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Foreword

Life would be truly wonderful were it not for the problems that impede on our interpersonal

relationships, complicate our regular activities, even cause dramatic and mournful events.

Unfortunately, such life would only exist in dreams or utopias. This is a time of a global

pandemic. The circumstances have taken a toll on everyone. Unfortunately, and

heartbreakingly, many have lost their lives. Many have lost their loved ones. Many have

suffered health consequences. Many have lost their jobs. Our movement and social contacts

are limited. Our ability to enjoy cultural, artistic, and social events has been diminished, their

offer reduced, even prohibited.

My thoughts and feelings are as well with the people who suffer the consequences of the

earthquake.

The losses that the academic community suffered because of the pandemic, while not of the

tragic kind, are losses, nonetheless. The losses include, above all, the ability to work in a safe

direct contact which is an optimal setting for creativity, as science is a collective and a

collaborative endeavor, beside it being an enjoyment and fulfillment of individual abilities.

The students on all levels of college education are denied a part of the full college experience

and the research atmosphere which it facilitates. Luckily, these are temporary losses, the ones

which all will be able to make up for in the future.

The hard times inspire new solutions and give rise to newfound creativity. We have

discovered novel ways of working and the academic production has not screeched to a halt.

Even more so, we have intensified the communication with the areas, students and colleagues

from afar and, more than ever, are holding lectures and participating in conferences in

universities abroad.

Epidemiological measures have, without doubt, caused problems for our doctoral students

whose doctoral program was reduced in benefits that it offers. Regardless, our knowledge and

motivation have provided us with high quality and creative work so that the quality of the
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study program and the doctoral research has not been compromised. The lectures are still

held, essays written, papers published and doctoral dissertations defended.

We are holding meetings in which we discuss the organization of the doctoral program and

we had the opportunity to hold a doctoral workshop in which the students presented and

discussed their work. The initiative of our doctoral students has also made this online

conference a reality. In the name of my colleagues, as the chair of the doctoral program, I

express sincere joy in commending this wonderful activity.

This is the activity that will enable you to hone many skills, scientific as well as

organizational. Research activities, beside the work in one’s own area of expertise, include

the organization of scientific events, networking, editing and many more. Furthermore, this

conference will be the opportunity for all of you to present your work, to get feedback and to

listen to the research of your colleagues. For us, the members of the faculty, it will be the

opportunity to receive information and feedback on your work which will undoubtedly

provide us with great satisfaction.

Above all, I want to thank all of you whose work has contributed to this conference. Your

devoted, tireless and selfless work deserves immense gratitude. I thank all of you who will

present your work and I thank those of you who will engage in discussions and listen to the

presented work. Special thanks are also in place for the support of the administrative staff.

Lastly, I want to thank all colleagues whose committed work not only sustains, but makes

this doctoral program thrive.

I wish you all good luck in your work, successful presentations and lively discussions.

Full Professor Elvio Baccarini,

Head of the postgraduate doctoral programme “Philosophy and Contemporaneity”
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Monday, 18th January

17:00 – 17:30 Opening

Snježana Prijić-Samaržija, Rector of the University of Rijeka

Elvio Baccarini, the Head of the Postgraduate Doctoral

Programme

"Philosophy and Contemporaneity“ at University of Rijeka

17:30 – 18:00 Alex Flavius Deaconu (University of Milano): On Moral Condition(s) and

Social Topology

18:00 – 18:30 Jose Luis Guerrero Quiñones (Oxford Brookes University): There is No

Morally Relevant Distinction Between Active and Passive Euthanasia

18:30 – 18:40 Break

18:40 – 19:10 Eugenia Stefanello (University of Padova): The Dark Sides of Empathic

Deliberation in Bioethics

Tuesday, 19th January

16:00 – 16:30 Guxing Chen (Beijing Normal University): Anscombe on

„Practical Knowledge“

16:30 – 17:00 Silvia Zanelli (University of Bergamo): Pre-Individuality Through

Individuation: Deleuze and Peirce on Immanence and Sign

17:00 – 17:30 Jim Schrub (Université Paris-Nanterre): How Simondon's Modulation Can

Help Media Theory Move Forward

17:30 – 17:40 Break

17:40 – 18:10 Jelena Kopajtić (University of Rijeka): Is There a Problem With the Problem

of Evil in Indian Philosophy?

18:10 – 18:40 Anton Heinrich L. Rennesland (University of Santo Tomas): Hope and

Cynical Reason
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Wednesday, 20th January

16:00 – 16:30 Tom Kaspers (University of St Andrews, University of Stirling): Truth

and Asserting

16:30 – 17:00 Yannick Kohl (University of Luxembourg): Solving the Dilemma of Higher-

Order Defeat: The Role of Higher-Order Evidence on Epistemic Basing

17:00 – 17:30 Carlo Raineri (University of Manchester): What’s So Naive About Naïve

Realism?

17:30 – 17:40 Break

17:40 – 18:10 Frederik J. Andersen (University of St Andrews): Countering Justification

Holism in the Epistemology of Logic

18:10 – 18:40 Savvas Ioannou (University of St Andrews): Conceptual Reduction Without

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions: A Truthmaking Approach

Thursday, 21st January

16:00 – 16:30 Danica Radoš (University of Rijeka): Methodology of Aristotle’s Metaphysics

16:30 – 17:00 Inger Bakken Pedersen (University of Vienna): Two Approaches to the

Access Problem

17:00 – 17:10 Break

17:10 – 17:40 Otávio Maciel (University of Brasília): Speculative Realism as a Checkpoint

for Contemporary Philosophies

17:40 – 18:10 Necmiye Yuksel (University of Exeter): Do Epistemic Intuitions Vary

Across Actors?
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Friday, 22nd January

16:00 – 17:00 Keynote Lecture – Marko Jurjako (University of Rijeka): Predictive

Processing, Self-Deception, and the Distinction Between Personal and Subpersonal

Explanations

17:00 – 17:10 Break

17:10 – 17:40 Filippos Stamatiou (University of Copenhagen): The Worry about Mental

Luck

17:40 – 18:10 Héloïse Athéa (The Institute for the History and Philosophy of Science and

Technology, Paris): At the Nexus of Neuroscience and Philosophy: Is Emotion Human?

18:10 – 18:40 Martina Valković (Leibniz University Hannover, Radboud University

Nijmegen): Evolution of Cooperation

18:40 – 18:50 Break

18:50 – 19:20 Andrija Jurić (University of Novi Sad): The Relation Between Consciousness

and the I in the Philosophy of Mind: Egological and Non-Egological Theories

19:20 – 19:50 Niccolò Aimone Pisano (University of St Andrews, University of Stirling):

The First-Person Perspective as a Necessary Condition for Cognition

Saturday, 23rd January

10:00 – 11:00 Keynote Lecture - Zdenka Brzović (University of Rijeka): What is Natural

about Kinds: The cases of genes

11:00 – 11:10 Break

11:10 – 11:40 Vito Balorda (University of Rijeka): Molecular Biology: Origins

11:40 – 12:10 Aleksandar V. Božić (University of Rijeka): Life as a Historical Process and

the Aliveness of Proteins, Terrestrial and Otherwise

12:10 – 12:20 Break
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12:20 – 12:50 Zvonimir Anić (Institute of Philosophy Zagreb): Explanation and Prediction

in Medicine: Why Mechanistic Reasoning Fails?

12:50 – 13:00 Closing remarks
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Dr. Zdenka Brzović, postdoctoral researcher

University of Rijeka

What is Natural about Kinds: The Case of Genes

It is a well-established trend in debates in philosophy of biology to argue that our

philosophical accounts need to stay close to actual scientific practice. This approach, it is

often argued, will lead us to a more pluralistic and contextual approach that takes into

consideration the complexity of the actual scientific practice and the fact that, depending on

their interests, scientists might end up with different theories, concepts, classifications, or

even results. In this paper I argue against this approach as it is applied in the case of

biological classification, specifically classification into genes.

Thomas Reydon (2016) proposed that classifications into genes provide a good example how

classifications in natural sciences, and not only in human ones, are embedded in matrices of

investigative contexts, epistemic aims, institutions and other elements. Different ways in

which genes are allocated to kinds, according to him, depend on investigative contexts and

are thus fundamentally mind-dependent, even though there are still some natural boundaries

that limit the delineation of gene kinds.

An opponent of such pluralist, context-dependent stance on kinds has the following options:

(1) we should give up on genes as candidate for natural kinds; (2) search for an improvement

of the gene concept that has the potential of playing a role of natural kind in molecular

biology. In this paper I defend the second approach and argue that regardless of the vast

complexity of goings on at the molecular level there is a firm ground upon which to anchor

the delineation of genes. That is, by referring to the fact that natural selection acts to fix

important genomic segments and various additional molecular machinery involved in

producing functional macromolecules.
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Assistant Professor Marko Jurjako

University of Rijeka

Predictive Processing, Self-Deception, and the Distinction Between

Personal and Subpersonal Explanations

Prediction error minimization framework (PEM) denotes a family of theories and models that

aim to provide a unified account of perception, cognition, and action. According to some of

its supporters, PEM’ ambitions are very broad, aiming to account for “perception and action

and everything mental in between”. In this talk I will discuss some of the theoretical

limitations of the PEM paradigm. As a case study I will use self-deception. It appears that

PEM cannot adequately account for self-deception because it reduces its cognitive ontology

to constructs such as precisions, predictions, and prediction errors without a separate category

for motivational states such as desires. In the talk I will discuss a potential response to this

objection that is based on a distinction between personal and subpersonal levels of

explanation. Self-deception is a personal level phenomenon, while PEM offers subpersonal

explanations of cognitive function. So, to claim that PEM is unable to explain self-deception

might be based on a confusion between the levels of explanation. It will be discussed how the

plausibility of this response depends on the construal of the relation between personal and

subpersonal levels of explanation. There are at least three views on the relation between

personal and subpersonal explanations: the autonomist, the functionalist, and the co-

evolutionary perspective. Taking into account these perspectives, I discuss a potential

dilemma for PEM with respect to its (in)ability to explain self-deception. On the one hand,

adopting the autonomist perspective might insulate PEM from the objection, but at the cost of

extremely limiting its ability to shed light on personal level phenomena. Adopting the

functionalist or co-evolutionary perspective, on the other hand, leaves PEM open to the

objection that it cannot appropriately explain self-deception and similar forms of motivated

reasoning.
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Frederik J. Andersen

University of St Andrews

Countering Justification Holism in the Epistemology of Logic

A key question in the philosophy of logic is how we have justification for claims about

logical consequence. Justification holism says that beliefs regarding claims of logical

consequence can only be justified in the context of a logical theory, e.g. classical,

intuitionistic, paraconsistent etc. Thus, according to holism, beliefs concerning logical

entailment cannot be atomistically justified as isolated claims of logical consequence,

independently of theory choice. At present there is a developing interest in and endorsement

of justification holism due to the revival of an abductivist approach to the epistemology of

logic. This paper presents an argument against holism by proving the existence of a

foundational sentence about logical entailment which we can be justified in believing

independently of theory choice. The central argument sets out with an assumption of

Universality, i.e. any acceptable deductive entailment-relation – modeling the concept of

validity – must involve universal quantification over cases, be it in the form of possible

worlds, constructions, situations, truth-makers etc. From this, it’s shown that the entailment-

sentence about the inference rule universal instantiation is true under any acceptable

deductive entailment-relation, and denying its truth would mean giving up on deduction

altogether. In other words, the aim is to establish that the entailment-sentence about universal

instantiation is a foundational entailment-sentence for which we can have propositional

justification independently of theory choice, thus constituting a counterexample to the holistic

doctrine.
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Zvonimir Anić

Institute of Philosophy, Zagreb

Explanation And Prediction In Medicine: Why Mechanistic Reasoning
Fails?

Consider a type of a question scientists and medical practitioners are regulary faced with: in

what way does the infection with SARS-Cov-2 cause or lead to acute respiratory distress

syndrome (ARDS)? By answering such a question we are giving an explanation of a certain

biomedical phenomenon, that is, we track down its causes. Let us consider now a different

type of a question: what will be the outcomes of treating patients with ARDS by inhalation of

nitric oxide (iNO)? This second type of a question is concerned with the prediction of an

outcome of a specific intervention in terms of a medical treatment.

In the contemporary philosophy of science, and especially in philosophy of different special

sciences such as biology and biomedicine, the leading account of scientific explanation is the

mechanistic explanation. According to such an account of scientific explanation, scientists

explain biological and biomedical phenomena as the products of organized complex systems,

constituted by different kinds of entities or component parts, their activities, and their mutual

interactions. The mechanistic account of explanation and prediction takes that having a

detailed knowledge of the inner workings of some mechanism allows one to predict how the

mechanism will behave under interventions on some of its constitutive parts.

Within the Evidence-Based Medicine (EBM) paradigm, however, predicting the outcomes of

medical interventions based on the knowledge of biological mechanisms – mechanistic

reasoning – is considered to be a fallible and an unreliable model of prediction. To predict the

outcomes of medical treatments, EBM favors the conclusions of observational (e.g. cohort

studies) or experimental (e.g. double blinded randomized controlled trials) epidemiological

studies performed on populations over mechanistic reasoning. In this paper, I discuss why

mechanistic reasoning fails as a reliable model of prediction in medicine by setting the issue

within the debate on ontic and epistemic conceptions of scientific explanation.
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Athéa Héloïse

The Institute for the History and Philosophy of Science and Technology, Paris

At the Nexus of Neuroscience and Philosophy: Is Emotion Human?

Disorders linked to emotions (fear, panic, anxiety, etc.) are major public health concerns in

humans and for the consideration of animal welfare. In this context, it seems necessary to

determine precisely what these states are and how to optimize their identification. However,

there is no consensus about their exact definition. These terms are often used interchangeably

and end up simply referring to negative emotional valence, which prevents us from

understanding their specificity, both semantic and physiological; and find new effective

treatments. Thus, based on my bi-disciplinary education in neuroscience and philosophy, I

will study the correspondence between ‘‘fear states’’ in Man and the disorders of defense

behavior in animals - correspondence which has never been rigorously demonstrated, but

which remains an implicit working hypothesis among neuroscientists. Primarily, I will show

the insufficiency of usual types of functional definitions using by scientists, that is,

operational definitions in terms of variables that can be measured. Those definitions have one

major limit: we need more and better criteria and measures to identify an emotion. It is this

criticism that I will try to overcome in the constructive part of my project, which intends to

bring three improvements. 1) The development and the interspecies comparison of a new set

of behavioral, neural and physiological measures on animal and human, which will allow to

develop new definitions that will not only meet the functional requirements, but will allow us

to specify the link between a mental state in humans and in animals. 2) The development of

criteria that an animal model must respect in order to be relevant in the context of the study of

fear in humans. 3) Finally, I will articulate the results of my work obtained in experimental

neuroscience with the perspective of conceptual analysis, with the aim of proposing solutions

to improve the care of patients with stress-related pathologies.
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Vito Balorda

University of Rijeka

Molecular Biology: Origins

In this paper, I examine the origins of Molecular Biology (henceforth MB), namely, scientific

disciplines that preceded and influenced its development. MB is the study of the molecular

structure and the activation of genetic information residing in DNA (see Keller 1990, p. 391),

as well as “the story of molecules of life, their relationship, and how these interactions are

controlled” (Divan and Royds 2016, p. 27).

When discussing the history of MB and its emergence as a scientific discipline, I present 3

different views existing in the debate: (i) emergence of MB by conjunction between

biochemistry and genetics, (ii) multidisciplinary emergence of MB, and (iii) emergence of

MB by the crucial influence of physics. View (i) is often found in the literature on the history

of MB, inferring its origin as a conjunction between biochemistry and genetics. View (ii)

indicates that MB emerged under the influence of different disciplines, namely, genetics,

physics, chemistry, biochemistry, etc., with the goal of answering the question of inheritance.

View (iii) emphasizes the crucial influence of physics for the emergence of MB as a fully

autonomous scientific discipline. For instance, the influence of great physicists, at the time

most notably, Erwin Schrödinger and Niels Bohr.

I examine all the abovementioned views addressing the main question of the paper, that is:

Which discipline, and on what grounds, was decisive for the emergence of MB? I advocate a

version of view (ii), but putting more emphasis on the role played by physics. I ground my

view by highlighting the role of experiments, specific methodology, and, generally, physics

and engineering ‘know-how’, in influencing the origins of MB.
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Aleksandar V. Božić

University of Rijeka

Life as a Historical Process and the Aliveness of Proteins, Terrestrial and
Otherwise

In this paper, my aim is to investigate implications of Forterre's „extended view“ of the

notion of living entities (henceforth EV) for astrobiological research. Forterre (see 2016,

2017) proposes EV according to which all biological entities (e.g., proteins, chromosomes)

involved in „living processes“ should be considered alive. For further distinction, Forterre

proposes identifying biological entities with biological „individuals“, i.e., clearly bounded,

separable, countable and temporally continued entities. Biological individuals are assigned

the status of living entities by virtue of their participation in „living processes“, which are

specified as processes inside a „living biological organism“ or can be generally understood as

belonging to life on Earth as a „historical process“. Or as Forterre (2017, p. 78) summarizes

„Life and living processes are simply names for complex evolving forms of matter that are

now present on our planet.“

A first consequence of EV is that some entities (e.g., chromosome), being biological

individuals, are alive, while other entities (e.g., genes), in virtue of not being biological

individuals, are not alive. A second consequence is that biological individuals are alive as

long as they are operational inside living beings, e.g., irreversibly denatured protein is no

longer alive as it is not further functional in a living cell. A third consequence is that life on

Earth is a distinctively „historical process“. (my emphasis)

The paper will focus on: (i) analysis of the third consequence of EV in determining the status

of life for terrestrial subcellular entities, such as proteins, and (ii) analysis of some practical

consequences of (i) in determining the status of life for extraterrestrial entities belonging to

the same natural kind as terrestrial ones, namely proteins of a purportedly meteoritic origin.
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Carlo Raineri

University of Manchester

What’s so Naive about Naïve Realism?

Naïve Realism claims that veridical perceptual experiences essentially consist in genuine

relations between perceivers and mind-independent objects. While much of the contemporary

debate focusses on the difficulties Naïve Realism encounters in accounting for non-veridical

cases (such as illusions and hallucinations), little attention has been devoted to assessing what

is arguably the main motivation to endorse Naïve Realism – namely, that it is the only view

which articulates our ‘intuitive’ conception of perception. In this paper, I first clarify in which

sense Naïve Realism is supposed to be ‘naïve’. In this respect, I argue that it should be put

forward as the only view which can take our introspective knowledge – and not, as the name

seems to suggest, our ‘common-sensical’ or ‘pre-theoretical’ judgments – about perception at

face value. Second, I identify the two (alleged) key features of such introspective knowledge,

Transparency – that perception makes manifest to us mind-independent objects and their

features – and Actualism – that one could not be in the perceptual state one is unless the

putative objects of perception existed and were perceived. It is widely accepted that Naïve

Realism is the only account of perception which can claim that Transparency and Actualism

(allegedly) seem true of perception because they are actually true of perception. Finally, I

argue that Actualism cannot be introspectively evident, and that it should be better construed

as a possible explanation of what is evident about perception, which is usually identified in

the literature as the feature of Immediacy or Phenomenological Directness. Therefore, any

theory which can offer at least an alternative explanation of Immediacy could also take our

introspective knowledge of perception at face value. Since at least one account of perception

– Intentionalism – can provide such an alternative explanation, I conclude that the claim that

Naïve Realism is the only account which accommodates our intuitions over the nature of

perception must be rejected.
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Guxing Chen

Beijing Normal University

Anscombe on „Practical Knowledge“

G.E.M. Anscombe introduces the conception of “practical knowledge” to contemporary

philosophy of action in Intention (1957,2000). Scholars have long debated whether “practical

knowledge” is observational or not, whether “practical knowledge” is independent of what

happens in reality and what the relationship is between “practical knowledge” and “knowing

how”. Some philosophers are against Anscombe’s idea concerning practical knowledge,

while there are also many philosophers attempting to defend her view. I develop a new

understanding of practical knowledge following the Anscombean tradition. In this essay, I

argue that the core point of Anscombe’s practical knowledge is that “practical knowledge” is

not independent of what happens in reality. My view has two aspects. On the one hand,

practical knowledge is “knowing to do”. That is to say, practical knowledge is willingness to

do the right things. Accordingly, “practical knowledge” is identified with what happens in

reality. Moreover, the non-observational character of “practical knowledge” is compatible

with the formula “I do what happens”. On the other hand, “practical knowledge” is not

derived from the known object but creates, measures and directs its object. Therefore, the

case of failed intentional action does not defeat “practical knowledge”. Besides, successful

intentional action confirms practical knowledge. According to the idea of “knowing to do”,

“practical knowledge” is a unique form of knowledge that is significant for epistemology.

The paper first clarifies Anscombe’s main idea about practical knowledge. And then

considers various attempts which try to interpret Anscombe’s practical knowledge rejecting

them as unsatisfactory. The paper then proposes to understand practical knowledge as

“knowing to do”. The paper finally concludes by responding to possible objections to my

proposal.
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Alex-Flavius Deaconu

University of Milano

On Moral Condition(s) and Social Topology

I argue that in contemporary societies we can find a form of moral outrage which does not

easily fit in classical moral and ethical theories. I name it outrage against social topology,

against the way in which the social space is divided and partitioned. I have in view the fact

that the division of the social space into spheres, fields, or other topological categories

necessarily implies a division or partitioning of the self into different kinds of agents. More

than this, modern societies are characterised by an increasing partitioning of the social space,

correlated with an increasing partitioning of individuals. I focus on the division implicit in

being a worker today. In many cases this implies being bound to a certain space, e.g. a

company, distinguished from other spaces such as a public space, or one’s own home. At the

same time, being a worker at the workplace, one is not a citizen in the public space; what is

allowed in one place given ‘who’ one is, might not be allowed in the other place.

Nevertheless, social topology is not unproblematic, nor is it taken to be so by the agents

themselves: it can give rise to specific moral dilemmas and moral conditions. My argument

relies on a real life example: the 2018 protests of Microsoft employees against the company’s

decision to start producing warfare technology. I show that their moral outrage cannot be

completely understood if we work within the worker/civic agent separation, that their outrage

is against such a division, and against the social topology that imposes it, and that they

embrace a form of agency which is at the same time, and in the same place, worker and civic

agent; an agency demanding a reconfiguration of social topology.
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Savvas Ioannou

University of St Andrews

Conceptual Reduction without Necessary and Sufficient Conditions: A
Truthmaking Approach

Conceptual reductive accounts usually take conceptual reduction to be possible iff necessary

and sufficient conditions for the truths of one domain can be given by describing truths in

another domain, and thus reducing the former to the latter. For example, reductionism about

the mind is true iff for each mental predicate M, there is a physical predicate P such that a

sentence of the form ‘x is M iff x is P’ is analytically or empirically true. This is what I call a

strong conceptual reduction (SCR).

Instead, I will argue that another kind of conceptual reduction is possible. I will call ‘weak

conceptual reduction’ (WCR) any conceptual reductive account that does not give necessary

and sufficient conditions for the conceptual reduction of an entity, but it provides another

way that conceptual reduction can be done. Weak conceptual reduction (WCR) can be given

by using resources from John Heil’s (2003, 2012) truthmaker theory. I will argue that we can

do this kind of reduction, if there are various less-than-perfectly similar physical properties

that can be the truthmakers of sentences about higher-level properties and the similarity

between them can explain why an irreducible higher-level property is not needed.

My conceptual reductive account is weak because it allows for infinite possible or actual

truthmakers for a higher-level predicate and involves the notion of similarity. Unlike SCR, it

does not attempt to present all the possible truthmakers without mentioning anything else. For

example, consider the predicate ‘m’ that purports to refer to the mental property of being

happy. It can be weakly conceptually reduced in the following way: An object O possesses m,

iff it possesses p1 or p2 or p3 or any other similar physical property.
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Andrija Jurić

University of Novi Sad

The Relation between Consciousness and the I in the Philosophy of Mind:
Egological and Non-egological Theories

Egology is a philosophical discipline that has the I or ego and the sphere of ownness as its

subject. Difficulties in the conception of egology are a consequence of the problem of

determining the I – there is no unanimous definition, nor a consensus on whether the I exists

at all: on the one hand, Hume denies its existence, on the other, Fichte defines it as an

absolute. These positions could be framed as egological and non-egological theories of

consciousness. In the philosophical tradition, the latter was more often represented, as is the

case in contemporary analytical philosophy of mind, while the former was mainly interpreted

in the context of idealism. The first group of philosophers could include, among others:

Descartes, Kant, Fichte and late Husserl; and the latter: Hume, Lichtenberg, Nietzsche, early

Husserl, Sartre, and Gurwitsch. The main problem of egological theories is to show how the I

is “in” consciousness, i.e. what is their relation; on the other hand, the main problem of non-

egological theories would be the explanation of how the I is constituted in consciousness

(usually by reflection) and how consciousness, after the I has appeared, recognizes itself in it.

These questions will necessarily, at one place, touch on the question of the possibility of a

pre-reflexive (self-)consciousness. The task of the presentation will be to show the rich

tradition of philosophical egology, from Descartes’ ego cogito, through Kant’s “I think” and

Fichte’s intellectual intuition, to Husserl’s I-polarization and Sartre’s transcendence of the

Ego. The problems of the relation between the transcendental I and psychological (empirical)

consciousness, the problem of the theory of reflection, the I-splitting, the ego cogito and the

ego agens, etc. will also be highlighted. The thesis will be on pointing out the necessity of the

egocentric theory of consciousness – especially in the modern analytical philosophy of mind

– without which the consciousness as consciousness cannot be explained.
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Tom Kaspers

University of St Andrews and University of Stirling

Truth and Asserting

The questions “What is truth?” and “What are assertions?” often go hand in hand. Different

theories of truth can lead to different views on what assertions are and on what counts as an

assertion. I believe that we should try to find out what assertions are independently of our

theories of truth. However, to do so is not an easy task. Since assertions are acts, and acts are

most straightforwardly explained by saying what their aim or purpose is, assertions are most

straightforwardly explained by their aim. Yet, the aim of assertions is truth; one who

asserts p presents p as true and the assertion is thus successful if p is actually true. This is, of

course, of no help for our project of trying to find out what assertions are independently of

truth.

I propose a different strategy which consists in contrasting the act of asserting with other

speech acts. I will use an interpretation of Sellars to show that assertions can be used to create

and reify different linguistic norms or rules. This characterization of asserting immediately

gives us a notion of truth, since the two are so closely connected, but the notion that Sellars

gives — “for a proposition to be true is for it to be … correctly assertible; assertible, that is,

in accordance with the relevant semantical rules” (Sellars, 1968, IV §26) — is entirely

uninformative and platitudinous.

More interestingly, Sellars alludes to alethic pluralism by saying that “the varieties of truth

correspond to the relevant varieties of semantical rule.” (Sellars, 1968, IV §26) I argue that

the linguistic norms reified by our assertoric practices can be justified either via a

metaphysical account or via a social-institutional account. These two accounts invoke two

different truth properties: truth as correspondence and pragmatist truth respectively.
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Yannick Kohl

University of Luxembourg

Solving the Dilemma of Higher-Order Defeat: The Role of Higher-Order
Evidence on Epistemic Basing

What ought a subject S believe when she has misleading higher-order evidence? Intuitively,

believing p when S has evidence that her evidence does not support p seems irrational, even

if p is true. However, the two major theories of justification, reliabilism and evidentialism, do

not square well with the intuition that it would be irrational to be epistemically akratic, i.e., to

remain confident in p even though one believes that one’s evidence does not support p.

Attempts to resolve this tension between the lower and the higher-order evidence have

involved pluralism with respect to epistemic norms (Worsnip, 2018), evaluating dispositions

rather than individual beliefs (Lasonen-Aarnio, 2018), and rejection of any role of higher-

order belief (Wheatherson, 2019). Along with Silva (2016) and Ye (2019), I believe that the

tension can be resolved by considering the role of a basic distinction in epistemology between

propositional and doxastic justification. Roughly, to have propositional justification for a

belief p is to have reasons for a belief p regardless of whether one believes p or not. To have

doxastic justification is to believe p and for this belief to be properly based on these reasons. I

want to address a question that Silva left open, namely what the more precise way is in which

higher-order evidence defeats doxastic justification. According to Korcz’s (2000) influential

causal-doxastic theory of the basing relation, the basing relation can be established by meta-

beliefs about the relation between one’s reasons and one’s belief. Conversely, higher-order

evidence to the effect that one’s lower-order belief is impermissible (that it is not supported

by one’s evidence) defeats one’s doxastic justification by preventing the belief in question to

be properly based on one’s reasons. In short, a belief p cannot be properly based on one’s

reasons if one has the metabelief that one’s reasons do not support the belief.
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Jelena Kopajtić

University of Rijeka

Is there a Problem with the Problem of Evil in Indian Philosophy?

There is often a prejudice in Western philosophy about the existence of the problem of evil in

Indian philosophy since it denies the reality of evil. With this presentation, I want to draw

attention to the parts of the problem of evil in Indian philosophy that are similar or can be

interpreted very similarly as the same ones in Western philosophy of religion.

It is a common opinion that we need two basic concepts for the problem of evil:

(monotheistic) theism and (reality) of evil. By the term theism in the monotheistic sense, I

primarily mean the belief in the one and only God who is the creator of everything and at the

same time (in tradition) has certain qualities, of which three are essential for the problem of

evil: (moral) goodness, omnipotence and omniscience.

Monotheistic theism does not exist in Indian indigenous religions. After all, we know by

general knowledge that Hinduism is a polytheistic religion, Jainism is closer to pantheism

than monotheism, and whether there is a god in Buddhism at all is still a moot point. But

some authors speak of another notion that could be a bridge between monotheistic theism and

polytheism: henotheism (Müller, Dasgupta). Henotheism is a term that denotes the worship of

one (supreme) god in the polytheistic tradition. God whom the worshiper accepts as supreme

is usually seen as the creator, as morally good, omnipotent and certainly omniscient. Thus,

one supreme god becomes a God with a capital G, almost in the Western sense. The only

difference is that there are other (less important) gods besides the supreme one.

Another key concept is the concept of evil. Indians traditionally view evil as an illusion and

thus deny the reality of evil but Indian philosophy does not deny the fact that evil seems real

to us. Does the denial of metaphysical reality diminish the problem of evil? It seems not. We

can always ask ourselves why God created physically real evil, what is the purpose of

suffering, and so on.

From all that has been stated, I conclude that it is possible to observe the problem of evil in a

Western sense from an Indian perspective despite certain differences in two necessary notions:

theism and the notion of evil.
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Otávio Maciel

University of Brasília

Speculative Realism as a Checkpoint for Contemporary Philosophies

The purpose of this paper/presentation is to advocate the contemporary movement of

Speculative Realism as a possible checkpoint for future philosophies. This may be almost

immediately contested, since even the original authors associated with such a movement have

either trodden their own paths separately or even denied its existence. Despite that, following

one of these authors, Graham Harman, Speculative Realism may still be presented as a group

effort to diagnose, overcome and propose new paths for philosophy. Their original intent was

to criticize the apparently incontestable primacy of the “philosophies of access” (Graham

Harman’s term) or “correlationism” (Quentin Meillassoux’s term).

This idea might be presented as a criticism to the common Western philosophical thesis that

our theories should be restricted to what human beings can know. Naturally, what “humans

can know” is a subject of a debate, includingdozens of correlationist schools all of which

agree on this point: philosophy is what humans can know. The correlate between subject and

object and, especially, between humans’ reason and non-human world are deemed

insurmountable at a common-place starting point at least since Kant, one of Meillassoux’s

main adversaries. Harman’s accounts are also critical of Kant but might be presented in a

more general way: if philosophy is reduced to what is accessible to us, we conflate what is

(ontology) with what might be known under special circumstances (epistemology).

The point of our presentation is not to particularly defend these authors, but to present their

claims as an interesting way to do philosophy of our contemporaneity – one that allows for a

renewed metaphysics and a speculation to regain relevance as a field of inquiry.
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Inger Bakken Pedersen

University of Vienna

Two Approaches to the Access Problem

Employing Audrey Yap’s (2009) distinction between an internal and an external type of

answer to the access problem in the philosophy of mathematics, I argue that these types

characterize two distinct approaches to tackle the problem. Depending on the kind of answer

one favours, the two approaches deal with the access problem in a very different manner.

This methodological difference leads to certain constraints for what counts as an acceptable

epistemological story of mathematical knowledge.

An external answer to the access problem is characterized by accepting the challenge as

posed. This means that the gulf between physical and mathematical reality must be bridged,

and that some means – capable of both breaching the causal limits of physical reality and

probe into mathematical reality – must be endorsed. The approach favouring an external kind

of answer I call the head on approach. It involves the postulation of a special faculty capable

of such bridging, and it thus has a transcending quality.

This approach should be discarded in favour of the second approach, that of tweaking of the

question, which rejects an external kind of answer, on the grounds that it entails a standard

for what counts as an adequate epistemological account that is impossible to meet. Instead,

one should answer the problem in an internal fashion. That means to lower the adequacy

standard and reduce our ontological commitment.

I argue that the style of argument used to defend the head on approach does not warrant the

postulation of a metaphysically speculative faculty. While inference to the best explanation is

the favoured argument style for the other approach as well, I argue that ontological

parsimony and the value placed on conforming to ordinary scientific standards have a better

fit with this type of argument.



1st International Student Conference “Contemporary Philosophical Issues PhD”
University of Rijeka, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences

Rijeka, January 18 – 23, 2021

29

Niccolò Aimone Pisano

University of St. Andrews and University of Stirling

The First-Person Perspective as a Necessary Condition for Cognition

I will argue that the presence of a first-person perspective (1PP) on cognition is a necessary

condition not only for our understanding of what cognition is, but also for the very existence

of cognition as a genuine natural phenomenon.

My presentation is divided into three. First, I will motivate the importance of establishing

whether 1PP should be included as a necessary condition for cognition in the search for a

Mark of the Cognitive (see e.g. Rowlands (2009), Rowlands (2010a), Adams (2010), Adams

and Garrison (2013, 2014) for some views on the topic), motivated by the debate over the

4E’s, especially over Extended Cognition. I will point out that the meaningfulness of the

notion of “cognitive subject”, depends on this.

Secondly, I will highlight that what is being had a 1PP on is not distinct from what entertains

such perspective: differently from the third-person perspective, 1PP is the perspective

cognizers (which are taken not to be something over and above their cognitive states) have on

first-order cognitive states.

Finally, I will outline my argument to the effect that the existence of a 1PP is necessary for

cognition. I will start from two assumptions: cognition (uncontroversially) involves

information processing; cognition is a real natural phenomenon, and as such it must have

properties distinguishing it from other phenomena and magnitudes. Then, I will point out that,

since without a 1PP there can be no cognitive subject, the boundaries of cognitive systems

would be arbitrary, and no further requirements on information processing mentioning the

personal level (e.g. Rowlands’ (2010b)) could be added. This makes characterising cognition

as something more than information processing impossible. Therefore, depicting cognition in

a purely third-personal way contradicts the initial assumption that it is a genuine natural

phenomenon in its own right; therefore, there can be no cognition without 1PP.
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Jose Luis Guerrero Quiñones

Oxford Brookes University

There is No Morally Relevant Distinction Between Active and Passive
Euthanasia

I do advocate, following Rachels (1986) and Buchanan (1996), for a broader and more

appropriate use of the term ‘euthanasia’, including both instances of active and passive

euthanasia.

In this paper, I will first present an initial definition of euthanasia. Next, I consider some of

its features to gain a more thorough understanding of this notion, as well as to being able to

offer a strong defence of those cases where euthanasia is the morally acceptable and

preferable action. There are two major classifications of euthanasia. The first one is based on

voluntariness, ranging from explicit opposition to expressed consent and acceptance of the

procedure. A second classification cuts across the first one to distinguish between different

types of euthanasia based on the means employed to carry out the action: 1) passive,

consistent in the withdrawal or withholding of medical treatment; and 2) active, where a

lethal dose is injected to the person requesting it with the purpose of ending her/his life.

However, is there any morally relevant line to draw between active and passive euthanasia? I

will argue that this is not the case, being the truly morally relevant matter the underlying

moral assessment of the euthanasia cases, which renders the distinction inadequate. The

rightness or wrongness depends on the merit of the justification underlying the action, not on

whether it is an instance of active or passive euthanasia (Beauchamp & Childless, 2009).
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Danica Radoš

University of Rijeka

Methodology of Aristotle’s Metaphysics

In this paper, I examine whether Aristotle uses one or more methods in his Metaphysics. The

methods that will be presented are: the dialectical method, the aporetic method, and the role

of aporia in the context of the dialectical method. The dialectical method begins with a set of

accepted opinions (enodxa), followed by an examination of difficulties and finally, the

removal of those difficulties. The aporetic method is a method based on setting and solving

philosophical puzzles (aporiai). Its beginnings are questions about things themselves,

disregarding all accepted opinions. However, the term aporia also means a "dialectical

problem", and in this context aporia arises when we have the same strength of argumentation

for a certain question on both sides, regardless of whether it is a matter of different opinions

or arguments. In addition to this, the paper presents a method related to the term

"phenomenon" (phainomena), the so-called phenomenological method and the “Principle of

Phainomenological Conservatism". According to this principle, if something appears to some

subject S as p, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, S has reason to accept p. This does

not however, mean that this belief is infallible. It is necessary to examine in detail and

determine, as precisely as possible, which method Aristotle uses in his metaphysical research,

i.e. which methods are employed and in what order, and lastly, how they are interconnected.

This is very important, not only for the study of Aristotle's philosophy, but also because in

recent decades there has been an interest in reviving certain parts of Aristotle's metaphysics

by philosophers whose approach to the topic of metaphysical methodology has been inspired

by Aristotle's teachings and can be characterized in a broader sense as Neo-Aristotelian.



1st International Student Conference “Contemporary Philosophical Issues PhD”
University of Rijeka, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences

Rijeka, January 18 – 23, 2021

32

Anton Heinrich Rennesland

University of Santo Tomas, Manila

Hope and Cynical Reason

I present the Anthropocene as an epiphenomenon of cynical reason which provides an event

for positing hope as difference. In a span of some three centuries, the Anthropocene left an

indelible mark of reason’s cynicality; the Capitalocene showcases humanity that has never

been so successful yet so dangerous. Though, the shock this gives us is apparently not enough

to shock the grammar of our behavior. I present that this stems from reason’s cynicality, due

to a saturated (bastardized) idea of progress or even of hope. Reason has toiled with the

Enlightenment but failed, and in turn it exchanged imagination’s potentiality for a blind

devotion to the promises of Capital and a growing ambiguous subject. Despite enlightenment,

we have become a Leistungsgesellschaft, a Müdigkeitsgesellschaft. Against the backdrop of

digitalization and Artificial Intelligence, we are brought to reconsider subjectivity in face of

becoming-Anyone (Das Man). This type of mindlessness within the Anthropocene gives a

new dimension to Das Man. Becoming-Anyone is Capitalocene’s phenomenon: thought

drowning in the rabble; Capital’s latest development through surveillance and emotion, an

estrangement because of the swarm of the digital, and above all the exhaustion of natural

resources. With cynical reason, we have saturated progress and hope that tie our

understanding of these to merely tweaks of the status quo without any radical headway. With

blurring subjectivity, we ought to question our capacity to posit hope. With these, I seek to

argue that the domination of Capital’s grammar is not a springboard for a hope for utopia but

a critical event for hope, an event for critical thought to emerge, to reconceptualize reason’s

cynicality and perhaps a way beyond. I seek to consider hope in light of alternatives or

differences that offer a glimpse beyond cynicality towards a disruption of Capital’s grammar.
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Jim Schrub

Université Paris-Nanterre

How Simondon's Modulation Can Help Media Theory Move Forward

I'll argue that Simondon's concepts of modulation and orders of magnitude are two key

concepts that require a minute study in order to renew and improve contemporary media

theory. Focusing solely on modulation here, I'll argue that it is modulation in a simondonian

sense that helps us best understand how norms emerge and how behaviours are stabilized

(that is, normalized) online, and within digital cultures and practices.

In media theory, modulation is the name of an operation of continuous transformation of

sensibility or perception that occurs below the thresholds of consciousness. Resorting to

whiteheadian, deleuzian and simondonian frameworks, the efforts have been, so far, to

theorize what is metaphysically required for modulation to happen through media rather than

to make a theory of how that operation works. For the latter goal (at least), the simondonian

framework seems best suited, and has been underexploited – that is what I want to change.

Indeed, his take on modulation, (1) narrowly construed as the adaptation of an information

signal to a carrier signal and (2) as a regime of individuation that supposes detection, capture,

conservation and controlled diffusion of signals and energy, has been discarded. However, it

was promising for three reasons: first, regarding the study of how affectivity circulates and

gets shaped between people and/or technical objects. Second, to improve the understanding

of digital culture, by studying not only phenomena of virality but also how online life and

culture production reaches a certain stability of content and customs. Third, and specifically,

the simondonian definition of modulation as a regime of individuation seems to be a

promising way to connect and question the metaphysical (predominantly whiteheadian)

theory of Hansen's feed forward theory of 21st century media with Zuboff's description of its

enactment in behavioral surplus extortion and commerce by surveillance capitalist companies

today.
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Filippos Stamatiou

University of Copenhagen

The Worry about Mental Luck

I argue for a broad, metaphysically independent version of Alfred Mele’s “worry about

present luck”. Mele introduces present luck as a challenge for libertarian theories of free will.

Present luck suggests that it is possible for an indeterministic free decision to be a matter of

luck. Several philosophers have attempted to provide replies to the challenge posed by

present luck, or to generalise the worry beyond libertarianism, and into compatibilism. Here,

I take a different route. I present a version of the worry about present luck that focuses on the

perspective of the agent. In this version, the physical world may differ, but the epistemic

perspective of the agent remains unaffected. I call this the worry about mental luck. I argue

that in cases of mental luck, agents are susceptible to a degree of epistemic luck about their

own mental states, such that some decisions may resemble the outcome of a lottery from their

perspective. Mental states that lay outside the perspective of consciousness, such as implicit

biases, may be responsible for cases of mental luck. Importantly, the worry about mental luck

does not depend on the metaphysical structure of the world, but rather, on the epistemic

constraints of human psychology. I finish the paper with a discussion about the importance of

the worry about mental luck. The probability that any decision is subject to mental luck is

low. However, its existence has alarming implications that undermine prominent theories of

free will and moral responsibility.
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Eugenia Stefanello

University of Padova

The Dark Sides of Empathic Deliberation in Bioethics

Empathy is often considered a phenomenon of absolute positive value, especially in clinical

settings: empathy should allow doctors to build an engaged dialogue with patients to increase

the reliability of the diagnostic process (Halpern, 2014; Spiro, 2009). However, I will argue

that empathy – commonly understood – has some dark sides that can hinder, rather than

enable, the clinical decision-making process. First, I will maintain that physicians do not need

to access the content of patients’ mind in order to understand their condition and participate

in their deliberative process. On the contrary, I doubt not only that it is possible to fully grasp

the inner world of others, but also that, if it were possible, we would be able to do so without

mortifying the agency of the subject with whom we empathize (Goldie, 2012). Second, I will

show that in order to be morally good it is not necessary to be empathic (Prinz, 2011).

Conversely, empathy can lead the deliberative subject to make immoral choices, particularly

when the principle of justice is involved (Batson et al., 1995). Furthermore, empathy is

unable to properly account for the influence that the socio-cultural context has on the

deliberative process and how this influence can exacerbate and conceal the unequal

distribution of power inherent in the clinical relationship (Garden, 2007). Third, empathy can

produce cognitive distortions which can turn into judgment and clinical errors due to a

similarity bias (Bloom, 2016): i.e. the tendency to empathize deeper with those who resemble

us and with those who are near and dear (Xu et al., 2009). I will conclude that alternative

accounts of empathy should be explored: the phenomenological approach offers one that is

multifaceted and layered in which empathy has a specific but partial role in understanding

others’ deliberative process by shedding light on its shortcomings as well as its strengths

(Throop & Zahavi, 2020).
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Martina Valković

Leibniz University Hannover; Radboud University Nijmegen

Evolution of cooperation

Cooperation is central to our species’ way of life, in all its domains and on a uniquely large

scale. We cooperate to obtain food, raise children, fight forest fires, prevent (and enable)

nuclear holocaust and organise raves. Unlike cooperation in many other species, human

cooperation is not limited to close kin nor is as temporally and spatially limited. It is also by

no means a recent development: our ancestors living 75.000-90.000 years ago already

cooperated in large game hunting and sharing the prey (Bowles & Gintis, 2011). Little

wonder, then, that the evolution of such a peculiar, omnipresent and pivotal phenomenon has

been a focus of much research and controversy. Biological approaches to the evolution of

cooperation abound, but they are only a part of the story: there is a broad consensus on the

importance of cultural inheritance and selection in explaining the change in our species over

time, and their influence on and intertwinement with biological evolution.

In this talk I will present two groups of theories of cultural evolution, termed cultural

evolution1 and cultural evolution2. As will become apparent, these groups differ

considerably both between each other and within themselves, and I will argue there is a need

to delineate their similarities and differences and to determine their respective places in the

story of the evolution of human cooperation. On the other hand, theories from both groups

need to be compared to Darwinian biological evolution, to determine which elements are

shared, and if and where the theories come apart. The hope is that research in this area will

shed light on the processes at the core of the evolution of human cooperation and the

applicability of the label “Darwinian” to these theories, and in this way make an original

contribution to the field of cultural evolution studies.
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Necmiye Yuksel

University of Exeter

Do Epistemic Intuitions Vary Across Actors?

The purpose of this study is to investigate when a group of people with little and with higher

philosophical training in the academia are presented with standard philosophical thought

experiments, whether or not their knowledge judgments about these thought experiments are

different. There are several assumptions in the literature which propose that there might be a

difference between philosophers’ and academic non-philosophers’ epistemic intuitions due to

their training in philosophy. Considering this, I suggest that philosophers’ training in

philosophy might make their intuitions different than non-philosophers, but it is important to

note that this assumption is an empirical hypothesis. So, in this study, I aim to investigate this

assumption.

The first reason behind this experimental study is merely to compare a group of people with

higher philosophical training in academia and a group of people with little or none

philosophical training in academia. I call them ‘philosophers’ and ‘academic non-

philosophers’ in this study. The second reason to conduct this study is to compare

philosophers’ and academic non-philosophers’ knowledge judgments about thought

experiments in terms of the standard responses in the epistemological literature. In this study,

to investigate their knowledge judgments about presented thought experiments, these two

groups of people’s responses are compared regarding their responses in the quantitative and

the qualitative data analysis. I present data suggesting that while there is not a wide

agreement between philosophers and nonphilosophers’ knowledge judgements regarding

presented philosophical thought experiments, findings also indicate that philosophers’

epistemic intuitions do not show an agreement to the standard responses of thought

experiments in the epistemological literature. This presentation will attempt a brief outline of

these findings.
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Silvia Zanelli

University of Bergamo

Pre-individuality through individuation: Deleuze and Peirce on immanence
and sign

In this presentation of our PhD project we will focus on a possible renovation of the

contemporary reception of Peirce’s philosophy, by means of Deleuze’s conceptual tools. Our

main purpose is to provide a cartography of the notion of individuation, in its relations with

pre-individuality and to weld together immanence and semiotics, in the attempt to fill the

theoretical gap between semiotics and ontology. Furthermore, we will try to show how the

assemblage of Peirce’s and Deleuze’s reflections can offer useful navigation instruments and

helpful insights to cross current debates (first and foremost posthumanism and biosemiotics).

Ultimately, we will propose an up-to-date reinterpretation of Peirce's reflection through

Deleuze, with particular attention to the theme of individuation and virtuality, bending the

Peircean idea of pansemioticism towards an immanentist curvature. In order to outline such a

prospective, we will divide the work into two fundamental sections:

1) In the first section of our talk we will analyze the Peircean notion of continuity in its

possible connection with the Deleuzian concept of immanence, with the purpose of tracing

the boundaries of a purely immanent semiotics, ascribed to the context of synechism.

2) Secondly, we will narrow down our contribution to the topic of individuation,

problematizing Peirce’s ideal-realism, questioning whether it is possible to ground a

philosophy of individuation in the context of Peirce’s realism, since his assumption that

everything that has reality is general. Symmetrically, we will analyze the notion of

individuation in the attempt to show how it is not separable from the pre-individual stream of

virtuality and generality. Our purpose is to underline how life is always split between

virtuality and actuality. In this sense, we will propose a rereading of the vexata quaestio of

universality in a contemporary key.
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