
Ethics Group 1 
 

Harris, Thorian (thor@umbc.edu)    
What is necessary to secure the justification, or normativity, of our value claims? On one account, made familiar 
by some of the luminaries of Western moral philosophy, it is necessary to secure an indubitable foundation upon 
which all other normative claims can be supported. There is, however, an alternative account of normativity that 
we might characterize as “pragmatic”—an approach that can be found within the works of William James and 
John Dewey. This second approach understands justification to be an event arising within everyday 
communication and drawing, in part, upon the pre-rational and pre-reflective commitments of those involved. 
 This paper aims to clarify the differences between the foundational and pragmatic approaches to normativity, and 
to defend the pragmatic approach from the charges of irrationalism, dogmatism, relativism, and a particular type 
of naturalism. Such a defense, if successful, will demand that we revise how moral philosophy is practiced and 
taught.	  
 
Shonberg, Jordan (jdshonberg@gmail.com) 
“In her book Self-Constitution (2009), Christine Korsgaard argues that the principle of self-constitution. 
To successfully argue this she must show that the moral law is the only principle capable of unifying the 
unrelated impulses of an individual’s psychology into agent-hood. Her argument hinges upon a 
particular account of “public reasons” that requires the normative force of another’s reasons to be taken 
as one’s own. In this paper, I argue that her account of public reasons fails to make the distinction 
between the recognition of reasons and the normative force of reasons. If this distinction is clarified, and 
the two variables are not bound together, then the link between the categorical imperative and the moral 
law required to establish the moral law as the law of self-constitution dissolves.” 
 
Smith, Nicholas (ns847912@ohio.edu) 
“One of the most serious end of life decisions one might make is whether to pot for physician-assisted suicide or 
voluntary active euthanasia… I will contend that PAS/VAE cannot be justified by an appeal to the patient’s 
eudaimonia because the physician is not responsible for the patient’s overall flourishing.” 
 
Vogelstein, Eric (vogelsteine@duq.edu) 
“In this paper I shall present and defend a novel sentimentalist moral theory. The mark of a sentimentalist moral 
theory is that it analyzes moral language, concepts, or properties in a way that essentially involves sentiments of a 
certain sort. The theory I shall defend focuses on moral properties in particular, the property of moral wrongness. 
I will argue that the property of moral wrongness is plausibly analyzed in terms of reasons for having certain 
sentiments.” 
 
Zamzow, Jennifer (jzamzow@andrew.cmu.edu) 
“In practice we do not always judge others the same way we judge ourselves. We sometimes demand more from 
others than from ourselves and evaluate others’ moral wrongdoings as worse than our own identical 
wrongdoings.  In theory, however, our judgments of others should not differ from our judgments of ourselves and 
what we should do or whether what we did was wrong.  Which judgments should we trust?  Do we judge others 
too harshly or do we not judge ourselves harshly enough?  In this paper I will explore one significant factor for 
why we judge others differently than we judge ourselves—we actually experience our own situations and we 
merely observe other people’s situations.  Recent empirical work suggests that the nature of experience can 
influence our judgments differently than suggested by traditional theories of actor-observer bias.  In this paper I 
discuss the implications of this empirical research for two questions in ethics: (1) When actors and observers’ 
moral judgments come into conflict, which perspective should we privilege? and (2) How should we make 
judgments about what others should do in moral situations and about others’ degree of moral responsibility given 
that we do not actually experience their situation ourselves?”	  



Ethics Group 2 
 

Bhatti, Ayesha (a9bhatti@ryerson.ca)    
The HIV/AIDS epidemic raises many fundamental questions about the nature and requirements of global justice. 
My interest concerns fair access to HIV/AIDS medications. It is well known that access to these medications 
varies from country to country and that patients in the developed world have preferential access. For patients in 
the developing world, intellectual property rights can create a barrier to treatment by making the cost of 
HIV/AIDS medications unaffordable. A philosophical theory of justice ought to help us understand how to 
overcome such barriers so that patients worldwide have fair access to HIV/AIDS medications. I will demonstrate 
how we can use the theory of justice proposed by John Rawls to better understand the importance of access to 
medications and how we can use the theory of justice proposed by Robert Nozick to better understand the 
importance of intellectual property rights. I will argue that at the very least Canadian policies should take 
advantage of the flexibility found in the Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights agreement to allow 
for greater access to HIV/AIDS medications during public health emergencies. 
 
Mullins, Brett (bmullins3@student.gsu.edu) 
“This paper will formalize and defend John Rawls’ notion of probability assessment against John Harsanyi’s 
Equiprobability model through considering the epistemic features of agents in the original position. Probability 
distribution preference is determined jointly by relevant information available to the agent and rational 
expectations in the form of a justified inference from the information set to a particular distribution. In the 
absence of relevant information, there does not exist a non-arbitrary, strictly preferred distribution. Hence, given 
the condition of ignorance in Rawls’ original position, probabilities cannot be assessed, subjective or otherwise, 
regarding various states of the world. Harsanyi contends that any rational decision procedure, including the 
Maximin strategy, implicitly assigns subjective probabilities to various states of the world. This criticism 
seemingly stifles any attempt to apply a decision rule under uncertainty; however, it fails to acknowledge the 
epistemic features of agents in the original position. Though agents may choose as if subjective probabilities are 
assigned, the decision problem occurs in a state of ignorance where probabilities are undefined. Harsanyi’s 
criticism represents a conflation rather than a reduction of choice under uncertainty to choice under risk.” 
 
Phillips, Cindy (cindywoo@umd.edu) 
“…I argue that libertarians cannot accept both of the following: (1) the Unanimous Consent Criterion and (2) the 
claim that the minimal state is legitimate. This is because some people (e.g., anarchists) would not give their 
actual expressed consent to the state. Libertarians must re-evaluate their commitment to (1) and (2) in light of 
this inconsistency. And I argue that all libertarians should accept anarchism. 
 
“In the second part of the paper, I provide a positive account for state legitimacy, one that rejects the Unanimous 
Consent Criterion, and I give reasons for believing why some actual states are legitimate. My proposal is that the 
state is legitimate if there is a collective acceptance of certain institutional facts that cannot exist if the state does 
not exist—facts such as Obama is the President of the United States. In addition, I give a different justification of 
the state than social contract theorists. I argue that what justifies the state’s existence is not that statehood is 
preferable to the state of nature but that there is some valuable goal in which we can guarantee that we achieve 
only by collectivizing into a state.”	  
 
Surovell, Jonathan (jonathansurovell@gmail.com) 
“…I will argue that the liberal should instead co-opt a conservative tactic by according the potential to develop 
some mental capability some role in her account of full moral standing. Specifically, the liberal should regard the 
potential for some demanding ability (such as self-consciousness) and the actual possession of some 
accommodating ability (such as pain) as jointly sufficient for full moral standing. I argue that this account yields 
the desired results for early fetuses, late fetuses, infants, as well as non-human animals.” 
 



Ethics Group 3 
 

Ulatowski, Joe (oohlah@mac.com)  
Bernard Williams (1973) has famously argued that an immortal life must satisfy two conditions to eschew acute 
boredom: (i) the future person must be identical to the person as they are now, and (ii) the life of the immortal 
must be attractive to the person as they are now. He believed it did not. In this paper, I will support Williams’ 
view by showing that we could never know what the conscious experience of an immortal is. It seems fairly 
obvious that an immortal, especially one who lives a body-bound immortal life, has conscious experience of some 
kind. Such experience, however, would be enormously different from our own in many ways due to the very 
different outlook one would have knowing full well that life would not end. Along the way, I will have to contend 
with the objection that suggests the immortal’s content of conscious experience is analogous to the mortal’s. I will 
argue that if, as Nagel (1974) has shown, we cannot know the conscious experience of an animal whose 
physiology is something with which we are very familiar, then we certainly cannot know what the conscious 
experience of an immortal is.  
 
Hine, Kristen (khine@towson.edu)    
There are (at least) two ways one might explain the irrationality of fearing death.  Fearing death is irrational 
because it is constituted in part by the (false) belief that death is harmful for the person who dies.  Call this the 
false belief view (FB).  Given that some might fear death without holding the false belief, it might also be thought 
that fearing death is irrational when there is a tension between what a person believes (that her own death will not 
constitute a harm for her) and how this person reacts to her own death (fear).  On this view the fear of death is 
best characterized as a recalcitrant emotion; call this the recalcitrant emotion view (RE). In this paper I argue that 
FB is unacceptable.  It cannot explain how one could fear death without believing that one's own death is harmful, 
and it cannot explain why fearing death is irrational in those cases.  I also argue that FB is committed to 
judgementalism--an implausible view about the nature of emotion.  In the second half of the paper I look closely at 
RE, suggesting that it could provide a new and more successful explanation of the irrationality of fearing death. 
 
Sullivan, Stephen (ssullivan@edinboro.edu)    
In this paper, to be called "A Critique of Two Versions of the Tu Quoque Defense of Religious Faith", I critically 
examine the argument that faith in God is on an epistemic par with basic assumptions in secular inquiries.  First, 
I consider the traditional tu quoque argument according to which science and common sense depend on basic 
assumptions that are as much a matter of faith as is evidence-transcendent belief in God.  In my rebuttal I point 
out important disanalogies between these cases that I take to refute the argument.  Second, I suggest a revised tu 
quoque argument according to basic moral beliefs are evidence-transcendent in the same way as religious faith 
and so require of us (at least those of us who aren't psychopaths) a kind of moral faith.  Here too I call attention to 
disanalogies that seriously weaken the argument.  I conclude that tu quoque defenses of faith in God do not 
succeed, but that practical defense of faith in some individual cases are more promising.  
 
Erste, Mark (merstejr@gmail.com)    
Despite the almost inevitable legal outcome and the massive sea change in public opinion, the marriage debate is 
set to continue or conclude without the opponents of same-sex marriage fully understanding why they lost and 
without proponents fully understanding why there was a debate in the first place.  In this paper I argue that the 
marriage debate is a symptom of the more fundamental – and often unarticulated – divide between the “modern” 
liberal position that there is no universal human nature on the one hand and, on the other, the “classical” liberal 
and traditionalist position that there is a universal human nature underpinning ethics.  To demonstrate this 
thesis, I discuss these two positions in more detail.  I then examine consequentialist and biological arguments 
against same-sex marriage and arguments from equality and toleration for same-sex marriage to show that 
whether one finds these arguments convincing is almost entirely determined by one’s stance on the deeper divide. 
 These analyses will help us to understand why good-hearted people can support the opposite position; what is 
really doing the work in this divisive debate; and how its likely outcome can be interpreted as indexing a shift 
toward more modern liberal mores. 
 



Analytic Group 1 
Samata, Anne (anne.samata@mu.edu) 
“Qualia can be introduced as ‘the way something seems to you’, ‘what it is like to see red’, or ‘the phenomenal feel 
of something sweet’ and so forth. Dennett argues that Qualia, are not “intrinsic” (and don’t actually exist). In 
this paper I examine various ways of applying the term “intrinsic” to qualia.  I will show how Dennett’s phenol-
thio-urea (PTU) argument against the intrinsicality of qualia predicated “intrinsic” ambiguously and in this way 
fails to argue against an important understanding of the intrinsicality of qualia. Despite this I will argue that 
qualia are not intrinsic in any of the possible applications of the term.” 
 
Schulz, Benjamin (bgs16@pitt.edu) 
“Recent years have seen a renewed interest in the letter and word of G.E.M. Anscombe's monograph "Intention", 
and especially in her thesis that whenever an agent acts intentionally they have practical knowledge of what they 
are doing. But even though many philosophers find some form of that claim highly intuitive, many also believe 
that Anscombe's particularly strong formulation of that claim - that an agent necessarily knows what they are 
doing - is obviously vulnerable to refutation by various counterexamples, the most familiar being due to Donald 
Davidson. In this paper, I argue that such putative counterexamples do not in fact refute Anscombe's view. I start 
by sketching and rejecting Michael Thompson's recent attempt to defend the Anscombean position against 
Davidson-type counterexamples, and offer a different response on Anscombe's behalf grounded in a close reading 
of "Intention". But the overall aim is not merely defensive; in spelling out why Anscombe's theory is not so easily 
falsified I hope to make some progress on getting a better understanding of the substantive differences between 
Anscombean and (for lack of a better word) Unscombean approaches to practical knowledge.” 
 
Werndorf, Sigmund (werndorf@mail.sfsu.edu) 
“McDowell's “Having the World in View” presents an account of intuitions in Kant's Critique of Pure Reason. 
This interpretation is notable for its conceptualist perspective, rejecting the place of non-conceptual content in 
Kant's Critique. There are two objections that can be raised to McDowell's account. First, that it is textually 
unsound. McDowell strongly states that Kant neither needs nor makes any mention of purely sensorial, non-
conceptual entities when describing intuitions and their role in Kant's project. This claim is difficult to maintain 
in the face of a persistent theme within the Critique about the distinction between the faculties of sensibility and 
understanding. The second objection is that McDowell's own picture of intuitions seems to requires a broader 
theoretical framework that is incompatible with the Kantian system developed in the Critique. This paper will 
examine these objections with an eye towards the text and spirit of the Critique.” 
 
Werner, Preston (pjwerner1@gmail.com) 
“Cognitive penetration occurs when a subject’s prior cognitive states—beliefs, desires, etc.—causally impact her 
perceptual systems, thus effecting the contents of her perceptual experience.  Cognitive penetration presents a 
problem for foundationalists about perceptual justification. If the contents of an experience are causally dependent 
on prior belief(s), then intuitively the justification of any belief formed on the basis of that experience is also 
epistemically dependent on the justification of the penetrating belief(s). This epistemic dependence casts doubt on 
the foundationalist credentials of beliefs formed on the basis of that experience.   
“I grant for the sake of argument that cognitive penetration is a pervasive phenomenon. Instead, I argue that, in 
at least some cases, cognitive penetration is compatible with the epistemic independence of beliefs formed on the 
basis of a penetrated experience. First, I provide a test for the epistemic independence of a belief B which appeals to 
the constituents of the explanation of B’s status as justified. Second, I’ll argue that at least some types of cognitive 
penetration are compatible with epistemic independence according to this test. The upshot is that the epistemic 
consequences of cognitive penetration are more complicated than widely thought.” 
 



Analytic Group 2 
Fiorelli, Lindsey (fiorelli.lindsey@gmail.com) 
“In this paper, I present a novel version of cinematic realism. I outline a couple of basic problems with 
typical accounts of cinematic realism, and then present my own account—an account based on film’s 
relation to natural meaning. I argue that films are perceptual projections—into 2-D format—of things 
that either are 3-D or things that would be 3-D (if they existed), and that this perceptual projection 
allows films to trade on our knowledge of natural meaning and have natural meaning. I claim that 
basing cinematic realism off of these facts allows us to better motivate the theory and avoid popular 
(and strong) objections to the view. I clarify just what type of realism emerges from this examination, 
and suggest that we have reason to consider films more realist than non-visual art forms, like 
literature.” 
 
Georgi, Geoff (Geoff.Georgi@mail.wvu.edu) 
“Scott Soames (1987) argued that the combination of circumstantialism about propositions—that propositions 
are sets of truth-supporting circumstances— and direct reference theories for proper names and indexicals yields 
unacceptable predictions about propositional attitude reports. Soames concluded that sets of circumstances are not 
fine-grained enough to play the role in semantic theory of the objects of propositional attitudes or the semantic 
contents of sentences relative to contexts. 
In this paper, I investigate recent circumstantialist theories of propositions that avoid Soames’s fineness of grain 
problem. One of the central results of the paper is that circumstantialism generally is committed to what I call the 
fineness of grain thesis: 

For any representations R1 and R2 (such as sentences or mental states), if R1 and R2 represent 
the world as being the same way, then the propositional content of R1 = the propositional content 
of R2. 

Two consequences of the fineness of grain thesis are (i) the recent versions of circumstantialism mentioned above 
are the only way to respond to Soames’s original argument; (ii) circumstantialism is committed to a particularly 
strong form of redundancy theory of truth. The second of these consequences suggests a different fineness of grain 
problem for circumstantialism.” 
 
Goldberg, Nick (nickshgoldberg@gmail.com) 
“The primary aim of this paper is to investigate the significance of human language use as a form of intentional 
action, particularly with respect to the aims and methods of semantic theory.  A major claim is that direct 
reference semantics fails irremediably by making the rational or intentional aspect of language use posterior to its 
account of meaning.  Focusing on Scott Soames’ most explicit and developed version of this approach, I 
demonstrate that the attempt to preserve linguistic rationality non-semantically, as direct reference must, leads to 
a kind of psychologism about meaning.  The meanings of utterances in ordinary circumstances too often become a 
matter of guesswork or speculation about aspects of the subjectivities of speakers, which Frege sought to drive out 
of theorizing about meaning.  I apply these points specifically to Frege’s puzzle, Kripke’s puzzle, and the 
semantics of proper names, identity statements, and belief reports they involve. In order to account for the 
rationality of communication, we need a conception of content controlled by the notion of rationality itself.  I 
close, then, by championing a contrasting approach to propositional content—the notion of de re sense, developed 
by McDowell and Evans—which is neither descriptivist nor directly referential.” 
 
Savage, Heidi (savage@geneseo.edu) 
“Standard rigid designator accounts of a name’s meaning have trouble accommodating  what I will call a 
descriptive name’s “shifty” character -- its tendency to shift its referent in response to a discoveries that the 
conventional referent of that name does not satisfy the description with which that name was introduced. I offer a 
variant of Kripke’s historical semantic theory of how names function, a variant that can accommodate the 
character of descriptive names while maintaining rigidity for proper names. A descriptive name’s shiftiness calls 
for a semantic account of names that makes their semantic values bipartite, containing both traditional semantic 
contents and what I call "modes of introduction." Making a name's semantic value bipartite in this way allows 
for a definite description to be a part of proper name's meaning without thereby sacrificing that name’s status as a 
rigid designator. As it turns out, making a definite description part of a descriptive name’s mode of introduction 
allows for that definite description to play the role of a mere reference-fixer regarding that name’s content, as 
Kripke would have it. However, on my view, its reference fixing role plays an active role over time, thereby 
explaining a descriptive name's shifty character.” 



Analytic Group 3 
Arledge, Christopher (arledgechris@gmail.com) 
“Much work has been done arguing that the Kantian conception of Euclidean geometry as synthetic a priori must 
be rejected in light of modern physics and mathematics. These arguments suffer from several deficiencies, 
however. First, these arguments misread what Kant is arguing in the “Transcendental Aesthetic” and as a result 
come to false conclusions concerning the Kantian conception of the nature of geometry, its relation to sensible 
objects and the visualization of geometrical figures. Second, the arguments from non-Euclidean geometry operate 
upon a restricted notion of space. Following the early Carnap, I contend that if the notion of “space” is 
demarcated into three distinct spaces the arguments from non-Euclidean geometry fail to refute the the possibility 
of Euclidean geometry as synthetic a priori knowledge.” 
 
Buford, Christopher (cb72@uakron.edu) 
“Theories falling under the label disjunctivism have often been proposed as solutions to debates concerning the 
epistemology or metaphysics of perception.   I will follow others and assume that disjunctivism (restricted to 
philosophy of perception) can be aptly characterized by the negative claim that there is no fundamental kind 
shared by cases of genuine veridical perception on the one hand and cases of hallucination and/or illusion on the 
other.  Here we will be inquiring as to whether there is any reason to accept a disjunctivist account of experiential 
or episodic memory.  This inquiry is of importance for (at least) two reasons.  First, some have argued that 
perceptual disjunctivism has interesting epistemic consequences.  Since memory, like perception, is often viewed 
as a source of knowledge about the world, we might wonder whether memorial experience should be viewed in an 
analogous fashion (i.e. disjunctively).   Second, there appears to be a tight connection between the contents of our 
visual experiences and the contents of our experiential memories.  Thus, the falsity of certain views about the 
nature of memorial experience might then rule out certain pictures concerning the nature of perceptual 
experience.” 
 
Heesen, Remco and van der Kolk, Pieter (rheesen@andrew.cmu.edu) 
“If you are submitting a paper or joining a working group, please cut and paste your abstract (200 words or less) 
into the space below: : In this paper we propose and analyze a game-theoretic model of the epistemology of peer 
disagreement. In this model, the peers’ rationality is evaluated in terms of their probability of ending the 
disagreement with a true belief. We find that different strategies – in particular, one based on the Steadfast view 
and one based on the Conciliatory view – are rational depending on the truth-sensitivity of the individuals 
involved in the disagreement. Interestingly, the Steadfast and the Conciliatory view can even be rational 
simultaneously in some circumstances. We tentatively provide some reasons to favor the Conciliatory view in 
such cases. We argue that the game-theoretic perspective is a fruitful one in this debate, and this fruitfulness has 
not been exhausted by the present paper.” 
 
McAllister, Derek (dm006@uark.edu) 
“On pragmatic encroachment (PE), practical considerations can raise the standards for epistemic justification in 
certain situations (e.g., Hanna’s j-standards are raised in the Bank case because granny could perish if the 
money’s not deposited) and can lower them in others (e.g., perhaps Hanna forgets that her granny’s health is 
riding on the deposit).  With various practical factors ever changing, Hawthorne (2004) points out that 
knowledge can come and go with ease.  More specifically, some authors (Rizzieri, 2013; Eaton & Pickavance, 
ms.a., ms.b.) have argued that it is extremely hard, even impossible, to know certain propositions such as ~G 
(where G is “God exists”), due to the anticipated practical consequences that result if I’m wrong.  The cost is 
simply too high and thus knowledge is out of reach.  My concern, by contrast, is whether on PE knowledge is 
simply too easy for certain propositions such as G, since the expected utility is so extraordinarily great if I’m 
right.  If this objection goes through, it creates a problem for PE at large; since the examples show only a 
difference in positive and negative consequences, more ordinary, non-religious propositions can be inserted for 
similar effect.” 
 



Continental Group 
 
Hackett, J. Edward (jhackett@siu.edu ) 
“William James’s "The Moral Philosopher and Moral Life" is the only publication where in Section II James 
discusses the metaphysics of value. In this paper, I give that section a phenomenological interpretation. For James, 
the metaphysical question inquires into the meaning of, “good,” “bad,” and “obligation,” and he works out their 
meaning in a proposed thought experiment. There are four formulations of his overall thought experiment, and 
each part continually modifies the previous formulation. As such, I will argue the following thesis: Each version 
of James’s thought experiment reveals the necessity of affective intentionality and the subsequent intersubjectivity 
involved in value-experience at root in William James as it is in Max Scheler…” 
 
Hawkins, Devon (dhawki22@kent.edu ) 
“F.W.J. Schelling’s Philosophical Inquiries into the Nature of Human Freedom argues that evil is not merely the 
negation, or privation, of good. Working from a theistic, Christian perspective, Schelling argues that the 
possibility of evil grounds itself in man’s free will. Made in the image of God and distinct from Him, man is 
subject to a greater solubility in his make-up than is the wholly unified Creator. Thus, inherent in creation is the 
possibility of evil, given man’s freedom. Schelling’s philosophy of freedom and its implications for evil paved the 
way for later philosophers such as Martin Heidegger, who endeavored to create a philosophy that included an idea 
of freedom independent of privation. In Heidegger’s lecture notes on Schelling’s treatise, we find connections 
between Schelling’s explanation of the possibility of evil in the creation of individual identity, and Heidegger’s 
conception of Dasein, which itself is the root of Heidegger’s ideas about freedom. In this paper, I filter Schelling’s 
discussion of human freedom through Heideggerian phenomenology and argue that when one does so, we arrive 
at a secularized explanation of evil’s possibility.” 
 
Pearl, J. Leavitt (jleavittpearl@gmail.com ) 
“While Michel Henry's phenomenology of the body represents a unique and fecund addition to the library of 
phenomenological literature treating embodiment, his approach is also marked by the conspicuous denigration of 
sexuality and its concrete manifestations, what Henry calls “sexual determinations.” Bracketing all such 
determinations from the radical immanence of the flesh (la chair), Henry limits sexual manifestation to the 
alienated objectivity of the body (le corps). This paper argues that this bracketing not only fails to describe the 
phenomena of sexual embodiment adequately, but fundamentally contradicts the very methodology of radical 
phenomenology itself: its insistence upon the dual manifestation of all phenomena.” 
 
Schipper, Adam (adamjschipper@gmail.com)    
This essay is a reading of Heidegger’s concept of Dasein in Being and Time in order to give a phenomenological 
characterization to the concept of human vulnerability through its relationship to anxiety, the uncanny, not-
being-at-home, and being-towards-death. I argue that recognition of one’s own vulnerability is 1) a phenomenon 
that orients one towards the possibility of living authentically, and 2) a condition of possibility for maintaining 
that possibility in the lived present, since “being-vulnerable” at once entails both recognizing one’s finitude and 
the means by which one can disclose the “way through” one’s existence as a finite being. But, the phenomenon of 
vulnerability faces a particular paradox, as I construe it: on the one hand, it is a condition of possibility for taking 
care of oneself. On the other hand, recognizing one’s own vulnerability in an existentially meaningful matter 
demands placing oneself along a path of a continuously fragile openness. For, if one were invulnerable, there is no 
recognized need for the possibility of a meaningful or authentic existence to be disclosed. As a condition of 
possibility for authentic movement, accepting vulnerability has the potential to liberate one in the face of one’s 
death. 
 
Pedersen, Hans (c.pedersen@iup.edu)    
In the general sense, a theory of motivation attempts to lay out the components that bring about human action. A 
prominent example of such a theory is the Humean theory of motivation, which is still a fairly common view in 
much contemporary philosophy of action and moral psychology. Put very succinctly, according to the Humean 
theory of motivation, human actions can be analyzed and explained by reference to beliefs and desires that lead to 
the action.  
 The aim of this paper is to develop a Heideggerian theory of motivation through a contrast with the 
Humean theory of motivation. I will focus on Heidegger's early lecture courses, in which he analyzes and 
interprets key aspects of Aristotle's practical philosophy on the way to presenting his own "existential analytic" 



of human being in Being and Time. Of particular interest are Heidegger’s scattered discussions of Aristotle’s 
concept of orexis, which is commonly translated as ‘desire’. By following Heidegger’s discussion of this concept, 
we can see how orexis gradually morphs into Sorge (care) in Being and Time and provides an alternate, perhaps 
more phenomenologically grounded, conception of desire that can serve as the basis for an alternate theory of 
motivation. 
 
Zavota, Gina (gzavota@kent.edu)    
PAPC14-069 (mateiralism and continental phil) 
In recent years, interest in materialist ontologies has increased dramatically among Continental philosophers. 
 One central aspect of this materialist turn has been a revisioning of matter as creative, active, and self-
generating, as opposed to the passive, inert “stuff” that most philosophers have traditionally considered it to be. 
 While this “new materialism” is often seen as being incompatible with phenomenology, I will argue that the late 
work of Maurice Merleau-Ponty – particularly the notion of the flesh presented in The Visible and the Invisible 
and “Eye and Mind” – constitutes the foundation of a materialist ontology.  Like the matter of contemporary 
Continental thought, Merleau-Ponty’s flesh is a generative, pre-theoretical materiality, in which any scientific or 
philosophical conception of the world of objects is necessarily grounded.  It encompasses both perceiver and 
perceived, dispensing with the need to posit any immaterial causes to explain our lived experience.  Taking off 
from the work of contemporary thinkers such as Diana Coole, who have already raised the question of Merleau-
Ponty’s compatibility with new materialism, I will sketch out some aspects of what I believe an immanent, 
materialist “ontology of the flesh” might look like. 
 
 



History Group 1 
 
Michael Byron (mbyron@kent.edu) 
In a Hobbesian commonwealth, subjects’ mere compliance with civil law is not sufficient for them to be good 
subjects, and it matters to Hobbes which motives they have. Submission is the last act we perform in the state of 
nature, and the one that constitutes us as subjects in a commonwealth. It is the act that obligates us to obey the 
laws of the commonwealth. It is not, however, the last interesting political act we perform: once we have 
submitted, we ought to subject ourselves to the sovereign. In particular, we ought to conform our value schemata 
to the one prescribed by the sovereign and expressed in the civil law. We do so by adopting a higher-order value 
conforming desire, and by subsequently seeking to satisfy that desire. Good subjects not only conform their 
behavior to what the law requires, but their values as well. The same reasoning applies to both the subjects of the 
civil commonwealth and the subjects of God’s natural kingdom. 
Galen Barry () 
 
Alexander Bozzo (alexander.bozzo@marquette.edu) 
Berkeley believes that idealism and immaterialism can be deductively demonstrated, but he also believes that 
idealism and immaterialism can be intuitively known. Berkeley claims at Principles 3 that, if you attend to the 
meaning of the word 'exist', as applied to words denoting the objects and properties perceived by sense, you will 
see that these objects and properties cannot exist unperceived. This is his so-called semantic argument. However, 
most commentators decry the semantic argument as blatantly invalid. In this paper, I show that Berkeley's 
semantic argument, as he intended it, is not invalid. 
 
Addison Ellis (acellis2@gmail.com) 
“In the first Critique, Kant claims that knowledge or cognition has two stems: the sensibility, which is the faculty 
of receptivity; and the understanding, which is the faculty of spontaneity. Having knowledge is neither a matter 
of merely receiving input via intuition, nor a matter of creating truth ex nihilo.  Instead, knowledge requires some 
interplay between these two faculties. Without either faculty, knowledge is impossible. But it is the faculty of 
spontaneity that tends to be puzzling to philosophers. Those who read Kant will (properly) wonder what precisely 
Kant means by the term “spontaneity,” and how such a power could be possible at all…. In this paper I will 
explore these basic issues, but with a focus on what I take to be the anti-mechanistic nature of spontaneity. In 
particular, I am interested in the plausibility of current anti-mechanistic theories of spontaneity as responses to 
mechanistic theories of spontaneity.”  
 
Michael Menase (mm9ze@virginia.edu) 
My paper focuses on Kant´s resolution to the Third Antinomy in the Critique of Pure Reason. In the conclusion 
of his discussion, he claims that he sought merely to prove that freedom is logically possible. In his prior 
discussion, however, he seems to be making much stronger and more ambitious claims. I argue that in his 
discussion he commits himself to the real existence of transcendental freedom. The real existence of transcendental 
freedom I explain in terms of our belonging also to a noumenal world, in virtue of our possessing reason and 
understanding, and thus of being also noumenal selves. We can act in accordance with reason, morally, despite 
and even in face of the presence of sensible incentives, to which we are also subjected. The contrast between moral 
and sensible motivation opens up the duality which I wish to see in Kant´s discussion. Against Wood and Allison, 
whose reading of Kant´s discussion of freedom I criticize for failing to recognize the strength of his claims, I argue 
for a dualistic interpretation of an individual´s action, whereby one is caused either by reason or by nature. The 
noumenal self can intervene in the world of senses and interrupt nature´s causal chain. 
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Christopher Healow (cghealow@ucdavis.edu) 
Traditionally, Hermogenes of Plato’s Cratylus has been thought to hold an extreme form of linguistic conventionalism that recognizes no 
distinction between the establishment and employment of names. Recently some scholars have denied that this reading is appropriate, arguing 
instead that Hermogenes holds a more moderate position and does recognize such a distinction. This latter reading has a drawback not held by the 
traditional account; it has special difficulty accounting for the notorious passage, Cratylus 385b2-d1. Thus, interpreters of the Cratylus appear to 
face a dilemma: (i) accept the traditional interpretation that explains the presence of the problematic passage, or (ii) accept its tempting alternative, 
which doesn’t. In this paper I argue that the dilemma is illusory. If we view Hermogenes’ position as evolving, and accept that two different 
conventionalist views are present, then we can recover an interpretation that allows Hermogenes to accept a distinction between baptism and use, 
but which also explains the role of 385b2-d1. 
 
James Stover (jstover@wju.edu) 
This paper reevaluates Plato’s famous passage on writing at the end of the Phaedrus.  I consider some of the common interpretations offered, and 
suggest a nuanced, alternative interpretation based on a close exegesis of the text. 
 
Milo Crimi (mcrimi@humnet.ucla.edu) 
According to a prominent reading of the famous “sea battle” chapter in On Interpretation (De Int. 9 18a29–19b4), Aristotle is said to see future 
contingent propositions as providing counterexamples to bivalence. With such a reading in mind, Jan Łukasiewicz developed a trivalent logic in an 
attempt to formalize what he took to be Aristotle's position on the issue. A.N. Prior described this system as “the ‘classical’ system of three-valued 
logic.” More recently, Craig Bourne has criticized Łukasiewicz' system for failing to maintain the principles of excluded middle and non-
contradiction. Bourne offers a new system which is “what Aristotle desired, namely a non-bivalent logic where classical laws remain intact” and 
therefore, according to Bourne, more deserving of Prior’s title. Here I show that Bourne’s “classical” trivalent logic fails to maintain a robust 
formulation of the principle of non-contradiction, and so does not meet a commonsense criterion for classicality. However, an observation of 
Bourne’s suggests a more satisfying treatment of future contingents that maintains bivalence. I conclude by sketching such an approach. 
 
Jonathan Buttaci (jbuttaci@gmail.com) 
Aristotle is considered a defender of color realism, that secondary qualities are as real and perceiver-independent as primary qualities. Aristotle is 
certainly naïve of modern scientific discoveries, but some critics conclude that he did not respond to plausible anti-realist theories even in his own 
time. Here I argue against this idea, especially that colors are not perceiver-dependent in any respect for Aristotle. 
In de Anima III.2 Aristotle argues that earlier thinkers were wrong “supposing that without sight there was no white or black.” He partially 
concedes but also partially disagrees with them: “‘sense’ and ‘sensible object’ are ambiguous, and may be meant potentially or actually.” While 
actual colors do not exist apart from sight, potential colors do. According to Aristotle, they failed to distinguish.  
I argue that Aristotle’s potentiality/actuality distinction is doing much more work than modern interpreters appreciate. Anti-realist theories were 
already on scene, and Aristotle’s distinction allows him to affirm what is right while denying what is wrong. Given this distinction, we can see how 
Aristotle took himself to be paving a middle way between simple-minded color realism and color anti-realism, so that at most Aristotle can be said 
to be potentially, but not actually, a color realist. 
 
Michael Sweet (Msweet3@kent.edu) 
In this paper I will provide an interpretation of the relevant sections of On The Soul (Peri Psuches) especially 3.4 and 3.5, that I think show clearly 
that we ought to read what Aristotle says about the intellect (nous) as representing two closely related intellects rather than two radically different 
active and passive entities. I argue that such an interpretation is a natural outgrowth of an attempt to take seriously what Aristotle says in On The 
Soul as a whole, and as such I criticize those views which do not do so, or which are overly reliant on the entirety of Aristotle's corpus to clarify their 
interpretation, on the grounds that such a methodology is inherently flawed. Specifically, this over-reliance on the outside corpus obscures essential 
parts of what is found in the text as written in favor of what is found elsewhere. I will focus especially on the interpretation of Victor Caston who in 
this way seem to discount parts of the On The Soul too quickly in order to focus on and incorporate the more easily interpretable logical language of 
genus-species found elsewhere in the Aristotelian Corpus. 


