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Diego A. Biancolin

Gramsci' Jacobinism between Lenin and Machiavelli

This essay analyses both the Leninist and Gramscian concept of Jacobinism, in order
to show how Gramsci, albeit influenced by Lenin's thoughts on the matter, was able
to originally develop his personal reflections on the topic, especially via his
interpretation of Machiavelli's works. In order to do so, the history of Lenin's relation
with Jacobinism (from 1901 to 1917) will be reconstructed in the first place, in order
to properly understand what "being a Jacobin" meant for the Bolshevik leader. Then
a similar genealogic approach will be applied to Gramsci's writings from 1917
onwards, with a specific focus placed on the Prison Notebooks, in which Gramsci
connected his reflections on Jacobinism with those on Machiavelli. The penultimate
section of the essay will focus on what Gramsci meant by calling Machiavelli a
(precocious) Jacobin, so that some of the salient features that Gramsci attributed to
Jacobinism may become clearer. Finally, the concluding remarks, in emphasising both
the assonances and the differences between the thought of Lenin and Gramsci on the
matter, will prove in which way Gramsci's Jacobinism is different from Lenin's.

Luca Fabbris Abstract

Black Box as an analytical tool: a systemic approach.
A black box is a system whose inputs and outputs can be observed but whose internal organization
is inaccessible. The concept of black box emerged in the field of electronic engineering in the Early
Forties and was subsequently used by cyberneticians as a metaphor and as an operational tool in the
modelling of complex systems.
In this work, I use the black box as an analytical tool in order to illustrate some key aspects of the
systemic approach to complexity.
The paper is structured in levels: from the simplest level (Ground Zero: The Observer and the
Black Box) where the practical effects of using the black box are immediately highlighted, to the most
complex one (Level 10: General ethology) where some metaphysical implications of this concept are
discussed.
In each level short mental experiments are staged in which the black box is used to build toy models
– hyper-simplified models of complex dynamics – (Level 1, Level 2, Level 3, Level 4, Level 6) or in
which epistemological (Level 7, Level 8, Level 9) and ontological (Level 5, Level 10) considerations
are derived from the use of the black box.
The levels are the following: 0) Ground Zero: The observer and the Black Box; 1) The Statesdetermined Black Box; 2) The Stochastic Black Box; 3) The Indocile Black Box; 4) Cracking
Complexity; 5) The uncovered Black Box and the problem of emergence; 6) Black Box and White
Box; 7) The observed observer; 8) Control and communication; 9) Perspectivism; 10) General
ethology.
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Flora Geertz

Kantian aesthetic community as a ground for an intercultural community

Giovanni Imperiali

Meyerson, Einstein, and the Theory of Relativity in France

As Xavier Léon predicted, the meeting of the 6th of April 1922 dedicated to the
Theory of Relativity was predestined to make "history in the annals" of the French
Philosophical Society. It was Einstein's “premiere” in Paris after a first invitation failed
in 1914 due to the outbreak of WWI.
The architect of both these invitations was the physicist, partisan and main
propagandist of the Theory of Relativity in France, Paul Langevin. Next to the latter, the
role of Henri Poincaré and his "principle of relativity" has to be explored in order to grasp
the French context on the eve of the reception of the theory of relativity (Léon himself
refers to "the capital role played by Poincaré in the development of the so-called new
mechanics"). Together with Léon and Langevin, two icons of the philosophical milieu of
the time, Léon Brunschvicg and Henri Bergson also took part in the séance. Their
speeches were followed by two questions from Émile Meyerson, a forgotten protagonist
of the glorious season of French epistemology.
Meyerson was a chemist and a self-taught philosopher who made his first appearance
in the philosophical scene in 1908 with Identité et réalité. Just one year before the meeting
with Einstein he had published his second work, De l'explication dans les sciences, in
which he makes a few references to the Theory of Relativity. Meyerson will dedicate an
entire book to Einstein's theory in 1925, La déduction relativiste. As Meyerson reveals in
the Preface, the idea of the book was born during a talk with Langevin the night before
Einstein’s arrival in Paris. In an interview with Frédéric Lefevre in Les Nouvelles
Littéraires in November 1926, Meyerson will state facetiously: "Einstein invented
relativism to provide a modern justification for my doctrines". Einstein will appreciate
Meyerson's Déduction and will define it as "one of the most valuable contributions on the
theory of relativity which has been written from the viewpoint of epistemology" in his
review published in the Revue philosophique de la France et de l'étranger in 1928.
In this essay, after reconstructing the early reception of relativity in France, we will
focus on the relation between Meyerson and Einstein, beginning with their first meeting
at the French Philosophical Society in 1922 and following it through the publication of
La Déduction relativiste and Einstein's review of the latter. Their private correspondence
and the rich net of relations between the protagonists who animated the philosophical
discussion around the Theory of Relativity in France in the early 20th century will also
be taken into account.

Carline Klijnman

Epistemic Democracy and Positive Voting Duties

Recently, the topic of epistemic deficits and cognitive failures in democracy has gained
more attention within the field of political theory. Numerous empirical researches give
reason to be sceptical regarding citizens’ abilities to make adequate voting decisions –
or citizens’ competence for short. The common voter is often accused of lacking
political knowledge, reliable factual information, coherent beliefs or a clear and actionguiding ideology. In his book, The Ethics of Voting (2011), Jason Brennan therefor
argues that in contrast to common thinking, we have no individual moral obligation to
vote. However, if we decide to vote, we have an individual moral obligation to vote
well. To vote well, in Brennan’s view, is to vote for that candidate most likely to
contribute to the common good and based on epistemically justifies reasons. Ultimately,
we can reduce Brennan’s voting ethics to one negative moral duty – Do not vote badly!
The crux is that citizens should not participate in collective harming when refraining
from doing so does not impose significant personal costs. I argue that Brennan’s voting
ethics falls short by not providing any moral incentive for incompetent voters to
improve the quality of one’s epistemic believes, nor for competent voters to go out and
vote – since the less demanding route of abstaining from voting is deemed equally
permissible. Consequentially, it is conceivable that a large percentage of those who can
or have the potential to vote well, end up abstaining from voting instead – when
complying to Brennan’s voting ethics. I argue that a bigger (though still competent)
voter turnout is preferable also for instrumentalist reasons – and not, as often assumed,
only for proceduralist reasons - as it improves the epistemic quality of democratic
outcomes. Still, even if we accept that we have a collective interest in higher competent
voter turnout, it is yet another step to claim that hold individual moral responsibilities
for contributing to this end. I argue that besides refraining from voting badly,
democratic citizens indeed have individual responsibilities for contributing to good
democratic outcomes - if this does not impose significant moral costs. I ultimately
propose adding two positive duties to Brennan’s voting ethics: 3) Citizens ought to make
an effort to become competent voters, and 4) once competent, one ought to participate
in the voting process.

Giorgio Matteoli
When Science met History. Some Methodological Remarks
In The Advancement of Learning Francis Bacon famously claimed that, of the four
possible kinds of history (natural, civil, ecclesiastical and literary) only the first three had
received an adequate scholarly interest. In fact, according to him, by the time he was
writing no one had seriously tried to study the historical development of «the general state
of learning». Without it, «the history of the world seemeth to be as the statue of
Polyphemus with his eye out, that part being wanting which doth most show the spirit and
life of the person». In the wake of Bacon’s complaint, during the following two centuries
many scholars started to plow this new field of enquiry - but it was only in the XIX century
that the history of science as a distinct discipline began to acquire the characteristics and
standards we still acknowledge today. As a consequence of this conjoint effort, the great
narration of the “Scientific Revolution” was forged. As it is now widely acknowledged, this
narration heavily oriented historians of science’s agendas at least until the half of the XX
century, and (most importantly) it favored the professionalization and institutionalization of
their research area.
However, in the last fifty years this kind of historical synthesis has been put into question
and criticized by all sides, undermining the very foundations and identity of the history of
science as a discipline. The aftermath of this change of perspective was a progressive
abandonment of any historical synthesis whatsoever, confining the general research agenda
to hyper-specialized local analysis. Nevertheless, in the meantime the need for an
alternative narration to replace the previous one has not disappeared at all. On the contrary
(and especially in the last two decades) the dissatisfaction for the absence of a new
synthesis has been a widely felt among historians of science.
In my paper I intend to review a recent book that ambitiously tried to fill this gap:
Civilization and the Culture of Science, 1795-1935 by Stephen Gaukroger, which came out
in February 2020. This book is the last volume in a series of four, which go under the
general name of Science and the Shaping of Modernity. The end of Gaukroger’s project was
(admittedly) to give a unitary and widely cultural perspective on how scientific values
ultimately became the dominant ones in Western societies, trying to feel the
aforementioned gap in the history of science self-perception. My aim in the paper will be to
discuss some methodological issues in the historiography of science which are brought out

Marco Miglino

The political rights of migrants and the democratic boundary problem
What are the political rights of migrants? Recently, normative literature on
migration theory has explored many possible ways to answer this question. In
particular, three claims have been defended that refer to three distinct
subcategories of the most general category of immigrants. First, it has been argued
that long-term immigrants should be entitled to full political inclusion in the host
country. Second, it has been argued that would-be migrants are entitled to be
democratically included in the definition of norms regulating nation-states’
borders controls. Third, it has been defended the claim that temporary migrants
which reside in a foreign country for a limited period are entitled, at least, to some
form of political representation in the host country. Nevertheless, rarely scholars
have provided a systematic account capable to justify all the theses mentioned.
The aim of this work is to fill this gap with the instrument of democratic theory.
While the first claim is accepted even by the most conservative conceptions of
democracy and then is, from a theoretical point of view, substantially
unproblematic, the other two theses raised huge disagreement. Therefore, I will
focus only on these two claims. Using the instrument of the so called democratic
boundary theory, I will try to define a criterion of political inclusion that, in
addition to be capable to easily justify full political inclusion for long-term
immigrants, is capable to justify even the other two more contended claims
considered. More precisely, I will define a coercion-based account that prescribes
different levels of inclusion proportional to the degrees of incidence of coercion
in the individual’s capacity to plan her life. Subsequently, it will be enough to
show that both temporary migrants and would-be migrants are subjected to
coercion in relevant ways to show that the principle used prescribes partial
political inclusion for both these categories. In order to make my position more
stable, moreover, I will deal with a recurrent objection to the case for the political
rights of temporary migrants.

Dealing with the World
Thinking Community and History through Merleau-Ponty’s Ontology.
Cinzia Orlando
Abstract - This paper aims to illustrate the political implications of Merleau-Ponty’s ontology
and how some fundamental concepts of his philosophy could be pivotal in order to address nowaday
the philosophical problem of community. Notably, we are currently facing a crisis of the concepts of
institution and community which is revealed by the consolidation of two opposite tendencies: on one
hand the crisis of national sovereignty and on the other hand the reactionary revendication of a
stronger defence of national identity. In order to challenge this impasse we should radically rethink
the concept of border itself within an ontological frame which allows to dialectically think the
possibility of a shared historical meaning, of a common dwelling, without sacrificing the irreducible
differences and singularities. In this regard, we will highlight how both the inquiries and the answers
of Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy are not only original, but also highly topical.
Particular attention will be devoted to Merleau-Ponty’s Adventures of Dialectic (1955) and to his
lectures on expression (1952-53), history (1953-54) and institution (1954-55) held at the Collège de
France, as it is precisely through these notions that the philosopher comes to develop his dialectical
ontology: an ontology of the ambiguity which permits him to elaborate a positive account of the
paradox which underlies the very possibility of a common dealing with the world1 - that is the
possibility of thinking at the same time a shared social and historical horizon and its radical inner
differences, avoiding the risk of falling either into a dogmatic universalism or a full relativism. In this
regard, we will focus further on the echoes of Merleau-Ponty’s notion of institution in the political
thought of his disciple Claude Lefort, and especially in the contemporary philosophical debate, as
reflected for example in the works of the italian philosopher Roberto Esposito.

cfr. Merleau-Ponty, M. 1945: Phénoménologie de la perception, Paris, Gallimard; trad. eng. by
Colin Smith, Phenomenology of Perception, London and New York, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 2005;
p.512 [p.504].
1

Giuliano Rosella
Truthmakers Semantics: Extensions, Application and Philosophy
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Can David Lewis Embrace Both Modal Realism and Compatibilism?
Abstract
David Lewis notoriously argues that possible worlds exist in the same way that our world does
and that their inhabitants are concrete individuals as we are. Lewis takes a position also in the free
will debate, by joining a form of compatibilism (Lewis 1981): he believes that a person can be free,
despite the fact that the world (every world in his conception) is ruled by deterministic laws, because
of the fact that she can, in any case, do, and so choose, otherwise.
In this paper, I will argue that these two propositions are not consistent together. I will give an
argument, which is an attempt to demonstrate that, starting from the definitions of free will,
determinism, compatibilism, choice and possible world given from Lewis or implicitly accepted by
him, we come to unacceptable conclusions.
My line of argumentation is based on the modal formulation of the Consequence Argument (van
Inwagen 1983), which is declared to be equivalent to the formulation (van Inwagen 1975) addressed
by Lewis.
Lewis indeed stands in the ranks of those who are compatibilists but accept the role of alternative
possibilities in the concept of freedom and the potential threat of the Consequence Argument and so
try to criticize it. Nonetheless, the argument I propose does not affect Lewis’ criticism of the
Consequence Argument, consisting in denying the truth of one of its premises, that is, the fact that
we can break in some sense the laws of physics, thereby laying the foundations for local miracle
compatibilism (McKenna and Pereboom 2016), which is far to be unproblematic.
Although observations against this view may, therefore, be made, I prefer to concentrate on the
denounce of the inconsistency of modal realism and compatibilism which involves alternative
possibilities. If so, the argument can be addressed to every compatibilist who recognizes the role of
alternative possibilities and, at the same time, is tempted by modal realism or simply is not indifferent
to the explanatory benefits of Lewis' modal theory.
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