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Venue:
Mo and Wed in Tampere university Main Building (Päätalo) and Tue in building Virta.
The name of the invited commentator of each presentation is in parenthesis.

Program:
Monday 25.10. Place: Päätalo A1
10.55 Opening – Tommi Vehkavaara
Chair:
11.00 Minna Hagman (TAU): An Agambenian idea of comedy (Jan Forsman)
11.40 Jenna Aarnio (TU): Consistency and wild animal suffering (Jan Forsman)

12.20-13.40 Break for lunch

Place: Päätalo A3
Chair: Jaakko Reinikainen
13.40 Tiia-Mari Hovila (JYU): Holism as a Method: Methodological principles in Kaila’s and

Goldstein’s Psychological and Biological Studies of Personality (Samuli Reijula)
14.20 Jenni Rytilä (TAU): Socially constructed mathematical reality and the problem of objectivity

(Renne Pesonen)
15.00 Heidi Haanila (TU): The unity of self-consciousness - examined in two altered states of

consciousness (Renne Pesonen)

15.40-16.10 Break (for coffee etc.)

Chair: Tuukka Brunila
16.10 Teemu Lari (HU): Why seeing economics as a methodological approach threatens objectivity: A

perspective from feminist philosophy of science (Mirja Hartimo)
16.50 Minna-Kerttu Kekki (OU): The concept of Affect/Affectivity clarified by the Husserlian and

contemporary phenomenology (Mirja Hartimo)
17.30-18.10 Nikolai Klix (TAU): On the Relation of Tolerance and Respect with Recognition (Onni

Hirvonen)

Tuesday 26.10. Place: Virta 109 (1st floor, entrance: the corner of Pinninkatu and Åkerlundinkatu)
Chair: Tarna Kannisto
10.15 Corinna Casi (HU): Decolonizing and rebalancing the value discourses of nature (Teemu

Toppinen)
10.55 Laura Puumala (TU): Heroes of the Grave New World: Accommodating Supererogation in an

Ethical Tragedy (Teemu Toppinen)
11.35 Sofia Blanco Sequeiros (HU): What can we do with “bad” evidence? (Inkeri Koskinen)

12.15-13.40 Break for lunch

Chair: Corinna Casi
13.40 Katariina Lipsanen (JYU): Metaphor of Seeing in Henri Bergson’s Concept of Intuition (Janne

Vanhanen)
14.20 Joni Puranen (JYU): Somatic obsessive-compulsive disorder: organs, processes, attention, and

the self (Erika Ruonakoski)
15.00 Siiri Porkkala (TAU): Nonbinary gender identities within the conferral framework (Säde

Hormio)

15.40-16.10 Break (for coffee etc.)

Chair: Nikolai Klix
16.10 Tuukka Brunila (HU): Strong sovereignty and de-politicization of democratic politics; anti-

democratic conceptions of society and political power (Teppo Eskelinen)

2



16.50 Tuomo Käkelä (HU): Democratic Polity, Borders, and Transnational Interaction (Teppo
Eskelinen)

17.30-18.10 Marianne Sandelin (HU): The Conservative Origin of the 20th Century Notions on the
Relationship between the Enlightenment and Totalitarianism (Teppo Eskelinen)

c.19.00-> Congress Dinner: Panimoravintola Plevna
(Itäinenkatu 8, Finlaysonin alue, Keskustorin pohjoispuolella)

Wednesday 27.10. Place: Päätalo A4
Chair:
10.15 Mirelle Isaro (TU): Soldier vs. killer robot: An argument from analogy in the use of lethal

autonomous weapons in the just war tradition (Jaana Parviainen)
10.55 Aleksi Honkasalo (TAU): Constitutive Rules, Meaning and Action (Hanne Appelqvist)
11.35 Jaakko Reinikainen (TAU): Brandom on Being Bound by Linguistic Norms (Hanne Appelqvist)

12.15-13.40 Break for lunch

Chair: Sofia Blanco Sequeiros
13.40 Markus Weckström (HU): A Rosennean Picture of Science: Natural Law and the Modeling

Relation (Tomi Kokkonen)
14.20 Juho Rantala (TAU): The "Triplex" of Information as an Operational Process to Organize Living

– The Dynamics of Transduction, Modulation, and Organization (Tomi Kokkonen)
15.00 Tarna Kannisto (HU): The school institution in-between the private and the public (Tomperi)

15.40-16.00 Break (for coffee etc.)

Chair: Aleksi Honkasalo
16.00 Teemu Tauriainen (JYU): Is Quine a Truth Deflationist? (Panu Raatikainen)
16.40-17.20 Pieta Päällysaho (JYU): On Alcibiades’ shame (Jan Forsman)

17.20 Closing
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Jenna Aarnio  

jekaaa@utu.fi 

University of Turku  

Supervisors: Elisa Aaltola, Helena Siipi 

 

Consistency and wild animal suffering 

A speciesist belief that humans are entitled to higher moral status than animals, has been powerfully debunked 
in many animal ethicists writings1. Leaving animals outside of moral consideration is no longer justified. What 
does this imply in the case of the suffering of wild animals? We certainly have special duties towards humans 
(even so-called distant humans) and domesticated animals; we have obligations towards humans suffering 
from natural disasters and causing domesticated animals unnecessary suffering is forbidden in many 
international agreements and animal welfare legislations. Are wild and domesticated animals similar in morally 
relevant ways so that similar duties of assistance could be applied to both? Consistency is one of the elementary 
principles of ethics; our moral beliefs should be consistent with each other. Should we, in order to be consistent, 
take also the suffering of wild animals into moral consideration? In this paper I argue that wild animals, while 
differing from domesticated animals in some respects, should still be considered as objects of moral concern. 

Many philosophers have thought that domesticated animals and wild animals are not like cases. Clare Palmer2 
has argued that the relevant differences justifying different treatment lie in accountability and special relations. 
We are directly responsible for the suffering of domesticated animals, for we have put them in their vulnerable 
situations, and this creates special duties towards them. On the contrary, we are not responsible for the suffering 
of wild animals and thus no corresponding duties of assistance emerge. Others have argued that as sentient 
beings, wild animals should be helped in some special situations, such as when suffering from natural disasters, 
but no further assistance is obligatory3. Some have thought that while we should help suffering wild animals, 
we cannot do so without bringing about more harm than good4. Supporters of this view emphasize other values, 
such as value of ecosystems we all depend upon, trump the value of reducing the suffering of individual beings. 
We might cause irreversible damage to ecosystems that would cause more suffering in the long run. However, 
there are many ways to help wild animals that do not result in harmful consequences.  While suffering cannot 
be the sole focus of moral concern, it needs to be taken into account. As Oscar Horta5 says, it is not plausible 
to think that other values can outweigh any amount of suffering in the wild.  

I will argue that we may have some general duties of assistance towards wild animals, that are not limited to 
special situations like natural disasters. While duties towards domesticated animals may be stronger, this does 
not mean we have no duties towards wild animals. As humans we are responsible, albeit more indirectly, for 
many harms affecting wild animals, like climate change, pollution and diminishing of wildlife habitats. 
Moreover, suffering is bad wherever it occurs, no matter who or what is responsible for it. When we can reduce 
the suffering of wild animals without unreasonable cost to ourselves, we should do it.  

 
1 see e.g., Regan, Tom (2004). The Case for Animal Rights. Berkeley: University of California Press. Singer, Peter 
(1975). Animal Liberation: A New Ethics for Our Treatment of Animals. New York: HarperCollins. 
2 Palmer, Clare (2010). Animal Ethics in Context. New York: Columbia University Press.  
3 Hadley, John (2006). ”The Duty to Aid Nonhuman Animals in Dire Need”. Journal of Applied Philosophy 23:4, 445-
451. 
4 Singer, Peter (1975). Animal Liberation: A New Ethics for Our Treatment of Animals. New York: HarperCollins. 
5 Horta, Oscar (2010). ”Debunking the Idyllic View of Natural Processes: Population Dynamics and Suffering in the 
Wild”. Télos 17, 73–88. 
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Name: Sofia Blanco Sequeiros

Affiliation: University of Helsinki / TINT

E-mail: sofia.blancosequeiros@helsinki.fi

Supervisors: Samuli Reijula, Caterina Marchionni, Petri Ylikoski

Congress for Doctoral Students in Philosophy 2021

What can we do with “bad” evidence?

The statement “For evidence-informed policy to succeed, we need good evidence” is intuitively

appealing. It is also a high bar for both scientific research and evidence-informed policy. Scientific

evidence is always uncertain to some degree, and this inevitably affects policymaking. In this paper, I

analyze the problems that discordant or contradictory evidence poses for science and evidence-informed

policy and suggest potential solutions to them.

Roughly put, the concept of discordant evidence refers to (a body of) evidence that provides support both

for and against a hypothesis, theory, or claim, or fails to do either in a satisfactory manner. This is

common in scientific research (cf. Boyd 2018, Franklin 1999). Even though discordance causes problems

for evidence accumulation and amalgamation (Boyd 2018), I argue that it is particularly the

decision-making context in both science and policy that makes discordance an epistemic and

methodological challenge.

Stegenga (2012) divides discordance into two dimensions: inconsistency and incongruency. I argue that

this distinction must be supplemented with a nuanced understanding of how uncertainty relates to

evidential discordance. Following (Bogen and Woodward 1988, Leonelli 2016), I first distinguish

between data and phenomena to study the different levels of evidence and evidential support in scientific

inquiry. I then show how uncertainty on and between these levels produces evidential discordance.

Second, drawing on Hey (2015), Landes (2020), Schupbach (2015) and Claveau (2013), I analyze the

conditions under which the amalgamation of discordant evidence is possible. Finally, by drawing on a

case from microeconomics, I discuss how the philosophical research on discordant evidence connects to

empirical research and the possibilities of using evidence from economics in policy. We can and often

have to do things with “bad” i.e. discordant evidence in both science and policy, and my paper shows how

discordance should be defined and understood to make this possible.
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Tuukka Brunila (M.A.); Practical philosophy (University of Helsinki); PhD student; 
tuukka.brunila@helsinki.fi; Supervisors: Pamela Slotte (ÅA), Timo Miettinen (HU) 

 

Strong sovereignty and de-politicization of democratic politics; anti-democratic conceptions of 

society and political power 

A crucial threat to democratic politics is de-politicization. To de-politicize a matter or a situation 
means to limit the people’s ability to have an effect on it. In this paper, I will look at the issue from 
the standpoint of theories of strong sovereignty. Theorists such as Thomas Hobbes and Carl Schmitt 
argue that the functioning of society in general is founded on a strong state capable of limiting 
antagonisms. As Hobbes writes in the Leviathan, the role of the sovereign is to end conflicts between 
individuals. De-politicization, as I will argue, means to monopolize political power into the state and 
limit the people’s democratic ability to politicize their conditions.  

I will focus on the conceptual question when it comes to this form of de-politicization. My argument 
is that anti-democratic ideas pertaining to theories of sovereignty have to do with the idea of society 
as inherently conflictual. It is specifically the concept of the political conceived as the possibility of 
antagonism that is at issue here. Politicization in this sense means to challenge the current situation 
and therefore to antagonize it. In order to resolve the antagonisms inherent in a society, theorists like 
Schmitt tend to call for the strengthening of state’s ability to resolve such conflicts. 

This issue, however, goes beyond theories of strong sovereignty. Political theorists arguing for radical 
democracy claim that the political as the dimension of antagonism calls for a political system that is 
able to pacify social relations from becoming antagonistic. For example, Chantal Mouffe claims that 
the role of democracy is to “tame” or “defuse” the political. Even though Mouffe is not arguing for a 
strong state, she still seems to rely on the same argument that the role of politics is to de-politicizing 
society, so that the eruption of antagonisms limited. My paper does not claim that Mouffe’s theory is 
anti-democratic, but points out that we must be more careful in conceptualizing society as a sphere 
of potential conflict. 

The main distinction between theories of radical democracy and strong sovereignty, as I will argue, 
is the way they conceptualize power. In the latter, power is something that must be unified and 
centralized in order to strengthen the state. Schmitt, for example, argues that if power were to be de-
centralized, society would simply collapse. Therefore, it is not enough to posit the social sphere as a 
site of potential conflict in order to argue for some form of politics that is capable of de-politicizing 
society. Instead, power must be seen as something that becomes more intense through centralization. 
To pacify society means to centralize power, because power is conceptualized as something that 
becomes stronger through its unification. My paper suggests that in political theory this conception 
of power needs to be put under scrutiny in order to criticize de-politicization. 

The paper’s main question is:  

1. How are the concepts of society and political power reworked in theories of sovereignty in a 

way that justifies anti-democratic de-politicization?  
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“Decolonizing and rebalancing the value discourses of nature”  

Corinna Casi  
 

Abstract 

Based on the current events – from the widespread of information about Covid-19, to loss of 
biodiversity, from the windmills for decentralized energy generation to the role of social media in the 
‘Black lives matters’ protests - the clear impact of values on the everyday human life is remarkable. 
By the same token, the impact of values is also significant on environmental decision making and 
environmental policies.  

This paper examines the value discourses of nature, and advocates for a pluralistic view of 
environmental values, as a perspective that better emphasizes the diversity and the richness of nature. 
However, the novelty of this article pertains to the uncovering of colonial perspectives within 
environmental value discourses.  

In environmental ethics, different types of environmental values and value discourses have been 
identified. While the major divide is between economic and non-economic values of nature, this paper 
nonetheless aims to highlight the colonial approach of the environmental value discourses. On one 
hand, environmental economists - but not only - largely emphasize the environmental economic value 
which is identified as environmental goods that can be purchased in markets. They measure those 
good, also called ‘commodities’, via tools or techniques such as ‘willingness-to-pay’ (WTP), cost-
benefits analysis (CBA) etc. On the other hand, the non-economic values of nature refer to a set of 
environmental values which highlight aspects other than the monetary considerations, such as the 
moral, the aesthetic, the historic, the relational, the scientific or ecological and the Indigenous value 
of nature. This set of values are mainly emphasized by environmental philosophers, natural scientists, 
and Indigenous scholars.  

The three research questions guiding this work are:  

1) Does nature have other values which are different than its mere monetary value? 
2) If so, what are they and why it is important to focus on the non-economic values of nature?  
3) What does it mean to decolonize the value discourses of nature?  

This article seeks to show that non-economic types of environmental values can play a role in guiding 
environmental decision-making and policies.  

With regard to the colonial perspective of value discourses of nature, this article shows that the uneven 
significance of different values of nature -referring to the higher importance of the economic aspect 
vis-à-vis with the devaluation of non-economic aspects of nature- is a sign of colonial attitudes 
undermining part of environmental value discourses.  

From this perspective, I claim that decolonizing environmental value discourses means rebalancing 
the different values of nature, allowing the non-economic aspects to offer their due and therefore to 
show their potential. A change in the focus of the non-economic values of nature can also reflect the 
acceptance of our responsibilities toward other humans (such as minority groups and Indigenous 
people for instance) and other non-human species belonging to the present and future generation 
inhabiting the planet earth. 
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The structure of self-consciousness 

investigated in depersonalization and meditation 

 
 
 
Selfhood is a major feature of mind and an integral part of one's psychological well-being. However, selfhood 

is a complex phenomenon and our knowledge of it is still incomplete. In this paper, I focus on specifying self-

consciousness: its and fine-structures and dynamics. Drawing on recent approaches in the philosophy of 

mind, I use altered stated of (self)-consciousness as a methodological tool by means of which I examine 

subtleties of self. Particularly, I compare two altered states, depersonalization and meditation, which share 

some features but yet are significantly different kind of mental states. Thus, the differences between them 

can highlight significant sub-features of self-consciousness and the whole they form together.  

 

The most general conceptual distinction within self-consciousness is drawn between its two forms (Bermudez 

2001; Kriegel 2009; Zahavi 2014). Minimal self-consciousness (=MSC) is the most fundamental form of self-

consciousness: basically, it refers to the subjectivity of experience but typically involves also embodied and 

affective aspects of self. Reflective self-consciousness (=RSC), instead, is a capacity to take oneself as the 

object of one’s reasoning and to think of oneself as oneself. RSC involves psychological-cognitive, narrative 

and reflective aspects of self, and the distinction between the thinking of oneself in first-person (=1P) and 

third-person (=3P). 

 

The methodological idea in this paper is that an analysis of altered states of consciousness provides contrast 

conditions which can elicit features of normal self-consciousness. Both depersonalization and meditation can 

be defined as de-identification. Thus, at first sight they remind each other considerably and it has been 

suggested (by Ciaunica et al. 2021; Metzinger 2003) that experiences of them are rather similar in character. 

Indeed, in both meditation and depersonalization MSC is altered: affective features diminish whereas 

embodied features can become emphasized. Further, RSC operates more in 3P mode and it is continuously 

employed in focusing on MSC in both of these altered states of consciousness.  

 

However, I bring out that the experiences of depersonalization and meditation differ from each other 

significantly. Especially, the dynamics between MSC and RSC is highly different. In meditation, RSC is actively 

used in order to modify MSC. By contrast, in depersonalization RSC functions compulsively: it cannot be 

voluntarily directed and used in regulating MSC. Altogether, the study of these altered states illustrates the 

structure and functioning of self-consciousness. The study strengthens the conceptions according to which 

both minimal and reflective self-consciousness involve several factors, and according to which their 

interconnections are crucial for the whole of self-consciousness. 
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Abstract 
Minna Hagman 
Literary studies (and Philosophy), Faculty of Social Sciences, Tampere University 
minna.hagman@tuni.fi 
supervisors: Sari Kivistö, Riku Roihankorpi 
 
 
 
An Agambenian idea of comedy 
 
 
In the paper I will explicate the idea of comedy that can be found in Giorgio Agamben’s 
philosophy. Agamben addresses comedy most profoundly in one of his latest books 
Pulcinella (2015). He has developed some of his thoughts about comedy already in one 
essay in 1970s and he returns briefly to these themes in the book Karman (2017). Comedy in 
Agamben’s philosophy is linked to his thinking of ethics and politics and law. It can be 
claimed that according to Agamben, the human condition is comical.  
 
In the core of the philosophy of Agamben there is the idea of sovereign power and its 
relation to the bare life which determines, according to Agamben, the structure of western 
political tradition as well as the notions of human language and subjectivity. Agamben 
argues that if we want to get beyond the ongoing separation of power and life, in which 
sovereign power sets life as its basis and object, we should think human being or human 
existence as potentiality-impotentiality. According to Agamben, if we conceive human 
existence and human acting as potentiality to be and to act that is at the same time 
impotentiality to be and to act, we can find life that cannot be separated from its form. 
 
In my paper I will argue that the human potentiality-impotentiality is also comicality. This 
comicality takes place when the impotentiality that is inherent in potentiality appears. In 
our everyday life we tend to see ourselves as sovereign subjects that can govern their lives, 
by using the proper habits that we think we have appropriated. But according to Agamben’s 
philosophy, we human beings are expropriated by those habits and they, as well as our 
living bodies are inappropriable to us. We are only potential to use them and become used 
by them but because they are inappropriable to us we always remain impotential in relation 
to them. It might be also intuitively conceived that if this impotentiality comes to the fore 
the effect is comical. 
 
According to Agamben, the figure of Pulcinella, one of the commedia dell’arte characters, is 
an example of human impotentiality and at the same time an example of inseparability of 
life and its form and human life and animal life and character and its fate. Starting from the 
example of Pulcinella I will develop a definition of comedy that might be inseparable of 
human existence and thus differs from some traditional definitions. 
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Constitutive Rules, Meaning and Action 
Aleksi Honkasalo 
aleksi.honkasalo@tuni.fi 
Tampere University 
Supervisors: Panu Raatikainen and Arto Laitinen 
 
Abstract 

In the contemporary philosophy of language, the claim that meaning is normative means  

that there is an essential link between meaning of an expression and rules that govern how  

the expression should be used. This link can be understood in two different ways: either  

rules that regulate the use of expressions can be derived from meaning of the expression, or 

meaning is constituted by rules that govern the use of the expressions. The rules in the  

latter reading of the normativity thesis are called constitutive rules, which are rules that  

turn one type of action such as moving a piece of wood into an action of another type, such 

as making a move in chess. The crucial feature of these rules is that without them the  

constituted action cannot be performed. In the context of language, without rules that turn  

uttering a sentence s into expressing a proposition p, there can be no meaning. 

  

Debate on the meaning constituting rules has focused on the capacity of constitutive rules  

to guide actions. This is a mistake since the crucial question is which  

rules could be meaning constituting. I will argue that rules cannot be both meaning 

constituting and language use governing. Rules that could plausibly determine meaning  

either characterize intuitive semantic mistakes as conforming to the rules or characterize  

intuitively faultless uses as going against semantic rules. Rules that respect the pretheoretical notion 
of semantically correct use/misuse fail to be meaning determining because they  

cannot be formulated without the reference to semantic concepts, which were supposed to  

be constituted by those rules. 

 

Keywords: 

philosophy of language; rule-following; speech acts; normativity 

 

 

11



Holism as a Method: Methodological principles in Kaila’s and Goldstein’s 

Psychological and Biological Studies of Personality  

Tiia-Mari Hovila 

In the presentation, I clarify the holistic method in the study of personality from the perspective of 

metaphilosophy. I focus on two works of philosophy of psychology in the middle of the 20th century, 

namely Eino Kaila’s Personality (Persoonallisuus, 1934) and Kurt Goldstein’s Human Nature in the Light of 

Psychopathology (1940). Both Kaila and Goldstein were concerned with Gestalt Psychology and developed a 

holistic approach to personality and its disorders with the help of the figure-ground model. They both 

strived to create a method of studying personality that differs from the mechanistic, intellectualistic and 

atomistic accounts. Both Kaila and Goldstein aimed to uncover the multifaceted nature of personality as 

a biological phenomenon, but they also distinguished their understanding of biological knowledge from 

all forms of reductionism. Furthermore, Kaila and Goldstein studied the structure of personality by 

examining its pathologies, namely the personal disorders. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, they 

both aimed for understanding the living organism (Goldstein) and the living person (Kaila) in relation to 

their milieu.  

 

This presentation consists of three parts. First, it explicates the holistic methods developed and applied 

by Kaila and Goldstein. Second, it demonstrates that there are crucial similarities in Kaila’s and 

Goldstein’s approaches to personality in respect to their methodological principles. Thirds, it evaluates 

the significance of this metaphilosophical research to the current discussions concerning methods in 

philosophy.  
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Title: Soldier vs. killer robot: An argument from analogy in the use of lethal autonomous 

weapons in the just war tradition 

 

Abstract 

In the year 2007, Robert Sparrow published an article with the title ‘Killer robots’. Sparrow 

describes killer robots, or autonomous weapons, as weapons for armed conflict, with the ability 

to select their own targets, locate their targets and apply lethal force on them, all without human 

control, supervision, or oversite. As is the case with self-driving cars, autonomous weapons are 

autonomous in the sense that they are weapons that operate themselves. In his paper, Sparrow 

criticizes the use of the weapon by addressing the possibility of machine war crimes. Sparrows 

paper is inspired by the growing global military trend of developing and deploying weapons with 

different levels of autonomy, some involving the features mentioned above by Sparrow. This 

growing trend and the current and future use of autonomous and semi-autonomous weapons has 

received significant criticism from philosophers. 

 

This criticism is often directed at the weapon’s or robot’s inability to conform to legal, 

normative, or ethical standards, and the risk of the weapon ‘killing the wrong person at the 

wrong time’. In this paper, however, I ask if the ethical problems linked with the use of 

autonomous weapons are solely tied to the presumed incompetence of the weapon. Are the 

critics of the weapon merely worried that the weapon will be used before its completely ready 

and fully operational, and would they be put at ease by the deployment of  ‘good autonomous 

weapons’, weapons that would only ‘kill the right people at the right time’? 

 

In this paper, I address whether technical abilities alone are enough to justify the use of 

autonomous weapons in armed conflicts. I do so by applying Douglas Walton’s ‘Argumentation 

Schemes for Argument from Analogy’ (2014) to the possible analogy between the ‘good 

autonomous weapon’ and the ‘good soldier’ in a hypothetical case where they both tend to do the 

right thing at the right time. I evaluate the possibility of a parity of argumentation in the cases; If 

the cases are relevantly analogous, the same arguments (of permissibility) apply to both. I 

conclude, however, that despite similar technical abilities and similarities in performance, the 

case of the good autonomous weapon is not relevantly analogous to the case of the good soldier. 

The disanalogy is due to differences in ‘inner’ states such as emotions, moral intuitions and other 

psychological states that provide the subsequent ability of being a justified candidate for moral 

attitudes. I argue that the technical abilities of an autonomous weapon might not be enough to 

justify its use in armed conflict: one might be justified in wanting other, ‘inner’, abilities from 

those who make decisions on life and death. 
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Susan Okin famously stated that the family serves as the children’s “first school of justice”. However, she 

also admitted that interfering directly with the family life, for instance in the name of gender equality, would, 

in a pluralist society, risk causing injustice to those who do not share those ideals. i In my paper I ask, in what 

sense should this principle of non-intrusion to the private to be extended over the school institution? If the 

principles of public justice and private morality came into conflict in school education, which set of 

principles should be given priority? Both approaches risk of renewing old or creating new forms of injustice, 

because the family and the school together provide the main medium for the intergenerational transmission 

of social status, well-being, and wealth.ii When the distribution of social goods via education follows morally 

arbitrary lines, such as minority, racial, refugee, or socio-economic status, injustice is done to those who for 

arbitrary reasons end in a worse off position than they would have otherwise been (given their effort and 

talent). Private choices made by families thus have a strong bearing on public matters. However, it seems 

that from a justificatory perspective, the school is neither a purely public nor a fully private institution, but 

rather something in-between. For instance, for Rawls the division line between the public and private 

principles stroke right through the school institution. In his model, the state’s legitimate interests concerned 

the children’s civic education only, while it was the responsibility of the parents to provide children the more 

comprehensive values.iii In my paper, I propose that if the family as a social institution is a part of the basic 

structure, the school must even in a stronger sense be a part of the public sphere and the principle of non-

intrusion to the private should protect parental choices on their children’s schooling only in a limited sense. 

However, the school institution’s uneasy position between the private and the public also calls for a more 

contextual interpretation of justice. 

 
i Okin, Susan Moller (1989). Justice, Gender, and the Family. New York: Basic Books. P. 180–186. 
ii Esping-Andersen, G. & Wagner, S. (2012). Asymmetries in the opportunity structure. Intergenerational mobility 
trends in Europe. Research in Social Stratification and Mobility, Vol. 30, 4, p. 473-487. Miller, D. (2009). Equality of 
opportunity and the family. In Satz, D.&Reich, R. (eds.): Toward a Humanist Justice. The Political Philosophy of Susan 
Moller Okin. Oxford: Oxford University Press. DJ.Fishkin, Justice, Equal Opportunity, and the Family. New Haven, 
CT: Yale university Press 1983.  
iii Rawls, John,  ed. by Kelly, Erin (2001): Justice as Fairness – A Restatement. Universal Law Publishing. P.156. 
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The concept of Affect/Affectivity clarified by the 
Husserlian and contemporary phenomenology 
 

According to contemporary philosophical and related academic debates, affectivity is a central 

concept concerning the analysis of political phenomena, interpersonal understanding, and the 

everyday experience of one’s environment. Thereby this concept also is highly important for better 

understanding of social dynamics both in private and in public, both in physical presence and in 

mediated communication.  

However, as can be seen from the contemporary debate of affect/affectivity, the concept is vague and 

often not clearly defined. Contributing to the academic discussion of affect/affectivity, I argue that 

the precise and still timely Husserlian phenomenological analyses and their contemporary 

elaborations of affectivity as a historical and cultural modality of experience illuminate the concept 

of affectivity and its possibilities in analysing the responsive and emotional relations between subjects 

and their physical and social-cultural environment.  

In contrast to other relatively narrow analyses of affectivity, this argument explicates affectivity in a 

wider frame of responsiveness to one’s environment, allowing a more multifaceted analysis, but 

simultaneously remaining precise due to the precision of the original works of Husserl. By doing this, 

I bring together the Husserlian phenomenology and the contemporary academic discussion of affect 

in a way that is fruitful for the contemporary investigations utilizing affect/affectivity as a central 

concept. 
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On the Relation of Tolerance and Respect with Recognition 

Recognition among different groups of a society is a fundamental cornerstone constituting to the level 
of experienced justice of that society. Regarding societal relations, the recognition between the 
majority and various minorities of a society, is a particularly sensitive sort of recognition. In my paper, I 
will examine the influence of ´tolerance´ and ´respect´ as linguistic practices marking the common 
approach towards diversity and conceptualising majority-minority relations. I will focus particularly on 
how these relations situate the kind of recognition emerging from them. 

As is commonly known, in public liberal discourses the customary concept for the acknowledged 
societal approach towards minorities is ´tolerance´ or ´toleration´. In the traditional conception, the 
object of tolerance is accepted despite a negative evaluation of it. However, particularly in how 
´toleration´ is presented in contemporary media, the perception of the concept appears to have 
shifted. In the altered view, the acceptance component is emphasised while the original objection is 
being increasingly omitted. The transformation of the notion of ´tolerance´ seems to mirror the 
clearly improved societal approach towards minorities in recent decades. Despite the possibly 
converted common perception, I defend the traditional conception as the most plausible notion of 
toleration. The rationale is that the ´objection component´ cannot be convincingly separated and 
discarded from the concept, since the negative base evaluation is an essential feature in toleration and 
expresses what the concept was originally aimed for. As a normative upshot, I claim that the 
adherence to the prevalent usage of ´tolerance´ in societal discourses risks assuming and restoring 
negative attitudes about minority groups which are possibly already overcome in social reality.  

Since the concept of ´tolerance´ is insufficient to be commonly utilised as the naturalised 
hegemonic concept in societal majority-minority relations, there is a genuine demand for an 
alternative concept which distinctly departs from ´toleration´ and features acceptance without a 
precedent negative evaluation, to depict the improved attitude towards minorities. I propose 
´respect´, or a linguistic variant thereof, as the replacing concept to mark the common approach in 
majority-minority relations.  

In the paper, I will examine the interconnectedness between toleration, respect and recognition. I 
consider ´tolerance´ and ´respect´ in this context roughly as alternative societal dispositions or 
attitudes, whereas I regard recognition as a societal relation. The main argument in my paper is that 
the prevalent custom of framing societal majority-minority relations and diversity issues in terms of 
toleration, inclines towards unilateralism and domination by the tolerant subject(s), thus situating the 
subject(s) and the object(s) of tolerance in an inferior relation of recognition. In contrast, the kind of 
recognition that emerges between the counterparts of respect is affected by the bilateral ethos in the 
disposition of respect. Hence, it seems that toleration can yield to a vertical form of mutual/reciprocal 
recognition in minimal or literal sense at best, while utilising ´respect´ in framing societal majority-
minority relations can emancipate these relations to horizontal forms of equal recognition.   
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Democratic Polity, Borders, and Transnational Interaction 

My purpose in this article is to analyze what it means to democratize the boundaries of political 

communities. In doing so, I will be drawing on thinkers such as Benhabib, Milstein, and Balibar by 

comparing their approaches. All three have theorized the processes of democratic community-building and 

boundary-making. I use two distinctions to analyze the similarities and differences between their works. 

Firstly, I investigate how they reconstruct the dynamic between bounded democratic polity and a larger 

network of interaction. Secondly, I analyze the relationship between informal and formal spheres of politics 

in their theories. While they all highlight the positive and transformative functions of democratic politics, 

the major difference lies in the way they approach the process of democratization. Balibar draws on the 

notion of constituent power to describe the process of active citizens democratizing the institutions of their 

life-world. Balibar’s more agonistic model distinguishes his approach from Benhabib’s and Milstein’s 

deliberative and discourse theoretical model of politics. 

In the first section, I situate Benhabib, Milstein, and Balibar into a larger discussion about the rightful 

boundaries of democratic polities and argue that they approach the discussion similarly. They are not 

against sovereignty per se but claim that in the world of transnational interaction state jurisdictions are not 

the final authority in membership questions. They do not either propose theoretical principles like the 

standard ideal theory with which boundaries of democratic polities should be drawn, but central to their 

approaches is to theorize how everyday social actors can negotiate and devise boundaries more 

democratically. Their approaches give tools to analyze boundary-making in the real world. In the second 

section, this view is defended and explored by comparing Benhabib’s, Milstein’s, and Balibar’s approaches. 

In the third section, I propose that a combination of agonistic and discursive models provides viable 

viewpoints about the relationship between democracy and boundaries in the era of transnational interaction. 

The agonistic model emphasizes the role of extra-institutional forms of political action, which are highly 

important especially in transnational contexts where democratic institutions have not emerged. 
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Abstract 

Many economists seem to regard economics as a discipline united by its methodological approach rather than 
its subject matter. The approach is constituted by fundamental assumptions such as maximizing behavior, 
equilibrium, and stable preferences (e.g. Becker, 1976; Lazear, 2000). In this paper, I adopt and refine the 
account of objectivity developed by the feminist philosopher Helen Longino (1990, 2002) to study whether 
economics can produce objective knowledge if it is conceived this way. I argue that it cannot, but for another 
reason than usually suggested. While feminist critics usually blame biased values and methodological 
assumptions (e.g. Ferber & Nelson, 1993), I argue that the view of an epistemic community united by a 
methodological approach rather than some intellectual goals is problematic in the first place. 

Longino presents four social norms, the adherence to which secures the objectivity of an epistemic 
community. Here, objectivity means that the community over time corrects errors and biases in the 
knowledge it produces. I demonstrate that Longino’s account implicitly contains a further precondition of 
objectivity, which has received insufficient attention: objectivity requires epistemic communities to reflect 
critically on their intellectual goals (call this the goal-reflexivity assumption). My first aim is to demonstrate 
the importance of the goal-reflectivity assumption for Longino’s account. According to Longino (2002, p. 130), 
all relevant criticism must appeal to some “standards of argumentation” endorsed by the criticized epistemic 
community, and those standards, in turn, are “subordinated to [the community’s] overall cognitive aims”. 
Thus, if a community’s epistemic goals are not open for critical discussion, then any criticism of values or 
assumptions that directly or indirectly conflicts with those goals will be classified as irrelevant to that 
community. 

My second aim is to demonstrate that the view of economics as a particular methodological approach 
constrains the goal-reflexivity of the economics discipline. I argue that appropriate reflection on intellectual 
goals requires considering goals that are likely not reached by using the prevalent methodological norms. 
Thus, because each methodology is only suitable for a limited range of questions and interests, fixing the 
methodology by treating it as essential to the community inappropriately constrains discussion of goals that 
lie beyond the scope of the purportedly essential methodology. 

This entails that objectivity requires openness to methodological plurality: deciding the required 
methodological approach(es) should only come after critically discussing the relative importance of various 
questions about, and perspectives to, a shared subject matter. Finally, drawing on power-related concerns 
(e.g. Fourcade et al., 2015), I counter a potential objection to the goal-reflecting responsibility of economics. 

 

References 

Becker, G. S. (1976). The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. University of Chicago Press. 
Ferber, M. A., & Nelson, J. A. (Eds.). (1993). Beyond Economic Man: Feminist Theory and Economics. University 
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In the history of philosophy metaphor of seeing seems to be the reoccurring element related 
to the concept of intuition. Intuitive knowledge and the process of attaining it is often 
described as similar to seeing the object of our knowledge. This metaphor also occurs in 
Henri Bergson’s (1859–1941) concept of intuition. For Bergson, intuition is the very method 
and form of knowledge proper to philosophy. For this reason, intuitive knowledge is 
directly connected to Bergson’s conception of philosophy. In this paper I study the 
implications of the metaphor of seeing for Henri Bergson’s concept of intuition and his 
understanding of philosophy. I argue, that for Bergson the visuality of intuition is connected 
to the immediate and absolute nature of intuitive knowledge. It describes the way in which 
intuitive knowledge is direct, non-discursive but also holistic. With intuition we understand 
the object of our knowledge, i.e., completely and directly like we would see the object of our 
sight completely without obscurity. The vision of intuition seems also to be the end product 
of philosophical efforts. We finally see, how things are after searching and reasoning. Due 
to the reoccurring nature of this metaphor, we can speculate that it can also tell us something 
special about the nature of intuitive knowledge in the history of philosophy. Studying the 
metaphor and its’ characteristics in Bergson’s philosophy provides basis for wider 
comparative study of its’ usage.   
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Nonbinary genders within the conferral framework

The construction of gender as a social property has been a popular topic of research, but the focus

has not usually been on nonbinary genders and the specific ways they are constructed. The aim of

this presentation is to explain how Ásta’s (2018) conferral framework works when applied to the

specific case of nonbinary genders and to examine how the framework reacts to emerging questions

of passing and misgendering.

Conferring of social properties works both on institutional and communal level and it relies on the

authority of the conferring party. Conferring a status is an attempt to track a real or imaginary base

property and by making a conferral the subject then has the given status. For example, if a person is

conferred a property ‘woman’ based on tracking her assumed female-typical reproductive organs,

then she has the property ‘woman’ regardless of her actual reproductive organs.

I take this framework and apply it to the particular case of conferring nonbinary genders. Tracking

base properties such as societal roles or gender presentation might prove to be unsuccessful in

picking out and identifying nonbinary people. For example, if the conferral is done by tracking the

base property of behaving in certain ways in social situations, it is unclear what the base property

for the conferral ‘nonbinary person’ should be.

I assert that when successfully conferring nonbinary genders to nonbinary people the trackable base

property usually is self-identification. In addition, if the conferral does not need to be sensitive to a

person's experienced gender, it creates a situation where the person is misgendered or passes for a

member of some group they might actually not be a part of. The conferral framework seems to have

some problems recognizing these kinds of situations, as the conferral does not necessarily need to

take questions of self-identity into account. This seems to create an issue for the sensitivity of the

framework, especially in the case of marginalized gender identities. I examine if this proves to be a

problem for the scope of framework and attempt to find ways to alleviate this issue.

20

mailto:siiri.porkkala@tuni.fi


“Somatic obsessive-compulsive disorder: organs, processes, attention and the 
self ” 

Joni Puranen 
University of  Jyväskylä 
Supervisors: Sara Heinämaa and Susanna Lindberg 

Because I can trust my vegetative body to manage the repetitive 
assimilations and excretions, I am freed to focus upon novel tasks. If  I had 
to remember to breathe or had to stage-manage each phase of  my 
digestion, there would be little time left for other activities. The surface 
body is liberated by such automaticities. (Leder, The Absent Body, 47–48). 

How do you become a representation to yourself ? And a montage of  
functions? And where, then, does it go, that potent, silent evidence that was 
holding things together so uneventfully? (Nancy, Corpus 163). 

What happens to (or “in”) “me” if  I cannot trust the vegetative automaticity of  
my body? In this text I analyse the experiential dimension of  a psycho-
pathological condition coined as somatic (or “sensory”, “somatoform”, 
“sensorimotoral”) obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD), which I provisionally 
define as an inhibiting hyper-awareness  of  one’s own body in its functions. I 1

intend to examine the disorder by relying on the surprisingly sparse clinical and 
therapeutic literature on (and around) it and by analysing these descriptions, 
definitions, and concepts by drawing from analyses of  Drew Leder and Jean-Luc 
Nancy. I will rely on Leder’s conceptualisation of  visceral inability, “I cannot”, 
which highlights the autonomicity of  internal organs and Nancy’s concept of  “an 
intruder”, which, in turn, describes the strangeness or alienness of  touching and 
noticing one’s body and one’s organs.  
 In what follows, I will analyse two reported (Keuler 2011) variations of  
pathological hyper-awareness: of  one’s own breathing and one’s own heart beat, 
because their differing innervation allows me to examine the lived experience of  
somatic obsessive-compulsive disorder in it’s neural, motoric and attentional 
dimensions. 
 I claim, that the core lived experience in somatic obsessive-compulsive 
disorder should not only be understood as having to do with intruding and 
“distorted thoughts” concerning bodily processes (as is proposed by Keuler, 
Corboy and Hershfield in one of  the few textual descriptions of  somatic OCD), 
but also as having to do with the felt sense of  our organs interrupting and 
intruding our sphere of  attention. In effect, when I cannot turn away from (i) 
being able to and (ii) having to breathe, I feel my body more or less constantly 
intruding “me”. In order to make sense of  this corporeal intrusion, in which “I” 
cannot turn away from “managing” my own body, I will turn to the 
aforementioned texts and the sphere of  lived experience itself. 

 Greek hyper: over, above, beyond, excessive, exceeding.1

1
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Heroes of the Grave New World:  

Accommodating Supererogation in Ethical Tragedies 

 

In this paper, I examine the possibility of accommodating supererogatory acts in so-called moral 

tragedies, like modern war. Conflicts of ‘the grave new world’ are often referred to as the second 

phase or fourth generation of warfare, where traditional, political, symmetric conflicts have turned 

into ideological, chaotic, and asymmetric. Such modern-day conflicts may be described as moral 

tragedies. Moral tragedies are epistemically ambiguous, heavily time-pressured, high-risk moral 

choices, where all the alternatives are morally evil. Moral evil in this context means that every 

alternative involves intentionally inflicting intolerable harm. 

 

There are essentially two interpretations of the normative nature of moral tragedies. According to the 

first interpretation, moral tragedies leave no room for moral considerations or decision-making. 

Instead, the situation forces one to commit, not only evil, but moral wrong whatever one does. Hence, 

the decision will ultimately be based on non-moral reasons, like cost-efficiency and individual 

preferences. To accommodate any moral considerations in moral tragedies, one must first assume that 

the possibility for moral consideration remains as long as at least one of the alternatives is morally 

worse than others, even if all of the alternatives are morally evil. According to the second 

interpretation, moral tragedies momentarily follow consequentialist logic. The rationale goes that 

there is some threshold of tragedy, after which ordinary deontic obligations no longer apply but give 

way to consequentialist calculations of maximizing aggregate moral value by minimizing harm. 

Hence, consequentialism is momentarily re-instated because harm-reduction seems to be the only 

possible morally justifiable choice. 

 

Despite of the bleak prospects, it is most often in moral tragedies that supererogatory acts are best 

recognized; the most intuitive place for heroics seems to be in emergencies, disasters, and tragedies. 

Traditional accounts of supererogation characterize supererogatory acts as morally especially good 

acts that surpass moral obligations or ‘go beyond the call of duty’ most often due to some non-trivial 

sacrifice they entail for the agent. Consequently, there are two challenges in accommodating 

supererogation in moral tragedies. Firstly, to accommodate supererogation in moral tragedies, a 

consequentialist explanation of supererogation is called for, since consequentialist logic takes hold in 

moral tragedies. Consequentialist theories, however, often cannot accommodate supererogatory acts, 

because a consequentialist morality demands the very best in every case. For this there cannot be any 

acts that ‘go beyond’, are better or somehow more than what morality demands. This is sometimes 

called the paradox of supererogation. Secondly, the nature of moral tragedies and the traditional 

conceptualizations of supererogation seem to form a contradiction: the former denies the possibility 

of any morally good acts, while the latter stipulates morally especially good acts. 

 

Consequently, any theory that aims to accommodate supererogation to ethical tragedies must 

conceptualize them in consequentialist terms and explain how supererogatory acts could nonetheless 

be possible even when no morally good alternatives are available. I will propose to do this by adapting 

Dale Dorsey’s anti-rationalist theory and arguing that there is a subcategory of evil yet supererogatory 

acts. 
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Abstract: Shame and love in Socrates’ teaching 
 
Love or positive investment is a precondition of shame: we feel shame for failing in things that matter 
to us or before people whose opinions we care for. Could there be, conversely, something shameful in 
love? If shame springs from love, does love lay us open to shame? In this paper, I will discuss the 
intersections of shame and love in Socratic teaching of ethics, i.e. how one should live one’s life – 
taking as examples the shame of Alcibiades in the Symposium and of Callicles in the Gorgias. I will 
argue that shame is a central experience in ethical learning because it can reveal one’s love of and 
positive investment into something – be it oneself, another, or an ideal. The effectiveness of Socratic 
teaching is in that through being reduced to the state of shame and humiliation – the realisation that 
one “is nothing” or, worse, is in danger to suffer a social death for being a kinaidos – the students will 
be able to call into question the very objects of their love. 
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The "Triplex" of Information as an Operational Process to Organize Living – The Dynamics 
of Transduction, Modulation, and Organization 
 
In 1970s, Donald T. Campbell introduced "downward causation", in which – addition to laws of 
lower levels restraining higher levels – "higher-level selective system determine in part the 
distribution of lower-level events and substances" (e.g., Campbell 1974, 180). Later researchers on 
philosophy of biology have been developing the idea – or offered different fusions of "bottom-up" 
or "top-down" models (see, e.g., Farnsworth & al. 2017) of organization of the living. In addition, 
physicists like Laurent Nottale have described, for example, "macroquantum mechanics" or "scale 
relativity" that can be seen as connecting (quantum) physics to the biological (e.g., Nottale 2019; 
also, Bontems 2018). One of the key elements of these models is information and its processes – or 
as Jessica Flack summarizes, "life's information hierarchy" (e.g., 2017; also, Oyama 2000; 
Farnsworth & al. 2013). 
 
Already in 1958, Gilbert Simondon (1924–1989), a French philosopher of science and technics, 
strive to understand the movement of information through different scales (or "orders of 
magnitude") as a process that creates significations in receiving systems, thus transforming them 
(2017; 2018; 2020). In general, he described the reality as something made of various processes of 
individuation. The individuation strived to connect matter, energy, form, and information into 
complex synthesis and, thus, attain operational structuration that moved between physical, 
biological, psychic-collective, and technical realities. 
 
In Simondon's notion of individuation, information and its amplification between different 
scales/orders becomes the key feature (e.g., 2010; also, 2020). The information as amplifying 
operation moves from physical level all the way to the psychic-collective level and further to 
technological systems. In addition, he differentiates three modes of amplification of information, 
which are usually overlapping but can be presented chronologically: transduction, modulation, and 
organization. The first, transduction – a term used also in signal processing, physics, and biology 
(Lauk & al. 2020) – strives to get hold of information as an affecting process that moves between 
two different levels (or orders) of reality. However, to Simondon, this is a singular event that leads 
structural transformation and creation of a form. The second, modulation, is a process of 
"domestication" of the singular process of transduction: after the "first phase", regulatory structure 
is established, and further information can be modulated according to the form. Finally, 
organizational amplification (integration and differentiation) works almost like "dialectical 
synthesis" that organizes the other two into a dynamic system with regulatory dimension but also 
openness to a further development (transductive individuation). (E.g., Simondon 2010; 2020.) 
 
In addition, Simondon strives to understand systems (an individual or even larger domain of 
reality), especially living ones, as metastable, that is, constantly moving towards stable state. Thus, 
they are constantly affected by the noise ("pre-individual potentialities") of surrounding milieu, 
which creates constant demand for further structuration (individuation). (E.g., Simondon 2020; 
Bontems 2018; cp., Weinstein & Pavlic 2017; Malaspina 2018.) Although the foundation for living 
is physical (matter) and the "noise" springs up from the quantum level, the amplificatory processes 
and their significations seem to create emergent properties that are not completely reduced to prior 
physical processes or matter. The paper strives to understand, through Simondon's notion of 
information, the movement of information and, thus, transformative integration between different 
scales/orders of reality. Furthermore, this understanding of Simondonian dynamics of information 
can shed at least partial light to the possible qualitative differences between living and non-living.
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Brandom on Being Bound by Linguistic Norms

One of Robert Brandom’s leading ideas is that in speaking a language we bind ourselves
with various norms that he calls “discursive commitments”. His ambitious aim to explain what
propositional contents are by normative-pragmatist-expressivist-inferentialist means hinges
crucially on the idea that subjects can bind themselves by norms, acknowledge and attribute
commitments, and fulfill their requirements. The idea of normative bindingness is also a
major premise in his argument to the claim linguistic meaning is essentially a normative
phenomenon.

Despite playing a major role in his theories, the topic of bindingess is rarely raised to explicit
discussion in Brandom’s works or in the secondary literature. The aim of this paper is to
examine the concept and its problems in the context of the “normativity of meaning” debate.
The argument is that there are at least three distinct, related models in Brandom’s works to
explain how normative force becomes binding on subjects: the Kantian autonomy model, the
Queen’s Shilling model, and the Hegelian mutual recognition model. My main argument is
that the first two models suffer from severe problems to which the third one is proposed in
Brandom’s latest work as a synthesising solution, the success of which remains to be seen.
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Socially constructed mathematical reality and the problem of objectivity 

The core idea of social constructivism about mathematics is that mathematical entities are 

social constructions that exist in virtue of social practices, similar to more familiar social 

entities like institutions and money. In this talk, I argue that social constructivism has some 

promise as an ontology for mathematics. I identify two merits that support the view that 

mathematical objects are social constructions. First, the view agrees well with mathematical 

practice: it is not revisionist, and it gives a solution to an ontological puzzle arising from 

mathematical practice by validating both existential claims and creative postulation done in the 

course of doing mathematics. Second, social constructivism offers a way to understand how 

mathematical entities can be real without conflicting with a scientific picture of reality. I then 

offer a new argument for social constructivism that combines these two merits. 

However, for the argument to succeed and for social constructivism to be a viable ontology of 

mathematics, the view needs to account for the characteristic features of mathematics. The 

crucial challenge is to explain the objectivity of mathematics. Objectivity is both widely 

regarded to be a central feature of mathematics and evidenced by the fact that applying 

mathematics in the natural sciences is extremely effective. The problem facing social 

constructivism is: If mathematical entities are dependent on our practices, how can facts about 

them be objective and why are they applicable in describing physical reality?  

I propose that the challenge is not insurmountable, because objectivity could be explained by 

appealing to the constraints placed on mathematical social construction. Julian Cole, who 

defends an institutional form of social constructivism, argues similarly. Cole’s (2015) 

explanation for objectivity is that the features of mathematical entities are constrained by the 

facets of reality they represent. However, I argue in Rytilä (2021) that Cole’s representational 

explanation is not sufficient, and that explaining objectivity requires elaborating on other 

factors constraining social construction of mathematical entities. 

I propose that there is no single constraining mechanism that explains the objectivity of all 

mathematics, but rather, for elementary and advanced mathematics, different constraints are 

responsible for ensuring objectivity. On the level of elementary arithmetic and geometry, the 

features of mathematical entities are constrained by what the world lets us do. This includes 

both the ways we can interact with our environment and our evolutionarily developed proto-

mathematical cognitive abilities (Pantsar 2021). For advanced mathematics, mathematical 

social construction is constrained, firstly, by intersubjective critical examination carried out in 

the social and institutional practices of the mathematical community (see e.g. Feferman 2009). 

Secondly, advanced mathematics inherits objectivity from the elementary level through 

systematic links between different levels of mathematical practices (Ferreiros 2016). Together, 

these different constraints placed on mathematical social construction account for why 

mathematical knowledge is objective, even when it concerns entities that are dependent on 

practices. 
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The Conservative Origin of the 20th Century Notions on the 
Relationship between the Enlightenment and Totalitarianism 
 
 
In Dialectic of Enlightenment (1947), Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno stated that despite 

aiming at liberating human beings and their reason from restrictions and authorities, the 

Enlightenment had on the contrary led to unparalleled oppression, totalitarian regimes and the mass 

destruction brought about by the 20th century Fascism. Their contemporary, Isaiah Berlin, however, 

took the opposite direction and traced the roots of both the right-wing as well as the left-wing 

totalitarianism of the 20th century to what he portrayed as the antithesis of the Enlightenment, the 

Counter-Enlightenment. One of its fiercest ambassadors, Joseph de Maistre, Berlin labelled as a 

proto-Fascist, which still remains the most influential picture of the Savoyard conservative thinker.  

 

In recent studies, however, this picture has been widely questioned and criticized and Maistre has 

even been said to have anticipated the critiques of the Enlightenment presented by the Frankfurt 

School and the postmodernists in the 20th century. In this paper, I shall examine this further and show 

that long before the atrocities of the World Wars, instead of advocating for what became known as 

totalitarianism, Maistre on the contrary warned against the “totalitarian” and oppressive nature of the 

universalism dearly embraced by the Enlightenment. He wished to prove that regardless of the 

beautiful ideals emphasizing endless progress, universal idea of humanity, human liberation, equality 

and equal natural rights, the Enlightenment had on the contrary led to a much bigger evil than what 

is had aimed to abolish. Although Maistre has often been portrayed as a fierce enemy of reason, he 

did not abandon reason completely, but rather attacked the idea of the universal reason of the 

philosophes. He saw it as an arrogant, hypocritical and dangerous Pharisee that had an elitist tendency 

of generalizing its own privileged viewpoint as the highest and objective form of ideal human 

condition, while trying to knock out all alternative experiences and outlooks.  

 

Insofar as also the modern conservatives often accuse the Enlightenment-rooted liberals – both on 

the Right as well as on the Left – of a similar kind of hypocrisy and intolerance towards those, who 

do not share their liberal values, I believe that by looking at Maistre’s frantic critique of the 

Enlightenment and its universalism, we might find a more nuanced understanding of the so-called 

crisis of liberalism and the reasons leading to the current triumph of illiberal political movements 

aspiring to harness the masses against the liberal ideals of the Enlightenment.  

Sivu
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Is Quine a Truth Deflationist? 

Teemu Tauriainen  

Abstract 

Compared to the extensive amount of literature on various themes of W.V.O. Quine’s philosophy, 

his immanent concept of truth remains a relatively unexplored subject. This lack of research 

contributes to a persistent confusion on the deflationary and inflationary details of Quine’s truth. 

Widespread deflationary readings hold that Quine’s disquotational definition of the truth predicate 

exhausts then topic of truth, amounting to a deflationary definition. Others promote opposing views. 

I argue that by relying on Tarski’s semantic conception of truth, Quine’s disquotational account 

inherits a commitment to classical correspondence intuitions in the form of the criterion of material 

adequacy. Based on this, Quine posits a firm constitution for truth as an intermediary between 

language and the world. From this constitution claim follows that the disquotational account proves 

incompatible with both, the general deflationary thesis and more specifically the minimalist account, 

which deny any constitution for truth past the preferred schematic explanations. This reading is 

significant for refuting the widespread misinterpretations of Quine as a prominent deflationist. 
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Scientific perspectivism is a view opposing both relativism and objectivist realism, holding that the 

world is best imaged by a plurality of perspectival descriptions. A central challenge for the 

perspectivists is to ascertain why this is so; how can scientific knowledge claims be about the world 

“as it is”, while being nevertheless tied to particular vantage points. My aim in this paper is to 

elaborate, based on Robert Rosen’s seminal work on the epistemology of theoretical science, an 

idea of there being two reasons why scientific study of natural systems always produce perspectival 

rather than objective descriptions of reality. The first of these reasons is a dualism between a system 

and its environment, necessarily imposed by a scientist focusing on the former. Systems and 

environments are described in fundamentally different terms: the former in terms of their states, and 

the latter in terms of their influence on states. In general, however, there is no perspective-

independent way to determine what causally entailed relations should be included into a system, 

and what can be thrusted to the environment. The second reason is the complexity of certain kinds 

of natural systems. In the intended sense, a complex system consists of several modes of causal 

entailments being intertwined together; entailing and being entailed by one another. When 

explaining the behaviours of such a system, a scientist must place her focus on some entailments 

while ignoring others, thus imposing again the perspectival dualism between a (sub)system and its 

“environment”. Identifying these two reasons as the two roots of perspectivism endorse, in my 

view, a form of scientific realism consistent with the plurality of complementary, perspectival 

descriptions of the same world. 
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