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ON WHAT IT IS... THE PHILOSOPHY OF PHILOSOPHY
CONFERENCE IN METAPHILOSOPHY

CONFERENCE SCHEDULE

12 February THURsDAY

10:00 Welcome & Opening Remarks

10:10 Tibor Sutyak (keynOTE SPEAKER): A filozdfia mint problémak szerkesztése
(p. 11)

11:10 coffee break
11:20 What is philosophy? (cHaIR: AGNES ERDELYI)

11:20 Nenad Miscevic (KevNOTE SPEAKER): The Continental-Analytic Divide
(pp. 11-12)

12:20 Thomas J. Spiegel: Quietism as a metaphilosophical alternative to
Naturalism (pp. 12-14)

12:50 Tuncay Saygin: Obversely Philosophy contra Philosophy: Nietzsche,
Foucault and Deleuze (pp. 14-16)

13:20 lunch break

14:20 Tamads Hankovszky: A filozéfia és a teoldgia kiilonnemdsége
(pp. 16-17)

14:50 Benedek Barna: A filozofus és a repllégép (pp. 17-18)
15:20 coffee break

15:30 What makes a work philosophical? (cHAIR: VERONIKA DARIDA)




15:30

16:30

17:00
17:10

17:40

18:10

Tibor Schwendtner (kevyNoTE sPEAKER): A filozéfiai mi mint
értelemalapitas (p. 18)

Attila Galambos: Mit kezdjiink az allatokkal? Allatokkal kapcsolatos
deskripcidk a kontinentalis filozofiaban (és azon tul) (pp. 18—-19)

coffee break
Adrienne Galosi: Philosophy without art (pp. 19-21)

Marta Morozova: About the benefit of convergence between
philosophy and poetry (according to philosophical hermeneutics)
(pp. 21-23)

Laszlé Kajtar: Philosophical Literature and Literary Philosophy
(pp. 23-25)

13 February Fripay

10:00
10:00

11:00

11:30

12:00
12:30
13:30

The method of philosophy (cHAIR: JupIT SzaLAl)

Janos TGzsér (KeynoTE SPEAKER): A filozofiai problémak természete
(pp. 25-26)

Gabor Forgécs — Akos Gyarmathy: A filozéfiai kovetkeztetések
metadiszkurziv megalapozasardl (pp. 26-27)

Bence Péter Marosan: A filozéfia mdédszerérSl Hegel és Husserl
nyomadn (pp. 27-28)

Henrik Farkas: Perspektivizmus és totalizacid (pp. 28—-29)
lunch break

Tamads Paar: Meta-Skepticism, Experimentalism, Cartography: the
Dead-Ends of Philosophy (pp. 30-31)




14:00

14:30

15:00
15:10
15:10

16:10

16:40
16:50

17:20

17:50

Vitor Schvartz: Rustic skepticism as metaphilosophy (pp. 31-32)

Snjezana Corak: Analytical and Continental Philosophy: Is There a
Possibility of a Merger? (pp. 33—-34)

coffee break
Who is a philosopher? (cHAIR: ZSOFIA ZVOLENSZKY)

Laszlé Nemes (keyNOTE SPEAKER): Who Is the Philosopher Anyway?
(pp. 34-35)

Josef Ehrenmiiller: On the psychodynamics of Doing Philosophy
(pp. 35—-36)

coffee break

Necdet Yildiz: On Socrates' Understanding of Philosophos in Plato's
Apologia: A Contemporary Perspective (pp. 36—-37)

Viktor Ivankovic: Steering Clear of Bullshit: Philosophy and the
Principle of Clarity (pp. 37-39)

Kristina Kersa: The problem of unity in Kant’s conception of
philosophy (pp. 39-41)

14 February Saturbay

10:00
10:00

11:00

11:30

Philosophy and Politics (CHAIR: SzaBOLCS POGONYI)

Zsolt Bagi (KeyNOTE sPEAKER): Political Community and its Philosophy
(pp. 41-42)

Zlata Bozac: Private equality and public rights: Could egalitarian
ethos be an appropriate political principle? (pp. 42—-43)

coffee break




11:40

12:10

12:40
13:40
13:40

14:40

15:10

15:40
15:50

16:20

16:50

17:20
17:30

Robert Leib: Politcal Myth and Its Interruption (pp. 43—45)

Daniel Corsano: Political Rationalism: Problem or Solution?
(pp. 45-47)

lunch break
Philosophy and science (cHAIR: LAszLO E. SzABO)
Janos Laki (keynoTE sPEAKER): Philosophy and Science (pp. 47—-48)

Serdal Tiimkaya: The Overlaps between Philosophy and Science
(pp. 48-50)

Luca Demontis: What Kind of Science is History? On Isaiah Berlin’s
methodological dualism between the natural sciences and the
humanities (pp. 50-52)

coffee break

Tolgahan Toy: Advocacy of Science vs Scientific Methodology
A Comparison between two philosophers from the analytical
tradition: Quine and Sider (pp. 52—54)

Tomasz Szubart: On the Role of Philosophy in Cognitive Science/ On
the Role of Cognitive Science in Philosophy: The Case of Explanation
(pp. 54-55)

Elena Popa: Causal Explanation: Philosophical and Psychological
Issues (pp. 55-56)

coffee break

Book presentation: conference volume of the conference ’Limits of
Our World’ (Budapest: Philosophy Workshop of Ebtvos Collegium,
2014) http://goo.gl/1EDuU2R



http://goo.gl/1EDu2R

15 February Sunpay

10:00
10:00

11:00

11:30
11:40

12:10

12:40

13:30

14:00

14:30

15:00
15:10
15:10

16:10

What is history of philosophy? (CHAIR: DANIEL SCHMAL)

Gabor Boros (KeyNOTE sPEAKER): On Philosophical Presuppositions of
History(ies) of Philosophy (pp. 57-58)

Botond Csuka: “Looking upon the World, as it were in another Light”:
The Beginnings of the Discourse of the Aesthetic (pp. 58-59)

coffee break

Adam Smrcz: Filozéfusok Salon des Refusés-je — avagy komolyan
kell-e venniink a kanonbdl kiszorult szerz6ket? (pp. 59—-60)

Péter Tanczos: ,,A monda jo 6reg Saturnusa” — Friedrich Schlegel
enthuziasztikus Spinoza-értelmezése (pp. 60—61)

lunch break

Ferenc Takd: Ahogy mi szivesen képzeljik: Max Weber és az
,egyetemes” (pp. 61-62)

Adam Tuboly: A Der logische Aufbau der Welt kontinentalis gyokerei
(pp. 62-63)

Fazakas Istvan: Philosophy-Fiction: A fikcid szerepe a filozofidban
(pp. 63-64)

coffee break
Philosophy and life (cHAIR: CsABA OLAY)

Anna Réz (keyNoOTE SPEAKER): Philosophers in the Public Discourse
(pp. 64-65)

Zsolt Kapelner: What can we offer? (pp. 65-66)




16:40

17:10
17:20
17:50

18:20
18:30

Isik Sarihan: A Business Proposal to Fight against the Lack of Progress
in Philosophy (pp. 66—68)

coffee break
Lilla Zelovich: A gondoskodas mint etikai és politikai érték (pp. 68—70)

Daniel Asztalos: A filozéfia és a segit6 foglalkozasok kapcsolata
(pp. 70-71)

coffee break

Maria Ludassy (KEYNOTE SPEAKER): Korszer(tlen elmélkedések (p. 71)
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ABSTRACTS

12 February THuRsDAY

Thu 10:10 Tibor Sutyak: A filozéfia mint problémak szerkesztése

Hagyomanyosan vagy azt szokds a filozéfia 6 teljesitményének tartani, hogy
allitasokat tesz a vilagrdl, vagy azt, hogy kérdéseket fogalmaz meg. Az elsé
felfogds lehetGséget ad arra, hogy a filozéfiat alapvet6en folytonosnak
tekintsik mas vizsgaldodasi moddokkal vagy diszciplinakkal. A masodik
altaldban a filozdfia kiilonnem{ségét hangsulyozza, amennyiben azt igyekszik
nyomatékositani, hogy a filozéfia dolga, mas kutatasi teriletektdl eltéréen, a
kérdések feltevése, nem pedig vdlaszok megadasa. El6addasomban mindkét
allaspontot kritikusan kezelem. Megkisérlem megmutatni, hogy a filozdfiai
,Ugy” azonositasa akar allitasokkal, akar kérdésekkel egyrészt elvi szinten
inadekvat, masrészt nem is irja le azt, ami a filozofiai elméletalkotdsban
valdban torténik. Ehelyett egy harmadik megkdzelitést javasolok, egy olyat,
amely szerint a filozéfiai tevékenység lényege problémdk megszerkesztése. A
problémakban az allitasok és a kérdések is meghatdrozott szerkezeti helyet
foglalnak el, de egyik sem domindl. A problémak szerkezetek, amelyek
Osszeadllitdsa kreativ teljesitmény. Az elGaddsban megkisérlem pontositani,
mit értek ,probléma” alatt, és mondanddmat egy kivalasztott filozéfiai
probléma elemzésén keresztiil demonstralom.

Thu 11:20 Nenad Miscevic: The Continental-Analytic Divide

How did the analytic-continental divorce occur? What are the actual trails
of historical influence and resemblances that divide the two? The paper
distinguishes two groups: the ones not so contrary to analytic ways ( the
early ones, before the great divorce: Husserl, Dilthey), the “low profile”
continentalists, and the typical contrast group (Heidegger, Derrida) the “high
profile” continentalists. It concentrates on the later.
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Their views are characterized by following distinguishing theses: The
anthropological, historical and linguistic is (deeply) ontological .The mind and
the world are governed (and constituted) by a-rational elements. The central
element of human mind is a-rational, it is either will, desire or affect. And, the
basic reality of the world is akin to the a-rational element of human mind.
The style of philosophy should exemplify this a-rational side; it should be
more poetic than argumentative. /and perhaps, philosophy should be
abolished either in politics or in politicized poetic writing.

For the better of worse, most of these theses characterize most of
continental tradition functioning nowadays. The contrast with the analytic
tradition is dramatic.

Thu 12:20 Thomas J. Spiegel: Quietism as a metaphilosophical alternative
to Naturalism

In this talk | aim to answer two questions: 1. What is the relationship
between philosophical quietism and scientific naturalism? 2. What is the
content of quietism’s metaphilosophical proposal? | do this in the following
steps: | reconstruct (i) a common conception of scientific naturalism in form
of two commitments and an argument, then | introduce (ii) philosophical
quietism and its anti-naturalist trajectory. Lastly, | flesh out (iii) quietism’s
metaphilosophical alternative to naturalism.

(1) Scientific Naturalism

Scientific naturalism (naturalism, henceforth) is best characterised by the
following commitments:

Metaphilosophical commitment: Continuity of philosophy and science:
Instead of assuming philosophical foudationalism, philosophy should cede
areas of inquiry to science whenever necessary and possible. Philosophy’s
own remaining job is explaining certain phenomena in a way acceptable by
scientific theorizing.
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Ontological commitment: All that truly exists in the world are those basic
entities discovered or posited by the theories of natural sciences (most
notably physics). All other phenomena must be in some way related to
scientifically respectable entities in a suitable way.

The ontological commitment entails so-called "placement problems" (Huw
Price’s terminology). For it implies a notion of what is natural, i.e. only those
things are natural which are accepted by the (natural) sciences. Primarily,
those are spatiotemporal objects: rocks, organisms, chemicals, the earth
crust and so on. There are, however, entities which are not a direct objects of
the natural sciences, e.g. norms, values, the mind, numbers, modality and so
on. This results in placement problems: objects of this sort are difficult to
assign a spot in the natural world, if what counts as natural is determined by
scientific naturalism. | call phenomena of that kind hard-to-place phenomena.

Naturalism’s main tool for dealing with placement problems are
metaphysical explanations. Metaphysical explanations are supposed to assign
hard-to-place phenomena a spot in the natural world by linking entities
respectable by scientific standards with hard-to-place phenomena. The target
phenomenon is thereby found to be ontologically somehow dependent on
the base phenomenon. The most relevant species of metaphysical
explanations are reduction, supervenience, elimination, and emergence

(1) Quietism — answer to question 1

In contrast, philosophical quietism is the view that such philosopical attempts
at theoretical explanations about certain concepts and phenomena are
misguided or inappropriate. As such, quietism is a metaphilosophical view
because it tells us what not to do in philosophy. Renowned Quietists are
Price, McDowell, Macarthur and the late Rorty. What then is the relation
between quietism and naturalism? Quietism rejects two basic assumptions of
naturalism: First, Quietism rejects scientific naturalism’s view of nature, the
idea that only that which is investigated by sciences is part of nature.
Consequently, and second, quietism rejects the metaphilosophical task of
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integrating hard-to-place phenomena into a naturalistic world-view by way of
metaphysical explanation.

(111) Quietism’s vision for philosophy — answer to question 2

Quietism has a different metaphilosophical vision of philosophy than
scientific naturalism. Where scientific naturalism focuses on providing
metaphysical explanations, quietism’s role for philosophy aims at, what | call,
pragmatic explanations. Pragmatic explanations, in the spirit of the
pragmatist tradition, are attempts to describe a hard-to-place-phenonemon
as an intrinsic feature of a certain discourse or practice to demonstrate that it
does not require extra 'placing'. The reason is: if it turns out the hard-to-place
phenomena (mind, norms etc.) are actually not hard to place, we do not
require metaphysical explanations to reintegrate them into a natural world-
view. Once this strategy is in view, we are only required to give local
descriptions of such concepts. | close by sketching Huw Price’s subject
naturalist solution on what those descriptions could consist in.

Thu 12:50 Tuncay Saygin: Obversely Philosophy contra Philosophy:
Nietzsche, Foucault and Deleuze

The tradition of the Western Philosophy mainly constructed itself on
evolution of the reason. The period of the Western thought from Thales to
the Nietzsche looks like an attempt of overcoming of the nature. This attempt
directly based on a logical investigation of the truth and therefore philosophy
defined “love of knowledge”. However, this approach is not acceptable and
valid way of philosophizing for all thinkers. Especially Nietzschean approach is
totally different from his former. How we can understand Nietzsche's
thought and his influence on philosophy, which characterized many followers
(e.g. Foucault, Deleuze, Battaile etc.). In this speech, | will argue there is a
different way of philosophizing and we can call it obversely philosophy.
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In my mind, obversely philosophy is not a part of philosophical tradition that
tries to depict to universe with knowledge and understanding of human
being by a rational and logical method. It does not define the cosmos and
human being inside it in one system. It tries to pluralize or disseminate the
truth. Dissemination or pluralization of truth (as Badiou says in the
Wittgenstein’s Antiphilosophy “deposing of the category of truth” (Badiou,
2009: 75)) gives us undeterminable way of the sense but still there is
something to say about the life or meaning.

Alain Badio’s definition of the antiphilosophy and his seminars on
antiphilosophers (he barrowed this term from Lacan) exactly is a nice way to
understanding these thinkers. In his opinion, there are some
antiphilosophers, each of them “chooses the philosopher whom he hopes to
make a canonical example of the empty and vain shell of a word that for him
is philosophy”; “Pascal against Descartes, Rousseau against the
Encyclopedists, Kierkegaard against Hegel, Nietzsche against Plato, Lacan
against Althusser” (Badiou, 2009: 69).

Beside the Badiou’s way of understanding of the antiphilosophers we can
argue that antiphilosophers (as Lacan and Badiou called them) also try to
reversing of the philosophical tradition. Therefore, there are not just a vis-a-
vis positions. Nietzsche is not just against Plato or Platonic idealism; also he is
against the Christianity (or Abrahamic religions) and the dialectical and
rational ways of philosophy too. On that account, he mainly tries to open a
battle front contra to traditional western philosophy, which can understand
as a reversing attempt. Nietzschean attack on the philosophy opens another
way of the thinking or acting, which is not systematic, not logical, not
political, but says something about the iibermensch (overman), will to power,
joy and aesthetical (Nietzsche, 1967; Nietzsche, 2006). Dissemination or
pluralization of truth as an obversely attack, like Nietzsche, mainly try to
open unique ways of feeling and understanding. | will argue there are some
considerable characteristics of the obversly philosophies, which we can see in
the Nietzsche’s followers like Foucault and Deleuze. Both Foucault and

15




Deleuze try overcoming of the power relations, which based on truth and
logical knowledge. | will discuss their main arguments and terms, (like power
and knowledge relation, sexuality, schizoid desire, becoming, and rhizome) as
a part of obversely philosophy.

Thu 14:20 Tamds Hankovszky: A filozéfia és a teoldgia kiillonnem(isége

A teoldgusok koreiben népszerd klasszikus felfogds szerint a teoldgia az isteni
kinyilatkoztatas, a filozéfia viszont az ész természetes fényében vizsgdlja a
targyait. Ez a tétel azzal a tipikusan filozdfiai elképzeléssel kiegészitve, hogy
az emberi ész kozeli rokonsagban all az istenivel, azt a reményt batorithatja,
hogy a filozéfia és a teoldgia, ha jol végzik a dolgukat, eredményeiket tekintve
Osszhangban allnak egymassal, csak mds-mas premisszakbdl jutnak
ugyanahhoz a konklizidhoz. El6addasom alapgondolata, hogy nem ragadjuk
meg az iménti metaforikus tétel teljes értelmét, ha Ugy értelmezziik, hogy a
teoldgia végsd premisszai kozott olyanok is szerepelnek, amelyeket a
kinyilatkoztatds hitelesit, a filozéfia axidmdi azonban nélkll6zik az ilyen
megalapozdst. Szamitasba kell venni azt is, hogy Thalész archéja 6ta a
filozofiat az egység keresése jellemzi, mig a teoldgia gondosan vigyaz arra,
hogy az értelmezés és magyarazat kdzben fel ne szdmolja a hit antindmiait:
tételek olyan parjait, amelyek ellentmonddsos egységet képeznek, de
egyarant igaznak minGsllnek. A legfontosabb antindmidk még az
ellentmondasok kezelésének bevett fogasanak is ellenallnak, vagyis hogy
kimutassuk, az ellentétes tulajdonsagok mas-mas szempontbdl illetik meg a
vizsgdlt dolgot. Ezért a teoldgia tulzott atfilozofizdléddsanak jele, ha minden
ellentmondast felold a hit tételei kozott. Nem célom annak vizsgalata, milyen
technikakkal keriili el a sikeres teoldgia, hogy hitlen legyen ahhoz a
redukalhatatlan sok-szerlséghez, amellyel a kinyilatkoztatdsban szembesiil,
és filozdfiai dualizmussa (féluton megrekedt monizmus) vagy dialektikava
(koraltekinté, arnyalt monizmus) valjon. El6adasom nagyobbik részében
inkdbb néhany tipikus filozofiai jelenség (pl. a takarékossagi elv tekintélye, az
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iteracio kedveltsége) elemzésével probalom szemléltetni a tételt, hogy a
filozéfiai [ényege szerint monisztikus: Thalészhoz irt 1dbjegyzet.

Thu 14:50 Benedek Barna: A filozéfus és a repiil6gép

A filozéfia mara mind a tudomanyokkal, mind a kdzvéleménnyel szemben
védekez6 allasba kényszerilt. A filozéfia szlikségessége ellen legtobbszor
felhozott érvek, hogy a filozéfiabdl kivaltak a szaktudomanyok, és a vilag
megismerésében, megértésében most mar ezek segitenek minket; illetve
hogy a polgari demokracia eszméje gy6z6tt. Amikor a tudomany atveszi a
vilagmagyarazat feladatat, és a szabadsdg nem csak politikai utdpia, akkor
nincs tovabb sziikség a filozéfusra.

Ha figyelmen kivil hagyjuk azt a tényt, hogy a ,szlkség van-e filozéfiara?”
maga is filozofiai kérdés, és mint ilyen lényegében megvalaszolja sajat magat,
akkor is konnyen lehet érvelni mindkét kifogdssal szemben. A tudomanyok
ugyanis maguk is szdmtalan Ujabb problémat teremtenek, amelyek kapcsan
id6érél idére udjra kell értékelni, amit a vildgrél gondolunk. Az elmult két
évtized pedig azt mutatta meg vildgosan, hogy a Szovjetunid bukasakor a
torténelem végérdl fantazidlni korai volt. Egyrészt a felvildgosodas szabad
tarsadalomrol alkotott dlomképe Iathatdan nem tudott mindenhol gy6zelmet
aratni a vilagon, masrészt a demokraciaknak is mindig ujabb tarsadalmi-
gazdasagi problémakkal kell szembenézni.

De tovdbbra is megmarad az a kérdés, hogy ma milyennek kellene a
filozéfianak lenni? Ehhez pedig szorosan kapcsolddik egy masik, a filozéfia
hasznossagarol szolo kérdés is. Ezért van az, hogy ma a filozofusok munkaja
vagy visszaszorul az egyetemek falai kdzé, vagy megprobalkozhatnak az
»alkalmazott filozéfiaval”, azaz a természet- és tdrsadalomtudomanyok
m(ivel6ihez hasonld munkamddszerek alkalmazasaval. Mindkét esetben egy
megadasrol van szé: vagy beismerik, hogy a filozéfia ,haszontalan”, luxus,
vagy pedig betagozdédnak a mai tudomanyos életbe.

17




Kérdés, hogy mindenképpen el kell-e ezt a helyzetet fogadni. Valdban
visszakozni kell a filozofusoknak? Lehetséges a filozéfidanak egy masfajta
szerepértelmezése? Erre a kérdésre probal valaszolni az el6adas.

Thu 15:30 Tibor Schwendtner (kevnoTe speaker): A filozofiai mi mint
értelemalapitas

Az el6adas arra a kérdésre prébal valaszt adni, hogy miben all a filozéfiai
m(ivek természete. Ha a filozéfiat problémak felvetésének és megoldasanak
tekintenénk, akkor nem tudnank valaszolni erre a kérdésre, hiszen ebben az
esetben nem is lenne értelme filozéfiai mdvekrél beszélni, hanem csak
rovidebb vagy hosszabb kényvekrdl, illetve tanulmanyokrél, melyek ezeket a
problémadkat és megolddsaikat tartalmazzdk. Ahhoz tehat, hogy a filozdfiai
muvek természetét megértsik, mas filozéfia-fogalomhoz kell fordulnunk. A
filozofiat egy lehetetlen feladat megoldasi kisérletének tekinthetjiik, amely a
filozéfidban rejl6 univerzalitas-igénynek annak ellenére prébal megfelelni,
hogy az ember, aki ezt a filozéfiat megvaldsitja, véges és torténeti l1ény. Az
univerzalitas-igényt teljesité filozofiai vallalkozasok torvényszerlien olyan
értelem-tereket hoznak létre, melyek toréseket tartalmaznak, leginkabb
Escher rajzaira emlékeztet6 strukturdkat alkotnak. A filozéfiai mivek
jelent6sége abban all, hogy e lehetetlen vallalkozas paradox strukturdit ugy
6rzik meg, hogy az Ujra és Ujra megragadhatévd vdlik a kovetkezé
nemzedékek szamara.

Thu 16:30 Attila Galambos: Mit kezdjiink az allatokkal? Allatokkal
kapcsolatos deskripciok a kontinentalis filozéfidban (és azon
tul)

Az allatok (de legalabbis azok bizonyos csoportjai) mindig meghatdrozé

kapcsolatban alltak az emberi tarsadalmakkal, ehhez képest a filozéfia
torténetében betoltott jelent6ségiik elenyész6. Példamondatokként,
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hasonlatokként szamos alkalommal hivatkoznak rajuk, de mint a filozéfiai
vizsgadlddasok tdrgya margéra keriltek. Az dllatokkal kapcsolatos
kérdésfelvetések, a tarsadalmi, kulturdlis, filozofiai 06sszefliggések
Ujragondoldsa, Ujraértelmezése azonban a mult szdzad végén megkezd6dott.
El6addasomban azokat a jelent&sebb dllaspontokat vizsgdlom, melyek
meghatdrozdéak az allatokkal kapcsolatos koncepcidk kialakuldsdban és
rogzlilésében. Bemutatom tovdbba azokat a kérdéseket, melyeket a
filozéfusok nem tudtak megkerilni téziseik feldllitdsa kozben. Végil
felvazolom, hogy milyen kovetkeztetések utjan lehetséges az allatokat a
filozéfiai vizsgdlatok, kérdésfelvetések korébe integrdlni, tovabba, hogy
milyen eredménnyel jar(hat) mindez a filozéfia, mint tudomany kapcsan. Azaz
mennyiben valtoztathatja meg a filozéfiat az allatok figyelembevétele.

Megvizsgalom és kontextusba helyezem azokat a nagy tarsadalomtorténeti
valtozdsokat, melyek egyrészt moddositottak az dllatok  emberi
tarsadalmakban betoltott pozicidjat (tarsallatok megjelenése, urbanizacid
kapcsan megvaltozott viszonyok), masrészt azokat az emberi reldcidkat,
melyek kapcsan az allatokkal vald filozéfiai aspektusok is valtoznak (modern
farmakoldgia, tulnépesedés, nagyipari allattartas).

El6adasomban keriilom az Aallatfelszabaditdssal vagy az allati jogokkal
kapcsolatos allaspontok bemutatasat, elsGsorban a filozéfiai kanonban
megjelend leirasokat figyelembe véve mutatom be az allatokhoz kothetd
leirasokat, vizsgdlva tobbek kozott Nietzsche, Levinas, Heidegger, Deleuze,
Singer munkait, de kitérve példaul Hume, Descartes, Platon, Kant, Bentham
szbvegeire is.

Thu 17:10 Adrienne Galosi: Philosophy without art

Filozofia és mlvészet mély 6sszefonddasat az utdbbi évtizedekben sokan
targyaltdk, két kulonbozd allaspontrdl kozelitve: az egyik irdny Schellingtél
Gadamerig a milivészetben olyan kozeget lat, amelyben az legsajatabb
feladataval, az igazsdg megragaddsdval egyedil szembesiilhet, miutdn az a
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reflexiv megragadas aldl minduntalan kivonja magat. A m(ivészet lényegének
fogalmi meghatarozasa itt egyben a filozéfia 6nmegértése is. A masik,
leginkdbb Danto nevéhez kothetd elgondoldas a mdlvészet filozofia altali
kisemmizésérdl beszél, s végs6 soron a mivészet torténetének végéhez
érkezettségét mondja ki. Egy hosszu torténet soran a filozéfia szamolta fel,
sajat fogalmisdgdval mintegy gyarmatositotta azt. A modern mdivészet
torténete nem mds, mint kudarcba fulladt 6nmeghatarozasi kisérleteinek
sora, mig végil a filozdfia sietett segitségére, hogy adjon filozéfiai valaszt.
Mindkét esetben a filozodfia keretei kdzott és annak hasznara rendezédik a
mUvészet, az egyikben a filozdfia elészobdja, metafizikai ablak, ahol a nem-

III

fogalmi, kozvetlen szemléletességben az igazsdg ,feltarul” (Heidegger), a
madsikban a filozéfia zarja a mUivészet Bildungsromanjat, s teszi ezzel poszt-
historikussa a mdvészetet, hogy aztan ennek helyébe a mdlvészetfilozéfia
|épjen. Barmennyire kilonboz6ek ezek a kozelitések, abban a konkluzidban
egyeznek, hogy a muivészetnek valamely lényegi meghatarozasat keresik, s
azt valami nem perceptudlisban taldljadk meg. Minden ilyesfajta muvészet-
filozofia kapcesolat hatterében Hegel filozéfidja all, de mig az elsé esetben arra
esik a hangsuly, hogy m(ivészetben és filozéfidban ugyanaz a szellem munkal,
addig a masik megkdzelités szdmadra a hegeli mlivészet vége elgondolas lesz

paradigmatikussa.

Az el6adas azt a kérdést igyekszik roviden koriljarni, hogy mi torténik a
filozéfidval, ha az igy vagy ugy tamasztékaul szolgdlé miivészet eltiinik aldla.
Az els6 megkozelitést mar az nehézzé teszi, hogy az ,nagy” m(ivekre fokuszal,
alapja igy egy olyan mu-fogalom, melyet a kortars mualkotdsok radikdlisan
levetnek magukrél, felbomlasztjak azt a ,m{” és a ,valésag” kozti kiilonbozé
hatarvonalak 6sszemosdasaval. A masodik megkozelités a kortars muvészet
tapasztalatabdl, vagyis hogy igen sok elmélet sziikséges ahhoz, hogy az igen
minimalista m{ transzpondldédjon a mdvészet sikjara, vonja le — latszdlag
pesszimista — kovetkeztetését, hogy a mivészet feloldédott az dnmagara
vonatkozd reflexidban. Ez atszdlag a filozédfia korszakat hozza el, azonban a

poszt-historikus, poszt-esszencialis mi feloldddik szért funkcidiban, s igy az
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azt megragadod filozofia is ilyen szort, kisszer( ,igazsagok” abrdazolasat
detektdlhatja csak. Innent6l a filozéfidnak sincs olyan magasabbrendd,
autondm instanicdja, amelyhez fordulva sajat magasrend(i céljat igazolhatna.

Megmenthet6ek-e milivészet és filozdfia egymas szamara? Mit jelent a
filozofia szamara, ha immar nem a mdvekrdl olvassa le, mi a m(ivészet
Iényege, hanem arra a reflexios tevékenységre fokuszal, amely az adott érzéki
targyhoz kapcsolédik, de azt mindig tullépi? Megfogalmazhaté-e az esztétikai
tapasztalat, ha nem egy kiilénds targy all mégotte? Es mit jelent a lényeg, az
azonossag keresésében, ha elismerjik, hogy ez csak a valtozd torténelmi
formak valtozé értelm(i megragadasain keresztil lehetséges?

Thu 17:40 Marta Morozova: About the benefit of convergence between
philosophy and poetry (according to philosophical
hermeneutics)

Philosophical hermeneutics was created by H.-G. Gadamer. In his writings, he
emphasized that philosophy should be useful for people; many researchers
have paid attention to the proximity Gadamer's understanding of
philosophizing with the conception of «phronesis», «practical knowledge»
(Praktisches Wissen). Besides, Gadamer emphasizes the radical difference
between scientific way of thinking and humanities, and especially the
philosophy, and brings together the statements within the philosophical
framework with poetry. But why such convergence is useful?

Firstly, of course, the deal isn't in complete coincidence of philosophical and
poetic way of speech. Poetry in representation of language works with the
sound, and philosophy - with layer of conceptual meanings. But what they
both have in common - is listening to the language.

Obviously, that while creating, a poet perceives the language not only as the
flow of information, but right as the linguisticality. He is able to orientate in
the sphere of linguistic forms, sometimes creatively changing them.
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It should be noticed: Language in philosophical hermeneutics plays a special,
fundamental role: because understanding - considering as the basic strategy
of human existence in the world - has fundamentally linguistic character.
That means: the idea (in specific historical and cultural circumstances) are
always fused with its linguistic fixation (Erfassung). And extra-linguistic,
sensate experience is included in the language because of symbolizing in it.

The primary task of philosophy is to turn human right to language. In such
case, the measure of its success on a par with the art is achievement of
involvement, participation (Teilhabe) to person. And also in general
philosophy resembles art in terms of how it deals with things: philosophical
research, unlike scientific, doesn't aim to work with something (human,
cultural phenomena etc.) as an object, but as an our real life's phenomenon,
which in turns can't be completely objectified, because always has an event
character, i.e. presents as wholeness taking into account our interpretation.

Applied problems of philosophizing is to reveal linguistic (in a broad sense)
realities. But the basis of this is appeal to the language in such way so that
people understand linguisticality (Sprachlichkeit) as their home, "native
land". Such position contains socially, even politically oriented message,
because the essence of language, according to Gadamer, is not a speech of
one , but always dialogic relationship among people (Gitter des
Anderesseins); we learn language from others and - it is always the possibility
of mutual understanding, the interaction between some beings. (So,
philosophical hermeneutics contains clearly multicultural promise).

Moreover, philosophy should help to understand subject (person) himself,
to reveal his own identity. The deal is that intellectual perception of the
world, as any other, in fact is always an event. It's important: not the subject
by his own forms fully his perception of something, for example, a literary
work, but person is involved in its realization like in the conversation. And
the proper position of the subject is revealed only in comparison with some
another. So, to fully realize himself as a subject, you need to know in relation
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to what you are.

Contemporary cultural situation, according to Gadamer, suffers from break
with the previous tradition, from its negation sometimes, and also from that
a lot of concepts, stereotypes are still used without awareness of the source
of its usefulness, necessity. And all this - heritage, contradictions, tendencies
of modernity - embodied in language, but often adopted uncritically because
of the fact perceiving it in the level of momentary information. Such oblivion
of language can be likened to exile from the native land, because our
homeland is language itself. The actual task of philosophizing becomes then
to revive in subject (person) sense of participation to the language, and help
to understand its realities.

The convergence between philosophy and art in general and particularly
with poetry let to emphasize that philosophical researches are founded in
the sphere of free realization of human possibilities (equally in cases of
creation, evaluation etc,). Participation in the experience of philosophizing
develops independence and liveliness of thought, which are so necessary for
people now, when it's so simple to live just following standards. Philosophy
cultivates critical courage, helps to create a creative space in which it's
possible to expand the horizons of our habitual perception.

So, useful character of philosophy means that as a cognitive tool
philosophical study converges with art. Using philosophical studies people
can transform their own experience, which always has a real life value.
So, there's a convergence between poetry and philosophy because they
both represents a way of participation subject/person to himself, and so - to
the proper whole experience of the world.

Thu 18:10 Laszld Kajtar: Philosophical Literature and Literary Philosophy

The debate is still going strong about whether literary works have cognitive
value, and even if most agree that they do, it is contested whether this value
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is related to their aesthetic values. In a different form, the debate is as
ancient as a divergence in views between Plato and Aristotle. As Peter
Lamarque interprets it, Plato condemned poets partly because they
imitate the world of appearance, while Aristotle praised them because
they imitate universal truths about human character and action. Both of
them considered truth to be a measure of the value of poetry, and so
philosophy has acquired the right to judge the value of an art form. Due to
this, the question whether literary quality could be a measure of philosophy
took the backseat.

Aristotle said that poetry, that is imaginative literature, is more philosophic
than history. | want to argue here that literature is often more philosophic
than philosophy itself. The step in this direction that | want to take is the
following. It does matter how knowledge is communicated. The paradigmatic
contemporary form of philosophy is argumentative, that is, the claims to
truth are supported and structured by argumentation. In contrast, to follow
John Gibson, literary works articulate a cultural understanding of the world in
dramatic form.

Lamarque emphasizes the contrast between philosophy and literature by
referring to them as different social and cultural practices, different
institutions. However, the line is not clear cut. As Jukka Mikkonen argues, it
is hard to see an exact demarcation between literary philosophy and
philosophical literature. It seems really difficult if not impossible to
make a principled distinction between Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra
and Dostoyevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov in this respect. On the face of it,
there is a crucial difference, namely that readers of philosophy show little
tolerance for works that they deem to be wrong. On the contrary, as
Lamarque claims, readers of literature are tolerant towards the works that
suggest alternative visions to their own. Being right seems to trump
everything else in philosophy, but the question is, based on philosophical
literature, should it?
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The reason | am claiming, paraphrasing Aristotle, that literature can be more
philosophic than philosophy itself is because | think it is a mistake to conceive
of philosophy as merely making truth claims in argumentative form. | want to
argue here that it is an important facet of philosophy that it makes its
audience think or provokes thought about important issues of human
concern. While this is not a process that necessarily results in some positive
statements at the end, it is a process that is or should be seen as cognitively
beneficial. In this respect, if a work of literature is more likely to make
readers think, more likely to provoke thought, it is more philosophic in a
sense than a piece that is standardly philosophical. | do not mean to say that
argumentation is always at a loss here or that this process trumps truth
stating and clever support, but | certainly think that taking a page from the
book of literary rhetoric can be of advantage. Especially if one is inclined to
agree that the best argument stated in the clearest way is not always the
most thought provoking. Now | am not claiming that provoking thought is
unique to philosophy or that it is the only value of philosophy, | am arguing
that it is an important and often neglected marker of what we call
philosophical. It is also a marker that is highlighted by our continued
fascination and deep engagement with works of literature that we see as
exploring our deepest concerns with ourselves and the world.

13 February Fripay
Fri 10:00 Janos TGzsér: A filozofiai problémak természete

Minden filozéfusnak az életében legaldbb egyszer fel kell tennie a kérdést:
,kitarthatok-e a filozofiai nézeteim mellett, ha beldtom, hogy mas
filozofusok, akiket magammal episztemikusan egyenrangunak ismerek el,
nem fogadjdk el a filozéfiai nézeteimet? Hihetek-e az dltalam képviselt
filozofiai elméletben, ha belatom, hogy az csak egy a sok kozil, melyek
mindegyikét olyan filozofusok képviselik, akik ugyanazzal az evidenciabazissal
és nagyjabdl ugyanolyan érvelési képességekkel rendelkeznek, mint én?”
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Mivel a feltett kérdés eldontendd, leszamitva azt a valaszt, hogy ,nem
tudom” és hogy ,a kérdés értelmetlen”, kétféleképpen valaszolhatsz. Vagy
azt mondhatod, hogy e belatdsod aldassa a filozéfiai vélekedéseidet, vagy azt,
hogy nem assa ald. Az elsé esetben fel kell fliggesztened a filozéfiai
vélekedéseidet, vagy legalabbis at kell értékelned azok episztemikus
statusdrdél gondoltakat. A mdsodik esetben minden maradhat a régiben:
mindennapi filozéfiai tevékenységedet folytathatod Udgy, mintha mi sem
tortént volna. Komoly tétje van hat annak, hogyan valaszolsz.

El6addasomban a szkeptikus megfontolds mellett fogok érvelni; amellett, hogy
fel kell fluggeszteni a filozofiai itéleteinket. El6adasom els6 részében a
szkeptikus és nem-szkeptikus oldal vitdjat elemzem. Masodik részben egy
meghatarozott filozéfiai problémat vizsgalok. A harmadik részben e probléma
kapcsan megmutatom, hogy valéjdban mi a nyugtalanitdé az episztemikusan
egyenrangu filozéfusok nézetkiilonbségében. A negyedik részben a filozofiai
problémak altaldnos természetérdl adott vizibmat adom el6. Az o6todik
részben pedig szkeptikus (kissé szomoru) kovetkeztetéseimet sorolom fel.

Fri 11:00 Gabor Forgics — Akos Gyarmathy: A filozéfiai kovetkeztetések
metadiszkurziv megalapozasardl

A filozéfiai irodalomban egyre gyakoribb tendencia, hogy a vitazé felek,
miutdn nem tudnak megegyezni egy-egy allaspontjukat aldatdmaszté érv
statuszarél, meta-szinten folytatjdk a vitat. Ezekben a vitakban gyakran
hivatkozunk érvényesnek tekintett kovetkeztetésekre, illetve azokra az
elemi kovetkeztetési sémakra, melyek helyes alkalmazdsa ezek
érvényességéért felel. Barmely kovetkeztetési szabdllyal kapcsolatban
felmeriilhet a kérdés: vajon miért fogadjuk el érvényesnek? Gyakori
stratégia a kovetkeztetési szabalyok helyes alkalmazasanak megvitatasa.
Krabbe (2003) azonban ramutatott arra, hogy a vitdk meta-szinti
megalapozdsa esetén nem tudjuk elkerllni a végtelen regresszust vagy a
korbenforgast.
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A dedukciéval szemben szkeptikus vitapartner példaul elhiheti nekiink, hogy
a ,ha p akkor q” és “p” Allitdsok igazak, abban azonban tovabbra is
kételkedhet, hogy mindebbdl kdvetkezik “q” igazsdga. A kérdés kulonos
jelent6séggel meriil fel azokban az esetekben, melyekben a vitdzé
allaspontok egyikének védhet6sége azon mulik, hogy a vita soran
felmeriil6 barmely érvben alkalmazott kovetkeztetési séma érvényes -e.
Lewis Carrol (1895) modus ponens ellen intézett kozismert kritikdja is
ramutat e kovetkeztetési séma megalapozdsdnak nehézségére. A Vvita
soran Achilleusz egy modus ponens kovetkeztetést probal elfogadtatni a

tekndssel, aki a kovetkeztetési szabdly elfogadasaval elvesztené a vitat.

Vajon a teknds a modus ponens, mint metaszabaly, elutasitasaval implikalja-e
masik metaszabaly bevezetését? Paul Boghossian (2012) amellett érvel, hogy
az inferencia fogalmat nem lehet doxasztikusan, intuiciéra vagy
kontrafaktudlisokra  alapozni, ehelyett a kovetkeztetések  vak
szabalykovetésen alapulnak. Broome (2012) ezzel szemben a kévetkeztetések
diszpozicidéndlis értelmezése mellett érvel, mig Wright (2012) szerint a
kovetkeztetések pusztan az “indokok szerinti cselekvés” alesetei, tehat az
el6bbi megértéséhez az utdbbi megértése sziikséges.

El6adasunkban Boghossian, Broome és Wright a kovetkeztetések
megalapozdsdnak problémajaval kapcsolatos vitajat elemezziik.

Fri11:30 Bence Péter Marosan: A filozéfia mddszerérdl Hegel és Husserl
nyoman

Abbdl a helyzetbdl, hogy a filozéfidban mind a mai napig egymasnak
ellentmondd, de egyformdn koherens, raciondlisan, logikailag egyforman
felépitett és megformalt allaspontok vannak a legkiilonbozébb
alapkérdésekben, sokak szamdra kézenfekvének tlint az a kovetkeztetés,
hogy a filozdfia alapkérdéseire ismeretszerlien nem lehet valaszt kapni; olyan
madon tehat, hogy az egyik vagy masik allaspontot konszenzualisan tényként,
tehat az adott kérdés megoldasaként lehessen elismerni. A jelen el6adasban
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amellett szeretnék majd érvelni, hogy a filozéfia mivelésének van
ismeretszer(i relevancidja; tehat 1) a filozéfia alapkérdései igenis
eldonthetGek, 2) a filozéfia mivelése 3altal ismereteket szerziink, tehat
olyasmit tudunk meg 6nmagunkrél és a vilagrél, amit azel6tt nem tudtunk. Az
el6adas gondolatmenetében két szerzére fogok tamaszkodni elsGsorban:
Hegel és Husserl munkassagara.

Hegelnek az volt az alapveté meggy6z6dése, hogy ahol két, egymast
logikailag kizaré, de egyforma bizonyité erejd allasponttal taldlkozunk, ott
csak az a magasabb szempont vagy kontextus hianyzik, amely fel6l nézve
nyilvanvaléva valik a két alldspont sziikségszer(i Ossze-tartozasa. Egyfajta
filozéfiai optikdra van sziikségiink, mely egyesiti az ellentéteket. Hegelnél ez a
végsé kontextus, a legmagasabb szempont, az abszolut szellem néz6pontja
volt. Hasonléd megfontoldsokkal élt a filozofiatorténettel kapcsolatos
vizsgalddasai soran Husserl is. Nala a végs6 kontextust a torténeti mdédon
|étesiil6 transzcendentdlis interszubjektivitas jelentette.

Ahhoz, hogy a kontextualizaldsnak ezt a moddszerét egydltalan el tudjuk
kezdeni, élnlnk kell néhany nagyon erGs filozéfiai el6feltevéssel: 1)
mindannyian ugyanabban a vilagban éliink, 2) nyelviink szavai végsé soron
ugyanazokra a dolgokra referdlnak. Ha ezeket az el6feltevéseket
érvényesiteni tudjuk, akkor viszont a kontextualizalas plauzibilis médszerként
kindlkozik arra, hogy kezelni tudjuk altala a hagyomanyos filozéfiai
alapproblémadkat.

Fri 12:00 Henrik Farkas: Perspektivizmus és totalizacio

Az el6adas a filozdfiai perspektiva jelentéségét és a filozofiai perspektivizmus
lehetGségeit és korlatait kivanja megvildgitani. Pespektiva alatt a
gondolkodasnak azt a lokalis pozicidjat értjik, ahonnan nem értheté
jelenségek igazolt, azaz tapasztalatilag és/vagy logikailag megalapozott
érthet6ségre tesznek szert, perspektivizmus alatt pedig arra a felfogdasra

28




utalunk, amely szerint a gondolkodas egy adott jelenséghez t6bb, nem ritkan
egymast kizdro pozicidbdl is képes igazolt értelmet tarsitani.

Els6 lépésben ismertetjik a perspektivizmus torténeti alakzatait, és
megprobaljuk réviden jellemezni azokat. Itt legaldbb harom f6 megjelenési
formajat kalonithetjik el: a konstruktivizmust (annak legklilonfélébb
valtozataiban), a pragmatizmust és a hermeneutikdt. E vizsgalddasra
els6sorban azért van szikség, hogy a perspektivizmus altalunk hasznalt
fogalmat ne azonositsuk automatikusan a relativizmussal (az el6bbi szdmon
kéri a pozicidk érthetdségi kritériumait, és képes kommunikalni a tobbi
perspektivaval, példaul azok érthetdségi kritériumairdl).

Masodik lépésben a perspektivizmus sokat emlegetett vakfoltjdara mutatunk
ra, azaz arra, hogy ha egymadssal episztemikusan egyenrangul, de adott
esetben egymast kizard pozicidk barmelyike érvényes (pl. a szabadsag mellett
és ellen érvel6k, a tudat mellett és ellen érvel6k, a moralitds relevancidja
mellett és ellen érvelSk stb. allaspontjai), akkor fel kell adni az abszolut
pozicid, vagyis végsé soron az igazsag eszméjét (nem tudhatjuk meg, van-e
szabadsag, tudat, megalapozhaté-e a moral stb.).

Ez vezet at ahhoz az 3ltaldnosabb metafilozéfiai kérdéshez, hogy a
perspektivizmus és az abszolut pozicié (a gondolkodas totalizalé karaktere)
egymast kizaré tendencidgja mennyire szikségszer(i része a filozéfiai
gondolkodas szerkezetének. Vagy masképpen: lehetséges-e a filozéfiai
gondolkodas e kett6 egyidej(i jelenléte nélkdl.

Lezarasként azt nézzilk meg, hogy ha feltételezziik e kett6 sziikségszeri
jelenlétét, milyen megoldasok bukkanhatnak fel ezek kibékitésére. Ennek
érzékeltetésére a hegeli modellt vessziik alapul, ahol a szerz6 egyszerre vet
szamot a filozofiai gondolkodas latszélag egymast kizard perspektivaival (a
tudat kiilonféle alakzataival), és prébal kozottiik egyuttal olyan rendalakzatot
is kialakitani (a dialektika segitségével), amely, megtartva e perspektivak
relativ érvényességét, maganak a filozofiai gondolkodasnak az abszolut
pozicidjat is kijeldli.
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Fri 13:30 Tamds Paar: Meta-Skepticism, Experimentalism, Cartography:
the Dead-Ends of Philosophy

My paper consists of two parts. In the first half | try to show how the
concepts featured in the title hang together. By meta-skepticism | mean
meta-philosophical skepticism, the view that is skeptical about every
philosophical theory. | dub the the radical stream of experimental philosophy
experimentalism: according to this project, the presently abundant reference
to intuitions in philosophy is a flawed practice, it is to be eliminated. |
characterize as cartography the meta-philosophical view that sees the
appropriate aim of philosophy in working out a map of consistently
acceptable positions. It is also a part of this view that after we have finished
drawing this map, one’s philosophy depends only on mere intuitions
understood as opinions or beliefs. The thesis to be defended in the first part
of my paper is that experimentalism and cartography lead to meta-
skepticism.

Meta-skeptics often build on the principle according to which one should
suspend judgment in case of peer disagreement. The most serious challenge
for any form of meta-skepticism is that its supporting arguments call this very
principle into question. Bryan Frances gives the most plausible answer to this
challenge. Frances evades it by going so far as to suspend judgment about
whether disagreeing epistemic peers should or should not suspend judgment.
Frances does this because of another principle and holds that even if we
suspend judgment on the main motivation of this kind of skepticism, we
might remain meta-skeptics anyway. In the second half of my presentation |
argue that even Frances’s solution to the problem is wanting.

If the arguments presented in the second part succeed and my strategy can
be generalized to every forms of meta-skepticism that implies the untenable
nature of meta-philosophical skepticism. Given that the connection shown in
the first half of the paper holds, this implies the refutation of

30




experimentalism and the mistake of the cartographer’s approach to
philosophy.

Fri 14:00 Vitor Schvartz: Rustic skepticism as metaphilosophy

Ancient skepticism, unlike its modern counterpart, is an essentially
metaphilosophical stance. It is not by chance that the main work of Sextus
Empiricus, the Outlines of Pyrrhonism, begins with an assessment of the
three types of philosophy: skeptical, academic, and dogmatic. This sort of
overview of philosophy in general was a natural concern for ancient
Pyrrhonists, since they were proponents of a suspension of judgment about
everything (epoche peri panthon), thus regarding themselves as adhering to a
philosophical stance superior to all others.

The aim of this paper is first to defend a contemporary version of skepticism,
inspired by a rustic interpretation of the works of Sextus Empiricus, and
second, to address a major objection to neo-Pyrrhonism: the charge that it
too is a metaphilosophy, subject to debate like any other metaphilosophy. By
this critical view, to be a skeptic would be to choose dogmatically between
rival metaphilosophies, making skepticism in itself incoherent.

In the first part of the paper, | argue that in light of the expressed suspension
of judgment that we see in Sextus — insofar as the opinions of the plain man —
and also in light of the skeptic path toward epoche, the rustic interpretation
of the philosopher’'s work is more convincing than the rival urbane
interpretation. Moreover, a coherent rustic skepticism can be defended —
that is, a philosophical position of someone who claims to have no beliefs
whatsoever (in contrast to a more mitigated ‘urbane’ skepticism directed
only against complex beliefs).

| propose an analogy: A fictitious Eleatic philosopher who, convinced by his
reading of Parmenides, “knows” that all those statements we make about
things in our ordinary life are false wouldn’t face accusations of incoherence
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as much as the skeptic. Such a hypothetical Eleatic philosopher leads a life
within a world he “knows” to be an illusion: he believes in the falseness of
most of the propositions he uses in his ordinary life. | ask, therefore, why it is
that we encounter more resistance against the humbler philosophy of a
Pyrrhonist who, having seriously considered many different philosophies and
found equipollence, and consequently epoche, says he follows to
phainomenon (the apparent) without believing or hypostasizing them. Very
few critics accuse the Eleatic philosopher - who “knows” at every second that
the world is totally different from the way in which it appears — of
incoherence; yet, many criticize the skeptic, who only thinks that the
world might be different from the way in which it appears. It is not easy to
explain the discomfort caused by skepticism in its interlocutors. Maybe we
should concur with Sextus, who wrote in M VII 27: “(...) man is by nature a
truth-loving animal.” Skeptics are still confronted with the age-old
apraxia charge: “If you are in doubt whether what you see around you is real
or not, how can you act?” But it is unclear why a similar question is not asked
of many other philosophers; for example: “If you know that what you see
around you are not things in themselves, but only appearances, why do you
act on them?”

Still, a coherent rustic neo-Pyrrhonism faces an even fiercer objection than
the traditional apraxia charge: One of the features of skepticism (both rustic
and urbane) which makes it such an interesting metaphilosophy is the first of
the five modes of Agrippa leading to suspension of judgment — disagreement
(diaphonia). According to this mode, we find such a variety of opinions about
every subject that may arise that we are forced to suspend judgment about
everything, and hence to be skeptics. In the second part of the paper, |
explain why | think skepticism itself is not part of a variety of philosophical
stances in conflict and therefore is not subject to the mode of diaphonia. The
skeptic way is a very peculiar metaphilosophy.
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Fri 14:30 Snjezana Corak: Analytical and Continental Philosophy: Is There
a Possibility of a Merger?

When we talk about the nature of philosophy, that is, when we are engaged
in metaphilosophy, we become faced with a variety of different questions.
These questions usually refer to the aim, method, nature and value of
philosophy and are answered differently from mutually distinct philosophical
perspectives. The most common differentiation in contemporary philosophy
is the one between analytical and continental philosophy. If we look closely
at these two traditions we find that they indeed have different motives, goals
and tools which help them in addressing philosophical problems. The
guestion that presents itself here is: can those two philosophical traditions be
combined or is it an impossible task?

In order to answer this question, | will try to point out the major differences
between the analytical and continental traditions. My exposition of the
history of the dispute between the two traditions touches briefly on the
period between Kant and Hegel, and presents itself more clearly on the
examples of analitical philosophers B. Russel, L. Wittgenstein and R. Carnap,
as well as on the continental philosopher E. Husserl (with a mere mentioning
of the existentialists). Although methodology highlights the rupture between
the traditions (which can roughly be summarised as analysis versus
synthesis), is it possible to combine the different approaches in solving
philosophical questions? If we perceive analytical philosophy as a tradition
that is more closely connected to science, we see how it could have aspired
to eliminate metaphysics and thrive to become rigorous science. This will be
best shown on the analytical movement known as logical positivism. Logical
positivism, from Carnaps point of view, should reject all methaphysical
questions and the language of science sholud be the only criterion of truth.
The early Wittgenstein also stands on the side of science and concludes that
philosophy is a critique of language that should eliminate metaphysical talk.
This positivist point of view calls to facts.
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On the opossite side, phenomenology calls back to experience i.e. back to
things themselves. Husserl was the founder of the phenomenology concept.
In agreement with positivism, he shares the idea that experience is the sole
source of knowledge, but also thinks that experience extends beyond what
empiricism makes of it. So, instead of only analysing facts, Husserl wants to
discover and analyse the essence of things. A more revised look on Husserl’s
transcendental phenomenology was given by existential phenomenologists
such as Heidegger, Sartre and Merlau-Ponty, but here we are not going to
discuss them too extensively.

If we go back to defining analytical and continental philosophies, we come to
the conclusion that analytical philosophy concerns itself with the analysis of
thought, language, logic, knowledge etc., whereas continental philosophy
focuses on the humanistic traditions of, say, literature and art. At this point it
is very important to state that all the mentioned philosophers and traditions
are not to be generalised. Although they are clearly divergent in some issues
and have different places in philosophy, we mustn't exclude the possibility
that they can contribute to one another. Philosophy is a historical movement
which deals with social and political questions as well as more technical
problems of logic and epistemology. It would be best if we didn't assume that
analytical or continental philosophy stand above each other, rather side by
side. All questions, regardless of their tendency toward science or
methaphysics, should be put under the scope of philosophical questions.

Fri 15:10 L3aszlé Nemes: Who Is the Philosopher Anyway?

There exists a conception of philosophy according to which the personal
aspects of the philosopher do not really matter, philosophical investigations
are rather confined to pure concepts, arguments and ideas. Recently two
challenges were made against this approach: first, experimental philosophy
studying philosophical intuitions in particular situations; and second, the idea
of philosophy as a way of life promoted by Pierre Hadot. Both assume that
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philosophy is not just about abstract ideas, so the human factor should play a
crucial role in it. In my lecture | combine these two approaches by
emphasizing that intuitions are not created in a detouched way, but are parts
of the whole context of the philosopher’s life and culture. Therefore it could
be of interest to study the philosophers’ way of life in a systematic way
similar to experimental philosophy. | survey what we can know about the
cultural and social background, worldview and way of life of leading
members of the current community of philosophers. | suggest that
experimental philosophy should broaden its horizon and study wider
connections to gain new insights about the nature of philosophy and certain
characteristics of the philosopher community. Further, | claim that to be
really experimental, experimental philosophy must be open to experiments
on various ways of life.

Fri 16:10 Josef Ehrenmiiller: On the psychodynamics of Doing Philosophy

As a psychoanalyst | have run psychoanalytically oriented self experience
groups with students of philosophy in the department of Philosophy in
Vienna. In this paper | will present some of the results that | have gathered.
The main focus in these groups has been why and how these students
became interested in philosophy. For most of them problems and difficult
circumstances in life are the starting point. Many have to deal with
experiences of being an outsider, feelings of otherness and retreat and
solitude for at least a period of time. That is to say they suffer a lack of
recognition in various ways, which leads to a characteristic psychodynamic
development involving a mutual devaluation that | will outline. Furthermore,
this lack of recognition and this psychodynamics can be seen in some of the
motives and themes throughout the history of Western philosophy, which |
will demonstrate with the examples of the Thales anecdote and the allegory
of the cave. In addition, | will seek to establish why recognition remains a
precarious issue for people doing philosophy, or more generally, engaging in
a discipline where worldviews are at stake and clash. The main reason for this
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is, among others, that doing philosophy is not only trying to argue in a
rational way; it is essentially a gut issue too.

Fri 16:50 Necdet Yildizz: On Socrates' Understanding of Philosophos in
Plato's Apologia: A Contemporary Perspective

The name of Socrates represents a set of values for each philosopher and
each student of philosophy, although the “what” of these values change from
age to age, from society to society, and even from person to person. This is
firstly because of the fact that the interpretations of texts are relative to the
readers' intents and assumptions hidden or bare. Even the writers of our age
can be interpreted in various ways. When it comes to Socrates, given the fact
that he wrote nothing, and his enormous effects on his contemporaries and
future readers, the case is more and more complicated. Naturally enough,
there is hardly an agreement on the issue of Socrates' reception. While some
adore “a Socrates of their own”, others disgrace him with the evidences they
have and interpret. | think in parallel to many scholars claiming that it is
impossible to claim the knowledge of “historical Socrates” hundred percent
correct. However, since we can see his immense effect on the value systems
of the societies in the history and even of today's society, he is more than
worthy to study, especially if one would like to have an insight on the issue
“what it is to be a philosopher”. His demeanor, at least according to the
testimony of Plato, may even be counted as the philosophical demeanor.
Indeed, it had been read so from many ages and is still read such by many,
and he is considered by many to be not only the founder of philosophy, but
the philosophical father of today's western civilization.

In this paper, | will try to expose and comment on Socrates' understanding of
philosophos in Plato's Apologia. Doing this, | will firstly discuss Socrates'
understanding of philosophos, vis-a-vis sophistes and sophos. Then | will state
that Socrates sees philosophy as a way of life, and will try to catch his
understanding of “a life worth living” and his attitude towards life and “the
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most important things”. Then, | will try briefly to expose “the why” of
philosophy for Socrates. Finally, | will ask a question which is “can sophistry
and philosophy be distinguished clearly?”, and will attempt to answer it
briefly. Lastly, with inspirations from some contemporary quotations, | will
try to adapt Socratic understanding to today, and will give a Socratic account
on “what it is to be a philosopher” today.

Fri 17:20 Viktor Ivankovic: Steering Clear of Bullshit: Philosophy and the
Principle of Clarity

Harry Frankfurt’s widely acknowledged and prized essay On Bullshit stirred
up plenty of controversy in the philosophical world. Frankfurt’s bullshitter, a
person unconcerned with truth and essentially a faker and bluffer dealing in
trifles, is certainly one epistemic attitude philosophers should concern
themselves with, but, as Jerry Cohen rightly points out, Frankfurt’s scrutiny is
too narrow to grasp other kinds of bullshit that we might find relevant. My
presentation deals with such instances in the very field we research and
profess.

In our lives as philosophers, we have certainly been, at more points than one,
equated with bullshiters, with traders of hot air and nonsense, and
individuals who needlessly cast straightforward and simple things in murky
waters. The association of philosophy as bullshit peddling goes so far in
certain cultures that, at least colloquially speaking, ‘philosophizing’ denotes
the exact same thing as bullshitting. The philosopher’s attempt to prove
otherwise to the non-philosopher responds to a social demand for
justification. This justification, however, occupies only one part of the
philosopher’s busy schedule, as he also needs to justify himself, and prove
that he is steering clear of bullshit, to other philosophers — the philosophical
demand for justification.

While both problems attract attention, | will here pay more attention to the
second one, and assume philosophers have earned some minimal level of
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justification from their non-philosopher accusers. | will argue that the
problem of bullshit in philosophy is not only existent, but a troubling one, and
that it requires a methodological principle which would address it. Jerry
Cohen’s main interest is on the kind of philosophical nonsense, or bullshit,
which is not only unclear and obscure, but cannot be rendered unobscure, or
is such that if we are able to break the obscurity down, the resulting product
is trivial or unrecognizable compared to the original thing that was said. The
historical context of Cohen’s problem primarily lies in the distinction between
continental and analytical philosophers, where the latter, adhering to
methodological principles of clarity, simple language and clear-cut
definitions, object to the former’s illustrious expression, alleged ambiguities,
and hazy terminology. My substantiated position here will be that there
certainly are grounds for some such claims and some of their particular
applications, but also that the domain of bullshitters might easily run across
boundaries of philosophical tradition.

The problem of philosophical bullshit is closely connected to that of so-called
obscurantism. An obscurantist, | will claim, is a philosopher who does one (or
several) of the following things: 1.) intentionally obscures his claims for pose
and pomposity (which may bring about an air of wisdom around the
obscurantist); 2.) obscures his claims because they are trivial; 3.) obscures his
claims to cover up weaknesses and inconsistencies; 4.) fails to acknowledge a
demand for clarification. The fourth is especially important with regard to my
claim that neologisms and hazy terminology are not problems independently
speaking, but only if their application is jump started at the expense of the
principle of clarity and conceptual rigor.

The order of the sections will go as follows. First, | will show why the
conception of bullshit that Frankfurt deals with is not sufficiently wide, and
examine whether Cohen’s conception of bullshit is completely adequate.
Second, | look into whether bullshit and obscurantism are neatly overlapping
concepts, at least with regard to philosophical bullshit that we are here
discussing. Third, | will try to define the features and variations of
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philosophical bullshit/obscurantism, and assess their prevalence in the stated
philosophical traditions. Fourthly, | deal with three objections to my
argument against bullshit/obscurantism: 1.) the relativist objection - that
obscurities are in the eye of the beholder, and hence, that obscurantism
cannot be pinned down; 2.) the composition objection — that philosophy,
dealing with complex and obscure problems, demands complex and obscure
conceptual frameworks; and 3.) the elitist objection — that philosophical
obscurities are an integral part of the philosopher’s stylistic license. Finally, |
discuss a negative definition of the principle of clarity as “steering clear of
bullshit”, and discuss problems for such an account.

Fri 17:50 Kristina Kersa: The problem of unity in Kant’s conception of
philosophy

With this paper | attempt to fill the gap in contemporary Kant scholarship,
which pays little or no attention to Kant’s overall conception of philosophy as
a distinct kind of activity. In this way the fascinating question about the
nature of philosophical activity and the elucidation of philosophical method
at large are overlooked. | take it to be an important inquiry that stands apart
from the disputes about the nature of Kant’s metaphysics. While a
metaphilosophical stance and metaphysical assumptions are certainly
related, it is useful, first, to pay attention to Kant’s conception of philosophy
in general; that is, to his struggle to define the unity of the theoretical-
practical endeavor that the practice of philosophy is for him. Doing so will
allow us to gain insight into the complex cluster of concepts related to the
notion of freedom that define the human subject, and to understand the
insolvable question of the unity of theoretical and practical reason under a
single principle in a system of thought.

| start by introducing the problem of the unity of reason as it is variously
formulated in Kant’s critical writings, and argue that ultimately the problem
of the unity should be understood as the problem of the unified system of
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philosophy unfolding from a single a priori principle. | look at the notes in
Opus Postumum entitled “What is Transcendental Philosophy?” where Kant
challenges once again the idea of the human subject under a single a priori
synthetic principle that unifies transcendental philosophy. To make sense of
Kant’s remarks in the Opus, | examine first the cluster of freedom related
concepts grounding his conception of the self in critical writings; and
secondly, Kant’s thoughts on metaphilosophy in critical period. | argue that
metaphilosphical presuppositions about the nature of philosophical activity
bring us closer to understanding the final unity of human subject.

| conclude that we should take Kant’s late theory of ideas in the Opus as
separating the problem of the unity of reason from its earlier metaphysical
manifestations (i.e., the unity through the concept of purposiveness of nature
in the third Critique and the unity through the postulates of pure practical
reason in moral theology). My claim is that Kant takes here a step back from
metaphysics and considers the unity of reason on a normative level of
transcendental ideas, which are now construed in a new way representing
the foundational core of both theoretical and practical philosophy. This frees
him from the impossible task of providing for the metaphysics of the radically
unknowable subject based on the disjunct cluster of freedom-concepts; the
solution itself, however, is purely idealist. The nature of the transcendental
idealism based on methodological necessity needs to be clarified further: the
a priori synthetic principle of the unity of transcendental philosophy is said to
be transcendental philosophy itself. | argue that without this final move,
which renders the grounding of transcendental practical arguments in
methodological necessity (existing, as it were, in the mind of a philosophy
only), we merely have at our disposal the broadly anthropological grounding
of the ultimate subject of transcendental philosophy. What Kant does in the
last pages of the Opus is to shift the question of the unified human subject
into the metaphilosophical domain, where it is not a kind of anthropological
‘normative essentialism’ but a strong statement on the nature of
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philosophical activity and its demands on the person of a philosopher that
becomes significant.

14 February SATURDAY
Sat 10:00 Zsolt Bagi: Political Community and its Philosophy

Politics and Philosophy: a precautious title for a discussion and the caution is
indeed justified. Not political philosophy nor philosophy of politics not even
politics of philosophy but politics and philosophy. It suggests that the relation
and the hierarchy between the terms should not be decided prior to the
discussion.

Yet no matter how many precautions we take, talking about philosophy and
politics always involves theoretical decisions prior to discussion. “What
politics are?”, “what philosophy is?” these are questions unanswerable by a
simple definition; they require theoretical (and indeed practical)
commitment. In this lecture | would like to take as little commitment as
possible (that is: claim on the nature of politics and philosophy as little as
possible) to answer a philosophical question what makes a community to be
political and — perhaps more importantly — what undoes a community called
political. It is clear that | have shifted the discussion regarding the relations of
philosophy and politics to the question of a philosophy of the political
community. This is a serious commitment in itself, but in my mind an
unavoidable one. Without seriously taking into account the question of the
community that lies behind politics it is vain to hope a general answer to the
question what politics are or what they should be, not to mention their
relations to any human activity, particularly to philosophy. It is of no surprise
that neither the ancient nor the modern political philosophy neglected this
question, in fact they placed in the center of their philosophical
investigations. The problem of the politeia and the problem of the social
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contract are the points of collisions where philosophy ran into the question
of politics.

Politics according to Plato and Aristotle just as to Max Weber pertain to a
special kind of community. A community defined by economical relations
does not suffice to speak about politics, a political community surpasses the
economical community. Moreover a political community is not a racial
community, as Aristotle have asserted, it presupposes a distinction between
race (man and women) and rulership or more generally power (master and
slave). What needs to be analyzed is the question what this “surpassing”
means. There is no community without integration. But what does it mean
this kind of integration “surpasses” economical integration on one side and
racial integration on the other? And the question interlinked with this one:
how can political community avoid this triple menace, disintegration,
economization and ethnicization?

Sat 11:00 Zlata Bozac: Private equality and public rights: Could egalitarian
ethos be an appropriate political principle?

Jerry Cohen famously criticized Rawls's theory of justice for being narrowly
applied only to institutions of the society (its basic structure) and for making
a false distinction between the requirements of justice for institutions and
the requirements of justice for individuals. According to Cohen, the pursuit of
justice cannot be divorced from the individual behaviour of the citizens. In
order to achieve a truly just society, egalitarian ethos has to be a guiding
principle for both individual behaviour and institutional structure. Egalitarian
ethos however, can be bounded by the personal prerogative of each
individual to live his/her own life and pursue his/her interests to a reasonable
extent. However, as | will argue in this paper, Cohen cannot reconcile the
demands of an egalitarian ethos and the personal prerogative, without
making one of them (presumably latter) meaningless. Although he claims to
acknowledge the importance of personal prerogative and consequently, the
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fact of value pluralism seriously, he is unable to consistently incorporate it in
his own theory. | argue that in his envisioned society there would be no place
for the meaningful pursuit of personal goals and conceptions of the good life,
since people would have to, in order to pursue egalitarian ethos, seriously
limit their needs and scope of their personal prerogative. Although justice is
the first virtue of social institutions, we also have to somehow acknowledge
the fact that it is not the first virtue or goal in many individual conceptions of
the good life. While Cohen’s theory of justice merely acknowledges the
existence of moral reasons that can override the primacy of claims of
egalitarian justice, Rawls’s conception truly incorporates those reasons and
the fact of value pluralism as a default feature of human societies which has
to be not merely tolerated, but appropriately acknowledged and sustained as
something intrinsically valuable. Although individual pursuit of justice must
correspond, at least to some extent, to public principles of justice, Cohen’s
egalitarian ethos fails to provide us with guidance about its appropriate
extent, at least not without sacrificing all other things that we consider
important in our lives. Considering all this, | argue that Cohen’s egalitarian
ethos is not an appropriate principle for organizing our political life.
Furthermore, | will consider some further issues that might arise from these
conclusions. Can we, as political philosophers, change the world? What are
the reasonable demands that political philosophy can impose on people? To
what extent should our thinking be bound by reasonable pluralism and basic
human right (and need) to follow personal conception of the good life? Could
highly ideal theories, such as Cohen's, provide us with guidance for political
action? Should we, as political philosophers, limit our prescriptions to
institutional design?

Sat 11:40 Robert Leib: Politcal Myth and Its Interruption

Political myth can be defined as a narrative in light of which a community is
produced as a community. It is, a Jean-Luc Nancy argues, “the incantation
that gives rise to a world and brings forth a language, that gives rise to a
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world in the advent of language” (Nancy 50). Very often, however, the
function of political myth is to exclude and silence just as much as it is to
found and give identity to a community. In his posthumous work, The Myth
of the State, Ernst Cassirer elucidates the dangers of political myth by
detailing the ways in which its essential concerns led to the rise of fascism in
Nazi Germany. Myth, the ancient Other of philosophy, he argues, has been
injected into modern politics in such a way that philosophy has become
impotent against the whims of modern political leaders.

Like Spinoza, Cassirer here understands that a community is much more
securely bound together by imagination than rational discourse. Especially in
times of social strife, fearful people are unwilling to look to themselves as
free, rational individuals, but look instead for a great hero, whose actions and
assurances provide the people with hope for their safety and security. “Here,
he writes, “the totalitarian state and the political myths step in. The new
political parties promise, at least, an escape from the dilemma. They suppress
and destroy the very sense of freedom; but, at the same time, they relieve
men from all personal responsibility” (Cassirer 288). In such times, the people
elevate their leader into the role of a magician and a soothsayer. Her words
have real material effects on the world, and when she speaks of a future
victory for her people, this pronouncement is taken as certain (Cassirer 288).
Discourse is divested of its denotative sense and re-invested with primarily
emotive narratives, which, despite placing the people in a passive position,
continue to speak about freedom. The combination of mythical language and
collective fusion makes it very difficult for philosophy to gain a foothold.
However, Cassirer argues that the philosopher nonetheless retains a certain
responsibility in these times. “It is beyond the power of philosophy to destroy
the political myths...” he says, “But philosophy can do us another important
service. It can make us understand the adversary. In order to fight an enemy
you must know him” (Cassirer 296).

However, we are left with the question of what it means to ‘know’ in this

case. If political myth is a province of the imagination, these myths can take a
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potentially infinite number of forms. And, given the influence that these
myths have even over the language we use to describe our current situation,
they may be interwoven into the fabric of our social existence so tightly that
an examination of their substance in terms of facts or objective measures
may be impossible. As Chiara Bottici has recently written: “Political
myths...are not only what we perceive about the world of politics, but also
the lens through which we perceive it” (Bottici 253). We may never think to
qguestion them.

Along with Cassirer and Bottici, Jean-Luc Nancy argues that myth is immune
to truth. It is “its own enunciation, its own tautegory, equivalent to its own
truth and its own realization” (Nancy 51). In this case, the task of the political
philosopher, therefore, cannot be a fleecing or demythologizing of society; |
argue instead that philosophy’s charge to know myth must be for the sake of
using myth against itself on its own terms. The production of myth can no
longer be seen as philosophy’s Other, but must be engaged as the truest
form of philosophical and political practice. Insofar as myth cannot be done
away with, it must be “interrupted” by other myths, ones that do not seek to
close the community in fear against outsiders, but leave a community
exposed to the voices of those that violent myth would seek to divest of a
voice. As Nancy says, only “the interruption of myth defines the possibility of
a "passion" equal to mythic passion” (Nancy 61). By direct engagement in the
production of our own political myths, | conclude, we can also hope to
interrupt the impulse to surrender our autonomy to the spell of our political
leaders.

Sat 12:10 Daniel Corsano: Political Rationalism: Problem or Solution?

Political philosophy is unique among the disciplines of philosophy in that
while the questions it concerns itself with aren’t any less abstract than those
of other areas, the consequences of the answers are concrete. Two
philosophers discussing the philosophy of mind may freely argue until the
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end of time without coming to any conclusion on whether Russellian monism
or physicalism is the superior metaphysical theory, just for the sake of
mapping logical space, but if the question is which, if any, form of taxation is
just, regardless of consensus not being any easier to attain, someone has to
make a decision at some point.

Political theories are aimed at changing lives, which puts, or should put, a lot
of pressure on the political philosopher to take into account two
considerations that are irrelevant in other areas of philosophy: whether the
theory results in policies that can realistically be implemented, and what kind
of effect these policies would have on the population. Theories or the
conceptions of state resulting from them are often evaluated on the basis of
cost, morality, popularity, them being dangerous or shown effective or
ineffective with empirical or other methods that are not philosophically
rigorous but might still be indicative to some degree, while to raise such
concerns about theories on metaphysics or the philosophy of language would
be ridiculous. In fact, which, if any, of these extratheoretical concerns should
enter the evaluation of political theories is an important meta-question of
political philosophy, and how it should be answered raises other meta-
guestions, making a rational decision about which policy to implement seem
even more unattainable than such a decision between two metaphysical
theories. Nevertheless the machines of government are rolling and choices
have to be made, or more like, shall be made, whether the political
philosopher manages to contribute to it or not.

This discord between the method of philosophy and the purpose of politics is
itself an important theme in political thought. Oakeshott, the conservative
political philosopher famously raised his voice in the essay titled Rationalism
in Politics against theoretically construed ideologies seeking to demolish
existing political systems and rebuild them on new philosophical foundations,
upholding instead the importance of practical knowledge, tradition and the
intricate balance of interconnected institutions and policies that arose
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through the course of history: to stick with what is proven good instead of
taking a gambit with what looks good on paper.

Oakeshott saw dangers in the advent of socialism in post-war Britain, and
warns that while such ideologies advocating increased government
intervention in people’s lives and the economy seem effective in theory, and
the moral principles grounding them seem acceptable, such evaluations by
fallible human beings with limited knowledge are far from being trustworthy.
However, Oakeshott is himself making a philosophical claim about the
legitimacy of forms of government, and the very institutions he seeks to
preserve are themselves mainly products of the political thought of the
Enlightenment, a movement that sought to place politics on rational
foundations instead of tradition, motivated by faith in the reason and
responsibility of the individual.

In my presentation | will argue that Oakeshott was right to be worried about
the theorizing of some people intruding upon the lives of others, but wrong
in doubting the importance of reason in evaluating political theories. In fact, |
claim, in accord with the thinkers of the enlightenment, that there is no more
universal and trustworthy method in which we could place our trust,
especially when it comes to evaluating questions as important as the right
forms of government.

Sat 13:40 Janos Laki: Philosophy and Science

Contemporary philosophy seems unable to give a definite account of the
ultimate cognitive value of science. Advocates of an a priori-normative
approach present it as a methodology-driven enterprise whose cognitive
success can only be explained in a realistic fashion. Confirmed predictions,
plausible explanations, and effective causal manipulation of the phenomena
are considered possible because science provides true theories about reality.
Others point out that even false theories can allow for such pragmatic
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success for a long period of time, while historically-minded philosophers
remind us that methodological norms and epistemic criteria have changed in
the course of history, thus increasing success cannot be attributed to truth
that is unchangeable.

The thesis | intend to advance in this lecture is that this ambiguity is a
consequence of an inappropriate epistemology that conceives scientific
knowledge as produced in individual minds. This epistemology is individualist,
evidentialist, belief-centred, and as such, it suggests that psychology is the
prototype discipline to be used in interpreting scientific cognition. As an
alternative, | outline a collectivist, externalist epistemological framework that
takes jurisdiction as its model and thus raises hopes for an adequate
understanding of the cognitive specificity of science.

Sat 14:40 Serdal Tiimkaya: The Overlaps between Philosophy and Science

No academic discipline has its own distinct nature or the method. Philosophy,
at least its scholarly version, is not an exception. In customary words,
philosophy is continuous with science. However, the real problem is to
determine the precise meaning of that claim. | propose that this continuity
claim is meaningful in the case it does not imply that philosophy should
become a rigorous science, while philosophy should not be opposed to
science. Both science and philosophy use a variety of methods, and the
knowledge attained by both of them is open to revision. Inter-subjective
critique is crucial for both of them. Yet, science is not something unitary.
Neither is philosophy. Under the heading of science, we have many academic
disciplines, which have highly different topics, concepts, methods, and
precision, in mind. The followings are some examples: physics, mathematics,
computer and cognitive sciences, life sciences, behavioral sciences,
chemistry, geology, metallurgy, medical sciences, engineering, architecture,
economics, public administration, political science, history, archeology,
anthropology, geography, sociology, cultural studies, and many others.
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Some would say that the continuity claim is rather relevant to the
relationship between philosophy and natural science, or more particularly to
physics. Since natural sciences are not quite homogeneous, my claim (i.e.
neither science nor philosophy is unitary) makes the claim that philosophy is
continuous with science much less strong. Thus, the continuity claim
becomes more tenable.

More concretely, there should be no categorical distinction between
academic disciplines, including philosophy. What we should do is to trace the
problems, not the academic borders. Great philosophers, such as Aristotle
and Kant, had always engaged in the sciences of their time. After all, the way
philosophy is being done has always been under dynamic change. For that
reason, it is reasonable to anticipate that philosophy will continue to change.
The direction of this dynamic change cannot be “precisely” predicted in
advance. However, there is every reason to think that forthcoming
philosophy will be more science-friendly.

Defending a science-friendly philosophy does not entail holding “the
traditional physicalism, wholesale reductionism, or eliminativism”. It means
that almost all problems in philosophy would benefit from scientific
knowledge. There is no a priori answer to the question of “how these
benefits can be gained”. It depends on the problem at hand, the stage of the
development of a particular science, and social parameters.

The systematic research should not only imply “controlled experimentation,
mathematical formalization, or systematic empirical observation”. Of course,
they are natural elements of some sciences, but not of all. On the other hand,
mathematical formalism is very similar to “logical formalism”, which is a
widely-held tool used by analytical philosophers. Empirical observation had
been done, for example by Aristoteles, one of the greatest philosophers of all
times. Today, the neurophilosophers are regularly drawing on “the
systematic empirical observations and controlled experimentation”.
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| am not suggesting having a ‘scientific-turn’ in philosophy, humanities, or
social sciences once more. We have enough of them. In fact, a more suitable
expression for my idea should be ‘social-turn’ in natural sciences. But do not
many so-called “integrated approaches, biopsychosocial models, and all
those developmental and epigenetics views” already exist? What is the point
of suggesting a new one? Here is my answer:

i) These views approach to social sciences as if social scientific findings
require much less scientific rigor than natural sciences do. It is a very serious
defect of them. This defect should be overcome.

ii) These approaches focus on micro-social issues by using micro-social
scientific findings.

iii) Macro-social issues and macro-social findings should be incorporated
into them.

Sat 15:10 Luca Demontis: What Kind of Science is History? On Isaiah
Berlin’s methodological dualism between the natural sciences
and the humanities

In this paper we will try to clarify some of the philosophical implications of
Isaiah Berlin's (1909-1997) methodological dualism.

We will proceed as follows: in the first part, we will explain why he defends
the autonomy of the humanities in front of the natural sciences; in his
opinion, a unified methodable to include all sciences is nothing less than "one
of the most grotesque claims ever made by human beings". We will argue
that his main critical target is the application to the social sciences of the
deductive-nomological model, theorized in particular by Carl Gustav Hempel,
according to which the historical explanation of a particular event must be
based on covering laws as general as possible.According to Berlin, this
claim is due to a false analogy, which leads us to systematically
misunderstand our legitimate expectations in front of the social sciences.
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Dazzled by the achievements of the natural sciences, social scientists
cultivate the illusion of extending to their disciplines something similar
to the galileian model of an experiment repeatable under uniform
conditions, the results ofwhich could be objectively evaluated by means of
guantitative and statistical data. By working this way, they risk to confine
themselves into a reductionist and “procustean”vision of the world, which
leads them to mistake the part, composed by these parameters, with the
whole society that they seek to explain.

In the second part, we will see in more detail that the mistake originates
precisely by the ambition to achieve in the social sciences the same
degree  of axiomatization, internal consistency, formal elegance and
explanatory simplicity that we look for in the natural sciences. Berlin's
opinion is that these cognitive values are inversely proportional to the
accuracy in the empirical study of society: the higher is the internal
coherence of a social theory, the lower is its grasp on reality. In short, the
sternness of Berlin's dualism has to be read as a “dam” against the scientific
imperialism that the hard sciences constantly tend to exercise over the
humanities, by virtue of their undeniable successes.

In the third part, we will approach the problem by focusing on Berlin's history
of ideas. While the Enlightenment traditio took for granted that Truth was
characterized by the positive attributes of uniformity, simplicity and eternal
validity, authors such as Giambattista Vico and Johann Gottfried Herder
introduced the revolutionary assumption that our idea of truth depends on
historical epochs and social contexts. In doing so, they shook our faith in an
external and objective truth, existing independently from us and that we
simply have to unearth: cognitive values such as variety and diversity,
particularism and pluralism began to be taken into positive account. These
ideas reached their full expression during the Romantic Age, and they gave
rise to the conditions of possibility of a propermethodological dualism. In
this respect, we will hold that Isaiah Berlin's epistemological assumptions
are deeply indebted to Vico's notion of “fantasia”: the logical positivists'
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“quest for certainty” blamed by Berlin is, in fact, akin to the criticism against
the certumthat Vico developed in answer to Enlightenmentrationalism.

We will conclude with some considerations on the relationship between the
positive social sciences - such as economics and sociology - and the
humanities, suggested by Berlin's reflections. Obviously we should not
completely ignore the tools offered by positive sciences, but rather bring
their task back to an heuristic one. Therefore, the sophisticated theories
proposed by economists and sociologists are not descriptions of reality,
neither, on the contrary, pure intellectual speculations. Rather, they are
useful means to increase our ordinary sense of reality: they continually
offer new possible interpretations of reality, but they'll never reach what
Richard Rorty would have called a Mirroring of Nature.

Sat 15:50 Tolgahan Toy: Advocacy of Science vs Scientific Methodology
A Comparison between two philosophers from the analytical
tradition: Quine and Sider

Quine considers philosophy as in the same boat with science. So our
approach to meaning must be naturalistic. What | understand by naturalism
is starting from observations about how a term is used. For example, a
physicist uses all the relevant observations for his/her research. For Quine, a
philosopher should appeal to observations relevant to their subject. By
'observation' | do not mean just any observation. For example, observing the
street or observing the motion of a certain object is irrelevant when it comes
to understand meaning. Similarly, chemistry, physics, biology, sociology, and
psychology all have their own distinctive observations. To understand
meaning we should observe language. How can we observe language? We
can observe the behavior, sounds...etc. However, philosophers for two
thousand years have been working on more serious and theoretical issues
instead of working on practical issues. To understand the meaning of
'existence’, 'truth’, 'experience’, 'mind' and many other fundamental items
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that philosophers have been working on; they are not interested in observing
language. Of course, an exception to that has been the "ordinary language
philosophers." But their influence is decreasing. Today, many philosophers
are following the classical tradition. For example, Sider claims that his
metaphysics is “largely a priori.” However, Quine’s naturalism wants not only
science but also philosophy to appeal to observations.

Let me elaborate this Quine-Sider comparison. First of all, | am aware that
Sider is also a naturalist in one sense. He doesn’t appeal to supernatural
beings. He appeals to natural sciences. In this sense Sider is one of the most
prominent naturalists. However, by naturalism what | mean is the
methodology we follow when we do our job.

Naturalism as | understand is about how we do our job, not about what we
defend. For me, defending naturalism and being naturalist are quite different
things, just like defending democracy and being a democrat are two different
things. One might defend democracy in antidemocratic ways. So, Quine
thinks that it is not up to some prior philosophy to give the picture of reality.
It implies that even though the picture given by some prior philosophy
defends science, it would still be anti-naturalist. Quine’s naturalism does not
rule out a scientific study of our evolution and the concept of reality. This is
an important point because a metaphysical defense of physics and its posits
might not allow us to study the relation between Homo sapiens and their
sciences but Quinean naturalism does allow us to do this. What is most
fundamental here is the scientific method; we can investigate or doubt
science, but only by appeal to the scientific method.

On the other hand, Sider’s philosophy is not compatible with the kind of
naturalism | sketched above. As | said above, one might defend science but
this doesn’t mean that he is a methodological naturalist. Sider says “l am
after the truth about what there is, what the world is really like. So | do not
want merely to describe anyone’s conceptual scheme, not even if that
scheme was thrust upon us by evolution. Nor am | trying to read off an
ontology from the pages of the latest physics journals. Even the quickest scan
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through this book will make it clear that the reasons | provide for my
conclusions are largely a priori. ... Let’s not kid ourselves: metaphysics is
highly speculative.”

So, Sider claims that he is working on reality through a priori reasoning.
Besides, he accepts that he doesn’t have any good answer when it is asked
“why think that a priori reasoning about synthetic matters of fact is justified”.
However, he claims that there is no problem with not providing an answer,
because in mathematics or physics, justifications do not come first either.
“Mathematics did not proceed foundations-first. Nor did physics. Nor has
ethics, traditionally. It may well be that the epistemological foundations of
speculative are particularly difficult to secure.” So, Sider commits himself to
doing speculative metaphysics. However, as we have seen above, Quine
refuses that.

Sat 16:20 Tomasz Szubart: On the Role of Philosophy in Cognitive Science/
On the Role of Cognitive Science in Philosophy: The Case of
Explanation

In recent years, several approaches to the understanding of the role of
philosophy in cognitive science have been presented. If we understand
cognitive science as an interdisciplinary conglomerate of several independent
empirical and less empirical disciplines, which are connected by the attempt
to explain the phenomena of mind, then it seems inevitable that
philosophers will find a theoretical place there. In one of the models, rooted
in the neo-positivistic metaphilosophy, the role of philosophy in cognitive
science would be simply to provide an analysis of general abstract concepts
employed in particular sciences. As it is the mind, that is a point of interest,
there happens to be many philosophically loaded concepts. At least for some
philosophers, who wish so.

The aim of this paper is to provide a critical analysis of several approaches in
the contemporary philosophy of cognitive science that deal with stated
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problem. On the other hand, we will also try to examine some of the views
on the role of cognitive science in philosophy offered in recent days. As the
spectrum is quite broad — from non-reductive eliminativism to anti-
empiricism — we will focus only on one — exemplary, but crucial from the
point of view of philosophy of science — topic, which is the problem of
explanation.

Sat 16:50 Elena Popa: Causal Explanation: Philosophical and Psychological
Issues

In my talk | will be concerned with some interactions between philosophical
work on scientific explanation and experimental data on causal perception
and causal learning. One issue present in the debate between Waskan (2011)
and Woodward (2011) over the choice between mechanistic and
counterfactual models of causal explanation concerns the connection
between explanation and developmental data on causal reasoning. Waskan
relies on experimental data from a study by Schlotmann (1999) where
temporal cues and mechanism information are used to infer causal relations.
Waskan goes along with the authors’ conclusion that that at a younger age
causal perception (given by temporal information) comes before mechanism
information and that, later on, this relation is reversed. Waskan proceeds to
define his concept of cause as mechanical necessitation on this basis and, he
further articulates his theory of explanation based on actual causation.

Woodward'’s reply with regard to the cognitive development data is that the
adult notion of causation cannot be fully derived from causal perception and
information on mechanisms, and that it needs to integrate considerations
about difference-making. One thing to point out is that Woodward’s reply
makes use of his distinction between the difference-making and the
geometrical-mechanical concept of causation. His criticism toward Waskan’s
account seems to come down to the fact that difference-making information
cannot be reduced to mechanism and causal perception information. While
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the cognitive development data on bootstrapping to the adult concept of
causation is by and large an empirical issue, | would like to point to some
philosophical issues concerning the relations between the philosophical and
the scientific work on causation and explanation.

The first thing to note is that on both accounts causal explanation is taken to
have something in common with people’s understanding of causal concepts.
From this perspective, scientific data can be taken to provide new leads
concerning the features that a theory of causal explanation should exhibit.
Secondly, while the debate is about scientific explanation and its connection
to cognitive development data, certain problems and distinctions associated
with the metaphysics of causation seem to be highly significant for the
debate. One of them concerns the idea that there are several, as opposed to
one concept of causation meant to account for different uses of the term. In
this case, the mechanical necessitation relation is of use when one is
interested in actual causation cases, while the counterfactual theory provides
more information on properties such as stability or invariance. The other
essentially philosophical issue at stake in the debate concerns which concept,
or which approach to explanation, should be more fundamental. Waskan and
Woodward seem to advocate for their own accounts. | find this issue
especially interesting in relation to Woodward’s account since his full
account, as a general theory about causation, does not pursue a reductive
analysis of causation. Nevertheless, in his criticism of the mechanistic
approach to causal explanation he takes his difference-making view to be, if
not more fundamental, at least not reducible to mechanism information.

The more general conclusion springing from this investigation is that while
recent work on scientific explanation draws from experimental data on causal
learning it also keeps important distinctions and problems from the
philosophical issue of causation.
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15 February Sunpay

Sun 10:00 Gabor Boros: On Philosophical Presuppositions of History(ies)
of Philosophy

My basic idea is that on the one hand, there is no inherent necessity to
presuppose the univocity between the capacities and abilities of human
intellect and the basic ratio guiding the providential or evolutionary forces
behind the development of history. On the other hand, the methods and the
means by which the historical materials are to be processed have developed
to the point where it seems to be possible or imperative to reckon with a
complex structure or texture of parallel running series of events in any of the
periods of the history of philosophy.

Some implications of this basic shift of viewpoint:

Our starting point will be the ever-complex character of philosophy in any
given period.

No claim will be made to an a priori access to the True Meaning of History. It
will be illegitimate and historically misleading to speak about something like a
“historical mission” of a philosophy.

When looking for the appropriate denominations of philosophies or
tendencies within philosophy preference will have to be given to the
intrinsic-positive denominations as opposed to the extrinsic-negative ones
like those starting with the particle “counter-“.

After a preparatory overview over the respective interplays of traditional and
new philosophies in the different chronological periods, considerable efforts
will have to be made to determine independently from the traditional way
the periods of the history of philosophy. Preference is to be given to intrinsic-
positive denominations as opposed to extrinsic-negative ones whose most
important examples are “Middle Ages” and “Renaissance”.
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To sum it up: history is not a unilinear development that can and must be
recited in one single narrative comprising all what happened. History is a
rather plurilinear development that can be recited in different narratives,
which is all the more advantageous for it. Just like in a ski-region with
numerous slopes and routes and various elevators that are not designed to
run parallel or complementing each other in order to come to the highest
peak in the end — there is no such end. What there is, is a great variety of
possible combinations of the different routes.

Sun 11:00 Botond Csuka: “Looking upon the World, as it were in another
Light”: The Beginnings of the Discourse of the Aesthetic

Although the title | have chosen may seem too lofty, the question concerning
the origins of modern aesthetics is a practical difficulty that every historian of
the subject-matter must face: which are the notions (or often counter-
notions), ideas, texts, authors or tendencies of thought that can be relevant
to the historical accounts trying to narrate the formation of aesthetics? First,
| am going to delineate the common interpretations of the term “aesthetics”
— a systematical philosophical discipline that endeavours to understand
sensitive cognition (A. Baumgarten), philosophy of art (or of artworks), or
philosophy of beauty (and of other aesthetic categories) —, and emphasize,
that according to these differing conceptions the genealogy of aesthetics will
multiply, and will lead deep into the territories of seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century logics or empiricism and sensualism, poetics or rhetoric,
or the long history of metaphysics of beauty. However, | will consider another
possibility.

| argue, that apart from the common interpretations of the term “aesthetics”,
there exists another plausible interpretation: aesthetics as a specifically
modern discourse, that was gradually built around and produced a certain
relation to the things in the world, a certain kind of experience, which we
would call “aesthetic experience”. Focusing on this conception of the term, |
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will consider some of the questions it generates and the approaches and
advantages it offers, remaining mostly within the British discourse of the
aesthetic. | suggest, that if we think of aesthetics as a modern discourse and
attitude, it allows us to write narratives of the formation of aesthetics that
are interdisciplinary, attentive to power relations or historical changes,
moreover inclusive and open, which is crucial for re-thinking the identity of a
discipline that has always operated on the margins and is inherently
transgressive.

Sun11:40 Adam Smrcz: Filozé6fusok Salon des Refusés-je — avagy
komolyan kell-e venniink a kanonbdl kiszorult szerzéket?

Filozofiatorténet és ,tulajdonképpeni” filozéfia viszonya koztudottan
ambivalens. Ha a filozéfiatorténet kezdeteire tekintlink vissza, ugy azt
lathatjuk, hogy a kett6 egykor élesen szemben is allt egymassal: az un.
diadokhografia ugyanis — szkeptikus érvként — annak révén kivanta
bizonyitani barmiféle filozofiai megismerés lehetetlen voltat, hogy olyan
filozofiai allaspontokat melyek, bar kolcsondsen kizdrtak egymdst, mégis
egyforman valdszin(inek tiintek.

A modern értelemben vett filozéfiatorténet szandéka azonban koztudottan
mas: ahelyett, hogy a filozofiat meggy6z8erejétél kivannd megfosztani, az
eredeti miveket olyan jeletéstobblettel latja el, melyet az eredeti munkak
onmagukban nélkiiléznek. Ennek bemutatdsa véget tervezett el6addsomban
arra teszek kisérletet, hogy bizonyos kanonikus szerz6ket — ezen
tobbletjelentés reményében - a kanonbdl kiszorult ,kismemsterek” feldl
visszafelé olvasok. Mindez azt tenné lehetévé, hogy az adott vita kontextusat
feltarjuk, végsé6 soron pedig az elemzett kanonikus mivekben implicit médon
bennefoglalt filozofiai tartalmakat explikalni tudjuk.

A fenti mddszer egyuttal nyilvanvaléan torténeti nehézségek elé allitja az
olvasét: a diadokhografia példajahoz visszatérve azt latjuk ugyanis, hogy a
kezdeti filozéfiatorténet-irds intézményileg ténylegesen létezd filozoéfiai
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iskolak torténetével foglalkozik, annak modern jogutddja viszont sokszor
hiposztazalt, és legfeljebb nominalisan |étezs irdnyzatok torténetét beszéli el.

Az egymassal ténylegesen kontextusban allo, egymast pedig ennélfogva
kolcsondsen megvilagitani képes szovegek hermeneutikai vizsgalatdhoz a
torténetiség megfelel6 vizsgalata ennélfogva nélkilozhetetlen feltétel.
Tervezett el6addasomban kora modern példakon igyekszem tehat bemutatni
majd, hogy egy Ujbdl megkonstrudlt torténeti kontextus miképpen késztethet
minket arra, hogy a kdnonon ezidaig kivilreked6 szerz6ket Gjraértékeljik.

Sun 12:10 Péter Tdanczos: ,,A monda jo oreg Saturnusa” - Friedrich
Schlegel enthuziasztikus Spinoza-értelmezése

Friedrich Schlegel Transzcendentdlfilozofia cim( jénai jegyzeteiben az ujkori
filozéfiatorténet két legjelentésebb képvisel6jét Spinoza és Fichte alakjaban
fedezi fel, munkassaguk szimmetriajaban talalja meg az ellentétek szintézisét,
a korszak lényegét. Schlegel azonban nem csupdn torténeti jelentGséget
tulajdonit a két gondolkoddnak, hanem a két kovetkezetes és érvényes
madszer, a spekulativ és a reflexiv filozdfia voltaképpeni megteremtdjét is
benniik latja — némileg atértelmezve Fichte kiildnbségtevését a kritikai és a
spinozai rendszer kozott. Az experimentdlis filozéfia projektuma szerint
minden gondolkoddnak teljesen el6lrél kell kezdenie a gondolkodast, igy
minden filozéfiai kisérletnek at kell esnie a tévedés nagy korszakain, végig kell
jarnia az ,emberi értelem torténetét”, tehat szembesiilnie kell Fichte és
Spinoza rendszerével is.

El6addsomban arra tennék kisérletet, hogy a Transzcendentdlfilozdfia fenti
alapalldasabdl  kiindulva rekonstrudljam  Friedrich  Schlegel Spinoza-
értelmezését. A jénai korszak miveiben Schlegel id6r6l idére problematizalja
sajat rajongd Spinoza-élményét: szdmos mddon prébal megoldast taldlni a
maga teoretikus pozicidja és a filozé6fus-el6dh6z vald affirmativ viszonyulasa
kozotti ellentmondasra. Fragmentumaiban és Beszélgetés a kéltészetrdl cim(i
munkdjaban els6sorban Spinoza torténeti érvényességére helyezi a
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hangsulyt, ebben latja ugyanis a méltatas és a tavolsagtartas egylttes
lehetdségét: ,letaszitott Saturnusként” Spinoza nosztalgikus vagyakozas
targya lehet, és megnyilhat az Ut az Uj, ért6bb recepcid el6tt. Schlegel
szellemi el6djében, akit szerinte a kor még legfeljebb csak kovetkezetes
rendszere miatt csodal, mindenekel6tt az enthuziazmus nagy gondolkoddéjat
latja. Spinoza munkdssagat ezért legtdobbszor a koltészet és a fenséges
legtagabban értett esztétikai kontextusaban targyalja.

Schlegel folyton valtozd filozofiatorténeti modelljét elsGsorban az
intellektudlis izlése és teoretikus alapdllasa kozott feszil6 inkongruencia hivta
életre, a torténeti megkozelités melletti elkotelezettsége tehat egy személyes
problémabdl bontakozott ki. Ezzel a historizalé attitliddel azonban nem
eltlintetni vagy semlegesiteni akarta el6deit, hanem igazan él6vé és sajat
kozeglikben értelmezhetévé kivanta &Gket tenni. Az el6addsban Schlegel
Spinozardl rajzolt (deleuze-i értelemben vett) portréjat mint torténeti
felfogasanak kulcsat szeretném bemutatni.

Sun 13:30 Ferenc Takd: Ahogy mi szivesen képzeljilkk: Max Weber és az
»egyetemes”

Felcsapom Weber m(iveit. Nem taldlomra, de nem keresgélek hosszan. 1904:
»Aki végiggondolja a modern ismeretelmélet Kanttdl eredé alapgondolatat,
hogy marpedig a fogalmak az empirikusan adott feletti szellemi uralmat
szolgdlé gondolati eszk6zok és nem is lehetnek masok, az nem lat okot a
pontos genetikus fogalmak elvetésére azért, mert azok szikségképpen
idedltipusok.” Ezeket ,azért kell mindenkor sziikségképpen pontosan
megfogalmazni, mert a torténeti fogalmak tartalma sziikségképpen valtozd.”
1908: A protestantizmus tanulmanyokat ,nem olvasdk szamara s
kell6képpen vildgossa valik pusztdn a Kritikusom altal [...] idézett szavakbdl
(valldsi tudattartalmak »hatdsa« a kulturdlis életre), hogy nem kiséreltem
meg valamely korszak »torténeti eseményei mogott munkald tényezéket«
vagy bizonyos »valddi hajtoerSket« fellelni: — efféle kisértések ugyanis
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szamomra a torténelemben nem léteznek”, hanem ,azt vizsgaltam, milyen
iranyban befolydsoltak az életvezetést” a protestantizmus egyes agai , ott,
ahol ilyen hatds egydltalan megjelent.” 1915: A nagy valldsok ,nem
tagolhatdk be tipusok egyszer(i lancolataba, amelyek mindegyike a tébbihez
képest U »lépcséfokot« jelentene.”

Szemezgetvén arra jutok, vagy inkabb: szivesen képzelem, hogy Weber végleg
szakit azzal a b6 két évszazaddal, amely a torténelmet egyetemes fejl6dési
folyamatként szemlélte. Hogyan olvassuk viszont a passzust, amellyel az e
modszertani alapvetésekre éplilé f6mliveinek gyljteményét megnyitja? 1920:
,A modern eurdpai kulturdn nevelkedett ember elkerilhetetlendl [!] és
jogosan [!] a kovetkezd kérdésfeltevés fényében kozeliti meg az egyetemes
[!] torténelmi problémakat: a kérilmények miféle lancolata [!] vezetett oda,
hogy éppen a Nyugat talajan és csakis itt [!] tlintek fel olyan kulturdlis
jelenségek, amelyek — legalabbis ahogy mi [!] szivesen képzeljiik — egyetemes
jelentGségl és érvényl [!] fejlédés [!] iranyaba mutattak?” E mondatot
értelmezem el6adasomban.

Sun 14:00 Adam Tuboly: A Der logische Aufbau der Welt kontinentalis
gyokerei

Az utébbi években egyre er6teljesebb az a filozofiatérténeti perspektiva,
miszerint a Carnap filozéfiai nézeteirdl kialakult hivatalos kép atfogo revizidra
szorul. Szamos filozofiatorténész érvelt amellett, hogy az elterjedt Carnap-
interpretacid jelent6sen leegyszerUsitett, eredeti kontextusabdl kiragadott
és szinte karikatura jellegld. A legatfogdbb torténeti rehabilitacio
fokuszdban Carnap korai fémive a Der logische Aufbau der Welt all, igy
el6adasomban ennek a m(inek a kortars kvazi-recepcidjardl beszélnék. A f6
kérdés, hogy mi az a filozdfiai tradiciéd és modszertan, amibe Carnap kdnyve
konzisztens és koherens modon beilleszthetd, mi az a kontextus, amiben az
Aufbau  strukturdja, kérdésfelvetése és gondolatvilaga szubtilis mddon
értelmezheté.
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Az ezekrdl a kérdésekrdl kialakult hivatalos kép (az ,,angol-olvasat”) szerint az
Aufbau egy empirista munka, a klasszikus brit empirizmus betet6z6je
Bertrand Russell logikai munkassagdnak felhasznalasaval. Ezen felll a mi
funddcionalista, vagyis a tudasunk kizardlagos, sziklaszilard és megbizhato
fundamentumdnak felderitésére torekszik. A harmadik jellegzetesség
pedig Carnap fenomenalizmusa, ami szerint az emlitett fundamentumot
Carnap a kell6képp izolalhatd, atomisztikus érzet-adatokban talalta meg (ami
egybecsengene a klasszikus brit empirizmus atomizmusaval és Russell
atmeneti fenomenalizmusaval). Ezek alapjan az Aufbau az analitikus filozéfia
magnum opusa.

Mindazonaltal az Aufbau figyelmes olvasata, filozéfia és kultdrtorténeti
kontextusanak feltdrdsa arra mutat, hogy a fenti karakterizacid nem allja
meg a helyét. El6addasomban a legljabb kutatasok eredményeit kivdnom
prezentalni, kitérve az Aufbau neo-kantidanus és husserlidnus gyokereire
(az Aufbau ,német-”, tovabba ,osztrak-olvasata”). Emellett vazolom az
Aufbau egy eddig nem vizsgalt lehetséges hattérelemét, nevezetesen a
szellemtudomanyokmegkozelitését, ugyanis a mi egyes passzusai arra
mutatnak, hogy az atfogd megértés érdekében tovabb kell tagitanunk az
Aufbauhoz kapcsolodd torténeti perspektivankat, ugyanis a kdnyv
kontinentdlis gyokerei joval mélyebbre nydlnak, mint gondolni szokas.
Ebbdl kifolydlag pedig az Aufbau kapcsan ugy tlinik, hogy revizidra szorul
az ,analitikus” és, kontinentdlis” filozéfia cimkéje is.

Sun 14:30 Fazakas Istvan: Philosophy-Fiction: A fikcid6 szerepe a
filozofiaban

A filozofiai hagyomanyt a lehet6 legkiilonb6z6bb formakban athatja a fikcid.
Nem csak arrél van szd, hogy a filozéfusok gyakran tdmaszkodnak nem-
filozofiai fiktiv elemekre, hanem elsGsorban arrél, hogy a filozdfiai
hagyomdny maga is kitermelt tobbféle fikcidt, ugy mdfaji mint tartalmi
szempontbdl. A fikcid ilyen mérték( jelenléte a filozéfiaban tobb kérdést is
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felvet: milyen szerep jut a képzeletnek a filozéfia mUivelésében? Létezik-e egy
sajatosan filozoéfiai , képzel6er6”? Mi kiilonbozteti meg a filozofiai fikcidt mas
— példdaul irodalmi — fikcidktol?

El6adasomban ezt a kérdéskort jarom koril, kiilonos figyelmet forditva Marc
Richir munkassagidra és a kortdrs fenomenoldgia ,spekulativ’ vagy
ykonstruktiv’ elemeire melyek esetében ezek a kérdések sajatos mddon
tevédnek fel. Richir életm(ivének egyik legfontosabb eleme a phantasia
mezejének felfedezése melyben 6 maga a fenomenoldgia egy sajatos
megujitasi lehet6ségét latja. Egyes kritikusai ellenben irasait ,métaphysique-
fiction”-nak azaz , metafizikus-fantasztikus irodalomnak” bélyegezték. Egy, a
fikciot témava tevé filozodfiaval van-e tehat dolgunk, vagy egy a filozofiat
elképzeld fikciorol? Es ha a konstruktiv fenomenoldgia — annak husserli
valtozatdval ellentétben — a képzelGer6 els6bbségébdl indul ki a
tapasztalattal szemben, hol hudzédik a hatdr — és mi garantdlja, hogy
egyaltaldn van ilyen — a fikcié filozéfiai alkalmazdsa és a filozéfia fikciova
valdsa kozott?

Sun 15:10 Anna Réz: Philosophers in the Public Discourse

To develop the profile of some sort of a public intellectual a philosopher can
pursue two main strategies. First, one can take on more or less traditional
philosophical issues and present them in an approachable fashion, thus
popularizing philosophy as a scientific discipline. Second, one can take a
stand on current, directly non-philosophical public debates, while
maintaining an essentially philosophical approach to the subject matter. | find
this latter method more fruitful and effective in reaching a wider audience
and informing them about the merits of philosophical thinking (here | take it
for granted that it is a good thing in itself if at least some philosophers gain
wider recognition in the given society). In my talk | will present some
conceptual distinctions, methodological assumptions and key messages,
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which can be usefully brought into the current Hungarian public discourse by
a particularly philosophical standpoint.

Sun 16:10 Zsolt Kapelner: What can we offer?

In my talk | address the following question: “What can philosophy offer to the
wider, that is, non-academic, public?” The grim reality of today is that
philosophy plays little to no role in public debates, policy making, education,
or the forming of the public opinion. This, | believe, is due neither to the
ignorance of the public, nor to the insufficient branding of the discipline, but
rather to the fact that philosophy, as it is practiced today, has virtually
nothing to offer to non-philosophers. Philosophical discussions usually
confine themselves to highly technical topics while paying less and less
attention to what importance these topics bear to our lives. Some
philosophers, many of whom, unfortunately, are held in the highest
esteem, such as Saul Kripke, Scott Soames, or Timothy Williamson, even
go as far as self-consciously proclaim that valuable philosophy should
detach itself from everyday realities and should not posit as its goal the
enhancement of human life. These attitudes leave their mark not only on the
traditionally abstract areas such as philosophy of language and philosophy of
mind, but also on moral and political philosophy where scholastic debates on
nuances of certain authors’ theories are just as common as in any other
area. Furthermore, even when philosophical debate is free of that attitude
and it produces knowledge of actual, moral or material, value to non-
philosophers, that knowledge is almost never able to reach non-academic
audiences. The work of the vast majority of professional philosophers all
around the world goes by and large unnoticed. | claim that this is not only
a problem because it jeopardizes the place of philosophy within
academia, which becomes more and more hostile to disciplines with little
practical utility, but also because philosophers, just like other scholars,
have a moral obligation to justify their practice to the rest of society
which enables that practice to be continued. As long as philosophy is de
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facto inaccessible and, as a consequence, morally and materially worthless to
the majority of those people whose efforts, time, and money make the
practice of philosophers possible, it fails to live up to an ethical requirement
without which it cannot be thought of as worthy of existence. The
question, then, is as follows: can this requirement of justification be fulfilled?
Is there anything philosophy can offer to the wider public? | argue that the
answer is ‘yes’, however, contrary to widely held views, that which can be
offered by philosophy to the world is neither doctrinal knowledge about
philosophical problems, nor a manual of correct reasoning and critical
thinking. The former is in and of itself of little value to the larger public,
and the latter can very well be promoted by other disciplines. Instead, |
believe that what philosophy can offer is a method for forming
worldviews. By ‘worldview’ | do not mean a closed system of beliefs,
but rather a set of consistent philosophical theses always amenable to
analysis, reflection, and change. As of today, philosophy, by and large,
produces theses and arguments, but not worldviews. Such worldviews,
however, would greatly enhance our overall understanding of the world;
they would help us spot where our disagreements lie, and what we really
expect from our debates, policies, education, and so on and so forth. |
hold with Slavoj Zizek that humanity faces challenges that require us to be
most reflective and deliberate, and that in order to live up to that
requirement, we all have to become philosophers in some sense. But for that
to happen, philosophy itself has to change thoroughly.

Sun 16:40 Isik Sarihan: A Business Proposal to Fight against the Lack of
Progress in Philosophy

Why is it that there is not much progress in philosophy? Many of us
philosophers, at least many of those following the analytic tradition, believe
that there are objective answers that can be obtained for the questions we
are asking, and we believe that we have the right tools to obtain those
answers: Conceptual analysis, reasoning through rules of logic, careful
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phenomenological reflection, and probably others. There have indeed been
progress in the tools used in philosophical argumentation and there is now
also a more clear articulation of questions and theoretical options, but we
philosophers have not agreed on any answers to the questions we have been
asking for more than two thousand vyears, regarding the nature of time,
objects, free will, knowledge, reality, the mind, justice, goodness, etc. Why is
it so? Philosophers who reflect on the issue of progress in philosophy usually
tend to investigate the nature of philosophical questions, the analytic
methods we are using, and the nature of knowledge. Not much attention is
given to the practical, social, professional and organizational side of the issue.
The question of why there hasn’t been much progress in answering
philosophical questions might have a very simple and not-so-philosophical
answer: We are not doing our work properly. We are not doing it properly
not in the sense of reasoning in a wrong way or using the wrong analytical
tools, but we are just not spending enough time on it, not putting enough
effort in it, and we do not have the right kind of social structures within the
profession that would lead to fruitful research. Most philosophers spend
most of their work time not reflecting on philosophical questions per se, but
preparing for classes, teaching, grading papers, reviewing literature,
refereeing for journals and conferences, writing books and papers for
publication, writing their doctoral thesis, doing administrative work, etc.
Many of these academic activities do indeed involve reflecting on
philosophical questions, but the bulk of the time spent on these do not really
consists of philosophizing, and the social exchange between philosophers are
done in a way that is too slow and much less systematic than it can ideally be.
In this talk, | want to present a thought experiment where some imaginary
philosophers conduct their professional work in a different manner. Instead
of spending their time burdened with above activities, these philosophers
collectively work on philosophical issues on a daily basis in a “philosophy
factory”, work in a way similar to how laboratory scientists or construction
workers conduct their professional work every day. Each philosopher in the
factory has a duty assigned: She either reviews literature to reconstruct
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arguments, works to ascertain the logical validity or invalidity of such
arguments, thinks of real and possible objections to the arguments,
scrutinizes the validity of the work done by others in the factory, or writes a
report about the results of the research and announces it to other offices
worldwide for these reports to be collected and cross-examined globally in a
transparent and non-hierarchical way, with the products of the global
research being compiled on a growing and open online platform. If it is true
that the philosophical methods we have now can ultimately lead us to
objective knowledge, then this kind of philosophical conduct can provide us
with a much more robust way of making progress, compared to the slow and
ceremonial working process of the ordinary philosopher who works under
many other burdens of academia and personal career. | will provide this
thought experiment not to prove that the lack of organizational rigor is the
primary cause behind the lack of progress in philosophy, but to put forward a
positive proposal to point towards structures of professional conduct we can
try to implement in the future at our academic institutions, which also have a
surprising side-advantage of creating more jobs for philosophers.

Sun 17:20 Lilla Zelovich: A gondoskodas mint etikai és politikai érték

A hétkoznapok alkalmdaval ritkdn botlunk metafizikai, nyelv- vagy
tudomanyfilozéfiai kérdésekre irdnyuld vitdkba, és azoknak a filozéfusoknak,
akik ezekhez az agakhoz kapcsolddd kérdéseket bontogatnak, hosszabban
kell érvelniik az utca emberének amellett, hogy munkajuk végil is nem
oncélu tevékenység.

Az etikai dilemmak azonban rendszeresen késztetnek minket megallasra a
mindennapi cselekvéseinkben. Az embertarsainkra, a kornyezetiinkre
hatdssal vannak a dontéseink, 6sszhangot kell teremteniink a sajat és masok
érdekei kozott, és az etikai elméletek ezeknek a konfliktusoknak a
feloldasaban prébalnak utmutatdul szolgalni.
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Eléaddasomban amellett szeretnék érvelni, hogy a gondoskodas etikdja a
klasszikus etikai irdnyzatokhoz képest is kiilondsen praktikus és kontextus-
érzékeny vonal a filozéfidban.

A gondoskodds etikdja egy viszonylag friss iranyzat, és alapvetéen a
dominans, erdsen racionalizdlt igazsagossag—kozpontu elméletekkel
helyezkedett szembe, azok kritikajabdl n6tte ki magat. A kanti deontikus és az
utilitarista elméletek teoretikus teljesitményiik ellenére a gyakorlatban
sokszor tlintek rigidnek és kontraintuitivnek, a koriilményekre és a szerepldk
igényeire, indokaira vak szabalyrendszernek.

A gondoskodas etikaja ezeknek az elméleteknek és a liberalis politikdban is
megjelené szliken értelmezett emberképnek a hidnyossagait prébalta
felllirni. A gondoskoddi attitlidot nemcsak moralis, de politikai értéknek is
tekintette, az emberi élet meghatarozé elemének, amit szem el6tt tartva, az
embereket egymasra utalt személyeknek latta. Se nem egyértelmdien
autondémnak, se nem fliggésben lév6knek, de olyanoknak, akiknek a
felelGssége, cselekedeteinek irdnyultsaga, szerepei élethelyzetektél fliggben
valtozik.

A kolcsonos és rendszeres fliggésben levés hangsilyozdsa maga utan vonja a
szocidlis tevékenységek tekintélyét, és egyben teret ad a hatalmi pozicidk és a
vellik jard el6nyok felosztasanak Ujraértelmezésére. A gondoskodas etikaja a
tarsadalmi egyenl6tlenségek feltérképezésére és a hatranyos helyzeti
csoportok felszamoldsara torekszik azdltal, hogy a gondoskoddi ellatashoz
hozzaférdk és az azt nyujtdk viszonyait rendszerezni kivanja, valamint azaltal,
hogy az ellatasra szoruldk igényeit kozvetlen érintkezésb6l és a sajat
alapjukroél prébalja felmérni.

A gondoskodas etikaja az univerzalis érvényl elvek és absztrakt allitasok
helyett a konkrét igényekre, kornyezeti adottsagokra és a direkt
problémamegoldasokra Osszpontosit, tudatosan korrigalva a klasszikus
elméletek hidnyossagait. Sirgeti a tarsadalomban fellép6 akar egyéni, akar
csoportos, konkrét szikségletekre adandé valaszt, felfrissitve az etika
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emberekrdl alkotott képét, és kozvetlendl is érintve a mindennapok
problémadinak megoldasat.

Sun 17:50 Daniel Asztalos: A filozéfia és a segit6 foglalkozasok kapcsolata

Ugy tlinik, hogy az a filozéfia, amely kezdetben minden tudoméany forrasa
volt, a mi szazadunkra mar elveszitette jelentGségét, tekintélyét.
Véleményem szerint ebben a krizisben a filozéfidnak nagy lehet6sége van,
hiszen az altalanos vélekedés és itélet — amely megkérddjelezi tudomanyunk
tudomanyossagat és hasznat — nyomast gyakorolhatna a filozofiat mvelSkre,
hogy a sokszor szérszdlhasogaténak tlind vitdk helyett a valdban lényeges
kérdésekhez térjenek vissza.

Feltevéseim szerint ilyen lényeges kérdés lehet a résztudomanyok
eredményeit tagabb keretek kozott értelmezni. Szamos lehetGséget latok a
segit6foglalkozasok terlletén. Szdzadunk emberét lenyligozi a technika
vilaga, mindenkinek a zsebében egy miniatlir szamitégép lapul, s ennek a
hasznalatahoz nagyszerlen értiink, de ahhoz, hogy hogyan gondolkozzunk
|étlinkrél, céljainkrol, moralis felel6sségiinkrél, vagy éppen a koérnyezetiink
formaldsardl és megdvasardl, arra sokszor nem vagyunk képesek valaszt adni.

A segit6 foglalkozdsok; legyen szé orvoslasrdl, lélekgydgydszatrél, vagy
éppen pedagodgiardl, eleve feltételeznek valamilyen egészség idedt, vagy
emberképet, amely alapjan szeretnék feladatukat ellatni. A
lélekgydgydszatra szlkitve témdnkat, lathatjuk, hogy itt is felmerilnek
olyan dilemmak, amelyek szikségszerlien sajat szakterilletiikh6z képest
tovabbkérdeznek. Tringer Laszlé egyik cikkében a pszichoterdpia és a
filozofia kapcsolddasi pontjait vizsgalja, és megallapitja, hogy eleve a
pszichoterdpia kezdetei nem mentesek a filozdfiai hatasoktdl, a
kiilonboz6 iranyzatok parhuzamba allithatéak a filozéfidban is fellelhetd
iranyvonalakkal, raadasul létezik néhdny olyan pszichoterdpids iranyzat,
amely kifejezetten filozéfiai alapokon nyugszik. Itt utal  Binswanger
egzisztencia-analizisére, Frankl logoterdpids iranyzatara. Tringer Laszlé
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beszamolt arrdl is, hogy a lelki-betegségek mogott sokszor mordlis valsag
huzédik, amib6l koveteztethetlink az etikai megfontoldsok sziikségére,
amely a filozéfia kérdéskore is.

Amennyiben lehetfségem nyilik témam el6addsdra, annyiban ezen
kapcsolddasi pontok lényeges elemirdl, valamint az itthoni gyakorlatardl és
ezen témakor szikségessége mellett szeretnék érvelni.

Sun 18:30 Madria Ludassy (keynoTE sPEAKER): Korszer(itlen elmélkedések

Ha a helyzet fokozédik és a hatalmi arrogancia elviselhetetlen blize mar a
filoz6fusok finnyas orrat is eléri, tobbekben /tébbiinkben?/ felmeril a masfél
évszazada divatos frazis, Marx Feuerbach-téziseinek tanitasa, a filozéfusok
vildgmagyarazata versus vildgmegvaltoztatasa témajaban. Mivel magam
teljesen tandcstalan vagyok — példaul pillanatnyilag megelégednék egy
valamirevald vildgmegértéssel is — inkdbb csak egy rovid torténelmi
attekintésre vdllalkoznék: mi lett a filoz6fus — és ami sokkal fontosabb: a
filozofia sorsa — amennyiben a hatalom tandcsaddja formdjaban felvallalta a
vilagmevaltoztatdsi programban valo részvételt.
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