willing to chair a session

W15 Early Modern
Avraham Sommer An Argument of Hutcheson's on Moral Motivation early modern philosophy, ethics, Francis Hutcheson, moral motivation Rutgers University avraham.sommer@rutgers.edu

Francis Hutcheson, one of the most important moral philosophers of the Scottish Enlightenment, is notable for arguing against self-interest theories of morality, according to which either moral approval or moral motivation, or both, result from human self-interest, or self-love. In his work An Inquiry into the Original of Our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue, Hutcheson surveys various possible self-interested reasons for approving of moral actions and for doing moral actions, arguing that none of those reasons are the ones that explain moral approval and motivation. This paper focuses on a little-noticed argument that he gives in the first two editions of that work against one specific putative self-interested motivation for acting morally. That argument is against the claim that we act morally because we desire to take pleasure in our evaluation of ourselves as moral. Hutcheson’s statement of the argument that I focus on is very brief, less than a paragraph in the first edition.  This makes it difficult to interpret. Henry Sidgwick takes him to be giving a version of an argument that Joseph Butler and David Hume also put forward. Sidgwick writes, however, that Hutcheson’s version is “more guarded” and more “unexceptionable.” He does not explain what he takes the difference between Hutcheson’s argument and that of Butler and Hume to be, nor does he explain why he finds Hutcheson’s argument more plausible.
In this paper, building on Sidgwick’s suggestive but cryptic remarks, I reconstruct Hutcheson’s argument. I suggest that the difference between Hutcheson’s argument and Butler and Hume’s is that Butler and Hume’s argument assumes as a premise that all pleasure results from the satisfaction of a desire, while Hutcheson rejects this premise and uses a weaker and more plausible premise for his argument. I offer two suggestions as to what this weaker premise is. I also show that if either of my two suggestions as to the interpretation of the weaker premise is correct, then the weaker premise is inconsistent with an important view of Hutcheson’s. In the third and fourth editions of the Inquiry, Hutcheson omits the argument that this paper is about, replacing it with a different argument for the same conclusion that expands on an observation that he makes in the first two editions. I speculate that the reason that Hutcheson does that in the later editions is that he has become aware of the inconsistency that I will show exists between the argument that this paper is about and the other view of his that I mentioned.
Section 2 will provide some basic background on Hutcheson’s philosophy for the reader unfamiliar with it and also introduce some passages from Hutchson that will be important to my exegetical argument later in the paper. Section 3 will introduce the passage containing the argument that this paper is about. Section 4 will introduce the argument of Butler and Hume’s that Sidgwick comments on, as well as Sidgwick’s very brief remark on Hutcheson. Section 5 will present my reconstructions of Hutchson’s argument and the two possibilities as to what the weaker premise might be. Section 6 will show that if either of my suggestions concerning that premise is correct, then that premise is inconsistent with another view of Hutcheson’s. Section 6 will also present my speculation that that inconsistency is the reason for the omission of the argument in the third and fourth editions of the Inquiry.Graduate Student
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Aurora Yu Sensation and the Innate Idea of the Mind-Body Union Early Modern Philosophy UNC-Chapel Hill kyaurora@email.unc.edu

Central to Descartes’ philosophical inquiry is the examination of certainty and doubt, particularly in relation to sensations, which he characterizes as “confused perceptions of a mind really united to a body”.  This characterization raises a puzzling question: if sensations are inherently confused, how can we dependably perceive natural phenomena such as rain? My aim is to resolve this puzzle as it applies to Descartes (as such puzzles are formulated by misunderstanding Descartes on sensation) and to propose an approach for understanding the nature of sensations. I argue that, for Descartes, our comprehension of “the body’s power to act on the soul and cause its sensations” is contingent upon “the notion of their [the soul and the body’s] union”  and knowledge about sensations can be derived from an understanding of the notion of the union.
Sensations, by their very nature, are inherently confused. To indicate a further distinction with different terms, his primary confusion  in sensations is distinct from secondary confusions, which occur when “people confuse the sensation of pain with the passion of sadness, and pleasurable sensation with the passion of joy” or “confuse the sensations of thirst and hunger with the desires to drink and eat, which are passions” . These secondary confusions often arise due to ambiguous naming conventions related to the underlying causes of these sensations. In contrast, the primary confusion in sensations is intrinsic to their nature and is not dependent on external factors or naming conventions. This fundamental confusion lies at the core of all sensory experiences, distinguishing sensations from other mental phenomena. A mode, or attribute, is considered confused unless it is conceived in the context of the substance of which it is a mode. For instance, if we consider the properties of an apple, we must ask: what are these properties modes of? This question prompts a discussion about the underlying substance. In Descartes’ framework, substance is an abstraction derived from two fundamental attributes: extension and thought, which are clear and distinct perceptions. These attributes serve as the cognitive roots from which substances and their associated modes emerge.
In the upcoming sections, I will begin by laying the groundwork for establishing my perspective in detail. This will involve discussions of substance, primitive notions, innate ideas, and other pertinent concepts. I will show how sensations follow from the primitive notion of the mind-body union. That will involve a comprehensive examination of Descartes’ various primitive notions. I will use textual evidence to argue that an innate idea of the union can pave the way for a scientific approach reminiscent of that found in physics, where deductions are drawn from other innate ideas serving as “first principles” (albeit not propositional) of knowledge. I position this project as addressing a notable gap in the existing literature by thoroughly framing the problem at hand. The overarching goal of this project is to offer a comprehensive elucidation of Descartes’ treatment of sensation. This endeavor intersects with my broader interest in scientific explanation, echoing the philosophical aspirations of Aristotle to ground all knowledge upon first principles. 
Finally, I will defend my view against alternatives in the existing literature, particularly focusing on the influential contributions of Wilson and Simmons regarding the role of sensations in Descartes’ epistemology. Wilson’s work highlights concerns surrounding the material falsity inherent in sensations, though she does not offer a comprehensive theory to address this issue. On the other hand, Simmons posits that while appealing to sensations may present challenges for scientific inquiry, they play a crucial role in maintaining the integrity of the mind-body union. She argues that despite the inherent confusion associated with sensations, they manage to convey a sufficient degree of clarity and distinctness. These discussions by Wilson and Simmons underscore the complexities in interpreting Descartes’ views on the role of sensations, especially in relation to the mind-body union. 
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W15 Early Modern

Aurora Yu Sensation and the Innate Idea of the Mind-Body Union Early Modern Philosophy, Philosophy of Mind, Descartes, Mind-Body Union UNC-Chapel Hill, and Princeton (VSRC) kyaurora@email.unc.edu

Central to Descartes’ philosophical inquiry is the examination of certainty and doubt, particularly in relation to sensations, which he characterizes as “confused perceptions of a mind really united to a body”. This characterization raises a puzzling question: if sensations are inherently confused, how can we dependably perceive natural phenomena such as rain? My aim is not to resolve this puzzle within Descartes’ framework, but rather to propose an approach for understanding the nature of sensations. I argue that, for Descartes, our comprehension of “the body’s power to act on the soul and cause its sensations” is contingent upon “the notion of their [the soul and the body’s] union”. Consequently, knowledge about sensations can be derived from an understanding of the notion of the union, analogous to how cogito can be deduced from the notion of the mind.

Sensations, by their very nature, are inherently confused. This primary confusion in sensations is distinct from secondary confusions, which occur when “  people confuse the sensation of pain with the passion of sadness, and pleasurable sensation with the passion of joy” or “confuse the sensations of thirst and hunger with the desires to drink and eat, which are passions”. These secondary confusions often arise due to ambiguous naming conventions related to the underlying causes of these sensations. In contrast, the primary confusion in sensations is intrinsic to their nature and is not dependent on external factors or naming conventions. This fundamental confusion lies at the core of all sensory experiences, distinguishing sensations from other mental phenomena. A mode, or attribute, is considered confused unless it is conceived within the context of the substance of which it is a mode. For instance, if we consider the properties of an apple, we must ask: what are these properties modes of? This question prompts a discussion about the underlying substance. In Descartes’ framework, substance is an abstraction derived from two fundamental attributes: extension and thought, which are clear and distinct perceptions. These attributes serve as the cognitive roots from which substances and their associated modes emerge.

In the upcoming sections, I will begin by conducting a thorough review of the existing literature, particularly focusing on the insights provided by Wilson and Simmons regarding the role of sensations in Descartes’ epistemology. Wilson’s work highlights concerns surrounding the material falsity inherent in sensations, though she does not offer a comprehensive theory to address this issue. On the other hand, Simmons posits that while sensations may present challenges for scientific inquiry, they play a crucial role in maintaining the integrity of the mind-body union. Despite the inherent confusion associated with sensations, they manage to convey a sufficient degree of clarity and distinctness. This raises intriguing questions about how sensations achieve this paradoxical state. Secondly, I will lay the groundwork for establishing my perspective in detail. This will involve discussions on substance, primitive notions, innate ideas, and other pertinent concepts. Finally, I will assert that sensations follow from the notion of the mind-body union. To support this claim, I will conduct a comprehensive examination of the concept of primitive notions. Within this exploration, I will delineate two fundamental approaches to understanding the mind-body union: The first approach, known as the weak union view, posits that the mind-body union relies on a unique causal interaction. However, this perspective fails to fully elucidate the ontological status or the necessity of this relation, thereby presenting metaphysical challenges that stem from implications that conflict with the principles of mechanistic physics. Contrastingly, the robust union view contends that Descartes’ primitive notions offer a solution to reconciling mechanism and teleology within the mind-body union. This approach, which I advocate for, posits that primitive notions serve as a bridge between the physical and mental realms, providing a coherent framework that harmonizes mechanistic principles with teleological considerations.Graduate Student (ABD)
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 Mary Peterson I will present three attempts to ground the Principle of Sufficient Reason and show why their failure is instructive. metaphysics, early modern philosophy, metaphysical rationalism University of Hamburg mary.peterson@studium.uni-hamburg.de

Michael Della Rocca’s recent articulation of a Spinozist radical monism (‘strict monism’, Della Rocca 2020, xiv) purportedly maxes out in an experience of undifferentiated unity, undermining the Principle of Sufficient Reason (the PSR). Yet, there seems to be an either/or dilemma: if the PSR does not in the final instance track reality, why should we view it as a motor to reach reality? Either the PSR tracks reality and thus distinctions are real—at the very least, distinctions between cause and effect, and is and is not—or undifferentiated unity in thought tracks reality (though without adopting the PSR, how will that unity enter the picture?). 
In this article, I consider three attempts to ground the PSR and argue that those attempts are circular: they assume different formulations of the PSR. Here, I follow the quasi-inductive method of the Parmenidean Ascent, attacking a number of structurally similar arguments that each face the same problem of circularity (Ibid, 24-5). Two attempts are broadly Kantian. The first is a transcendental argument deriving the PSR from a given differentiated thing. The second is a justification using practical reason (Boehm 2014, 183. I suggest that this attempt suffers from a misreading of both Kant and Spinoza). The final attempt draws from Spinoza’s Theologico-Political Treatise to justify the PSR from the denial of miracles (Curley 2016, 152).

Sources 

Boehm, Omri (2014) Kant’s Critique of Spinoza New York: Oxford University Press. 

Curley, Edwin, Ed. and Trans. (2016) The Collected Works of Spinoza Volume 2 Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Della Rocca, Michael (2020) The Parmenidean Ascent New York: Oxford University Press. Graduate Student (ABD)
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W15 Early Modern Ilgin Aksoy Is Spinoza a Category Dualist? A Category and Priority Monistic Objection Metaphysics, Early Modern Philosophy, Spinoza Memorial University iaksoy@mun.ca Substance dualism is the position that defends the existence of two ontologically independent objects, typically mind and body. ‘Category dualism’ or ‘substance-property dualism,’ on the other hand, pertains to the internal structure of a substance regardless of the number of substances there are (i.e., real or numerical distinction). Accordingly, there are two ontological categories, one of which is the more ontologically fundamental substance, res, or subject, and other more superficial ones that inhere in, are predicated of, or ontologically depend on the former, traditionally coined as accidents, modes, or more neutrally, properties. The scholastic Aristotelian layered ontology, in which various layers of properties inhere in without being parts of substances,  is the paradigmatic example of such dualism. Throughout his career, Spinoza endorses substance and modes as the two categories of his ontology  while specifying that there is but one substance.  He stipulates the relation between these two categories in terms of ‘being in’ and ‘being conceived through,’  while apparently rejecting the mereological structure of this relationship.  Following these stipulations, scholars commonly take Spinoza to be a substance monist  and a category dualist, who conceives modes to ontologically depend on the substance without being parts of it in a scholastic Aristotelian layered structure. Despite the widespread consensus over this traditional reading, it has been challenged by historically prominent and recent Spinoza scholars who take the substance-mode relation as a whole-part relation in the priority monism model, according to which parts ontologically depend on the independent whole.  In this paper, I attempt to argue not only for the priority monistic but also the category monistic reading of Spinozistic substance and modes by taking power [potentia] as the single category of his ontology. I develop three original arguments against substance-property dualism in favor of category and priority monism with reference to Spinoza’s doctrines regarding one-category hierarchical being, bare substratum, and immanent causation as well as tracing the philosophical pedigree of his concepts. Following this interpretative thesis, substance emerges as the nexus of modes that are its infinitesimal parts.Graduate Student (ABD) 8 15 I have already agreed to chair a session
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Jan Forsman Mary Shepherd on Causation and External World Skepticism Early Modern Women, Epistemology, Skepticism, Causation University of Iowa jan.forsman@tuni.fi

Mary Shepherd’s account of causality has been gaining more interest in recent years (e.g., Bolton 2010; 2019; Fantl 2016; LoLordo 2019; Landy 2020; Fasko 2021; Boyle 2023). However, not much attention has been put on her argument for the existence of a continuous external world, that she hints at in the Essay Upon the Relation of Cause and Effect (1824; ERCE) and develops further in the Essays on the Perception of an External Universe (1827; EPEU). 
   In the paper, I will analyze Shepherd’s account of external world skepticism and how she answers different skeptical problems related to it by what a call a Causal Response. The response relies on her view of two causal principles that I call the Principle of Causal Dependence (“no thing can begin its own existence”: ERCE, 94) and the Principle of Causal Likeness (“like causes must generate like effects”: ERCE, 194). There is debate on whether these two causal principles should be considered on epistemic par or whether the latter is based in the former (e.g. LoLordo 2019; Bolton 2019; 2023). I argue that they are both on similar epistemic ground, based on our rational evaluation and understanding of causality. These causal principles coming together form the basis of her definition of causality as a synchronous relation that produces a new “existence” (ERCE, 94).  The combination of the two principles then forms a third principle, which I call the Principle of Causal Production.
   In the first part, I discuss Shepherd’s sources into external world skepticism and why she considered that the problem needs to be answer.  I argue that Shepherd considered the skeptically induced arguments of her period not only undermining rational science but likewise leading unavoidably to atheism. In the second part, I analyze her discussion of Humean external world skepticism, based on the claim of belief in necessary causation being unjustified, which she resolves with the Principle of Causal Dependence. In the third part, I analyze her long discussion of the dream argument (EPEU, 29ff) and how she aims to resolve it. In the fourth part, I analyze her discussion of Berkeleyan thesis of immaterialism (that material reality does not exist, which she considers part of “Academical or Sceptical philosophy”: EPEU, 25) and how she resolves it with her view of causality as a synchronous union based on the two causal principles, forming a third ‘producing’ causal principle. 
   My reading is connected to the debate on whether Shepherd’s causal principles are based on circular reasoning (e.g. Paoletti 2011; Fantl 2016). Previous responses to the circularity charge have been based on either Shepherd’s account of intentionality (Bolton 2019; 2023; Landy 2020a), to the view that Shepherd presents the causal principles as axiomatic (Folescu 2022), that the principles rely on a thought experiment of an empty universe, (Wilson 2022), or that they rely on empirical experience (Cruz 2024). I argue that the previous responses have not fully managed to overcome the circularity charge and that a better reading follows from viewing epistemic veracity of the causal principles relying on our rational evaluations.
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Margaret Matthews Gabrielle Suchon on Intellectual Equality and Women’s Right to the Pursuit of Knowledge Early Modern Philosophy, Feminist Philosophy, Early Modern Women Philosophers, Early Modern Epistemology Assumption University ml.matthews@assumption.edu

The concept of knowledge (science) plays a central role in the work of early modern feminist philosopher, Gabrielle Suchon (1632-1703), occupying an entire third of her wide-ranging Treatise on Ethics and Politics (1693). Despite the centrality of knowledge to Suchon’s philosophical project and to her feminism, very little scholarly attention has been devoted to her epistemology. This paper contributes to the recovery of early modern women philosophers by offering an analysis of Suchon’s arguments for the intellectual equality of men and women and women’s consequent right to the pursuit of knowledge. I focus primarily on Part II of Suchon’s Treatise, the Treatise on Knowledge, which deals with the nature of knowledge and its role in human flourishing. I anticipate highlighting the ways that Suchon’s argument is distinctive from that of other feminist philosophers of her time (e.g., François Poulain de la Barre). 
In the first part of the paper, I discuss Suchon’s general goals in the Treatise on Knowledge and explain her central argument for the intellectual equality of men and women. I show that for Suchon, men and women are intellectual equals insofar as they possess the same capacities for knowledge, where capacities are understood in terms of a metaphysics of final causality. Within this teleological conception of the human being, reflexive engagement with knowledge through contemplative activity is understood as the fulfillment or perfection of our nature. On the basis of this teleological conception of the human person, Suchon concludes that the customs that thwart women in the pursuit of knowledge are a violation of natural and divine law, and that they ought consequently to be changed. The remaining sections of my paper analyze two additional types of argument that Suchon offers in support of this claim. As I show, she offers two types of reductio ad absurdum argument: a philosophical and a theological one. 
In the second part of the paper, I discuss Suchon’s philosophical argument for women’s right to the pursuit of knowledge. Here, I show how Suchon directs one type of argument toward those who are already committed to a broadly Thomistic and Aristotelian conception of the rational soul, and who understand rationality to be the differentia distinctive of the human being, but who simultaneously maintain that women lack the relevant capacities to thrive in intellectual pursuits. Suchon’s basic claim is that it is incoherent to affirm that men and women possess the same rational soul and substantial form, but that they simultaneously possess different capacities or powers. What it means for men and women to possess the same kind of soul is precisely to possess the same capacities to be engaged in the corresponding activities that are characteristic of that natural kind. Suchon’s argument thus amounts to a kind of reductio: she exposes the incoherence of simultaneously affirming 1.) that men and women do possess the same rational soul, while denying 2.) that women possess the relevant capacities to engage in the activities characteristic of that natural kind.
In the third part of the paper, I discuss Suchon’s theological argument for women’s right to the pursuit of knowledge. Here, I show how Suchon offers a distinct but complementary argument directed toward those who are already committed to the Scriptural notion that men and women are equally created in God’s image and to the Thomistic view that the ‘image of God’ signifies our rational or intellectual nature, but who condone customs that restrict women’s access to knowledge. Again, Suchon offers a kind of reductio: she exposes the incoherence of affirming that men and women possess the same intellectual nature, while simultaneously upholding customs that actively thwart women in the fulfillment of that very nature. 
My paper concludes with a consideration of the distinctive character of Suchon’s arguments for the intellectual equality of men and women and for women’s entitlement to the pursuit of knowledge. I anticipate emphasizing how Suchon’s teleological conception of the human being distinguishes her feminism from that of many of her early modern contemporaries. Concretely, I plan to highlight how Suchon’s conception of knowledge as a fundamental human capacity tied to a natural telos strengthens her argument for women’s right to its pursuit.
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John Conley Moral Virtue and Power in Anne de France Moral Philosophy/Early Modern Philosophy/Feminism; virtue theory, gender and class Loyola University Maryland jconley1@loyola.edu

Moral Virtue and Power: Anne de France

Conley, John J.
Loyola University Maryland

Abstract

A regent of France, Anne de France (1461-1522) expounds her philosophy of virtue in Instructions of a Mother to her Daughter.  Her theory of virtue is class-specific.  In addition to the generic moral virtues a Christian woman of the period must cultivate, the royal and aristocratic woman must develop habits of discourse, comportment, and governance proper to her public role at court.
  
The principal virtues the privileged woman must cultivate are humility, courtesy, patience, and temperance.  She must carefully maintain her honor since her reputation can easily be attacked in the many public venues she occupies.  Courage is an essential virtue for a woman who will often find herself in public controversies.  Pride is an especially destructive vice for the courtier.  The privileged woman must learn that fraternal criticism can help her exercise the other virtues with greater dexterity.  Nobility of virtue must be preferred to nobility of family lineage.  Moderation should characterize her exercise of virtue.  “The middle path is best” (1878, 119).

The moral virtues are embedded within a religious framework.  Personal piety must manifest itself by daily periods of prayer.  Eschatologically, the virtuous woman must frame her moral choices within the drama of paradise or damnation for eternity.

The royal and aristocratic woman must exercise virtue in the governance of her household.  She must encourage and evaluate the virtues of her servants.  She should be particularly attentive to the devotional life of her ladies-in-waiting.  In raising her children, she must carefully choose the children’s governesses and tutors on the basis of moral character.  She should avoid mockery of her social inferiors.  Courtesy should characterize her language and comportment in exercising authority.

Primary Sources

Anne de France 1878.  Les enseignements d’Anne de France â sa fille.  Moulins.  C. Desrosiers. { A digital version of this text can be found on the Projet Gallica page of the Bibliothèque nationale de France.]
Anne of France 2004.  Lessons for  My Daughter, trans. and ed. Sharon L. Jensen. Cambridge.  D.S. Brewer.

Secondary Sources

Adams, Tracy 2016.  Theorizing Female Regency: Anne of France’s Enseignements â sa fille, in Cynthia Brown and Anne Marie Legaré (eds.), Les femmes, la culture et les arts en Europe entre Moyen Age et Renaissance. Turnhout, Belgaum. Brepols, 387-401.

Adams, Tracy 2018.  Anne de France and Gift-Giving: The Exercise of Female Power, in Susan Broomhall (ed.) Women and Power at the French Court, 1483-1563. Amsterdam: Netherlands. Amsterdam University Press, 65-84.

Willard, Charity C. 1991.  Anne de France, Reader of Christine de Pizan, in Glenda K. McLeod, The Reception of Christine de Pizan from the Fifteenth Through the Nineteenth Centuries. Lewiston, NY. Edwin Mellen Press, 1991, 59-70.
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W16 Philosophy of Science Levi Smith Popper’s Razor: The Role of the Simplicity of Falsification in Science Broad: Epistemology, Philosophy of Science. Fine-grained: Simplicity, Karl Popper University of Colorado Boulder levismith@colorado.edu In this essay I discuss what a scientist ought to do when confronted with several explanatory hypotheses which are all the simplest option in a specific regard (e.g., qualitatively, quantitatively, etc.) but equal in all other relevant regards. Near the beginning of this essay, I argue that there is good reason to deny the claim that there is a specific type of simplicity with ubiquitous epistemic authority. Instead, I contend that the most epistemically relevant type of simplicity is dependent on contextual factors. I then argue that the scientist in the dilemma above ought to adopt the hypothesis which could (if wrong) be falsified by the simplest method. My argument relies on the distinction between acceptance and adoption. The scientist accepts proposition p when she willingly avows p due to evidential reasons. The scientist adopts proposition p when she willingly avows or assumes the truth of p—either in a limited or full regard—for non-evidential reasons. On my account, the epistemic role norms that govern the actions of scientists are aimed at achieving true acceptance (with a justified level of credence) rather than true adoption or belief. I argue that, in the dilemma above, adopting the hypothesis that is the simplest to falsify puts the agent in the best position to achieve true acceptance. Graduate Student 7 16 I cannot commit to chairing a session due to my class and teaching schedule; however, I am willing to remain open to chairing (especially if it is on a Saturday).

W16

Philosophy of Science Tessa Ng On the Mathematical Foundations of Universality Class Explanations (Philosophy of science, Philosophy of Physics); (Modelling, idealization) University of California Irvine tessaan@uci.edu

“Science venerates truth”. This is a sentiment that has fallen out of popularity in recent years, at least among philosophers of science. Nonetheless it is an ideal that attracts many bright undergraduates to natural science— their conviction that science tells us what the world is really like. Until recently, a popular view in the philosophy of science was that the paramount value of science is to uncover true facts about the world. In recent years, this view has come under fire. The reason is that much of scientific research and pedagogy depends on felicitous falsehoods (Elgin, Catherine Z. True Enough. The MIT Press, 2017). Felicitous falsehoods, such as idealized models, are epistemic tools that scientists use to investigate the real world by modeling it. However, a contentious (and philosophically interesting) feature of idealized models is that they purposefully and pervasively distort their target system. Not only are these distortions non-trivial, in many cases the model’s explanatory and predictive power are directly derived from the distortion. Consequently, the question of how science can remain a truth-seeking enterprise when it depends on fictitious models has taken center stage in the philosophy of science community. 

In my paper, I take seriously the threat of idealized models and respond in the affirmative to the question of whether science really values truth. In order to do so, I survey the key discourse of this debate by engaging with four seminal books: 

Batterman, Robert. The Devil in the Details: Asymptotic Reasoning in Explanation, Reduction and Emergence. Oxford University Press, 2001. 
Elgin, Catherine Z. True Enough. The MIT Press, 2017. 
Potochnik, Angela. Idealizations and the Aims of Science. The University of Chicago Press, 2020.
Rice, Collin. Leveraging Distortions: Explanation, Idealization, and Universality in Science. The MIT Press, 2021.

While Elgin and Potochnik (2 and 3) relinquish truth as the objective of science, Batterman and Rice (1 and 4) conjure interesting ways to defend it. Batterman resorts to asymptotic reasoning to salvage truth, whereas Rice appeals to universality. In doing so, they propose rich interpretations of scientific explanation and import mathematical apparatus to support their arguments. In my paper, I criticize and build upon Batterman and Rice’s views to argue that the utility of idealized models is grounded in the ontological relationship between mathematical and physical systems. In section one, I summarize, compare, and critically evaluate the core arguments from Batterman, Elgin, Potochnik, and Rice’s novels. In section two, I unpack the significance of Batterman and Rice’s appeals to asymptotic reasoning and universality. In section three, I criticize Batterman’s and Rice’s views by drawing attention to the indispensable role of mathematics in defining physical systems. In section four I develop and deploy a view of scientific explanation that hails the unifying role mathematics plays in facilitating numerous types of scientific explanations. Lastly, I apply my proposed mathematics-centered account of scientific explanation to several cases in which idealized models are used to elucidate physical phenomena. I demonstrate how the mathematical foundations of idealization methods provide principled reasons for modifying model systems. In particular, I engage the ongoing discourse surrounding the use of renormalization group methods to analyze thermodynamic systems. I conclude that science does indeed hold truth as its primary value, having argued against the threat of idealized models and shown how we can systematically justify their use.Graduate Student
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W16 Philosophy of Science Yaojun Lu Can Introspection Be Calibrated? Philosophy of Mind, Philosophy of Cognitive Science Syracuse University ylu46@syr.edu The so-called “consciousness science” significantly relies on introspective reports, but the privacy of consciousness makes it impossible to prove the reliability of introspection. Matthias Michel recently argues that introspection can be calibrated without corroboration from other methods. I argue that this is possible only when the introspected entities are reliably correlated with publicly observable phenomenon such as stimulus or behavior. Otherwise the consciousness science faces an intractable problem of theory-ladenness.Graduate Student (ABD) 7 16 I am willing to chair a session
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Philosophy of Science Bixin Guo What can scientific practice tell us about the world? Metaphysics, Philosophy of Science; scientific metaphysics, scientific practice University of Pittsburgh big15@pitt.edu

The content of our best scientific theories is usually what is taken to be scientific knowledge of the world. For instance, scientific realism, a positive epistemic attitude towards science, concerns only the content of our best scientific theories (especially the status of unobservable entities). However, science is more than individual theories in isolation. It includes how the theories are interpreted and connected to observations, tested by experiments, used for explanations and predictions, and so on. It also includes models and simulations as well as connections between different theories. These are what may be labeled as ‘scientific practice’. 

It is often thought that the role of scientific practice is merely to generate knowledge—it reflects how we gain knowledge, but does not constitute genuine knowledge of the world. Consequently, philosophy of science that focuses on scientific practice is regarded, especially by contemporary metaphysicians, only as sociology or psychology of science or science commentaries, rather than something that can be informative about what the world is. We challenge this way of thinking about scientific theories and scientific practice, and argue that scientific practice can constitute genuine knowledge of the world. Accordingly, philosophy of science plays a broader and more essential role in telling us what the world is than metaphysicians may previously have thought.

We first argue that there is no clear, definite demarcation between scientific theories and scientific practice. A physical theory, say, is more than a set of propositions or equations stated in textbooks, or else it would not carry much physical significance. That suggests, what is often taken to be scientific practice is in fact a part of scientific theories. This requires a broader conception of scientific theories.

Moreover, we appeal to the No Miracle Argument to explain why scientific practice is not just a means to making epistemic progress—how we gain scientific knowledge, but also contains genuine knowledge of the world. Roughly speaking, if scientific realism—and accordingly the fact that scientific theories are (at least approximately) true—are motivated by the success of science, such success should involve the success of scientific practice as well. Scientific realists can’t just ignore the practice. If we take science at “face value” as informing us about what the world is like, as scientific realists would do, we should take at least some of those practices seriously as well.

This by no means suggests that we should simply take any scientific practice at face value. Some aspects of scientific practice are contingent or ad hoc, and do not tell us anything about the world (e.g., p-value). There are, nevertheless, some other aspects of scientific practice that contribute to the goals of science, are essential and irreplaceable to the scientific enterprise, and are inseparable from scientific theories. Accordingly, they could be indicative about what the world is like. It is we philosophers’ job to identify such aspects of scientific practice. We then use an example from the history of physics, the discovery of electromagnetic field and the electromagnetic theory, to illustrate what kind of knowledge scientific practice contains.Graduate Student (ABD)
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W16 Philosophy of Science Matthew Brewer Classification, Uniqueness, & Analogical Reasoning in Planetary Geoscience Philosophy of Science, Philosophy of Geosciences, Philosophy of Science in Practice, Scientific MethodologyBoston University brewer@bu.edu The Earth is currently the only known celestial body characterized by plate tectonics, or an outer surface that is broken into discrete moving plates. Many practicing geoscientists describe plate tectonics as “unique” to Earth. In this paper, I will argue that whether a phenomenon is classified as “unique” depends upon one’s investigative purposes. In addition, I will argue that for many investigative purposes, plate tectonics is perhaps instead most fruitfully classified as a recurrent (non-unique) phenomenon. As a case study to demonstrate that geoscientists classify celestial bodies according to their investigative purposes, I will consider a recent debate in planetary geomorphology surrounding the classification of Europa, a moon of Jupiter. Some geoscientists argue that Europa might be the first celestial body other than Earth known to exhibit plate tectonics. However, others disagree: skeptics are reluctant to classify Europa as such because its surface is made of ice, while Earth’s plates are made of silicate rock. A narrow conception of plate tectonics as only occurring on silicate bodies might serve the purposes of those geoscientists who are interested in Earth’s particular history. Nevertheless, I will argue that a broader conception of plate tectonics (one that includes “ice” tectonics) gives rise to fruitful comparisons of the Earth with other celestial bodies (such as Europa). If Earth is classified as “unique,” then such fruitful analogies might not be pursued. A broader conception of plate tectonics as a recurrent pattern allows for fruitful comparisons of the Earth with other celestial bodies. Thus, a broader conception might better serve the purposes of those interested in investigating lesser-known celestial bodies and the ways in which they are similar to or different from the Earth. Ultimately, whether a phenomenon such as plate tectonics is classified as "unique" depends upon whether such a classification would afford a means of achieving one's investigative purposes.Graduate Student (ABD) 7 16 I have already agreed to chair a session
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Philosophy of Science Duygu Uygun-Tunc Which underdetermination thesis poses a threat to the value-free ideal, and does it serve the case for value-laden science?Philosophy of science, epistemology, underdetermination, values in science University of Chicago uyguntunc@uchicago.edu

The philosophical discussions on the underdetermination of scientific theories typically take place in the context of a debate on scientific realism, namely on whether our best scientific theories can be true descriptions of the world. But various argumentative points made by anti-realists have often found their way into social constructionist and relativist theses about science propounded by earlier sociologists of science. These arguments typically express skepticism and often cynicism about the objectivity of science and the rationality of scientific reasoning. If the acceptance of a theory over its (actual or possible) rivals does not mean that it is likely true, supposedly such decisions are bound to reflect (at least in considerable part) non-epistemic considerations. 
Criticisms of the value-free ideal of science are often similarly premised on the underdetermination of scientific theories by evidence. The value-free ideal characterizes the scientific inference from evidence to a theoretical claim as one that ought to be free from the influence of non-epistemic value judgments. The so-called ‘gap’ argument against value-freedom maintains that non-epistemic values inevitably (and in some cases, desirably) enter into science to bridge the inferential gap between theory and observation, as strictly epistemic criteria do not conclusively close that gap or restrict our theoretical options to one (e.g., Anderson, 2004; Elliott, 2011; Longino, 1990; Nelson, 1990). A very similar but differently framed argument, the argument from inductive risk, maintains that decisions to accept or reject scientific claims must involve value-judgments because (due to underdetermination) there is no epistemic criterion that determines the sufficiency of evidential support (Douglas, 2000; 2007; also Hempel, 1960; Rudner, 1953). However, the most recent critics of the value-free ideal, predominantly feminist philosophers of science, do not stop at making a negative point about the untenability of the value-freedom but advance a positive point about the epistemic legitimacy of a value-laden science, namely that scientific reasoning can be value-laden yet objective and rational. Value-judgments are thus supposed to resolve underdetermination in a way that does not succumb to relativism and preserves the objectivity and rationality of scientific reasoning.
However, the arguments for value-laden science often do not make it clear what kind of underdetermination they refer to. A strong formulation of the underdetermination thesis is required to argue for the untenability of the value-free ideal, but such formulations typically (i) are difficult to justify and (ii) if true, have damning implications for the (strictly epistemic) objectivity and rationality of scientific inquiry. A weaker formulation of the underdetermination thesis is easier to justify, but such formulations typically do not rule out value-neutral methodological strategies, such as epistemic iteration (Chang, 2004), calibration (Franklin, 1989; 1999), or hedging (Betz, 2013; Nagel, 1961), and hence do not undermine the value-free ideal. For the underdetermination argument for value-laden science to be valid, the same underdetermination thesis that is used to undermine value-freedom should also conveniently open the desired Spielraum for values to legitimately enter science. More specifically, it should be consistent in its formulation of underdetermination (i) in the demonstration of the untenability of the value-free ideal (the negative argument) and 2) in specifying why and how value-judgments should be incorporated into science (the positive argument). Inconsistency in how the problem of underdetermination is conceived implies a double standard, which amounts to having your cake and eating it at the same time. Thus, examining the particular formulations of the underdetermination thesis in various arguments for value-laden science is important to examine the validity of the underdetermination argument against the tenability of the value-free ideal and to better evaluate the arguments for the epistemic legitimacy of value-laden science.
I argue that the negative argument is unsound, and the positive argument is invalid, because the positive argument can succeed only by dropping the negative argument, hence the claim that the value-free ideal is untenable. Professor (Early Career)
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Philosophy of Science Helen Meskhidze Understanding Complexification as a Solution-Generating Technique in General Relativity Philosophy of science, Philosophy of physics, Explanation Black Hole Initiative, Harvard University emeskhidze@g.harvard.edu 

Philosophers have studied how we use models and simulations to gain knowledge and understanding, especially in complex or highly idealized contexts (see e.g., Morrison 2015, Winsberg 2010). The question of how and whether mathematics represents the world has a longer history. In this paper, I am concerned with how and whether mathematics enables explanations in empirical sciences. In many cases, the success of mathematics in the sciences is obvious through the empirical predictions it makes and/or the explanations it provides. Indeed, many see the ``unreasonable effectiveness of mathematics’’ (Fillion 2012) in the sciences as evidence of the indispensability of mathematics. However, in highly idealized contexts, mathematics cannot provide predictions or explanations directly. This raises interesting questions about how it is nonetheless successful and useful for scientists. 

Patton (2023) has studied such a highly idealized context.  She argues that, in contexts where we cannot derive “predictions, representations, and results from equations in isolation...we should consider how formulations of and solutions to equations build on scientists' understanding of empirical and simulated situations to generate structural explanations” (2023, 73). Her account of heuristic structural explanation leverages the structural similarities between the idealized and the actual contexts. The structural similarities, then, enable a transfer of heuristic knowledge from the idealized to the actual domain of interest. 

Here, I will present a case study looking at the history of a particular complexification technique used to generate novel solutions to the Einstein field equations (EFE) of General Relativity. The  EFE describe a coupled system of nonlinear, second-order partial differential equations, making them difficult to solve. There are a number of methods that are used to generate new analytic solutions, often exploiting symmetries of the mathematical structures involved. Amongst the methods used for generating solutions, one stands out for both its effectiveness and its puzzling character: the Newman-Janis “trick.” This trick begins with a known solution to EFE, performs a particular complex coordinate transformation, and eventually derives a new solution. Despite being incredibly successful since its introduction in 1965 and having numerous articles claiming to explain how the “trick” works, many physicists have considered it to be an ad hoc procedure, a fluke for which there is little explanation. 

In this presentation, I introduce the trick and several recent attempts to explain it. I will argue that Patton's account nicely explains the general success of this solution-generating technique (the technique leverages underlying structural patterns). However, I will show that many physicists were still unsatisfied when explanations of this form were given. It was not until generalizations of the technique were made that the literature seemed to be satisfied. Ultimately, I will argue that this case study pressures us to expand the notion of heuristics in Patton's account. Merely being able to point to the structural patterns grounding the success of the trick was insufficient; physicists, in this domain, look for heuristics in the form of generalizable methods. Postdoctoral Fellow 16 I have already agreed to chair a session


