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Simon Kirchin:
Concepts, conceptions and the epistemology of disagreement
 There has recently been a lot of high-profile debate about the epistemology of disagreement.  I briefly explain what this debate amounts to, and then show what many of the main protagonists are missing: they are missing a feature of disagreement itself, and also missing a body of literature where this feature is explicitly discussed.  I end by raising a possible problem for my view, which exposes an assumption made by many of the recent writers on the epistemology of disagreement.

Toni  Rønnow-Rasmussen:  Dual-reason analyses revisited
Classical fitting-attitude analyses understand value in terms of it being fitting, or more generally, there being a reason to favour the bearer of value. However, recently such analyses have been interpreted as referring to two reason notions rather than only one. The general idea is that the properties of the object provide reason not only for a certain kind of favouring(s) vis- à-vis the object, but the very same properties should also figure in the intentional content of the favouring; the agent should favour the object on account of those properties that provide reason for favouring the object in the first place—where “favouring on account of” refers to the agent’s so-called motivational reason. This paper discusses this novel approach to fitting-attitude (and buck-passing) analysis: should those considerations (facts or features) that constitute the reason for favouring also be included in the intentional content of the favouring. In other words, should fitting-attitude analysts require a reference to the agent’s motivational reason in the analysis? While this enlargement of the original proposal might seem intuitive given that favourings are discerning attitudes, it is nonetheless argued that advocates of the fitting-attitude analysis are in fact not served by such an expansion of the classical analysis. 
Björn Petersson :  Overdetermination, responsibility and causal involvement
In discussions of moral responsibility for collectively produced effects, it is not uncommon to assume that we have to abandon the view that causal involvement is a necessary condition for individual co-responsibility. In general, considerations of cases where there is “a mismatch between the wrong a group commits and the apparent causal contributions for which we can hold individuals responsible” motivate this move.  According to Brian Lawson, “solving this problem requires an approach that deemphasizes the importance of causal contributions”.  Christopher Kutz’s theory of complicitious accountability in Complicity from 2000 is probably the most wellknown approach of that kind. 

Standard examples are supposed to illustrate mismatches of three different kinds: an agent may be morally co-responsible for an event to a high degree even if her causal contribution to that event is a) very small, b) imperceptible, or c) non-existent (in overdetermination cases). From such examples, Kutz and others conclude that principles of complicitious accountability cannot include a condition of causal involvement. 

In the present paper, I defend the causal involvement condition for co-responsibility. These are my four lines of argument: First, harmful effects are sometimes overdetermined by non-collective sets of acts. Second, overdetermination cases can be accommodated within a theory of co-responsibility without giving up the causality condition. Third, although problems about imperceptible effects or aggregation of very small effects are morally important, e.g. when we consider degrees of blameworthiness or epistemic limitations in reasoning about how to assign responsibility for specific harms, they are irrelevant to the issue of whether causal involvement is necessary for complicity. Fourth, the costs of rejecting the causality condition for complicity are high

Thomas Schramme:  Is indirect paternalism special?
 People need assistance for many desired actions; for instance, interventions such as in-vitro-fertilisation, body modification, or assisted suicide usually require medical support and cannot normally be performed by the person desiring it herself. To prohibit such assistance for the good of the person who seeks it, is an instance of indirect paternalism. In contrast to the usual and oft-discussed examples of paternalism, in these cases there are three parties involved. A person who requires assistance (A), a person or institution that can provide such a required service (B), and a third party banning this service for the (alleged) benefit of the potential customer. The liberty-restricting aspect of paternalism and its welfare aspect therefore become disjoint and are addressed towards two different parties. Does that make any difference in terms of the normative assessment of paternalism? Is indirect paternalism special?
Indirect paternalism does indeed apparently pose different normative problems because in relation to the person allegedly benefiting from a prohibition, i.e. A, it results in an omission (of the provision of a possible service), not in an intervention into A's liberty. Actually, because of the very fact that indirect paternalism does not seem to result in a restriction of A's liberty, it might be deemed easier to justify than usual cases of paternalism. To be sure, there would be a restriction of A's liberty if she would have a claim right to this particular sought service. But although voluntary consent to an intervention by other parties that would normally not be allowed, e.g. the explanation of an organ by a surgeon, usually changes its moral and legal assessment, a person does not automatically have a claim right to any desired service. Hence paternalism by omission might often be justified, especially in medicine where there is a potential conflict of the goals of medicine and some desires of clients

So in general there may be a normative difference between banning person A to do X and banning B to perform X on A's request. But there might be a twist: Autonomy could be interpreted as real liberty, i.e. as having access to enabling conditions which allow a person to fulfill her desires. This would have repercussions on indirect paternalism: There would then seem to be a liberty right that a desired service, if offered, should not be banned, at least as long as it is not morally dubious itself. The fact that the service might have harmful effects on A does not build a stronger case for a ban than any other case of paternalism; paternalistic intervention and paternalistic omission would pose the same normative problems. Although there might not be a claim right to a service, there could still be a liberty right of a person to use a service, where it is offered on a voluntary basis. Hence in these cases indirect paternalism would not be special after all.

 
Robert Heeger:  Experimenting on animals: when does their size matter morally?
 Researchers working in large animal biotechnology feel that the size of animals matters for biomedical models, that large animal biotechnology is getting better at producing models of human disease, and that therefore more of such work should be done. But the researchers also feel that there is a bias against large animals in research (for example on the part of animal ethics committees) and that this bias is irrational. The idea of the researchers seems to be that size matters biologically but not morally. The paper criticizes this idea. It acknowledges that size as such is no moral touchstone, but it puts forward that size can matter morally if it is related to those features of animals that may give rise to moral concern: mainly sentience, higher cognitive capacities, capability for flourishing, and sociability.

Bert Musschenga:  Moral progress

The subject of my presentation will be moral progress. Although moral progress needs to be distinguished from progress in knowledge and material progress, belief in progress usually includes moral progress.  Contrary to a wide-spread view, belief in progress is not a modern product of the Enlightenment, but has much older roots both in ancient philosophy and in Christian theology. However,  I will not discuss the fortunes of the belief in progress.  What interests me is whether and how we can determine that moral progress has taken place. A considerable number of moral philosophers believed and believe in the possibility of moral progress, or even find that belief in moral progress is unrenounceable. Most of them don’t believe in steady-going overall moral progress, but think that only local progress in specific domains is possible. I assume that there is at least both local moral progress and moral regress, but I want to find out what steps have to be taken to come to an overall moral judgement on the direction in which developments in a given society go. How can we determine whether these developments are, on the whole, morally favourable or unfavourable?  The first step is formulating a plausible concept of moral progress.  The second step concerns the possibility of non-relativistic judgements on moral progress.  The third step consists of an attempt to develop an evaluative base for moral progress, and to identify levels and domains where moral progress can take place. My guess is not only that there is local progress and local regress, but also that every progressive moral change has its attendant morally unfavourable side-effects. The fourth and decisive step comprehends a discussion on the (in)commensurability of favourable and unfavourable moral changes.  
I assume that I can’t deal with all these steps in a short presentation, so I have to make a choice.

