1.Enucmemonoeus na pasnozaiacuemo: ¢ Mapa, 6pou u meano

Kuurara mpezncraBs, oOCHX/Ja W aHAIU3UPAa OCHOBHUTE IOHSTHS, KOHLEHIMH W TEOPUH B
eMHUCTEMOJIOTUATa Ha PAa3HOTIIACUETO — /ST HA COLMAIHATA eMHCTEMOJIOTHS, KOUTO ce hopmupa
npenu okoino 20 romumuu. IIbpBa Tr1aBa BBBEXKAA CMUCTEMOJOTHMUYECKUS MpodieM 3a
pasHorIacueTo u 00CHKIa BBIIPOCa KAaKBO € pa3HOINIache, KaK Ce M3pa3siBa TO, KAKBH BHJOBE
pasHorjacue MMa M KOW OT TAX MPEACTaBISABAT CMUCTEMOJIOIMUECKH HHTepec. Bropa riiaBa
BBBEKAA HAKOM OT KJIIOYOBUTE IIOCTYJAaTH, KOWTO HMAaT OTHOIIEHHE KBbM pEIIEHHETO Ha
npobiieMa 3a pasHoriacueto. [IpejcraBeHu ca pas3iIMUHUTE BB3MOXKHOCTH 32 JepuHUpaHE Ha
JIOKCACTUYHA PAaBHOCTOWHOCT, BpB3KaTa MEXKAY CBHIETEICTBATa OT MBPBO U MO-BUCOKO HHBO,
MOCTYJIATHT 32 HE3aBHCUMOCT, €MHUCTEMUYHHUAT KOHCEPBATU3bM M POJISITA HA CAMOYBEPEHOCTTA,
KaKTO M apTyMEHTH 3a WU MPOTUB CIIOMEHATHTE MPUHIMIHU. Tpera riaaBa o0CHKIa MO3UIUHTE,
KOUTO ca ce ¢popmupanu B gedaTa 10 TO3U MOMEHT (HEOTCTHITYUBHU, OTCTHITYMBH U XUOPUIHH).
CrenmanHO BHHMMAaHHE € OTIEJIICEHO HAa 3HAYEHHUETO 3a METapa3HOriIacueTo (pa3HOrJIacHeTo
OTHOCHO CaMOTO pa3HOIJIache), BH3MOXKHHTE pa3HOTJAcHi M CKENTUYHUTE CIEACTBHS Ha
OTCTBHIUMBOCTTA. YETBBpTA IJ1aBa TPETHpa TE3HCa 32 €IUHCTBEHOCT M OTHOIICHHETO MY KbM
npoOjemMaThKaTta Ha TpYyNoBUTE YyOexkaeHus. B Tasu Bpb3ka € 0OChJeHa MOTHBAIUATA 3a
ENUCTEMUYHHS TUTYPAIU3bM, BHJOBETEC IEPMUCHUBHHU IO3WIMH, KOUTO OTpHYAT Te3uca 3a
€IMHCTBEHOCT M BH3MOKHOCTHTE CMMCTEMUYHUSAT aHAIU3 Ja Obae 0000IeH M0 OTHOIIECHHE Ha
rpynoBu pasHornacus. [leta TiaBa e mocBeTeHa Ha pa3iWYHH (OPMAaIHU MOIXOAU KbM
pa3HOTIaCHEeTO, BKIIOUYUTEITHO M3IMOJ3BAlIM KOMIIOTHPHU cuMynanuu. [IpunoxenneTo crOupa
HUIIKUTE, MPOCIECHN IO TO3M MOMEHT M CKHIMpa HOB (OpPMaJeH MOIXOA KbM Ipodiema 3a

Pa3HOTIACHETO MEKAY PAaBHOCTONHH areHTH.

1.Epistemology of disagreement: with measure, number and weight

The book introduces, discusses, and analyzes the major concepts, notions, and theories in the
epistemology of disagreement, a branch of social epistemology that took shape some 20 years

ago. Chapter One introduces the epistemological problem of disagreement and discusses the



question of what disagreement is, how it is expressed, what kinds of disagreement there are, and
which ones are of epistemological interest. Chapter Two treats some of the key postulates that
are relevant to the solution of the problem of disagreement. The various possibilities for defining
peerhood, the relationship between first-level and higher-level evidence, the independence
postulate, epistemic conservatism, and the role of self-trust are presented, as well as arguments
for or against the principles mentioned. Chapter Three discusses the positions that have emerged
in the debate (non-conciliatory, conciliatory and hybrid). Particular attention is given to the
implications of meta-disagreement (disagreement about disagreement itself), possible
disagreements, and the skeptical implications of conciliationism. Chapter Four treats the
uniqueness thesis and its relation to the problematic of group beliefs. The motivation for
epistemic pluralism, the types of permissive positions that deny the singularity thesis, and the
possibilities for generalizing epistemic analysis to group disagreements are discussed. Chapter
Five is devoted to various formal approaches to disagreement, including those using computer
simulations. The Appendix gathers the threads traced so far and sketches a new formal approach

to the problem of disagreement between epistemic peers.

2.Hap'b"lH1/lK 3a Kpumu4eckKko mucijeHe

TekcThT npencTaBs pa3IMyHUTE TEXHUKH 32 MPEOJI0JISIBAHE HA PAa3HOTJIACHETO Ype3 MPUBEKIAHE
Ha J00pu OCHOBaHMsI, IPOYUYEHHU, CUCTEMAaTHYHO MPEACTaBEHU WIN pa3padOTEeHH B PaMKHUTE Ha
JUCUUIUIMHATA KPUTHYECKO MUCIeHe. M3noxkeHueTo € mojaeneHo Ha Tpu vactu. [IbpBa yact
(,Kputruecko MHCIIEHE ¥ apryMeHTalus’) pasriiekJa W3TOYHUIUTE Ha TMOTPElIHU HWIH
HEOOOCHOBaHU YOEKIeHHs W (PYHKIMOHATHATA aHATOMHUS HA apryMEHTHTE — BBIPOC, Te3a,
aHraXupaHe C Te3a, CTPYKTypa Ha OOOCHOBABAIll WM OMpOBEpramail aprymeHT. Bropa uact
(,,JlenykTnBHAa W WHAYKTUBHA JIOTHKA’) € MOCBETCHA HAa KIAaCH(HKAIMITA HA apryMEHTUTE U
OCHOBHHUTE THUIIOBE TI'PELIKH, KOUTO CBHI'BTCTBAT BCEKHM OT PA3IMYHUTE BHUIOBE apryMeHTH, a
CBII0O TSICHO CBBP3aHU C AapPryMEHTHTE TMPOUEAYypH Karo OOsSCHEHUETO, 000OIIEeHHETO,
CTaTUCTUYECKUSI U BEPOSITHOCTHHUS U3BOA. Tpera wact (,,Hedopmanna normka m peropuka”)

npejacTaBs 0000IIeHa KiacuuKanus Ha JIOTMYECKUTE TPEIIKH, POJsiTa Ha €CTECTBEHHUS €3UK



(cBBbp3aHa ¢ GeHOMEHH KaTo HESCHOTAa M JBYCMHUCIEHOCT) U Bph3KaTa MEXIy yOeTuTeITHOCTTa
Ha apryMEHTHUTE M eMOIMUTE, KOUTO T€ MPOBOKUPAT. [I[pHHOCHT Ha TEKCTa C€ CHCTOU B OMUTA J1a
ObJIe MOKa3aHO, Y€ KPUTUIECKOTO MHUCIICHE MOXKE JIa C€ pasIriexkaa HE CaMO KaTo MPHUIIOKEHUE
Ha ¢wminocoduaTa, HO U KAaTO BCTHIUICHHE B Hes. HampaBeH e cucTemarwyeH OMUT jaa ObaaT
U3IUPEHH TpPHUMEPH OT HCTOpUsATa Ha QuiocopusiTta, KOUTO HIIOCTPUPAT WIH MOTHBHPAT
BBBEXK/IAHETO HA KJIIIOYOBU TOHSTHS, Pa3TPAHUUYCHHS U MOAXOIM B PAMKHTE HA KPUTHUUYECKOTO

MHUCJICHEC.

2.Manual for Critical Thinking

The text presents various techniques for overcoming disagreement by bringing good reasons
researched, systematically presented, or developed within the discipline of critical thinking. The
exposition is divided into three parts. Part One ("Critical Thinking and Argumentation")
examines the sources of mistaken or unjustified beliefs and the functional anatomy of arguments-
question, thesis, engagement with a thesis, structure of a justifying or refuting argument. Part
Two ("Deductive and Inductive Logic") is devoted to the classification of arguments and the
basic types of fallacies that accompany each of the different kinds of arguments, as well as
closely related procedures such as explanation, generalization, statistical and probabilistic
inference. Part Three ("Informal Logic and Rhetoric") presents a generalized classification of
logical fallacies, the role of natural language (related to phenomena such as vagueness and
ambiguity), and the relationship between the persuasiveness of arguments and the emotions they
provoke. The contribution of the text lies in the attempt to show that critical thinking can be seen
not only as an application of philosophy but also as an introduction to it. A systematic attempt is
made to retrieve examples from the history of philosophy that illustrate or motivate the

introduction of key concepts, distinctions and approaches within critical thinking.



3. Yuene ¢ ANIMA

B cratusTa e paspaboren nmomydgopmManaeH MOJeN Ha Tpolieca Ha o0ydeHre, KOUTo Moauduimpa
TpaJMLMOHHATA [apaJurMa Ha U3KYCTBEHUTE HEBPOHHU MPEXH, MpUIaramy JIbI00KO
oOyueHHe, U3XOXKTAWKH OT KJIIOYOBO pa3dupaHe, 3aUMCTBAaHO OT TpyAOBeTe Ha MapBuH
MuHCKH: Taka HApEUEHUAT MPUHIUI 32 0€3KOMIIPOMUCHOCT. [IpHHIIUITBT OCUTYpsIBA MEXaHU3BM
3a y4eHe, KOWTO TJlacH, 4ye KOH(MIUKTUTE Mpu 00paboTKaTa Ha JAHHUTE, KOUTO TpsiOBa na Obaat
UHTETPUpPaHH, ca Oeser 3a HeHAJeKJHOCT WK HPEJIEBAHTHOCT, CJIEJ0BAaTEIIHO KOHMDIMKTUTE HA
MO-HUCKO HUBO TPsAOBa J1a BOAST JI0 KOPEKIMHU HA TETJIOTO Ha MO-BUCOKO HUBO. T03W BBTpelieH
MEXaHU3bM JIOMBJIBA BBHIIHUS MEXaHU3bM Ha KOPUTHpPAaHE Ha TErJIoTO dYpe3 oOpaTHO
pasnpocTpaHeHUe, KOMTO € TUMHYEH 32 CTAHJAPTHUTE MOJIENIA Ha MAITMHHO 0O0y4eHue. TeKCThT
€ CTPYKTypupaH KakTo cienBa: (§1) OTKpuBa QUCKYCHSATa, KAaTO MPEJOCTaBs ChIbpiKATEICH
MperJie]] Ha B3EMaHETO Ha PEHICHUs U 0OYUYEHUETO B pealtHusl CBAT; (§2) oduepTaBa TUIIOJIOTHS HA
ApXUTEKTYpUTE 3a B3EMaHE HA pCEUICHHS: paslJIeJaHd ca CICJHUTE apXUTEKTypH:
WHAMBUIYATUCTUYHUAT MOJXO0/ Ha KJIACHYECKATa TEOpHUs Ha PEIICHUTA, OOLIUAT MEXaHU3bM 32
arperupaHe Ha TEOpHATa Ha COIMATHUS M300p, JIOKAIHHUAT MEXaHU3bM 3a arperupaHe Ha
areHTHO-0a3UPaHOTO MOJEIMpaHe M MEXIUHHUAT iepapXxudyeH mozen Ha ,,O0IIecTBOTO Ha
yma”, npeanoxeH ot Mapsudn Munckuy; (§3) ouepraBa oOuust tuian Ha ANIMA - HOB Mozen Ha
B3€MaHE Ha PELIeHUs U yueHe, KOWTO 3aMMCTBa UAeH OT He(hOPMATHOTO U3NI0KeHUEe Ha MUHCKY;
(§4) obxBara mo-roysiMaTa 4acT OT CTaTUATA; B HETO ce 00ChkIa mpuMepHa Bepcus Ha ANIMA,
KOATO HM TO3BOJISIBA J1a BUIUM TMPUHIMIIA Ha OE3KOMIPOMHUCHOCT B nelicTBue; (§5) n3dposia
HSKOM BB3MOXKHU CLEHApUHU 3a Pa3BUTHETO Ha MOJEN OT To3U BUJ; (§6) € 3aKIIOUMTENHUSAT
paszielnt; B Hero ce 00CHK/aT HSAKOU BaXKHM PA3JIMKH MEX]y HAuWHA, 110 KOWTO € KOHCTpYUpaHa
ANIMA u Tunu4HoTO (hOpMaANHO TpEeACTaBsHE Ha OOYYEHHETO C TOMOIITa Ha HM3KYCTBEHHU

HEBPOHHU MPEXH U JBIO0KO 00y4eHHe.

3.Learning with ANIMA



The paper develops a semi-formal model of learning which modifies the traditional paradigm of
artificial neural networks implementing deep learning by means of a key insight borrowed from
the works of Marvin Minsky: the so-called Principle of Non-Compromise. The principle
provides a mechanism of learning which states that conflicts in the processing of data to be
integrated are a mark for unreliability or irrelevance, hence lower-level conflicts should lead to
higher-level weight-adjustments. This internal mechanism augments the external mechanism of
weight adjustment by backpropagation which is typical for the standard models of machine
learning. The text is structured as follows: (§1) opens up the discussion by providing an informal
overview of real-world decision-making and learning; (§2) sketches a typology of decision
architectures: the individualistic approach of classical decision theory, the general aggregation
mechanism of social choice theory, the local aggregation mechanism of agent-based modeling,
and the intermediate hierarchical model of Marvin Minsky's “Society of Mind”; (§3) sketches the
general outline of ANIMA — a new model of decision-making and learning that borrows insights
from Minsky's informal exposition; (§4) is the bulk of the paper; it provides a discussion of a toy
exemplification of ANIMA which lets us see the Principle of Non-Compromise at work; (§5)
lists some possible scenarios for the evolution of a model of this kind; (§6) is the closing section;
it discusses some important differences between the way ANIMA was construed here and the

typical formal rendering of learning by means of artificial neural networks and deep learning.

4. Jla yvgpmam cmo ysems unu 3a Kpunmomoppuzma

B crarusita ce 006chxk1a Bb3MOKEH HAUMH 32 000CHOBAaBaHE Ha CHIIECTBYBAHETO Ha MHOXECTBO
KpUNTOMOP(HU aKCHOMAaTUYHU TeOpHH. TBBPIMU Ce, Y€ TOBA, KOETO MPABH Ta3d MHOKECTBEHOCT
Hen30eKHa, ca MPUIOKECHHUATA Ha TeopHsaTa. Te mopaxxaaT TpyAHOCTH, YMETO pellaBaHe Hajiara
MPUJIATaHETO Ha Pa3JIMYHU KOHUENTYyaJHW HMHCTpyMEHTHU. CTaTusiTa € OpraHu3upaHa, KaKTo
ciensa: (§1) BBBEXIAa MOHATHUETO KPUNTOMOP(GU3BM U KAHOHUYHHS IMPHUMEp 32 SIBJICHUETO:
Teopusita Ha mMarpounaute; (§2) oOCHkKAa MET KpUNTOMOP(PHU MOAX0Ja KbM JAepUHULIMATA HA
paIOHAIHOCTTa B paMKHUTE Ha TEOPHUATA HAa PEUICHUATA: Ype3 (PYHKIMH HA IOJIE3HOCT, clabu

Hapea0u, CeIEKTUBHM ONepaTOpH, MHOTOCIOWHU MEPMYTAIMH U TOMN-CTeK copTUpyeMocT; (§3)



IMOoKa3Ba, 4€ BCCKU OT TC3U pa3JIMYHU MMOJAXOAHN MOXKE Jia IMOCIYKHN KaTO OCHOBA 3a BbBCIKIAHCTO
Ha pasjinmdHa MOI[I/I(i)I/IKaL[I/ISI Ha OpuIruHalJlHaTa TCOpHUA. Tosa YCTaHOBsABA CBPpUCTHYHATA

CTOMHOCT Ha KpHHTOMOp(bHI/ITC noaxoJau B o0JracTTa Ha TCOpHUATA HA PCHICHUATA.

4.Let hundred flowers bloom, or on cryptomorphism

The paper discusses a possible way of justifying the existence of a multiplicity of cryptomorphic
axiomatic theories. It is argued that what renders this multiplicity inevitable are the applications
of the theory. They give rise to difficulties whose solution necessitates the application of
different conceptual tools. The paper is organized as follows: (§1) intr oduces the concept of
cryptomorphism and the canonic example for the phenomenon: matroid theory; (§2) discusses
five cryptomorphic approaches to the definition of rationality in the framework of decision
theory: through utility functions, weak orders, choice operators, layered permutations, and pop-
stack sortability; (§3) shows that each of these different approaches can serve as a basis for the
introduction of a different modification of the original theory. This establishes the heuristic value

of cryptomorphic approaches in the domain of decision theory.

5.3a obscnumama (ne)eghpexkmunocm Ha mamemamukama 6 nogedeH4ecKume HayKu

BwpochT 3a mpuIoKUMOCTTa HA MaTEMaTUKATa € €1Ha OT OCHOBHUTE TeMH Ha (puiocodusiTa Ha
Matematukara. Exna or oOnacture, B KOMTO MaTeMaTHYeCTUTE MOJEIM Ce€ CMsTaT 3a
HEaJIeKBATHU B JIECKPUIITUBEH IUIaH, ca MOBEACHYECKUTE HayKu. Teopusara Ha palMOHATHUs
n300p Harpumep, ce npueMa 3a HOpMaTUBHA TEOPHUs, YUETO MPUJIaraHe B peaIHd CUTYallud HU
M3MpaBsl MNpel HENpeoJOJuMHU TPYAHOCTU. EJAMH Kiac OT KOHTpampuMepH, KOMTO LENAT Ja
JEMOHCTpUpAT TOBa, ca pa3zpaborenn oT Amapts CeH. C TAXHA MOMOII TOW HM3BaXKJIa HasBE

HpOGJ’ICMI/ITC, npca KOUTO HH M3IIpaBsA KIIaCHYCCKATa MACA, Y€ PAIUMOHAIIHOTO INTOBCACHHC CC



CBeXKa 10 MAaKCHMHU3aI¥sl Ha alMKINYHa HapeaOa. M300puTe, KOUTO XOpaTa MpaBAT U KOUTO
TpeTHpame KaTo palliOHaIHA B UHTYUTUBHUS CMUCHJ HA AyMaTa, Ca KOHTEKCTYaJIHO 3aBUCHUMH U
Ce BIUSAT OT NPUCHCTBHETO HA AITEPHATUBU, KOUTO HOCAT HHQPOpPMAIMS 32 TOBA KAaKBO
n3bupamMe 1 KakBa € camara cuTyanus Ha n3oop. Cratusita npeanara popmanHa peKOHCTPYKITHS
Ha HAYMHA, 110 KOMUTO (YHKIIMOHUPAT TE3U AITEPHATUBU — KaTO ,,)1aroBe”’, KOUTO CUTHATH3UPAT
MPEeMHUHABAaHETO OT €IHa Hapeada KbM Jpyra, ChbOTBETHO MApKHPAT KOHIENTYyaJIM3HPAHETO Ha
QITEPHATUBUTE KaTO PUCKOBE WM IIAHCOBE. ToBa MoOpaxkaa HWHTEpeCHa MaTeMaTh4ecKa
CTPYKTYpa, CBBbp3aHa C IB€ OT OCHOBHUTE MOHATHUS B TEOPHUS HA HapeaouTe (uaean u QuiIThp) U
KOSITO TIOJUIE’)KM Ha aKCMOMAaTHYHA XapaKTepu3alusi 4pe3 €CTECTBEH Habop OT akcuomu. ToBa
MOKa3Ba, B ChIVIACHE C TIO3UIMATA, MogAbpkaHa oT JaBua Xundepr, ye HsiMa 00JIacTH, B KOUTO

MaTCMaTuKaTa € HCIIPHUJIIOKHNMaA, a CaMO TaKHMBad, B KOUTO TA HC € IIPUJIOKCHA IIPABUIIHO.

5.The reasonable (un)effectiveness of mathematics in the behavioral sciences

The question of the applicability of mathematics is one of the central themes of the philosophy of
mathematics. One area in which mathematical models are considered inadequate in descriptive
terms is the behavioral sciences. Rational choice theory, for example, is taken to be a normative
theory whose application to real situations confronts us with insurmountable difficulties. A class
of counterexamples that aim to demonstrate this have been developed by Amartya Sen. With
their help, he brings to light the problems confronting the classical idea that rational behavior
reduces to maximization of an acyclic order relation. The choices people make, which we treat as
rational in the intuitive sense, are context-dependent and are influenced by the presence of
alternatives that carry information about what we are choosing and what the choice situation
itself is. The paper offers a formal reconstruction of the way these alternatives function - as
'flags' that signal the transition from one ordering to another, respectively marking the
conceptualisation of alternatives as risks or chances. This gives rise to an interesting
mathematical structure that is related to two of the basic concepts in order theory (ideal and

filter) and that is amenable to axiomatic characterization by a natural set of axioms. This shows,



in agreement with the position held by David Hilbert, that there are no areas in which

mathematics is inapplicable, only those in which it is not properly applied yet.

6. Teopus na ocnoeamennume pewieHus: napadoKCvm Ha Ane u 102uKama Ha Oetcmeuemo

HacTtosmmsr TeKCT MOTMBHpa W CKHLIMpa HOB (OpMAIM3bM 3a aHAIW3 Ha MNPAKTHYECKU
apryMeHTH, 0003HaueH KaTo Teopusi Ha OCHOBaTenHuTe pemeHus. B (§1) e mpokapana anamorus
MEXK]y JIOTHUKAaTa U TEOPUATA HA PEIICHUSATA BbB BPH3Ka C KIIFOUOBATA POJIs, KOSATO OCHOBAHUSTA
UrpasT ¥ B jABeTe TeopuH. (§2) u3nara enHa ujaes 3a paloOHAIM3MpPAHE Ha pEIICHUsTa 4upe3
ocHoBanwusl, npeaioxena B lladgup, Cumoncon u Tepcku (1993). B (§3) e mmoctpupano kak
paboTu Ta3u ujes ¢ MOMOIITA Ha U3BECTHUS Mapanokc Ha Asne. (§4) uznara ¢popMamHus e3UK Ha
TEeOpusTa Ha OCHOBAaTENHUTE pemeHus, a B (§5) ca wu3noxkeHH pa3znuyHuTe (GOopMH Ha
IpakTHueckata aprymenrtanus. [lokazaHo e, ye Te ca JOCTaThbUHHU 3a PELIABAaHETO Ha BCSKa
munema. Hakpas, (§6) ckunupa BB3MOXHOCTUTE 3a pa3paboTBaHE Ha TEOPETHKO-UTPOBA

CEeMaHTHKa Ha MpeJCTaBeHus] (OpMaIn3bM H 32 HETOBOTO TO-HATATHIIIHO pa3paboTBaHe.

6.Reason-based decision theory: the Allais paradox and the logic of action

The present paper motivates and sketches a new formalism for the analysis of practical
arguments that I call reason-based decision theory. In (§1), an analogy between logic and
decision theory is drawn with respect to the key role that reasons play in both theories. (§2) lays
out an idea of rationalizing decisions by reasons proposed in Shafir, Simonsson, and Tversky
(1993). (§3) illustrates how this idea works using the famous paradox of Allais. (§4) lays out the
formal language of reason-based decision theory, and (§5) lays out various forms of practical

reasoning. It is shown that these are sufficient to solve any dilemma. Finally, (§6) sketches the



possibilities for developing a game-theoretic semantics of the presented formalism and for its

further development.

7.Yuenemo xamo npoyec ma gpopmupane na eouncmea: npoyecyarHama guiocogusa cpewa

061«(466‘7)1607)10 Ha yma

Ta3m cratus uma 3a uen (1) ga yctaHoBH Bpb3Ka MEXIy MeTadu3ukata Ha YaWTxel, KbICTO
KOHIleNIMATa 3a (opMHupaHe Ha €JUMHCTBO WIrpae KIOYOBA POJs, U HErOBOTO pa3OupaHe 3a
puThbMa Ha OOY4YEHHETO, KONTO oTOeNs3Ba TPU pazlMYHMU €Tara Ha ydeHe; (2) Ja mokaxke, ye
pasmmpeHnara meradopa Ha MHUHCKH 32 ,,0011eCTBO Ha yMa™ M HETOBOTO pa3OupaHe 3a y4EHETO,
namMeTTa ¥ TI03HAHUETO IPOMU3THYAT MPSAKO OT KIIOYOBUTE MPO3PEHUSI Ha MPOLECYaTTHO-
¢bunocodekust moaxon; (3) 1a CBbpIKE CHbBPEMEHHUTE TEOPHH 332 HHTETPUPAHE HA 3HAHUETO BHB
¢dunocodusita Ha oOpazoBaHHETO ¢ UienuTe Ha Yairxen u Muncku. CtaTusita € OpraHu3upaHa,
KaKTO clie/iBa: BCTHIIUTEIHATA YacT | MOArOTBs MOYBaTa KaTo 00CHkKAA HACaIM3UpPaH Clydail, B
KONTO MPOTHYA yUeHE, LEeNSII0 UHTETPUPAaHe Ha Beue Hay4eHOTO (y4yeHe OT BTOPH pef); B yacT 2
ce OOsiCHsBa 3all0 HEOIleHEHATa BpPb3Ka MEXIy YalTrxenq m MHUHCKHA € BaKHA 3a HACTOSIIUS
MIPOEKT; B 4acT 3 ce u3cie[Ba 3HAYCHHETO Ha MOHATHETO 3a (popMupaHe HAa €JUHCTBO U C€
BBBEXK/Ia pelllaBalllaTta CTPyKTypHa aHaJorusl MeX1y (pa3ute Ha B iBaTa THUIIA IIPOLECH; pa3en 4
MOKa3Ba Kak pa3dmpaHeTo Ha YailTxea 3a yMmoBeTe, xopata M oOmiectBata ce odopms OT
HEroBOTO y4Ye€HHE 3a Ipolieca Ha (OpMUpPaHE Ha €IMHCTBO; pasfes 5 u3cie[Ba TeopHsTa Ha
MuHcku 3a ,,00IIeCTBOTO Ha ymMa” W HeWHaTa Bpb3Ka ¢ (OKYCHHTE TOYKM B TEOPHATA Ha
VaiiTxen; 3aKIIOUMTENHUAT pazjien 6 Moka3Ba Kak pa3OMpaHETO 3a Ipoleca Ha Y4YeHe, KOETO
Oemie o4yepTaHO IMO-TOpE, CE OTHACS A0 3HAHMETO, CXBAIIaHO B KOHTEKCTa HAa BBIPOCA 3a

HUHTCIpanusaTa.

7.Learning as concrescence: process philosophy meets the society of mind



This paper aims to (1) establish a link between Whitehead's metaphysics, where the concept of
concrescence plays a pivotal role, and his understanding of the rhythm of education, which
marks three different stages of learning; (2) show that Minsky's extended metaphor of the
“society of mind” and his understanding of learning, memory, and cognition, derives directly
from the crucial insights of the process-philosophical approach; (3) relate the current theories of
knowledge integration in the philosophy of education to the ideas of Whitehead and Minsky. The
paper is organized as follows: the opening section 1 sets the stage by discussing an idealized case
where learning to integrate what you have already learned (second-order learning) occurs;
section 2 explains why the unappreciated link between Whitehead and Minsky is important for
the current project; section 3 explores the meaning of the concept of concrescence and introduces
the crucial structural analogy between the phases of concrescence and the stages of leaning;
section 4 shows how Whitehead's understanding of minds, persons, and societies was shaped by
his doctrine of the process of concrescence; section 5 explores Minsky's theory of the “society of
mind” and its relation to the focal points of the doctrine of concrescence; the closing section 6
shows how the understanding of the process of learning that was sketched above relates to

knowledge integration.

8.0mnos60 3a yuenemo, ocHosano Ha caydau.: nooxoovm ua I unboa-LlImerionep-Camioencou

Hacrosimara cratus mpejara o030p Ha eauH oOemiaBall MOJIXOJ 3a MHTErpUPAaHE Ha
OCHOBAHOTO Ha ClIydad M Ha NpaBUjIa y4ueHe, MPEeAJIOKEH B mopenuna myOnukanuu Ha Mirxak
I'un6oa, aBum [metimnep u Jlapu CamroenchH. Te paz0oTBAaT MNPENU3HU KPUTEPUH 32
OTIpeiesIsiHE Ha MPABUIIHOTO ,,TErI0” Ha BCEKH THUII MPOIEAYPa B paMKUTE HA €()EKTUBEH IMPOIIEC

Ha oOyueHHe.

8.4n update on case-based learning: the Gilboa-Schmeidler-Samuelson approach



The present paper reviews one promising approach to the integration of case-based and rule-
based learning, proposed in a series of publications by Itzhak Gilboa, David Schmeidler and
Larry Samuelson. They have elaborated precise criteria which determine the proper “weight” of

each type of procedure in an efficient learning process.

9.0bewanus Ha 8b3MONCHOMO

HacTosmmsr TekcT u3nara €IMH HOB IMOAXOJ KbM MeTadu3MKaTa Ha MOJAIHOCTTA, KOWTO
nprueMa 3a M3XOJHAa TOYKa TOHSITHETO ,,aKTyaln3HpaHa BB3MOXKHOCT. OpraHu3upaH € KaKTo
cieaBa: (§1) mpencraBs TpPAAMIMOHHUTE PEIYKIMOHUCTKA TMOIXOAH KbM TOHSTHETO
BB3MOXKHOCT; (§2) MOTHBHpa IMpHEMaHETO Ha Te3ara, Y€ TOBOPEHETO 3a BB3MOXKHOCTH €
KOpEJaTUBHO Ha TOBOPEHETO 33 MPUYHMHU U OCHOBaHUS; (§3) mMpeacTaBsi KOHLENTYATHUS arapaT
Ha ¢opManHaTa Teopus Ha obemanusTa; (§4) U3Mos3Ba TO3U amapar, 3a Aa AeduHupa u 00ChIu
JIBaHAJIECET pa3lIMYHU ,,aTeHTHH MOJAITHOCTH; (§5) 0OCHKIa Bpb3KaTa MEXIY TE3H areHTHU
MOJATHOCTH U TPAJAWIMOHHUTE CHCTEMHU MOIATHOCTH. 3alluMTaBa C€ M3BOABT, Y€ areHTHHUTE
MOJATHOCTH (KOUTO CBHOTHACST BB3MOKHOTO C HEYHWEe MOXKEHE) ca IbPBHYHH W HOCAT

OHTOJIOTHYCH aHT'a’)KUMCHT.

9.Promises of the possible

This paper sets out a new approach to the metaphysics of modality that takes as its starting point
the notion of ,,actualized possibility”. It is organized as follows: (§1) presents some traditional
reductionist approaches to the notion of possibility; (§2) motivates the acceptance of the thesis
that talking about possibility is correlative to talking about reasons; (§3) presents the conceptual
apparatus of formal promise theory; (§4) uses this apparatus to define and discuss twelve

different ,,agent modalities”; (§5) discusses the relation between these agent modalities and the



traditional system modalities. The conclusion is defended that agent modalities (which relate

what is possible to what one can do) are primary and carry ontological commitment.

10.Ilpeoussuxamencmeomo Ha cCKenMuUYuUsMa.: 3Hanue U UHOUKAMOPHU QYHKYUU

HacTtosmmsar TekCT mpeAacTaBs €AMH OT BB3MOXHHTE HAYMHH 32 MPEOJOJSBAaHE Ha
CKENTHUYECKOTO MPEIU3BUKATEICTBO, HM3J0XKEH B PAMKUTE HAa HATYPAIUCTKUS MOIXOJ KbM
PEKOHCTPYKIIMATA Ha 3HaHHMETO, mpemnoxkeH or @pex [peuxu. Toll e opraHm3upaH KakTo
cienpa: (§1) u3sicHABa B KaKBO TOYHO C€ CHCTOM MPEIU3BUKATEIICTBOTO Ha CKeNTHIM3MA, (§2)
BBBEXK/Ia KIIOUOBOTO TIOHSATHE 3a HWHAWKATOpPHA penanus Mexay ¢akrtu; (§3) wusscHsBa
MPOU3BOJAHOTO TMOHATHE 3a wuHANKaTopHa GyHKIUA;, (§4) o0OCHKIa Bpb3KaTa MEXKIY
WHAMKATOpHUTE (YHKIMU U ,,ecTecTBeHara Teneosorus’; (§5) moka3Ba pornsta Ha
(MHAMBHUIyaTHATa WK BUJ0BATa) UCTOPHS Tipu PukcupaHeTo Ha pyHKIMUTE; (§6) pasrpaHnyana
CUCTEMHUTE OT MPHUA0OUTUTE MHAUKATOpHU DyHKIMH; (§7) pa3aens NpuaoOuTUTE HHIUKATOPH
Ha JIBa BHUJAa — €CTECTBEHH W KOHBEHUIMOHANHHW; (§8) W3sICHABAa Kak € BB3MOXKHO
KOHBEHIIMOHAIHUTE WHANKATOPH J]a PETIPE3CHTUPAT MOTPEnIHo; (§9) MpoTUBOMOCTaBs KOHTEKCTa
Ha (UKcHpaHE W KOHTEKCTa Ha ynorpeda Ha KOHBEHIIMOHATHUTE uHIuKatopH; (§10) oOcwmxma
pa3NMKUTE B MPUIHCBAHETO HAa (YHKIWS HAa THI W HAa HETOBUTE WHCTAHINH, HM3SCHIBAWKU

Bpb3KaTa UM C Pa3srpaHU4YCHUTC I1O-I'OPC CCMAHTUYHHU KOHTCKCTHU.

10.The challenge of skepticism: knowledge and indicator functions

This paper presents one possible way to overcome the challenge of skepticism, set out within the
naturalistic approach to knowledge reconstruction proposed by Fred Dretske. It is organized as
follows: (§1) clarifies exactly what the skepticism challenge consists in; (§2) introduces the key

notion of indicator relation between facts; (§3) clarifies the derived notion of indicator function;



(§4) discusses the relation between indicator functions and ‘“natural teleology”; (§5) shows the
role of (individual or species) history in fixing functions; (§6) distinguishes systematic from
acquired indicator functions; (§7) divides acquired indicators into two types, natural and
conventional; (§8) clarifies how conventional indicators may misrepresent; (§9) contrasts the
context of fixation and the context of use of conventional indicators; (§10) discusses differences
in the attribution of a function to a type and to its instances, clarifying their relation to the

semantic contexts distinguished above.

11.Mapseun Muncku 3a 3nanuemo, yueHemo u namemma

Cratusita pasriex/ja pa3BUTHETO Ha ujaeuTe Ha MapBuH MHHCKH 3a €CTECTBOTO HA 3HAHUETO,
YYEHETO W TMaMeTTa, KaKTO M KOHIENTYaJHUTE BPB3KU MEXKIY TiIX. AHAIU3BT € HANPABEH BbH3
OCHOBa Ha OO0 OOCHXKIIaHE Ha HETrOBUTE MeTa(U3MYHM BB3IJIEIH, KOUTO CE CBEXIAT JI0
MeTapu3uKa Ha MHOXECTBEHOCTTA, 3aMeCTBalla CTAOMJIHUTE €IUHCTBA C MHOXECTBEHOCTH B

JBHXXCHUC.

11.Marvin Minsky on knowledge, learning and memory

The paper reviews the development of Marvin Minsky's ideas about the nature of knowledge,
learning and memory, and the conceptual links between them. The analysis is conducted on the
basis of a general discussion of his metaphysical outlook, which amounts to a metaphysics of

multiplicity replacing stable unities with pluralities in flux.

12. Apucmomenoseama meopus Ha npeouKkayusama: Gopmaner aHaius upes npocmparncmea na dy



Cratusata pasriaexia ApHUCTOTElOBaTa TEOpUs 3a MpeauKaluiara B  pPaMKUTE Ha
UHTEpIpeTaTUBHATA JHHUS HAa AMoOHUI-Cumrumaimii. ToBa MO3BONIsIBa pa3rpaHUYaBaHETO Ha
YEeTUPH TUTIA TIPETUKAIUS, CHTYHPAHH 110 OCUTE YHUBEPCATHO-TIAPTUKYIIAPHO U CyOCTaHIIMATHO-
akuuaeHtanHo. [loka3aHo e, 4e cTaHgapTHOTO (GOpPMAIHO TPETHpaHE Ha MpeIuKalusiTa B
KJIacCMYecKaTa MaTeMaTU4ecKa JIOTHKA 3aJi4aBa Te3W KIFOYOBH Pa3TPaHUYCHHS, IMOPATU KOETO
“Ma OCHOBaHHUSA TO Ja ObJie 0OsIBEHO 3a HeaJeKBaTHO. PenieHne Ha To3H MpodsieM € MOThPCEHO
MOCPEACTBOM €AMH OTHOCHTEIHO HAacKOpo (OpMynHpaH TEOPETHYEH KOHCTPYKT — Taka

HapedeHHUTe npocTpancTBa Ha Uy.

12.Aristotle's theory of predication: formal analysis via Chu spaces

This paper examines Aristotle's theory of predication within the Ammonius-Simplicius
interpretive line. This allows the distinction of four types of predication, situated along the
universal-particular and substantive-accidental axes. It is shown that the standard formal
treatment of predication in classical mathematical logic obliterates these key distinctions, hence
there are grounds for declaring it inadequate. A solution to this problem is sought by means of a

relatively recently formulated theoretical construct, the so-called Chu spaces.

13.Ce0600a, uzbop u payuoraiHocm

HacrosmmsaTr TekcT e pas3jeneH Ha TpU OpPraHWYHO CBBbpP3aHM 4YacTu: mbpBara (,,CBoOoma”)
aHanmM3upa MOHIATHETO 3a CBOOOAHA Bois; BTOopara (,,M300p”) mHTEepmperupa m3zbopa Kato
napajiurMajHO CBOOOJIHO JeicTBHeE; TperaTta (,,ParmmoHamHocT”) u3cienBa KOHIENTYaIHUTE
OCHOBaHMsI HAKOU U300pH J1a ObAaT OMpeAesHU KaTo ,,pannonandu’’. OCHOBHATA Te3a Ha TEKCTa
€, Y€ palMOHAIHOCTTa Ha CBOOOAHHS M300p Ce pa3NuuaBa OT Kay3aJIHOCTTa Ha CBOOOJHOTO

nagaHe HE I10 B U CHJIA Ha 3aAbJDKUTCIIHOCT, a CaMO I10 (bopMa.



13.Freedom, choice and rationality

This text is divided into three organically related parts: the first ("Freedom") analyzes the notion
of free will; the second ("Choice") interprets choice as paradigmatic free action; the third
("Rationality") explores the conceptual grounds for defining certain choices as "rational." The
main thesis of the text is that the rationality of free choice differs from the causality of free fall

not in the kind and force of binding, but only in form.

14 Xeanamu 6 Oelicmsue: abcmpakmuama meopusi Ha u3bopa U payuoHAIHOCMMA Ha

YUKTIUYHUmMEe npec)nouumaﬁuﬂ

AolctpakTHaTa Teopus Ha u36op (ACT) e eqHo OT Hal-BaXHUTE OT QriiocodcKa rieIHa TOYKa 1
Hal-TIpeIM3BUKATEIIHUTE OT KOHIENTyaJHa TJIeAHAa TOYKAa MOCTHXKEHHs B o0nacrra Ha
MaTeMaTH4yeckara MKOHOMHUKA. TS TMOCTENeHHO epo3upa TPAIUIMOHHOTO HU pa30mpaHe 3a
Bpb3KaTa MEeXIy U300pa U mpearnovYnTanusaTa. Bmecto na pasriexaa n30opa KaTo MOTUBHPAH OT
MPEANOYNUTAHUATA, TS MpeyIara J1a MpeacTaBi N300pa KaTo pa3KpuBalll MPEAIIOYUTaHUATa, KaTO
10 TO3W HAYMH NpeoOpblla nmpueTus pea Ha o0scHeHue. YacTHUTE YMCTBEHH HArjiacu Bede HE
TpsiOBa Ja ce pasriiexaaT KaTo OCHOBAa Ha IYOJMYHO HAOJIOJaBaHU IMOBEIECHYECKH MOJIEIIH;
BMECTO TOBa T€ C€ MHTEPIPETHpAT KAaTO KPEeXKa eKCTparojamnus Ha ChbIIUTe Te3u mojnenu. [1o
JYMUTE Ha €MH OCTPOYMEH HaOIrojares, MpeArOYuTAaHHEeTO Ce OKa3Ba €IHO OT HE TOJKOBa
MHOTOTO MEHTAJIHU TOHSTHS, KOUTO MOXEM Ja XBaHEM '"CbC CMBKHATH IMOBEJCHYECKH Tamu'.
Ot papyra crtpana, ACT ome OT caMOTO CH Cb3/JaBaH€ € IMpeclie[lBaHa OT OYEBHIHU
KOHTpAanprMepH, KOUTO HE TI03BOJISBAT JIa CE HANPaBH OIUT Jia ce Jajie 000 U B CHIIOTO BpeMe
WHTYUTUBHO TPUBJICKATEITHO OMpECNICHHEe Ha PA3KpUTOTO MPEANOYHTaHue. MHOTO aKCHOMH,
OTIpEIeIISIIY TTOBEIEHNETO Ha OCHOBHATa (PYHKIIMS Ha M300pa, ca OMIIM MIATENHO M3CJICBaHU,

HO IMOYTHU BCHUYKU TC CTABAT KEPTBA HA XUTPOYMHO U3MHCJIICHU MUCJIOBHU CKCIICPUMCHTH. HCJ’ITa



Ha Ta3M CTaTus € J1a pa3KpHue eHa OT OCHOBHHTE npeuku npen pazsutuero Ha ACT u na nmokaxe
pa3yMeH HauuH 3a chpaBsHe ¢ To3u npobiem. Ctpykryparta i e cneanara: (§1) mpencrass
OCHOBHUTE Ha TEOPHUATA HA PAIMOHAIHUS U300p, KaTo HAOMSTa BEPXY CTAHIAPTHUTE JOMTYCKAHHS
3a CBOWCTBAaTa Ha OTHOUICHHETO Ha NPEANOYUTAHHE, KOETO c€ Mopaxkaa OT (QyHKIHS Ha
panmoHanHus u30o0p; (§2) pasriexaa nmpoOieMuTe, CBBP3aHU C MOMyJsIpHATa JMAarHo3a Ha
UMKJIMYHUTE MPEANOYUTAHUS, Ype3 €AUH M3BECTEH KOHTPANPUMEDP - HETPAH3UTHUBHUTE 3apOBE;
(§3) mpennara antepHaTUBEH MOIXOJA W IMOKa3Ba KaK TOW MOXE J]a HU TOMOTHE J1a U3BJICYEM
CMHCJIEHO, 00OCHOBaHO M ()OPMAIHO TOYHO ONpEJEIEHHE Ha PallMOHAIHOTO NPEINOYUTaHUE,

KOCTO € CbBMECTUMO CHC ChIICCTBYBAHCTO HA NUKINYHHA HNPCAITOIUTAHUS.

14.Caught in the ACT: Abstract Choice Theory and the Rationality of Cyclical Preferences

Abstract Choice Theory (ACT) is one of the most philosophically important and conceptually
challenging developments in the field of mathematical economics. It gradually eroded our
traditional understanding of the relationship between choice and preference. Instead of viewing
choices as motivated by preferences, it proposes to render choices as revealing preferences, thus
inverting the accepted order of explanation. Private mental dispositions should no more be seen
as grounding publicly observable behavioural patterns; they are interpreted instead as a frail
extrapolation of those very patterns. In the words of one witty observer, preference turns out to
be one of the not so many mental concepts that we can catch “with its behavioral pants down”.
On the other hand, ACT was haunted since its very inception by apparent counterexamples
defying any attempt to provide a general and, at the same time, intuitively appealing definition of
revealed preference. Many axioms governing the behaviour of the underlying choice function
were meticulously explored but virtually all of them have fallen prey to cleverly devised thought
experiments. The design of this paper is to expose one of the principal impediments for the
development of ACT and to show a sensible way to tackle this issue. It is structured as follows:
(§1) presents the rudiments of rational choice theory, stressing the standard assumptions about
the properties of the relation of preference which is generated by a rational choice function; (§2)

examines the problems concerning the popular diagnosis of cyclical preferences by means of one



famous counterexample— the non-transitive dice; (§3) propounds an alternative approach and
shows how it can help us to extract a meaningful, justifiable and formally precise definition of

rational preference which is compatible with the existence of cyclical preferences.

15.Koii com az?

TekcThT monara B HUHTCPIIPETATUBCH KOHTCKCT C€JIHA HE3aCIYKCHO c1abo mo3HaTa TCOpHUs,
H3JI0KCHA OT MapBI/IH MUHCKM B KHMTIara My ,,OGIJ.[GCTBOTO Ha YMa“. BT)HpOCHaTa TCOpUs
HpO6HeMaTI/I3I/Ipa TE3aTa 3a CbIIECTBYBAHCTO HAa MOHOJIMTCH IMO3HAaBAIll, Bb3IIPpUCMaAlll 1 KECJIaCI]
CYGGKT U BMECTO TOBa Mpeajiara apryMmCeHTu B IIOJKPCIIa Ha NMEPCIHCKTUBATA Ha MHOXCCTBCHUS

as.

15.Who am I?

The text puts into interpretive context an undeservedly little-known theory put forward by
Marvin Minsky in his book ,,The Society of the Mind”. The theory in question problematizes the
thesis of the existence of a monolithic knowing, perceiving, and willing subject and instead

offers arguments in support of the multiple-self perspective.



