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Chrysippus’ Indemonstrables 
and Mental Logic
MIGUEL LÓPEZ-ASTORGA 
Institute of Humanistic Studies “Juan Ignacio Molina”
Talca University, Chile

Stoic logic assumes fi ve inference schemata attributed to Chrysippus of 
Soli. Those schemata are the well-known indemonstrables. A problem 
related to them can be that, according to standard propositional calcu-
lus, only one of them, modus ponens, is clearly indemonstrable. Never-
theless, I try to show in this paper that the mental logic theory enables to 
understand why the Stoics considered such schemata to be basic kinds 
of arguments. Following that theory, four of them can be linked to ‘Core 
Schemata’ of mental logic and the only one that is more controversial is 
modus tollens. However, as I also comment, some assumptions of Stoic 
philosophy, which can be interpreted from the mental logic theory, can 
explain why this last argument was included into the set of the indemon-
strables as well.

Keywords: Classical logic, indemonstrable, mental logic, reasoning 
schemata, Stoic.

Introduction
The basic arguments that, according to Stoic logic lead inferences are 
the fi ve indemonstrables: modus ponens, modus tollendo ponens, mo-
dus ponendo tollens (1), modus ponendo tollens (2), and modus tollens. 
Chrysippus of Soli is said to be the philosopher that identifi ed them. 
For example, Sextus Empiricus, in Adversus Mathematicos 8.223, 
states this fact. It is true that, as indicated by O’Toole and Jennings 
(2004), there is a certain discussion regarding this point. Nonetheless, 
what is important for this paper is that the Stoic idea seems to be that 
those fi ve schemata are rules that cannot be proved and that, however, 
serve to demonstrate all the other inferences.

Given that, according to standard propositional calculus, it is obvi-
ous that only one of them, modus ponens, is really indemonstrable, and 
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Resisting the Restriction 
of the Propositional Attitude Class
DUŠAN DOŽUDIĆ
Centre for Croatian Studies
University of Zagreb, Croatia

It is a standard view among philosophers that an attitude is proposi-
tional if a that clause could represent its content. One way of challeng-
ing this view is to argue that attitudes whose content can be represented 
in that way have categorically different content. A number of authors 
adopted such a strategy and imposed various restrictions on the proposi-
tional attitude class. In this paper, I will argue that such restrictions are 
not tenable because the arguments that are used to support them turn 
against such restrictions as well. As a consequence, if one cannot ad-
equately deal with these arguments from the perspective of the standard 
view, one is forced to discard generally the propositionality of attitudes, 
perhaps even their relational nature. I will consider a strategy for resolv-
ing this challenge in favour of the standard view.

Keywords: Content, facts, propositional attitudes, propositional 
attitude reports, propositions.

1. Introduction
The predominant way in which philosophers from Frege onwards 
thought about attitude reports suggests the semantic thesis that when-
ever a that clause complements an attitude verb, as in the report
(1) Lucy believes that water is not necessarily H2O,
the clause stands for a proposition and the verb for a propositional at-
titude. The reported attitude here would be propositional because it 
has a proposition for its content, namely the proposition that the com-
plement clause picks out. So, to believe that water is not necessarily 
H2O is to believe the proposition that water is not necessarily H2O. 
Abstracting from this particular case leads to the metaphysical thesis 
that (for any agent A and any attitude V) when A V’s that p, A V’s the 
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Of Mosquitoes and Men: The Basis 
of Animal and Human Rights
JASPER DOOMEN

This article discusses the status of animal rights, and more particularly 
whether these rights may be defended from a natural rights perspective 
or from an ethical perspective. I argue that both options fail. The same 
analysis applies in the case of mankind. ‘Mankind’ does not bring with it 
the acknowledgement such rights, nor does a focus on what is arguably 
characteristic of mankind, namely, reason. Reason is decisive, though, 
in another respect, namely, the fact that reasonable beings can claim 
and lay down rights. It does not follow from this that animals should 
have no rights, since human beings may be motivated to constitute such 
rights, while this provides the most solid basis for them.

Keywords: Animal rights, natural rights, speciesism, meta-ethics.

Introduction
In the wake of an ever stronger relativization of the differences be-
tween human beings and (other) animals, it has become increasingly 
diffi cult to separate a domain of rights to which only human beings 
should be entitled. It seems diffi cult to deny that human rights should 
be acknowledged without also granting the relevant rights to animals, 
‘relevant’ indicating that some rights, such as the right to vote, are of 
no use to them. Indeed, if one seeks to take a moral stance, this distinc-
tion has come under pressure. It is possible to focus on what presum-
ably uniquely characterizes mankind, namely, reason, but it remains 
to be seen whether this position is tenable.

In section 1, I present an important argument for those who plead 
acknowledging rights for animals, or, similarly, treating animals well 
on the basis of moral considerations, namely, the argument from mar-
ginal cases, after which I indicate why focusing on mankind as such, 
i.e., without it being clear which criterion or criteria would purportedly 
warrant a special treatment, is a cul-de-sac.
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A Live Language: Concreteness, 
Openness, Ambivalence
HILI RAZINSKY
Department of Philosophy
University of Haifa, Israel

Wittgenstein has shown that that life, in the sense that applies in the fi rst 
place to human beings, is inherently linguistic. In this paper, I ask what 
is involved in language, given that it is thus essential to life, answering 
that language—or concepts—must be both alive and the ground for life. 
This is explicated by a Wittgensteinian series of entailments of features. 
According to the fi rst feature, concepts are not intentional engagements. 
The second feature brings life back to concepts by describing them as 
infl ectible: Attitudes, actions, conversations and other engagements in-
fl ect concepts, i.e., concepts take their particular characters in our actual 
engagements. However, infl ections themselves would be reifi ed together 
with the life they ground unless they could preserve the openness of con-
cepts: hence the third feature of re-infl ectibility. Finally, the openness of 
language must be revealed in actual life. This entails the possibility of 
conceptual ambivalence.

Keywords: Ambivalence, concepts, contextualism, linguistic life, 
Wittgenstein.

In § 454 of the Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein writes (fur-
ther quotes are also from the Investigations):

‘Everything is already there in … .’ How does it come about that this arrow 
→ points? Doesn’t it seem to carry in it something besides itself?—‘No, not 
the dead line on paper; only the psychical thing, the meaning, can do that.’ 
— That is both true and false. The arrow points only in the application that 
a living being makes of it… (Wittgenstein 1963)

Everything lies open to view in language… What does the PI re-view 
there? It is of course a review of various specifi c possibilities for human 
life and language. However, at the same time the PI is also a review 
of the close relationships between language and life which make any 
such review possible. In brief, it may be said that life—in the sense 
which pertains in the fi rst place to human beings—requires language, 
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Mereological Essentialism 
and Mereological Inessentialism
DWAYNE MOORE
Department of Philosophy
Trent University

Mereological essentialists argue that mereological summations cannot 
change their parts. Mereological inessentialists argue that mereological 
summations can change some or all of their parts. In this paper I articu-
late and defend a position called Moderate Mereological Inessentialism, 
according to which certain mereological summations can change some, 
but not all, of their parts. Persistent mereological summations occur 
when the functional parts of mereological summations persist through 
alterations to its spatial parts.

Keywords: Mereology, mereological sum, mereological essential-
ism, mereological inessentialism.

Hansel and Gretel eat a piece of the candy from which the witch’s house 
is constructed. Is the house the same house before and after this inci-
dent? Debate rages between mereological essentialists, who answer in 
the negative, since mereological summations cannot change their parts 
(Chisholm 1973; Van Cleve 1986), and mereological inessentialists, 
who answer in the positive, since mereological summations can change 
some or all of their parts (Thomson 1983; Van Inwagen 2006). In this 
paper I articulate and defend a position called Moderate Mereological 
Inessentialism, according to which certain mereological summations 
can change some, but not all, of their parts.

This paper is divided into seven sections. First, I outline the rel-
evant principles of classical mereology which give rise to the diffi culties 
associated with mereological essentialism (§ 1). I then outline, and ul-
timately judge incomplete, two contemporary versions of mereological 
inessentialism: the fi rst (§ 2), what I call the Weak Sum Identity view 
of Peter Van Inwagen (2006); the second (§ 3), what I call the Moder-
ate Sum Identity and Strong Sum Identity proposals of David San-
ford (2011). I then defi ne several varieties of mereological summations 
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Social Constructivism 
of Language and Meaning
CHEN BO
Department of Philosophy
Peking University, China

To systematically answer two questions “how does language work?” and 
“where does linguistic meaning come from?” this paper argues for Social 
Constructivism of Language and Meaning (SCLM for short) which con-
sists of six theses: (1) the primary function of language is communication 
rather than representation, so language is essentially a social phenom-
enon. (2) Linguistic meaning originates in the causal interaction of hu-
mans with the world, and in the social interaction of people with people. 
(3) Linguistic meaning consists in the correlation of language to the world 
established by collective intentions of a language community. (4) Linguis-
tic meaning is based on the conventions produced by a language commu-
nity in their long process of communication. (5) Semantic knowledge is 
empirical and encyclopedic knowledge distilled and condensed, and the 
uses of language accepted by a linguistic community. (6) Language and 
meaning change rapidly or slowly as the communicative practice of a lin-
guistic community does. The crucial point of SCLM is to focus on the tri-
adic relation among language, humans (a linguistic community) and the 
world, rather than the dyadic relation between language and the world.

Keywords: Conventionality, historicity of language and meaning, 
intentionality, openness, publicity, sociality.

What is language? How does language work? What is linguistic mean-
ing? Where does linguistic meaning come from? To these big questions, 
there are quite different and even opposite approaches in philosophy 
of language and linguistics in the 20th century. Just as Searle says, “…
the standard accounts of language in philosophy of language and lin-
guistics tend to underestimate, and therefore misrepresent, the role of 
society and of social conventions.” (Searle 2007: 17).

In what follows, I will argue for my social constructivism of lan-
guage and meaning (SCLM), which consists of six theses, abbreviated 
as P1–P6:
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