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INTRODUCTION 
 
This booklet contains the abstracts of SIFA 2016, the Twelfth Conference of the Italian Society for 
Analytic Philosophy. These are the abstracts of the plenary and invited speakers’ talks, along with 
the accepted contributions and the papers selected for the four symposia included in the program.  
 
The conference is organized by the SIFA Steering Committee, UNISER, and the Centre for 
Philosophy of Time, Milan. It will take place in Pistoia from the 5th to the 7th of September. 
 
We received 212 submissions from Italian and international speakers, about 80% of which were 
accepted. The total number of presentations will be 175. All selected papers have been accepted via 
a peer review process that involved the SIFA Steering Committee and external referees. 
 
The best two papers given by young scholars will be awarded a prize of 250 euros. Recent graduates 
and young scholars not permanently affiliated to higher education institutions are eligible to be 
considered for the prize.  
 
There will be ten sessions, ranging from Metaphysics and Action Theory to Philosophy of Mind and 
Aesthetics. Moreover, four symposia have been organized: on Time, Music and Auditory 
Experience, Property and Equality in Left-libertarianism, and Medicine and Mind. The conference 
is sponsored by UNISER. The workshop on Time has been promoted through a project funded by 
Università degli Studi di Milano (15-6-3007000-2021), and a project funded by Fondazione Cariplo 
& Regione Lombardia (15-5-3007000-601), under the auspices of The Center for Philosophy of 
Time, Department of Philosophy, Università degli Studi di Milano. The workshop on Medicine and 
Mind has been funded by BIOM. 
 
SIFA conferences represent an important opportunity for stimulating scientific collaboration among 
analytic philosophers from Italy and abroad. We hope that all participants will find this year’s 
conference a productive occasion for exchanging ideas and that they will enjoy their stay in Pistoia. 
 

 
The SIFA Steering Committee 

 
Carla Bagnoli (President) 

Massimo Dell’Utri (Vice-President) 
Elvira Di Bona (Secretary) 

Giuliano Torrengo (Treasurer) 
Ian Carter (Revisor) 

Elisabetta Lalumera (Web) 
Andrea Iacona 

Clotilde Calabi (ESAP Representative) 
Simone Gozzano (SIFA President 2012-2014) 
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ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 

Carla Bagnoli, Massimo Dell’Utri, Elvira Di Bona, Giuliano Torrengo, Ian Carter, Elisabetta 
Lalumera, Andrea Iacona, Clotilde Calabi, Simone Gozzano. 
Davide Bordini, Samuele Iaquinto, David Ingram 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 
Carla Bagnoli, Massimo Dell’Utri, Elvira Di Bona, Giuliano Torrengo, Ian Carter, Elisabetta 
Lalumera, Andrea Iacona, Clotilde Calabi, Simone Gozzano, Stefano Bacin, Michele Bocchiola, 
Claudio Calosi, Vanessa De Luca, Corrado Del Bò, Luca Ferrero, Lorenzo Greco, Wolfgang 
Huemer, Roberta Lanfredini, Jerrold Levinson, Giuseppe Lorini, Elisa Paganini, Gianfranco 
Pellegrino, Sven Rosenkranz, Giuseppe Spolaore, Stephan Torre, Federico Zuolo 
 
 

INVITED SPEAKERS 
 
PLENARY SESSIONS  
Alva Noë (University of California- Berkeley) 
Sarah Buss (University of Michigan- Ann Arbor) 
 
KEYNOTE 
Philosophy of Language: Maria Baghramian (University College Dublin) 
Epistemology: Annalisa Coliva (Modena/UC-Irvine) 
Aesthetics: Stacie Friend (Birkbeck London) 
Philosophy of Action: Jennifer Hornsby (Birkbeck London) 
Logic & Philosophy of Science: Edouard Machery (University of Pittsburgh) 
Philosophy of Law: Massimo Renzo (Kings College London) 
Ethics: Paulina Sliwa (Cambridge University) 
Political Philosophy: Peter Vallentyne (University of Missouri) 
Philosophy of Mind: Hong Yu Wong (University of Tübingen) 
 
SYMPOSIA 
Symposium on Time: Sven Rosenkranz (ICREA, Logos, Barcellona), Stephen Torre (Aberdeen) 
Symposium on Music and Auditory Experience: Jerrold Levinson 
(University of Maryland – College Park), Christopher Peacocke (Columbia University) 
Symposium on Property and Equality in Left-libertarianism: Hillel Steiner (University of 
Manchester), Peter Vallentyne (University of Missouri) 
Symposium on Medicine and Mind: Elselijn M. Kingma (University of Southampton), Cristina 
Amoretti (University of Genoa), Patrizia Pedrini (University of Florence) 
 

VENUE 
UNISER – Università di Pistoia  
Address: Via Pertini, 358, 51100 Pistoia PT 
Telefono: (39) 0573 358261 
Website: http://www.uniser-pistoia.com/uniser11/ 
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MONDAY 5 SEPTEMBER (first block) 
10:00-11:00 Registration 

11:00-12:30 Sarah Buss — Personal Ideals, Moral Requirements, and the Ideal of Rational Agency (Aula Magna) 
12:30-14.00 Lunch 

 TIME 
Aula II-5 

LEFT-LIB. 
Aula Magna 

M.Ethics 
Aula II-3 

Lang. 
Aula II-4 

Mind 
Aula II-6 

Aesth. 
Aula I-1 

Epist. 
Aula I-2 

Epist. 
Aula I-3 

Log&Sci. 
Aula II-2 

 

14.00-14.40 14.00-15:30 
S. Torre 
Present 

Experience and 
the Block 
Universe 

14.00-14:50 
P. Vallentyne 

Full Self-
Ownership: 

Comprehensive 
vs. Interpersonal 

C.Strandberg. 
Hybrid 

Expressivism 
and the Frege-
Geach Problem 

D. Mingardo. 
Metaphors and 
Phenomeno-

logical Ineffability 

M. Fenici. 
How Children 

Approach the False 
Belief Test: Social 

Development, 
Pragmatics, and the 
Assembly of Theory 

of Mind 

L. Giombini. 
Musical Meta-

Ontology: 
What Are We 
Doing Here? 

A. 
Boncompagni. 

Hinge 
Epistemology 

and 
Pragmatism 

M. Janvid. 
Independence, 

Priority and 
Totality: 

Harbingers of 
Skepticism? 

A. Sereni. 
The 

Philosophical 
Significance of 

Frege's 
Constraint 

 

14:45-15:25  14:55:-16:45 
H. Steiner 

Free Markets and 
Exploitation 

C.Arruda.   
Normative 
Reasons, 

Deliberation 
and the Wide-

Scope of 
Rationality 

D. Sgaravatti. 
Origins and 
Concepts 

D. C. Mollo. 
Deflating 

Representational 
Content 

 

E. Caldarola. 
Methodology 

in The 
Ontology of 
Music: An 

Alternative to 
Metaontologic
al Realism and 
Descriptivism 

M. Viola. 
Why (and 

How) 
Evaluation 

May 
Compromise 

Epistemic 
Pluralism – 

and Why (and 
How) We 

Should Care 
about It 

 M. Pascucci. 
The 

Contingency of 
Obligations 

 

15:30-15:50 Coffee Break 
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MONDAY 5 SEPTEMBER (second block) 
   Ph.Act. 

  Aula II-3 
Ethics 
Aula II-2 

Mind 
Aula II-6 

Mind 
Aula II-4 

Epist. 
Aula I-1 

Epist. 
Aula I-2 

Lang. 
Aula I-3 

Log&Sci 
Aula I-4 

15.50-16.30 15:50-17:20 
S.Rosenkranz 
Unfreezing the 

Spotlight: 
Tense Realism 
and Temporal 

Passage 
 

B. Ferguson. 
Territorial Rights 

and Colonial 
Wrongs 

M.Bianchin. Joint 
Action, 

Normativity, and 
Agent-neutral 

Reasons 

N. Novelli. 
Artificial 

Intelligence, 
Artificial Desire, 

Real Moral 
Standing? 

C. Serrahima. 
My Own 

Experiences of my 
Own Body: 
Exploring a 
Connection 

K. Pucko. 
On Impossible 

Colors 

D. Dohrn. 
What — if 

Anything — Is 
‘The’ Gettier 

Intuition? 

D. Chiffi. 
Knowledge 

and Belief in 
Placebo Effect 

H. Geirsson. 
Empty 

Names: A 
Millian Error-

theoretic 
Account 

R. Fumagalli. 
Who is Afraid 
of Scientific 

Imperialism? 

16.35-17.15  R. 
Shnayderman. 

Achieving Equality through 
Viewing Germ-Line 

Genetic Information as a 
Natural Resource: Some 

Doubts about Hillel 
Steiner's Left-
Libertarianism 

G. Ferretti. Action 
and Pictures 

E. Severini. 
Varieties of 
Evolutionary 
Debunking 

Arguments in 
Metaethics 

K. Jęczmińska. 
Complementarity between 

the Global Workspace 
Theory, the Sensorimotor 

Theory and Predictive 
Processing 

 

W. Huemer. 
Does 

Contentless 
Perception 

Presuppose 
Concepts? 

J. Gao. 
Credal 

Pragmatism 

D. Fassio. 
Epistemic 

Reasons and 
the Unity 
Thesis 

J. Miller. 
The Ontology 
of Meaning 

F. Malfatti. 
Scientific 

Realism as the 
Most 

Reasonable 
Choice? 

17.20-18:00 C. De Florio, A. 
Frigerio, and A. 

Giordani. 
Omniscience in 

Light of the 
Metaphysics of 

Time 

 
 
 

General 
Discussion 

M. 
Ginocchietti. Outli

ne of a Non-
reductive Notion 

of Action 

 S. Zipoli Caiani. 
When the 

Affordances 
Disappear. 
Comparing 

Explanations of 
Optic Ataxia 

 

M. Arcangeli. 
The Two Faces 

of Mental 
Imagery 

M. Di Bello. 
Can Probability 

Explain the 
Successes 

and Failures of 
Epistemic 
Closure? 

M. Palmira. 
Inquiring, 

Suspending 
and 

Hypothesising 

G. Bochner. 
Indexical 

Judgements 
without Direct 

Reference 
through 
Singular 
Contents 

E. Tassoni. 
Logical 

Pluralism and 
the Objection 

of Mixed 
Inferences 

 

18:00-18:15 Break 

   Pol.Phil 
Aula II-3 

Aesth. 
Aula II-2 

 
  

Meth. 
Aula II-6 

Epist. 
Aula I-1 

 
  

Lang. 
Aula I-3 

Log&Sci 
Aula I-4 

18:15-18:55 R. Ciuni. 
Plausibility 
Trees and 

Future 
Contingents 

 

 I. Salvatore. 
What Is Pluralism: 

Institutions, 
Obligations, 
Individuals 

C. Bonard. 
From Musical 

‘Uh?’ to 
‘Wow!’: Accoun-
ting for Musical 
Evaluations with 
Appraisal Theory 

 R. Davies. 
Quinean 

Commitments 
 

M. Croce. 
What Is an 
expert? On 

Coady’s 
Dispute with 

Goldman 

 F. Haraldsen. 
How To Talk 
About Tigers 

 

S. Moruzzi and 
F. Ferrari. 

Deflationary 
Pluralism 
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TUESDAY 6 SEPTEMBER (first block) 
09:00-10:00 Aula II-6 

P. Vallentyne 
Rights and Wronging 

Aula Magna 
M. Baghramian 

Semantic Externalism and 
Metaphysical Realism: Putnam’s 

(Other) Peregrination  

Aula II-5 
J. Hornsby 

Action and Propositionalism 

Aula I-2 
E. Machery 

Yes you can! A defense of 
reverse inference 

Aula II-2 
A. Coliva 
The Varieties of 
Self-Knowledge 

10:00-10:30 Coffee Break 

 MUSIC 
Aula Magna 

Ethics 
Aula II-2 

Leg&Pol 
Aula II-3 

Meth. 
Aula II-5 

Epist. 
Aula I-4 

Lang. 
Aula II-6 

Lang. 
Aula I-1 

Log&Sci 
Aula I-2 

Log&Sci 
Aula I-3 

Meth. 
Aula II-4 

10:30 -11:10 10:30-11:30 
C. Peacocke 
Music: The 

Perception of 
Relational 

Properties and 
Their Aesthetic 

Significance 

A. Leferman. 
Meaning, Narrative, 

and Wellbeing 

A. Tanyi. 
Consequentia-

lism and Its 
Demands: The 

Role of 
Institutions 

S. Iaquinto. 
Fragmentalist 
Actualism and 

Quantified Modal 
Logic 

G. Volpe. 
Epistemo-logical 

Contrastivism 
and Knowledge 

of Facts 

S. Leardi. 
Contextualism

, Shifting 
Standards and 

Scepticism 

S. Crawford. 
Toward 

Naïve Millian 
Solutions to 
Paderewski 

Puzzles 

M. Alai. 
Kepler’s 

Indispensable 
Assumptions 
and Realism 

 

G. Hofer-
Szabó. 
On the 

Meaning of 
Einstein's 

Reality 
Criterion 

A. Melas and 
P. Salis. 

On the Nature 
of Coincidental 

Events 

11:15-11:55 11:35-12:35 
J. Levinson 

Music-Specific 
Emotion: An 

Elusive Quarry 

B. Matheson. 
Blameworthiness 

Over Time 

V. Butti and L. 
Azzano. 

 I'm Doing My 
Part: Mutual 

Powers and Joint 
Actions against 
Collectivization 
Duties (Reply to 

Collins) 

G. Spolaore and 
G. Torrengo. 
The Moving 
Spotlight(s) 

P. Zięba. 
In Defense of 

'Epistemo-logical 
Disjunctivism' 

F. Calzavarini. 
Lexical 

Semantic 
Competence: 
A Dual Picture 

F. Stjernberg. 
Order-of-
Priority 

Arguments 
against 

Inferentialism 
and 

Conventionali
sm 

G. Cevolani 
and G. 
Schurz. 

Escaping the Preface 
Paradox: 

Truthlikeness, 
Fallibilism, and the 

Lockean Thesis 

J. Findl. 
The 

Relationship 
between 
Scientific 

Understanding 
and 

Explanation 

 

12:00-12:40   C. Medina. The 
idea of political 
autonomy in the 

work of John 
Rawls 

A. C. M. Bottani 
and R. Fedriga. 

Ockham and 
Plantinga on 

God’s 
Foreknowledge 

and our Power to 
Do Otherwise 

A. Logins. 
Varieties of 

Permissions to 
Believe 

F. K. S. Chan. 
An Assertion 

in Fiction is an 
“Assertion 

Plus” 

F. Spada. 
Ofra Magidor 

and The 
Semantic 

Problem of 
Category 
Mistakes 

M. Plebani. 
Fictionalism 

vs. 
Deflationism 

R. Deulofeu 
and J. Suarez. 

Do causes explain? 
Justifying the 

explanatory character of 
Serial Endosymbiotic 

Theory 

 

12:40-14.00 Lunch 
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TUESDAY 6 SEPTEMBER (second block) 
  Ph.Act. 

Aula II-2 
Et.&Pol. 

Aula II-3 
Meth. 
Aula II-5 

Epist. 
Aula I-4 

Meth. 
Aula II-6 

Lang. 
Aula I-1 

Log&Sci 
Aula I-2 

Log&Sci 
Aula I-3 

Lang. 
Aula II-4 

14:00-14:40 M. Benenti. 
Perceiving 

Emotions in 
Music and 

Landscapes 
 

G. Yehezkel. Can 
Desires Determine 

Ends? 

A. E. 
Galeotti. Can 
Respect Ever 

Be Lost? 

G. Andreoletti. 
A Mutable Future 

for Free Will 

K. M. Etcheverry. 
Knowledge as the 

Manifestation of the 
Epistemic Agent’s 

Cognitive Character 

J. Kim. 
Based On 

Evaluation of 
Reasons-realism, 

How Quiet are 
Metaphysical-

Quietists? 

F. Biagioli. 
Reconsidering 
the Semantic 

View of Theories 
from a Historical 

Perspective 

J. Murzi and 
L. Rossi. 

Generalized 
Revenge 

G. Cevolani. 
Truthlikeness as 

Partial Information: 
A New Conjunctive 

Account of 
Verisimilitude 

M. Vignolo and 
F. 

Domaneschi. 
Testing the 

Causal Theory 
of Reference 

14:45-15:25  
S. Hales. 

Audiophile 
Aesthetics 

 

K.Orban. From 
Self-directed 

Action to 
Guaranteed Right 

Reference 

F. Chiesa.  
Implicit Bias 

and the Limits 
of Respect 

F. Cariani. 
How to Talk 

About the Future 
 

D. Dalla Rosa. 
Appearances, 
Indefeasible 

Warrants, and 
Fallibility: On 
McDowell’s 
Disjunctive 
Theory of 

Perception 

S. Caputo. 
Analytic 

Explanations: a 
Plea for 

Antirealism 
about 

Grounding 

   C. Penco. 
Cognitive 

Value and a 
New 

Classification 
of Indexicals 

15:30-15:50 Coffee Break 

15:50-16:50 Aula II-5 
H.Y. Wong 

Personal and Sub-personal 

Aula II-6 
P.Sliwa 

Into the Frying Pan: Responsibility and 
Excuses 

Aula Magna 
S. Friend 

Truth in Criticism 

Aula I-2 
M. Renzo 

Revolution and Intervention 

16:50-17:00 Break 

  Ph.Act. 
Aula II-2 

Ethics 
Aula II-3 

Meth. 
Aula II-5 

Epist. 
Aula I-4 

Meth. 
Aula II-6 

Lang. 
Aula I-1 

Mind 
Aula I-2 

Mind 
Aula I-3 

Meth. 
Aula II-4 

17:00-17:40  
C. Bonard. 

Music Essence 
and Quaternary 

Qualities 

C.Lumer.  
Unconscious 
Motives and 

Actions – 
Responsibility and  

Agency 

A. Rossella. 
Ethics and 

Etiquette. On 
the Moral 
Status of 
Manners 

F. Patrone. 
Pixelism: How to 
Persist Fictionally 

in Five 
Dimensions  

 

J. Fink and F. 
Poprawe. 

The End of Scopology. A 
Scope-Independent 

Approach to Establishing 
What Rationality Requires 

E. Paganini. 
Vague Fictional 

Objects 
 

M. Dalfiume. 
Some Remarks on the 

Metaphysical 
Implications of the 
Correspondence 
Theory of Truth 

D. Bordini 
Is There 

Introspective 
Evidence for 
Phenomenal 

Intentionality? 

B. Mölder. 
Temporal 

Limits of Folk 
Psychology 

A. Steinberg. 
Adequate 

Counterpart 
Translations 

18.00-19:00 SIFA GENERAL ASSEMBLY (Aula Magna) 
21.00 Social Dinner at Ristorante Agrituristico Mati Piante 
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WEDNESDAY 7 SEPTEMBER (first block) 
09:00-10:30 Alva Noë —The Writerly Attitude (Aula Magna) 
10:30-11:05 Coffee Break 

 Lang. 
Aula Magna 

Mind 
Aula II-2 

Ethics 
Aula II-6 

Pol.Phil 
Aula I-4 

Epist. 
Aula II-5 

Log&Sci. 
Aula I-1 

Log&Sci. 
Aula I-2 

Met. 
Aula I-3 

Met. 
Aula II-4 

Pol.Phil 
Aula II-3 

11:50-11:45 G. Turbanti. 
Inferentialism 

and 
Experience: A 

Semantic 
Problem 

D. Serpico. 
What Kind of 

Kind is 
Intelligence? 

 

M. Reichlin.  
Emotions and 

Morality: Is 
Cognitive Science 

a Recipe for 
Ethical 

Relativism? 

G. Bistagnino. 
Should Experts 

Influence 
Citizens’ 

Judgment? 

G. Fratantonio. 
The Armchair 

Access 
Problem for 

E=K 

M. P. Sforza 
Fogliani and A. 

Sereni. 
How to Water a 

Thousand Flowers. 
On the Logic of 

Logical Pluralism 

S. Häggqvist. 
On the Form of 

Thought 
Experiments 

N. Piras. 
One Thing or Less: 

Why Every Region Is 
Filled at most by One 

Thing 
 

S. Chilovi. 
Law and 

Supervenience  

 

E. Ceva. The 
Relational 
Injustice of 

Political 
Corruption  

 

11:50-12:30 V. Morato and 
M. Carrara. 

On Epistemic 
Compatibilism 

M. Viola. 
How Could the 

Ontology of Cognitive 
Neuroscience Deal with 

Broca’s Anomaly? 

M. S. 
Vaccarezza.  
“To See Another as 
Human”: Emotional 

Correctives and 
Imaginative 

Engagement as a Way 
to Defeat Stereotype-

based Emotional 
Reactions 

F. Liveriero  
What Are the 

Democratic Bases 
of Equality? 

Epistemic Parity 
and Political 

Disagreement 

A. Angelucci. 
Doing without 

Intitions? 

 M. C. Amoretti, 
M. Frixione, 
and A. Lieto. 
Representing Mental 
Disorders through a 
Hybrid Semantics 

B. Neeser. 
Stages, Shapes, 

and 
Fundamentality 

M. Alai. 
Contingent 

Counter-factuals 

A. Lavazza. 
Liberal 

Naturalism and 
the Experts Vs. 

Religious 
Values Debate 

12:30-14.00 Lunch 

 MEDIC. 
Aula Magna 

Mind 
Aula II-2 

Ethics 
Aula II-6 

Leg&Pol 
Aula I-4 

Lang. 
Aula II-5 

Mind 
Aula I-1 

Mind 
Aula I-2 

Met. 
Aula I-3 

Met. 
Aula II-4 

Pol.Phil 
Aula II-3 

14.00-14.40 14:00-14:50 
E. Kingma 

The 
metaphysics of 

pregnancy 

A. Raftopoulos. 
Do Pre-cueing 

Effects Entail the 
Cognitive 

Penetrability of 
Early Vision?  

S. 
Songhorian.  
In-group Favoritism 
and its Implications 

for Empathy and 
Trust in 

Interpersonal 
Relations 

M. Di Bello. 
Fairness, 

Statistics and the 
Risks of Mistaken 

Verdicts 

K. Felka. 
Are There 
Normative 
Generics? 

C. Todd. 
Emotion, 

Imagination, and 
Time 

 

D. Vitasovic. 
Unconscious Content: 
What Is It like to Think 
that P When There Is 

Nothing It Is like?  

R. Ingthorsson. 
Powers–based 
Causation: A 

Problem with the 
Active/passive 

Distinction 

L. Azzano. 
No Work for 

Identity 
Conditions? 

D.Santoro. Civil 
Disobedience 
and Quest for 
Public Interest 

 

14:45-15:25  
 

General 
Discussion 

G. Andrada. 
Cognitive systems 
and characters: the 
process of cognitive 

integration. 

E. Metz. Are 
There any 

Reasons for 
Emotions? 

F. E. 
Rollet. Reasons 

for Action: A 
Suitable Image of 
Criminal Intent? 

S. Haimovici. 
Hybrid and Pluralist 

Accounts of Concepts 
and a Two Level View 

of Concept 
Individuation 

V. Bohl. Shared 
Emotions are 

Social-relational 
Emotions 

A. Pace 
Giannotta. 
Phenomenal 

Relationism, Neutral 
Monism and the Place 

of Mind in Nature 

C. Nencha. 
Was David 

Lewis a 
Necessitist? 

L. Zanetti. 
Grounding and 

Abstraction 

 

15:30-15:50 Coffee Break 
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WEDNESDAY 7 SEPTEMBER (second block) 
  Mind 

Aula II-2 
Ethics 
Aula II-6 

 
  Lang. 

Aula II-5 
Mind 
Aula I-1 

Mind 
Aula I-2 

 
  

Met. 
Aula II-4 

Social&Pol 
Aula II-3 

15.50-16.30 P. Pedrini. 
The Real 
Heroes of 

Psychiatry Are 
Patients 

Themselves. 
Patients’ Self-
Interpretation 

and the 
Scientific 
Status of 
Medical 

Psychopatholo
gy between 
“Cure” and 

“Care” 

M. Di 
Francesco. 
The Not-so-

extended Mind 

  P. Labinaz. 
Assertion and 

Its Social 
Effects 

M. Papazian. 
Empathy, 

Simulation and 
Matching 

States  
 

M. Sebastian. 
I Cannot Be 

HOT: A Vicious 
Regress for 

Higher-Order 
Theories 

 C. Rossi. 
Conceptions of 

Persisting 
Things 

A. Borghini. 
Mob Rules. A 

Causal Model of 
Aggregative Social 

Phenomena 

16.35-17.15 M. C. Amoretti. 
What Theory of 

Function for 
the General 
Concept of 

Mental 
Disorder? 

G. Piredda. 
The Limits of 

Subjective 
Consciousness. 
A comparison 

Between 
Extended and 

Enacted 
Approaches to 

Mind 
 

   M. Aliffi. 
Is the 

Automatic 
Appraisal 

Mechanism 
Informationally 
Encapsulated?  

A. Tomasetta. 
A Simple 

Argument against 
Physicalism 

   

17.20-18:00 L. Malatesti. 
Is Psychopathy 

a Mental 
Illness? 
Between 

Evolution and 
Norms 

         

END 
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ROOMS 

 
FLOOR I 

Aula I-1 “Luciano Stanghellini”	 
Aula I-2 “Agati-Tronci”	 

Aula I-3 “Faustino Vannucci”	 
Aula I-4 “Policarpo Petrocchi” or “Augusto Del 

Noce” 

 
FLOOR II 

Aula Magna (II-1) “Cino da Pistoia”  
Aula II-2 “Niccolò Puccini”  

Aula II-3 “Mauro Bolognini”  
Aula II-4 “Giovanni Michelucci”  

Aula II-5 “Marino Marini”  
Aula II-6 “Gianna Manzini” 

 
 
 
 
 
 



!
! 12 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

PLENARY SESSIONS —ABSTRACTS  !



!
! 13 

Personal ideals, moral requirements, and the ideal of rational agency 
 

Sarah Buss, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 
 

We all apprehend reasons for doing certain things and not others.  We all take ourselves to be 
subject to certain requirements.  These facts are closely related to the fact that we are implicitly 
committed to fulfilling certain roles and to being constrained in our responses by certain 
character traits.  In this paper, I explore the relation between our deep, identity-constituting 
substantive commitments and our apprehension of reasons and requirements.  In so doing, I 
explore the complex relations among the indeterminacy and heterogeneity of our personal ideals, 
their status as ideals, and the meta-ideal of coherence.  Gaining insight into these relations, I 
argue, goes hand in hand with gaining insight into a wide range of philosophical issues.  My 
investigation takes me from an “anti-fetishistic” conception of responding to reasons to a 
discussion of the role that “the good” plays in such responses, and from the possibility of moral 
dilemmas to the relationship between moral requirements and the requirements of reason.  A 
secondary aim of this investigation is to call attention to the extent to which every moral theorist 
is a moral agent who is trying to make sense of her own personal ideals.   

 
*** 

 

The writerly attitude 
 

Alva Noë, University of California, Berkeley 
 

In this paper I explore the question of the relation of writing to language. What is writing? How 
does it change language? How does it change us? I argue that what I call “the writerly attitude” is 
prior to the actual institution of writing and that it is a necessary feature of language.   
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Semantic externalism and metaphysical realism: Putnam’s (other) 

peregrinations 
!

Maria Baghramian, University College Dublin 
  
Putnam’s externalist views of meaning and reference were central to his defence of both scientific 
realism and of what he later dismissed as ‘metaphysical realism’. (“The Meaning of ‘Meaning’” 
Mind, Language and Reality, 1975 pp. 215-271). His ‘turn’ from metaphysical realism, which began 
with his model theoretic argument and continued with his arguments for conceptual relativity,  s 
frequently seen also as signalling a departure from semantic externalism  And yet, throughout the 
many changes of position, Putnam has continued to support semantic externalism. How are we 
to explain this seeming inconsistency?  
 

The paper distinguishes between three forms of semantic externalism:   

1.! Metaphysical Externalism, advocated initially by Saul Kripke and David Lewis 
2.! Naturalised Externalism, to be found in the works of Michael Devitt, Hartry Field and 

Jerry  Fodor.  
3.! Social externalism, originally  in Wittgenstein and more recently advanced by Tyler 

Burge under the influence of Putnam and Davidson.  
 

I place Putnam at the intersection of 2 and 3, and attribute to him what I call Socio-
Environmental Externalism.  I then attempt to show the ways in which Socio-Environmental 
Externalism departs from others forms of externalism but remains compatible both with 
Putnam’s earlier, strong, and later, weak,  versions of realism.!!
!
 

*** 
 

The varieties of self-knowledge 
 

Annalisa Coliva, UC Irvine/ UNIMORE 
 
The paper defends a form of pluralism about self-knowledge. It draws a distinction between first- 
and third-personal self-knowledge. Then, it defends that distinction against those who have 
denied it or diminished its significance. It then explores the plurality of ways in which third-
personal self-knowledge can be obtained. Finally it defends a constitutive account of first-personal 
self-knowledge.  
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Truth in criticism 

 
Stacie Friend, Birkbeck London 

 

Analytic aesthetics has had relatively little to say about academic schools of literary criticism, 
such as psychoanalytic, Marxist, reader-response, New Historicist, post-colonial, and feminist 
perspectives. Philosophers who adopt some form of historicism typically see these approaches as 
anachronistic, and therefore incapable of generating correct interpretations. Philosophers who 
reject historicism (ahistoricists) usually evaluate all interpretations according to the same formalist 
criteria, such as comprehensiveness, textual evidence, and the maximization of value.  

Insofar as both historicists and ahistoricists treat the interpretations of different critical 
schools as on a par, they are inadequate. For some of the theories that ground these 
interpretations make claims about the world which are false. I contend that an interpretation that 
relies on such falsehoods is to that extent flawed. The relevance of truth—that is, ordinary truth 
about the world—to literary interpretation is controversial. Critics in the Freudian and Marxist 
traditions, for example, appear unperturbed by objections to the underlying theories, perhaps 
because they do not take themselves to aim at truth. But this attitude is misguided. I argue that 
truths about the world play a fundamental role in criticism. 

In particular, truth about the world is essential to what Monroe Beardsley called 
elucidation: going beyond the explicit text to fill in the details of the “world” of the work. I claim 
that one appropriate way to fill in these details is by relying on what is actually true. This poses a 
challenge to both historicist and ahistoricist strategies for assessing different critical perspectives. 
It is only when we recognize the role of truth in elucidation that we can evaluate schools of 
criticism appropriately. 

 
*** 

 
Action and propositionalism 

 
Jennifer Hornsby, Birkbeck London 

 
What I call ‘propositionalism’ stands not so much for a doctrine as a tendency. A propositionalist 
is someone who is prone to think that mental states all have propositional content (where a 
content is propositional if it’s “sentence-length” and truth-evaluable). My claim is that much 
philosophy of action is conducted by propositionalists, and is erroneous in consequence. I shall 
illustrate the claim, and I shall try to say how resistance to propositionalism bears on reaching the 
truth about human agency. 
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Yes you can! A plea for reverse inference in cognitive neuroscience 
 

Edouard Machery, University of Pittsburgh 
 

Reverse inference is the most commonly used inferential strategy for bringing images of brain 
activation to bear on psychological hypotheses, but its inductive validity has recently been 
questioned. In this talk, I show that, when it is analyzed in likelihoodist terms, reverse inference 
does not suffer from the problems highlighted in the recent literature, and I defend the 
appropriateness of treating reverse inference in these terms. 
 

*** 
 

Revolution and intervention 

 
Massimo Renzo, King’s College London 

 

It is widely acknowledged that it is morally permissible to militarily interfere with the sovereignty 
of another state only in order to stop widespread or systematic violations of human rights, such as 
genocide, ethnic cleansing, crimes against humanity and war crimes. The textbook cases are the 
Rwandan Genocide, the atrocities committed by Idi Amin in Uganda or those perpetrated by 
West Pakistan during the Bangladesh War of Independence. At the same time, it is commonly 
agreed that a revolution to bring down a tyrannical regime would be permissible even if the 
human rights violations perpetrated by the regime fell short of those perpetrated in Rwanda or 
Uganda. This suggests that according to the received view, the conditions for the permissibility of 
humanitarian intervention do not coincide with the conditions for the permissibility of 
revolution. Let’s be creative and call this the “Asymmetry View.” Should we accept the 
Asymmetry View? I answer this question by outlining an account of political self-determination 
grounded in recent theories of collective agency (Bratman, Kutz, List & Pettit) and by illustrating 
the complex role that this notion should play in discussing revolution and humanitarian 
intervention. 

 
*** 

 
Into the frying fan: Responsibility and excuses 

 
Paulina Sliwa, Cambridge University 

 

Excuses have normative power. They can make certain beliefs, attitudes, actions rational. In 
particular, excuses can make it rational to cease blaming the other person, to cease seeing them 
as blameworthy, to stop feeling anger or resentment towards them. The aim of this paper is to 
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determine what the power of excuses is and why they have those powers. In particular, I examine 
the relationship between excuses and moral responsibility. Against the received wisdom, I will 
argue that excuses need not negate moral responsibility. Rather, excuses bear on the way in 
which an agent is morally responsible for the wrong she has done.  
 

*** 
 

Rights and wronging 
 

Peter Vallentyne, University of Missouri 
 

Rights are typically understood as choice-protecting in the sense that rights are infringed when 
intruded upon without the valid consent of the rightholder. Thus, paternalistic actions that 
intrude upon the rights of an agent without her consent wrong her. This seems correct to me in 
cases where communication about consent with the rightholder is reasonably possible. Where, 
however, such communication is not reasonably possible, paternalistic intrusion without valid 
consent does not, I claim, always wrong the agent. In such cases, I argue, a plausible conception 
of rights will be sensitive to both hypothetical consent/dissent and the rightholders interests. 
 

*** 
 

Personal and sub-personal 
 

Hong Yu Wong, University of Tübingen 
 
Cognitive neuroscientific research provides a rich source of findings that require philosophical 
reflection. The meeting of philosophy and neuroscience raises different questions, including that 
of how neuroscientific discoveries can impact philosophical accounts of mental phenomena. An 
influential answer to this question proceeds through distinguishing between a personal and a sub-
personal level of explanation (Dennett 1969). The thought, very roughly, is that we can 
distinguish a personal level of explanation, which is the proper province of philosophy, and that 
neuroscientific explanations, however interesting, are to be confined to the sub-personal level. 
Such a move simultaneously allows us to recognise the contribution of neuroscience, and also to 
contain it, so that it does not challenge the explanatory ambitions of philosophy. I will examine 
two instances of this strategy from McDowell (1994) and Hornsby (2000). They employ the 
distinction between personal and sub-personal levels of explanation to institute a kind of 
explanatory isolationism between the two levels. I argue that their arguments for explanatory 
isolationism fail. This allows us to see why the choice between isolationism and eliminativism is a 
false dilemma. 
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Present experience and the block universe 

 
Stephan Torre, Aberdeen 

 

Suppose you are presently staring at a red wall having an experience of redness. Your present 
experience of redness seems to have certain features that privilege it over past and future 
experiences. But if the block universe theory is true, all of your experiences, past, present and 
future, are equally real. Furthermore, you are related to each of them in the same way and to the 
same degree. This leads to the following challenge: how can the block universe theory explain the 
fact that your present experience seems privileged over past and future experiences? This paper 
attempts to isolate the relevant features that present experience has and argues for a new way in 
which the block universe theorist can accommodate them by appealing to work by Tim Bayne 
and David Chalmers on the unity of consciousness. 
 
 

*** 
 
 

Unfreezing the spotlight: Tense realism and temporal passage 
 

Sven Rosenkranz, ICREA, Logos, Barcelona 
 

The paper argues that realism about tense – i.e. the view that there are genuinely tensed facts – 
already suffices for realism about temporal passage – contrary to what recent works by Fine and 
Cameron contend. Throughout, the discussion focuses on the so-called Moving Spotlight 
Theory. However, it can be shown that the conclusion generalizes to other realist views such as 
presentism, the so-called Growing Block Theory and Williamson-style permanentism. 
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Omniscience in the light of the metaphysics of time 
 

Ciro De Florio, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore 
Aldo Frigerio, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore 

Alessandro Giordani, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore 
 

In traditional theism God is conceived of as immutable and omniscient. In his seminal (1966) 
Kretzmann advances an argument whose aim is to show that these two attributes are 
incompatible (such argument is foreshadowed in Prior 1962). The argument goes as follows:  

 

(1)! God is omniscient, i.e. He knows everything. 

(2)! A being that knows everything always knows what time it is. 

(3)! A being that always knows what time it is is subject to change. 

(4)! God is subject to change. 

(5)! An entity which is subject to change is not immutable  

 

So, God is not immutable.  

 Kretzmann's argument is the topic of a signi cant debate between compatibilists 
(Castañeda 1967, Stump & Kretzmann 1981, Kvanvig 1986, Wierenga 1989, 2009, Leftow 
1990), who try to show that the argument is not sound, and incompatibilists (Grim 1985, Gale 
1986, Craig 2000), who try to show that the argument cannot be overcome. Compatibilists have 
exploited several strategies to criticize Kretzmann's argument. Some of them are based on the 
equivalence between propositions expressed by sentences containing indexical expressions and 
propositions expressed by sentences containing dates (Kvanvig 1986, Wierenga 1989). Other 
strategies are based on the use of quasi-indicators (Castañeda 1967), on the assumptions of 
special relationships between God and temporal events (Stump & Kretzmann 1981), on the fact 
that omniscience, as omnipotence, has some limitations and, thus, God, due to his essence, 
cannot know everything (Leftow 1990). On the other hand, incompatibilists insist that, if we take 
seriously the idea that there are tensed facts and that the epistemic access to these facts is possible 
only for temporal beings, then we must conclude either that God is temporal and knows tensed 
facts or that God is timeless and is not omniscient, since he fails to know tensed facts (Grim 1985, 
Gale 1986 and, especially, Craig 2000).  

 Be it as it may, this debate is subject to two important limits:  

 

(1)! the metaphysics of time adopted by the parties is not explicitly char- acterized. This is a 
serious limit since, as we will see, the connection between omniscience and immutability 
depends on the metaphysics of time that is assumed; 

(2)!  no epistemic system able to account for the concept of omniscience and the concept of 
temporal knowledge is proposed by the authors. This is a sig- ni cant limit, since, without 
introducing such a system, the debate risks to be imprecise.  
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The first aim of this paper is to analyse the problem from the point of view of two different 
metaphysics of time, which provide the semantics for two specific systems of epistemic logic. 
These systems will allow us to develop in a precise and explicit way the arguments proposed by 
both compatibilists and incompatibilists. The two metaphysics of time are: (i) static eternalism (or 
block-universe), a B-theory in which the present does not play a privileged role; (ii) the moving 
spot-light theory, a particular A-theory in which the present is privileged but all facts are 
eternally existent. This particular A-theory is chosen in order to avoid the problem of the 
intentional presence of non-existent states of a airs to God. In fact, traditionally, God is supposed 
to be aware of the whole history, which constitutes a rst fundamental issue for those views that 
deny the reality of one or more temporal dimensions (respectively, growing block theory and 
presentism).  

 As expected, the logical frameworks we will introduce are characterized by the fact that 
propositions concerning present facts and their knowledge are evaluated with respect to di erent 
temporal parameters. However, while the rst system, based on the block universe view, includes a 
standard worlds- and-times evaluation function, in the second system tensed propositions are 
evaluated with respect to two temporal indices. Intuitively, the rst index xes the temporal location 
of a fact, while the second index shows the position of the spot-light, thus determining the 
position of the objective present. For the sake of simplicity, we will work with non-branching 
frames, but the same results can be obtained for branching frames too.  

The main outcome of our analysis is then threefold. 

 

(1)!Within the static B-theoretic model, it is possible to prove the negation of Kretzmann's 
thesis: omniscience and immutability are compatible. God, in fact, can timelessly know 
the truth value of any proposition at any time.  

(2)!Within the dynamic A-theoretic model, it is possible to prove Kretzmann's result in two 
different ways: (i) assuming that God is not located in time, we get the stability of 
knowledge, but we loose its completeness; (ii) assuming that God is located in time, we get 
omniscience, i.e. completeness of knowledge, but we lose its stability.  

(3)!Finally, we argue that, on the assumption that God has comprehensive knowledge of the 
truth of every proposition at every point where the spot is located as time goes by, God's 
knowledge can be immutable and complete.  

 

Hence, we sketch a tentative characterization of this meta-model, which is based on the union, 
for every time, of all spot-light frames.  
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Plausibility Trees and Future Contingents 
 

Roberto Ciuni, University of Padua 
 

In this paper I propose a new formal setting for future contingents in branching time. The new 
setting combines a quantification over histories – which is available in all branching-time logics – 
together with a plausibility relation between histories, so that a sentence like (a) ‘There will be a 
sea battle’ is taken to mean ‘There is a history h such that for all the histories h’ that are equally 
or more plausible than h, there is a later moment where it is the case that there is a sea battle’ – 
the implicit condition here is that we consider histories passing through the moment of valuation. 
I will argue that my proposal helps us solve a conceptual problem of current branching-time 
semantics, namely their inability to meet at least one of three important desiderata for a theory of 
future contingents: (1) valuation of future contingents must be moment-relative only, (2) ‘simple 
future’ must not collapse on ‘necessary future’ or ‘possible future’, (3) later revisions on the truth 
of future contingents must be possible. To the author’s knowledge, the proposal of a plausibility 
ordering over trees is new, and constitutes a significant enrichment of our approach to 
branching-time semantics. 

Since (Prior, 1967), different branching-time semantics have been developed in order to 
reason about indeterministic future, the main proposals in the area being the Ockhamist and 
Peircean semantics by (Prior, 1967), the Thin Red Line semantics defended by (Øhrstrøm, 2013), 
the supervaluationist semantics by (Thomason, 1970), and the so-called postsemantics by 
(MacFarlane, 2003). The main goal of such proposals is to provide a tool to express (and reason 
about) the future contingents – that is, sentences of the form 'It will be the case that φ', where φ is 
neither inevitable nor impossible. Since in branching-time structure every state of the world has 
many different continuations, assigning a truth-value to future contingents it is not a trivial task, 
and the proposals above come with four different ways to model simple-future sentences. 

This paper has two aims: showing certain limitations the current branching-time 
semantics have in modeling future contingents, and proposing a new logical setting that 
overcomes such limitations. 

First, I argue that all the current branching-time semantics fail to meet at least one of the 
following conditions for a theory of future contingents: (1) valuation of future contingents must be 
moment-relative only, (2) ‘simple future’ must not collapse on ‘necessary future’ or ‘possible 
future’, (3) later revisions on the truth of future contingents must be possible. The importance of 
such desiderata is also argued for. 

Second, I propose a new logical setting for future contingents, which I call Plausibility 
Branching-time Logic (PBT, for short). This setting imposes a plausibility ordering over histories 
in a tree, and interprets ‘It will be the case that φ’ as ‘There is a history h such that for all the 
histories h’ that are equally or more plausible than h, there is a later moment where it is the case 
that there is a sea battle’ – the implicit condition here is that we consider histories passing 
through the moment of valuation. I then show that my proposal meets the three desiderata the 
current branching-time semantics fail to meet. 

The paper proceeds as follows. In the first part, I introduce the main current branching-
time semantics (BTSs, for short) and argue that they all fail to meet at least one out of the tree 
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desiderata above. In doing so, I also point at the importance of these points in evaluating the 
conceptual adequacy of a formal approach to simple future sentences, and the consequence 
inadequacy of current BTSs. 

In the second part, I introduce PBT and its structures. The setting is based on plausibility 
trees – that is, branching-time structures endowed with a plausibility relation between histories 
(with the relation constituting a well-ordering over histories). PBT shares its language with BTSs, 
but it combines a quantification over histories – which is included in all branching-time logics–
together with a plausibility relation between histories, so that a sentence like (a) ‘Tomorrow there 
will be a sea battle’ is taken to mean (at a moment m) ‘There is a history h passing through m 
such that for all the histories h’ passing through m that are equally or more plausible than h, 
there is a later moment m’ where it is the case that there is a sea battle’. After presenting the 
formal semantics of PBT, I will show some interesting valid principles. Finally, I argue that the 
new semantics help meet the desiderata that BTSs fail to meet. 
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Full self-ownership: Comprehensive vs. interpersonal 
 

Peter Vallentyne, University of Missouri 
 
I suggest that full self-ownership can be understood comprehensively or in a weaker 
interpersonal sense. The latter avoids two significantly implausible implications of the former, 
while still having most of the theoretical attractiveness. Libertarians, I suggest, should therefore 
reject comprehensive full self-ownership in favor of the weaker interpersonal full self-ownership.!

 
*** 

 

Free markets and exploitation 
 

Hillel Steiner, University of Manchester 
 

This paper shows how exploitation can occur under both state-regulated market regimes and free 
market regimes. It then argues (1) that there are no a priori grounds for claiming that exploitation 
is more extensive under one of these regimes than under the other, and (2) that the extent to 
which exploitation is present in either of them is a function of (a) empirical facts, and (b) the 
conception of distributive justice that is being applied. !
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Territorial Rights and Colonial Wrongs  
 

Ben Ferguson, VU Amsterdam 
Roberto Veneziani, Queen Mary University London 

 
Recently, a number of authors have offered novel accounts of the distinctive wrong of 
colonialism. These new accounts depart from what was perhaps the most common view of 
colonialism’s wrongfulness, that it was wrong because it violated the rights of indigenous persons. 
Anna Stilz1 has defended the common territorial rights account with an understanding of 
territorial rights grounded on legitimate state theory.2 LeaYpi has argued that that neither Stilz’s 
legitimacy based approach, nor the main alternative, acquisition based approaches to territorial 
rights, can explain colonialism’s wrongfulness. Instead Ypi offers a revisionist account, claiming 
that “what made the colonialism practiced by European states particularly abhorrent was its 
violation of standards of equality and reciprocity. . . [and a] departure from a particular ideal of 
economic, social, and political association.”3 Laura Valentini accepts Ypi’s arguments against 
both forms of territorial rights explanations, but argues that difficulties with Ypi’s own approach 
suggest that “although colonialism was wrong for countless reasons, there is no distinctive 
procedural wrong of colonialism.”4  

 In this article we defend a widely held claim that has nevertheless received less 
philosophical defence: colonialism was wrong because it involved the violation of acquisition 
based territorial rights. In so doing we reject each of the three proposals outlined above. Contra 
Valentini, we argue that colonialism does involve a distinctive procedural wrong. Contra Ypi, we 
claim that this wrong is not the violation of standards of equality and reciprocity, but the 
violation of territorial rights. And finally, contra Stilz, we argue that the best foundation for such 
territorial rights is acquisition based, not legitimacy based.  

 Our defence of this position comprises two main claims, one weak and one strong. Ypi 
has argued that “If the wrong of colonialism is reduced to a violation of [acquisition 
based]territorial rights, settlement practices appear very difficult to criticize.”5 That is, she claims 
that acquisition based accounts are incapable of delivering a condemnation of historical 
colonialism. Our first claim rebuts this criticism. In particular, our weak claim is a conditional 
claim: if acquisition based accounts of territorial rights are true, then such accounts can 
successfully account for the wrong of colonialism. The weak claim comprises two sub-claims, the 
first is that the account can account for the wrong of historical colonialism and the second is that 
it can account for the wrong of hypothetical cases of colonialism.  

 In addition to their purported inability to condemn colonialism, acquisition based 
accounts have been subject to broader criticisms. David Miller has argued that individualist 
varieties of acquisition based account of territorial rights cannot deliver determinate accounts of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1  Anna Stilz, “Decolonization and Self-determination,” Social Philosophy and Policy 32 (2015): 1–24.  
2  Anna Stilz, “Nations, States and Territory”, Ethics 121 (2011): 572–601. 
3  Lea Ypi, “What’s Wrong With Colonialism,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 41 (2013): 158–191. 
4  Laura Valentini, “On the Distinctive Procedural Wrong of Colonialism”, Philosophy & Public Affairs 43 (2015): 
312–331. 
5  Op. cit., 167.  
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property rights.6 Ypi has argued that both individual and collectivist varieties face difficulty 
justifying territorial exclusion.7 Less directly, acquisition based territorial rights have been 
challenged by both Stilz’s legitimacy based account of territorial rights and Ypi’s reciprocity 
based alternative to territorial rights. Our strong claim is that acquisition based accounts are 
plausible and better account for intuitions about colonialism’s wrongfulness than available 
alternatives. The strong claim also comprises two sub-claims. First, a defence of the antecedent of 
the weak claim, that is, a defence of the plausibility of acquisition based accounts. And second, an 
argument that neither legitimacy based territorial rights nor Ypi’s reciprocity and equality based 
account can successfully condemn colonial relations. In summary then, we defend the following: 

  

P1 If acquisition based accounts are true, then they can successfully account for the wrong 
of historical colonialism.  

P2 If acquisition based accounts are true, then they can successfully account for the wrong 
of hypothetical colonialism.  

C1 Thus, if acquisition based accounts are true, then they can successfully account for the 
wrong of colonialism.  

P3 Acquisition based accounts survive internal and external criticisms.  

P4 Neither legitimacy, based nor reciprocity and equality based accounts can success- 
fully condemn colonial relations.  

C2 Thus, acquisition based accounts are true and better account for intuitions about 
colonialism’s wrongfulness than available alternatives.  

C3 Colonialism is wrong because it involves the violations of acquisition based terri- torial 
rights.  

 

The article proceeds as follows. In section two we defend both portions of the weak claim, 
arguing that acquisition based accounts are capable of explaining what’s wrong with historical 
and hypothetical cases of colonialism. In section three we defend both parts of the strong claim, 
arguing that acquisition based accounts of territorial rights are not only defensible, but provide a 
better account of what’s wrong with colonialism than competing accounts. Finally, section four 
concludes with a discussion of the account’s implications for decolonialisation. 
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Achieving equality through viewing germ-Line genetic information as 
a natural resource: Some doubts about Hillel Steiner's left- 

libertarianism  
 

Ronen Shnayderman, University of Hamburg 
 

Left-libertarianism is a political theory that seeks to reconcile the principles of self-ownership and 
equality, in particular luck-egalitarian equality. The first principle says that each person should 
own herself in the same way that a slave-owner owns a complete chattel slave. The second 
principle says (roughly) that differences in how well-off people are should be determined only by 
factors for which they can be held responsible, and not by brute luck. The reason these two 
principles are thought to be irreconcilable is that different people have different natural talents 
that partly determine how well-off they are or can be. These natural talents are determined in 
their turn by brute luck. Yet, according to the principle of self-ownership, people should fully 
own themselves and therefore their natural talents. Hence, the principle of self-ownership seems 
to allow differences in how well-off people are which are due to brute luck.  

 Left-libertarian theorists argue, however, that it is nevertheless possible to reconcile those 
two principles through some egalitarian distribution of the value of the things that are not 
covered by the principle of self-ownership. But they disagree with respect to the question of what 
precisely those things are; and with respect to the question of what precisely an egalitarian 
distribution of the value of those things amounts to. Thus, there are different versions of left-
libertarianism.  

 One of the most prominent versions of left-libertarianism is Hillel Steiner's version. On 
his version, the things that should be up for an egalitarian distribution include only the world's 
natural resources (that is, anything that has not been created or transformed by human beings); 
and an egalitarian distribution of their value amounts to a distribution that give each person a 
per capita share of it. Steiner argues further that we should view the germ-line genetic 
information which people carry within them and which determines the natural talents of their 
children as part of the world's natural resources, and that doing so would equalize everyone's 
opportunity for well-being.  

 In this paper I raise some doubts with respect to viewing our germ-line genetic 
information as a natural resource as a means to achieving luck-egalitarian equality. First of all, 
doing so entails an implausible conclusion which Steiner seems to overlook. Second, Steiner's 
theory manages to avoid another conclusion, similar to the one that his theory does entail in any 
case, only because his theory relies on an implausible argument. Moreover, the reason why these 
two conclusions are implausible applies also to Steiner's argument that we can achieve equality of 
opportunity for well- being through viewing our germ-line genetic information as part of the 
world's natural resources. Let me explain briefly. According to Steiner, viewing the germ-line 
genetic information that people carry within them as a natural resource means that each person 
(P) is entitled to a share of the rest of the world’s natural resources whose value varies in reverse 
proportion to the value of the natural talents of P's children. The reason this does not mean that 
P is entitled to a share of the rest of the world’s natural resources whose value varies in reverse 
proportion to the value of P's own natural talents, which is determined by the genetic information 
P’s parents utilized in making P, lies precisely in the fact that it is P’s parents, not P, who utilized 
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the relevant genetic information. It is, therefore, part of their, not P’s, share of the world’s natural 
resources. The reason the relevant genetic information is that which P's parents utilized in 
making P (rather than that which they carry within them regardless of whether they utilized it to 
make P) is that, although it is located inside their self-owned bodies, which means that no one else 
is allowed to utilize it (without their permission) and thereby add it to her share of the world’s 
natural resources, as long as they do not utilize it themselves it is not part of their share of the 
world’s natural resources either; it is simply unowned. And this means, according to Steiner, that 
they do not owe anything to anyone else by virtue of carrying it within them. What Steiner seems 
to overlook, then, is that people utilize the germ-line genetic information that they carry within 
them not only when they reproduce (or when they use it as a factor of production in some other 
body-building process). Men also utilize it (although only as a by-product) whenever they are 
engaged in any sort of sexual activity that involves ejaculation but does not end up in pregnancy 
(or some other body-building process). Hence, Steiner's view entails the conclusion that every 
time someone performs this kind of act, the value of the germ-line genetic information he thereby 
utilizes should count as part of his share of the world’s natural resources.  

 Moreover, Steiner's claim that a person whose property surrounds some unowned natural 
resource simply does not owe anything to everyone else who cannot access it so long as she is not 
utilizing it herself does not seem plausible, particularly when it comes to natural resources, such 
as ovum and sperm, which are perishable (like an ovum, a sperm also has a natural life span of 
about a month in case it is not utilized). If it is really a natural resource, why does the mere fact 
that it happens to be surrounded by someone's property mean that that person has the right to 
decide whether to let everyone else benefit from it or let it perish? Why doesn't she have a duty to 
allow everyone else benefit from its value, in case she does not use it? Now, it is only due to this 
implausible claim that Steiner's theory manages to avoid a further conclusion similar to the one 
that his theory entails in any case; namely, that the value of the ova and sperm that our bodies 
produce throughout our lives should also count as part of our share of the world's natural 
resources regardless of whether or not we utilize them. Now, I think that both conclusions are 
implausible, because the main beneficiaries of the germ-line genetic information are not the 
people who carry it, but rather the people who would come into existence, if it is utilized to 
create them. This means that it is no less implausible to view the germ-line genetic information 
people carry within them as part of their share of the world's natural resource when they do 
utilize it in that way, as Steiner's theory advocates, than when they do not. 
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Music-specific emotion 
 

Jerrold Levinson, University of Maryland—College Park 
 

Expressive music, almost everyone agrees, evokes an emotional response of some kind in 
receptive listeners, at least some of the time, in at least some conditions of listening. But is such an 
emotional response distinctive of or unique to the music that evokes it? In other words, is there 
such a thing as music-specific emotion? This essay is devoted to an exploration of that question 
and others related to it. In the main part of the essay a six-part component model of a standard 
emotion is set out, and a case is made for the music-specificity of an emotional response to music 
of a mirroring sort, with respect to four of the six components of such emotion. In the latter part 
of the essay aspects of the phenomenology of the music listening experience, and especially that 
of the inner sounding of music being heard, are explored further, and issues of the value, 
communicability, and degree of singularity of the emotional response to expressive music are 
addressed. !!
 

*** 
 
 

Music: The perception of relational properties and their aesthetic 
significance 

 
C. Peacocke, Columbia University 

 

The perception of music involves the perception of relational properties of events, properties that 
go far beyond pitch, timbre, and volume, and also far beyond the syntactic properties identified 
in current music theory. I discuss the significance of features of music that are perceived 
metaphorically-as something else, and the perception of music as the perception of agency, and 
the aesthetic significance of these kinds of perception. I discuss parallels with the perception of 
poetry, and the capacity of music to express and be perceived metaphorically-as the occurrence 
of hitherto unnamed or unexperienced emotions. If time permits, I will also discuss the 
significance of live performance, and some of the appropriate philosophical apparatus that we 
should bring to bear in characterizing its significance and interest for us. 
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Perceiving emotions in music and landscapes 

 

Marta Benenti, University of Turin 
Cristina Meini, University of Eastern Piedmont 

 

The aim of this talk is to argue for a perceptual account of expressive properties, which can apply 
both to humans and to inanimate objects - namely music and depicted landscapes. Besides some 
phenomenological considerations about the kind of experience that is at stake when we talk 
about expressiveness, we will integrate and reinforce the hypothesis with some hints from theories 
of emotion recognition.  

 The “Contour Theory” is the most prominent account that goes in the direction of 
conceiving expressive experience of music as primarily perceptual and it roughly maintains that:  

 

1.! Expressive properties are perceptual features of (pure) music.  

2.! Expressive properties are experienced as expressive in virtue of those features that make 
music resemble to typical emotionally expressive human behaviors.  

 

We will endorse 1. and suggest that 2. deserves some further explanation to be convincing. Thus 
we will argue that a certain version of Contour Theory can be compatible with and find support 
in:  

 

a.! theories of perceptual recognition of emotions;  

b.! constructivist perspectives on emotions. 

 

Finally, we will suggest that this perspective can consistently be extended to visual experiences, 
focusing on the example of depicted landscapes.  

 
1. Expressive properties are perceptual features of music.  
Contour Theory claims that experiencing music as expressive of emotions consists in perceiving 
certain expressive properties as being constitutively part of the piece (rather than projected on or 
associated to it), as well as notes, chords, pitches and tones, but not reducible to them. 
Expressiveness of music is indeed maintained to amount to auditory gestalt properties unfolding in 
time, rather than to the sum of merely perceptual features. This allows contour theorists to 
account for expressiveness in terms of those resemblances that hold between the contour of a piece 
of music and the typical contour of a human emotional expression.  
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2. Music can be experienced as expressive in virtue of those features that make it 
similar human emotional expressions.  
Talking about a contour makes it clear that the resemblance which is taken into account holds 
between the perceptual structure of music on the one hand, and the perceptual profile of emotion 
manifestations - rather than emotions as internal psychological states - on the other. The key idea 
is that we perceive music as expressive as far as it resembles typical vocal expressions and 
movements that human beings perform when expressing emotions. To be credible, the terms of 
this relation need to be clarified. Good arguments have been put forward against interpretations 
of such resemblance as metaphorical or representative of emotions, but at least two concerns are 
still outstanding. First, it does not seem that, when experiencing expressive music, we perceive 
any resemblance; second, it has been reasonably argued that everything resembles anything in 
some respect. So: why should emotions be detected instead of others similarities? A story should 
be provided to explain why expressive experience turns out to be so salient. We will try to argue 
that musical contour and typical emotion expressions share the same basic perceptual features. As 
already shown by psychological inquiries, expressive music instantiates (at least some of) the very 
same features that can be perceptually recognized as belonging to typical emotion patterns. Such 
perceptual features are those to which our expressive attributions are anchored both when 
referring to humans and to music, without any need for comparisons nor for semantic shifts.  

 

3. How do we recognize emotions?  
In order to strengthen this position and to account for the priority of expressive experience, we 
will rely on emotion theories according to which we tend to recognize emotions of others by 
means of a perceptual process - analogous to the perceptual process of objects’ recognition - that 
can be cognitively integrated, rather than via inferential mechanisms. In addition, we will 
endorse accounts claiming that emotions are to be identified as complex patterns of 
heterogeneous components, such as physiological reactions, tendencies to action, physical 
expressions, phenomenal experiences, cognitive features, intentional objects. This strategy is 
consistent with the Contour Theory in that it allows to claim that we experience a piece of music 
as expressive of an emotion in virtue of those features we perceive as components of that 
emotion, and this without mobilizing the whole emotion pattern. Further support can be 
provided by constructivist theories of emotions. We will suggest that also the recognition of 
emotional expressiveness in music could contribute to the gradual acquisition of affective 
discriminatory capacities. This will allow us to account for expressive perceptual features 
instantiated by music being a constitutive part of our expressive emotion patterns.  

 
4. Expressive landscapes.  
Our final aim is to propose a theory of expressiveness that is viable also for visual experience, 
namely for the exemplar case of depicted landscapes. The leading idea is that if a duly improved 
Contour Theory holds for music in virtue of music’s perceptual structure instantiating the same 
features that are constitutive of emotion patterns, an analogous claim can hold for visual features. 
Such tentative extension faces at least one important challenge, namely the lack of time-
unfolding agency that depicted landscapes, unlike music, present. This makes the identification of 
the perceptual patterns that justify expressive attributions harder. Two strategies are can be 
suggested to make sense of this phenomenological remark.  
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(i).!We will suggest that the range of emotions that depicted landscapes can express is limited 
to moods and long-lasting emotional states (sadness, melancholy, cheerfulness, serenity, 
anxiety, sadness, melancholy, inquietude). 

(ii)!We will insist that the relations existing between perceptual features of depicted 
landscapes (more or less sharp chromatic contrasts, slopes of lines, organization of the 
pictorial space) allow for the instantiation of dynamic patterns which are highly consistent 
with typical expressions of emotional states in contrast to emotional events. 
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Audiophile aesthetics 
 

Steven Hales, Bloomsburg University 
 

The very little philosophical work done on audiophilia uniformly agrees that the aesthetic aim of 
high fidelity is to achieve transparency. Unfortunately, that term has more than one meaning in 
aesthetics. One sense of transparency comes from Kendall Walton, who argues that photographs 
are like windows to the past, and that we see Abraham Lincoln through a Brady photo just as we 
see Jupiter through a telescope (Walton 1984). The sonic counterpart is that we hear 
performances through recordings. In the Waltonian sense, a cheap clock radio is a wholly 
transparent means of hearing The Cleveland Orchestra perform Beethoven’s 9th Symphony; 
transparency is all or nothing. Another sense of “transparency” is the degree to which the 
listening experience is qualitatively identical to hearing the live instruments. It is this second sense 
of “transparent” that is of interest here. Defenders of this idea include (Brown 2000), (Hamilton 
2003), (Rawson 2006), (Glasgow 2007), (Mag Uidhir 2007), and (Rumsey 2008). 

There are two related theses regarding transparency: 
 

1.! It is always possible in principle for a reproduction to sound just like the original 
performance itself sounded. 

2.! Transparency is the only proper aesthetic aim of audiophilia. 
 

The only debate has been over the first thesis, whether achieving transparency is possible. There 
has been no serious debate over the second, whether transparency is the proper aesthetic aim of 
audiophilia. I will show that both theses are false: transparency is neither always possible nor in 
general, the right goal of audiophilia. In addition I will provide an alternative positive account of 
audiophile aesthetics, and hope to shed some light on debates within the audiophile community. 

The central conceit of transparency is that there is a possible auditory isomorphism 
between the original performance and its reproduction. Such isomorphism is possible only if 
there is something that the original performance sounded like. If there is (1) no such thing as an 
original performance, or (2) nothing that it sounded like, then transparency would be 
unattainable. 

No original performance. The transparency ideal is for the sound in playback to be 
qualitatively identical to the sound of the original performance. However, there is a vital and 
complicating difference between a live concert and recorded music: live concerts are synchronic, 
and recordings very often are not. That is, during a live performance the musicians are all 
playing simultaneously, combining the sounds of their instruments in real time to produce an 
audible piece of music. Recordings, however, are very often diachronic—they are 
discontinuously recorded in bits and pieces and then combined in the studio into a sonic whole. 
These cases pose a threat to transparency, because a recording can’t be faithful to the original 
performance when there wasn’t really one to start with. There are numerous examples of 
impossible “performances,” including so-called graveyard duets, where distinct recordings from 
deceased performers are combined using studio wizardry into a seamless whole. Other examples 
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include recordings that depend heavily on studio effects such as reverse-taping, auto-tune, close-
miking, and other things that make a piece unplayable live. 

No original sound. What’s worse is when there is not only no originary event, but no 
recorded sound at all. The transparency ideal is nonsensical in such instances, for example, cases 
of procedural sound, the spontaneously composed, computer-generated sound commonly used in 
video games. In the case of procedural audio, there are no musicians and no composer, just a 
computer building soundscapes out of equations. There cannot be a performance archetype 
when it never existed at all. Transparency demands that there is something that an original 
performance sounded like, and that it is possible to map the sounds in playback to that sonic 
Eden. But in the case of wholly digital sound, there is nothing that it originally sounded like. This 
is seen most clearly in the case of home theater. Many modern movies are partly or even wholly 
generated in the digital domain. As a result, there is no such thing as the original experience of 
listening to Godzilla stomp Tokyo to which a transparency aesthetic might aspire. 

Moreover, even when possible, transparency is often a false idol. A transparency defender 
might claim that it is a legitimate goal in the case of documentary recordings, where there is 
clearly an original performance that sounded like something in the context of that 
performance— paradigmatically the recording of a live concert. However, even if we grant that 
transparent playback is a possibility for documentary recordings, it is not always desirable. A 
transparent replication of the Beatles 1965 Shea Stadium concert would sound like screaming 
teenagers against an unintelligible and barely audible backdrop of Beatles music. If the music 
could have been pulled directly from a concert mixing board and produced in such a way that 
the fan noise was in the background—allowing the excitement of Beatlemania to come through 
while remaining recognizably a Beatles performance—that would be far preferable to an 
audiophile than a transparent documentary. 

I contend that given a musical event, the aesthetic goal of audiophilia is the evocation of 
its Platonic ideal as understood by the listener. The desired experience is not necessarily 
transparency, but transcendence. The audiophile is the last link in an artistic chain that begins 
with the composers (who select the notes, key, tempo, and instrumentation) then the instrument 
makers (who pick the wood and varnish for the violins or the circuitry and programming for the 
synthesizers) and then the musicians (who provide the interpretation, phrasing, and 
improvisation). But audiophiles are also auteurs, if to a lesser degree; their task is less the 
reproduction of sound than it is the production of sound. They craft what the final sound will be 
according to their own tastes (and budget). How speakers are placed, the way in which the room 
acoustics are addressed, what gear best generates the sound that the listener seeks given the 
source material—these are the decisions that the audiophile must make. Moreover, they are 
artistic choices. The resulting artistic pluralism helps explain otherwise intractable debates over 
audiophile gear. 
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Music essence and quaternary quality 
 

Constant Bonard, University of Geneva 
 

In this paper, I defend an empirically informed version of the view according to which the 
generic essence of music should be found in our biological constitution rather than in universal 
sonic features. More specifically, I argue that essential properties of music are what I call 
quaternary qualities; qualities that are metaphysically grounded (Correia, 2013) in some 
embedded features of (i) physical vibrations, (ii) our auditory system, (iii) our affective system, and 
(iv) our cognitive system. This stance aims at bridging the gap between classic metaphysical 
theses and recent empirical research. 

The claim can be detailed in four points as follows: 
 

(i)! We can follow 17th century philosophers and scientists in saying that physical 
vibrations should be considered as primary qualities, for their existence obtains only 
in virtue of the physical properties of vibrating objects. 

(ii)! Sounds are considered as secondary qualities, for, in modern terminology, they are 
metaphysically grounded not only in physical vibrations, but also in our auditory 
system; it is part of their nature that they depend on our hearing. 

(iii)!We can extend the classic distinction while keeping its mold by arguing that the values 
of sounds can be considered as tertiary qualities, for, in my opinion, they are not only 
metaphysically grounded in secondary qualities (sounds), but also in emotions. E.g. 
the scariness of a howl, the disgustingness of a slurp, the awesomeness of a thunder 
would be grounded in their sound as well as fear, disgust, and awe, respectively. I 
consider their grounding in our affective system to be a plausible consequence of the 
thesis that emotions’ formal objects are values (Kenny (1963), De Sousa (1987), Prinz 
(2004), Teroni (2007)). Although this is a controversial claim, the tight relations 
between emotions and values – toward which the philosophical and psychological 
above-mentioned works point – give reasons to think that values are ontologically 
dependent on emotions (at least values that we, as humans, can grasp). This is similar 
to the reason why the existence of colors we perceive – as opposed to the range of 
colors a dog perceives – would be ontologically dependent on our biological system 
for vision – as, mutatis mutandis, dogs’ color panel is ontologically dependent on their 
biology. 

(iv)!Finally, I argue that music generic essence is to be found in quaternary qualities: 
ostensive-inferential expressions of sounds’ values. These are metaphysically grounded 
in (a) the value of sounds as well as in (b) our pragmatic competence, which enables 
ostensiveinferential communication. Let’s detail points (a) and (b).  

 

The idea that (a) the value of sound is part of the generic essence of music can be supported with 
empirical and philosophical arguments. Regarding empirical findings, ethnomusicology tends to 
show that sounds are considered as music only when they have a minimally positive value. 
Famous ethnomusicologist Bruno Nettl (2005) argues that this is one of a very few musical 
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universals. In philosophy, I draw from Levinson’s definition of the concept of music, in which he 
underlines the necessity for (what we consider) music to function as “enriching or intensifying 
experience through active engagement (e.g. listening, dancing, performing) with the sounds 
regarded primarily, or in significant measure as sounds” (2011: 137). If one accepts this 
definition, as well as that ‘enriching or intensifying experience’ entails values, it follows that 
sounds necessitate values to be considered musical. 

Now let’s turn to the claim that music essence also necessitates (b) our capacity for 
ostensive-inferential communication. This is a cognitive capacity that is part of our human’s 
‘theory of mind’ (and which makes non-natural meaning (Grice, 1957) possible. Basically, it is 
our capacity for expression and recognition of communicative intentions (Sperber & Wilson, 
2002). This capacity seems to be species-specific (homo sapiens probably acquired it between 
100’000 and 250’000 B.P.) and to have allowed our ancestors to develop language (Scott-Phillips, 
2015) as well as music, explaining why music is found in every human culture, but in no other 
species. Evolutionary and cognitive theories of music support the idea that music is universally 
grounded in such a capacity (Brown, 2000; Mithen, 2005; Patel, 2008; Cross, 2014). This claim 
can further be supported by philosophical arguments insisting on the necessity for artworks, and 
thus musical works, to result from creative intentions and to be regarded as such (as in e.g. Dickie 
(1984), Irvin (2005), Levinson (2011), Pignocchi (2012), Thomasson (2014), Walton (1970), 
Zangwill (1995)). Thus, (iv) music would not only be grounded in (a) the value of sounds, but also 
(b) in our pragmatic competence. 

If claims (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) are correct, then we can say that the generic essence of music 
is to be found in intentional valuable sounds and, more specifically, in what I call quaternary 
qualities. Describing these might not exhaust music essence, but it allows grounding musical 
entities in our perceptive, affective, and cognitive systems and fitting them within an empirically-
informed vision of the world. 
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The metaphysics of pregnancy 
 

Elselijn M. Kingma, University of Southampton 
 
What is the metaphysical relationship between the gestating organism and its 
embryo/fetus? I compare two views: (1) the fetal container model: the fetus is not part of 
but merely contained within or surrounded by the gestating organism; (2) the part-whole 
model: the fetus is part of its gestator. The fetal container model appears to be the 
received view. It is widely assumed but, I argue, without good argument; this model needs 
substantial support if it to be taken seriously. The part-whole model is not presently 
defended, but I argue that it derives considerable support from a range of biological and 
physiological considerations. I conclude that the part-whole model has the upper hand 
and that, if true, this has important consequences for the metaphysics of persons and 
organisms and, perhaps, ethics and law.  
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The real heroes of psychiatry are patients Themselves. Patients’ self-
interpretation and the scientific status of medical psychopathology 

between “cure” and “care” 
 

Patrizia Pedrini, University of Florence 

 
A widely thrown-around debate in philosophy of psychiatry and medicine, more generally, has us 
to consider the allegedly sui genesis scientific status of medicine, and especially psychiatry, vis-à-
vis other scientific branches of scientific knowledge and their subsequent technological 
intervention on the world, which obviously includes the existence, life, health and also illness of 
human beings. The debate in question inherited historically and theoretically well-known and 
still wide-open problems in philosophy of mind and, of course, in “general metaphysics". 

I offer an analysis of why and how the Enlightenment medical and scientific paradigm of 
medice has proven to be both necessary, but also insufficient, to treat psychopathological cases of 
various sort. I will also offer a general, unified theory of the correlation between neural disorders 
and corresponding (more or less efficient) narrative psychological pain, which is meant to 
explains what precisely goes wrong in psychic illness. With such theory at hand, I will be able to 
show: 
 

1)! How the entanglement between the patients’ life histories and their progressive neural 
deterioration are metaphysically (and thus constitutively) co-implicated into their shifting 
to illness; and 

2)! Why the although often necessary technological contribution to neural and bodily “cure” 
of pharmacological intervention required by the patients and given by the medical 
experts is not by itself sufficient to induce recovery. 

 
This will take us into the exploration of the territory of the crucial role played by the patients’ 
self-interpretations both in worsening illness and in inducing recovery. I’ll rely both on scientific 
and statistic data and on a case-studies-based analysis of the concept of “recovery”. 

Philosophical resources vis-a-vis scientific data will prove to be an impassable analytic tool 
for the following scopes: 
 

a)! making sense of mental disorder; 
b)! getting bioethical details of a therapeutic agreement right; 
c)! improving psychiatry, and medicine more generally, qua sciences; 
d)! discussing political and social issues regarding the allocation of resources to offer the 

patients’ their way to recovery; 
e)! taking psychiatry, and medicine more generally, closer to the same, original, primary 

domain of philosophy itself: human beings’ life, globally considered. 
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What theory of function for the general concept of mental disorder? 
 

Cristina Amoretti, University of Genoa 
 
Among the many characterizations of the general concept of mental disorder, the one given by 
the DSM-5 (the fifth edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders) is 
particularly crucial when discussing the nature of mental disorders, as DSM-5 is largely 
considered the “bible” of psychiatrists. Moreover, it is perfectly in line with some important 
philosophical definitions of mental disorder. Broadly speaking, DSM-5 seems to identify a mental 
disorder with a harmful dysfunction. However, this characterization is not fully accurate. First, 
after emphasizing and defending the fact that DSM-5 gives primacy to the dysfunction criterion 
over the harm criterion, I shall call attention to the problems related to the lack of a definition of 
dysfunction. Second, I shall maintain that the best way to characterize dysfunction in relation to 
mental disorders is by appealing to a present- or future-looking theory of function, not to a past-
looking one. More precisely, I shall defend an emendated version of the biostatistical theory 
(BST), which would acknowledge some normative constraints without incurring in any 
problematic form of relativism. 

First, DSM-5 definition gives primacy to the dysfunction criterion, where the dysfunction 
can involve psychological, biological, or developmental processes underlying mental functioning. 
The dysfunction – which may be possibly regarded as the proximal cause of mental disorders – is 
a necessary condition; this means that no mental disorder should be correctly diagnosed as such 
without a dysfunction underlying it. Second, the harmful criterion becomes not only secondary 
with regard to the dysfunction condition, but also – and in contrast to DSM-III-R and DSM-IV 
– no more necessary, as DSM-5 just requires that mental disorders would be usually associated 
with significant distress or disability in social, occupational, or other important activities; this 
means that a mental disorder can be correctly diagnosed as such even if there is no harm at all. 

Focusing of the dysfunction criteria, I shall point out that it is correctly identified as the 
only necessary condition for the general concept of mental disorder, as the harm criterion should 
count as necessary only to determine medical tractability. However, I shall also note that the lack 
of a definition of dysfunction is clearly problematic. Adopting a particular theory of 
function/dysfunction over another would in fact lead to characterize different conditions as 
mental disorders/non disorders. 

Given that the necessity of the dysfunction criterion, it is pivotal to make explicit what 
theory of function should be adopted for the characterization of the general concept of mental 
disorder. In this respect, I shall argue that a past-looking theory, such as an etiological theory or, 
more specifically, the theory of selected effects, faces some problems in dealing with mental 
disorders (and with diseases in general). As many scholars have already claimed, I shall argue that 
a present- or future-looking theory is better suited to characterize mental disorders, as there is no 
clear relevance of the past evolution of a trait for determining what counts as a mental disorder 
(and a disease in general). This thesis would be evaluated considering how adopting a past-
looking theory of function would clash with our current psychiatric nosology and folk intuitions 
about mental disorders. Of course, this would not be a knock-down argument, but at least a good 
reason to seek a better alternative. 

As an alternative, I shall examine the biostatistical theory (BST) originally developed by 
Christopher Boorse. According to it, a mental disorder is at least a type of internal state which 
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reduces one or more functional abilities below typical efficiency. About typical efficiency it is 
important to note that (i) it must be considered the statistically typical contribution by a part or 
process within an organism to its individual survival or reproduction, and that (ii) it must be 
determined in regard to a reference class, that is, an age group of a sex of a species. 

I shall defend this general theory, but also introduce some important amendments 
showing that what counts as a dysfunction is not a totally descriptive matter. First, I shall 
maintain that: 

 

1.! What counts as statistically subnormal should be considered as a conventional, but not as 
an arbitrary, choice taken in the context of medicine/psychiatry considering different 
contextual and individual contingencies, as well as previously epidemiological studies;  

2.! Identifying the general goals of an organism in the context of psychiatry might be a 
slightly more nuanced matter, as survival or reproduction might not be enough;  

3.! The variables of the reference class might be more than age and sex; this means that BST 
would better fit contemporary medicine and psychiatry by replacing a single reference 
class with multiple ones, thus embracing the population-relativity of normality. Of course 
what variables are medically relevant cannot be established a priori but through medical 
researches and practice; some tentative candidates might be: “race”, ethnicity, gender, 
sexual orientation, social class, culture etc. 
 

I shall then discuss pros and cons of my proposal. Finally, as the dysfunction criterion is a 
necessary one and thus no mental disorder can be correctly diagnosed as such without some 
dysfunction, I shall consider some possible contrast with current DSM-5 nosology. 
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Is psychopathy a mental illness? Between evolution and norms 
 

Zenka Brzović, University of Rijeka 
Marko Jurjako, University of Rijeka 
Luca Malatesti, University of Rijeka 

 

It is debated whether psychopathy is a mental illness. The psychopathic personality is taken to 
involve manipulativeness, deceitfulness, lack of remorse and empathy, impulsivity and enduring 
antisocial behaviour (Hare 2003). This debate involves an instance of the demarcation problem in 
the philosophy of psychiatry. This is the general problem of establishing when a cluster of mental 
states, personality traits and behaviours can be regarded as symptomatic of a mental illness 
(Kingma 2013). Pure naturalism and pure normativism are the extreme positions on the 
demarcation problem. Pure naturalists maintain that what confers or should confer to a 
condition the status of illness are certain natural facts that are independent from human values or 
interests. On the other hand, pure normativists maintain that a condition amounts to an illness 
only in virtue of certain irreducible values. There are also hybrid positions that assume that a 
combination of natural facts and values should enter in the specification of what constitutes a 
mental illness.  

Thomas Nadelhoffer and Walter Sinnott-Armstrong have argued that, in accordance 
with the most plausible accounts of the demarcation problem, psychopathy is a mental illness 
(Nadelhoffer and Sinnott-Armstrong 2013).  

In order to argue that psychopathy is a mental illness, first it needs to be established that the 
construct of psychopathy picks out a unified phenomenon. We will support our claim that 
psychopathy is unitary with reference to a certain account of psychiatric kinds. Here is enough to 
mention that contemporary psychopathy research offers some evidence for the unity of this 
condition. For example, psychopaths seem to manifest relatively circumscribed set of 
behavioural, cognitive, and affective abnormalities that result in antisocial behaviour (Blair, 
Mitchell, and Blair 2005). In addition, recent fMRI and EEG studies suggest that psychopathic 
syndrome is correlated with brain areas (such as the ventromedial prefrontal cortex) that 
underpin the processing of punishing stimuli and thus can serve as a bio-marker that 
distinguishes psychopathy from other antisocial personality disorders (Brazil, 2015; Gregory et al 
2014; see also Sinnott-Armstrong and Nadelhoffer 2013).  

Despite the fact that the construct of psychopathy involves a unified set of traits, we argue 
that Nadelhoffer and Sinnott-Armstrong’s conclusion that psychopathy is, on any plausible 
account, a mental illness is not supported. For instance, they argue that, under the hybrid 
account of Jerome Wakefield (1992), psychopathy is a mental illness. According to this account, 
mental illness involves a harmful dimension that is value laden, and an objective natural 
dysfunction. We reply that, by the same account, psychopathy can be regard as adaptive and that 
the brain and behavioural abnormalities can be regarded as conducive to an adaptive lifestyle 
strategy (see Hare 2013).  

There are several sources of evidence for thinking that psychopathy is adaptive. Firstly, 
core psychopathic traits are moderately to highly heritable (see Glenn and Raine, 2014, chapter 
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1). Secondly, the presence of genes in human populations that code for psychopathic traits are 
explained by the frequency-dependent selection. In particular, game-theoretic analyses have 
shown that antisocial behaviour is adaptive in a frequency-dependent sense (Mealy 1995). For 
instance, formal models have shown that a population of predominantly cooperative individuals 
can sustain around 2% of antisocial (non-cooperative) individuals. The estimates for the United 
States indicate that around 1% of the population has psychopathic personality traits (Neumann 
and Hare 2008). Third, psychopathic traits comprise traits that belong to a particular adaptive life 
history (Glenn, Kurzban, and Raine 2011). In this context, we argue that behavioural and brain 
abnormalities in psychopaths do not represent dysfunctions in internal mechanisms, rather they 
can be plausibly construed as adaptations to a certain lifestyle history.  

Another line of argument advanced by Sinnott-Armstrong and Nadelhoffer’s (2013) is 
that in accordance to a plausible normative account, psychopathy is a mental illness. We reply that 
any plausible normative account, when applied to the case of psychopathy, in order to grant 
mental illness status, should require that these subjects are severely impaired or completely 
incapacitated in moral understanding or in abilities to control their behaviour. Our argument in 
favour of this view is based on the practical usage of the concept of mental illness. Christopher 
Boorse, who advanced a hybrid account of mental illness, (Boorse 1975), offered some important 
insights on the value laden aspect of the notion of mental illness, that should be taken in account 
by those who embrace normativism. In his account, illness is a condition serious enough to be: 1) 
Undesirable for its bearer, 2) a title for special treatment, and 3) a valid excuse for normally 
criticisable behaviour.  

In the present debate, 2) and 3) are especially important since they point to certain 
evaluative standards that are relevant to establish mental illness status. These requirements 
manifest the direct connection between the concept of mental illness and that of responsibility. 
Normally, we do not blame or hold responsible those people whose otherwise criticisable 
behaviour is an effect of their inability to conform to the socially justifiable norms. The “flip side” 
of this idea, according to the normativists, is that a condition is a mental illness only if the 
condition is harmful to the individual and impairs her from being able to conform her behaviour 
to the socially justified norms of conduct. This impairment is what grants her “a valid excuse for 
normally criticisable behaviour.”  

Mental capacities that ground the ability to intentionally conform behaviour in 
accordance with socially justified norms are usually taken to include some form of moral or 
normative understanding and the ability to control one’s behaviour in accordance with that normative 
knowledge (Sifferd 2013). Many have argued, especially in the contexts of debates on moral and 
criminal responsibility of the psychopathic offenders, that psychopaths lack or have diminished 
these capacities (Glenn, Raine, and Laufer 2011; Sifferd and Hirstein 2013). On these 
normativist grounds, it could be argued that because psychopaths manifest deficits in the relevant 
mental capacities they should not be deemed morally or criminally culpable for their 
wrongdoings, and for the same reason it could be argued that they should be considered mentally 
ill.  

However, to this line of argument we reply that the currently available neurophysiological 
evidence does not support the conclusion that psychopaths have severely diminished capacities 
underlying moral understanding or their ability to intentionally control their behavior. In order 
to substantiate this claim we review and evaluate the currently available neuropsychological 
evidence that related to psychopaths’ mental and behavioural capacities. 
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Kepler’s indispensable assumptions and realism 

 

Mario Alai, University of Urbino 

 

Scientific realists argue that it would be a miracle if theories were so successful, yet false (the “no 
miracles argument, or NMA). But it has been objected by Laudan (1981) and others (Lyons 
2002, Hutchison 2002, Carman and Diez 2015, etc.), that many false theories in the past were 
also successful. Kitcher’s (1993) and Psillos’ (1999) Deployment Realism (DR) replies by a more 
refined version of NMA, which does not commit realists to the truth of whole successful theories, 
but only to the truth of those assumptions which were indispensably deployed (Psillos 1999, p. 108- 
114) in successful novel predictions. In order to warrant the truth of those assumptions, 
predictions must be (a) novel, i.e. unknown or at least not used by the theorist in constructing her 
theory, so that their achievement cannot be causally explained through the intention to 
accommodate them; and (b) highly informative, hence a priori very improbable (see Author 
2014a, 2014b, 2014c).  

 Timothy Lyons (2006) raises several criticisms to the requirement that the deployed 
assumptions are indispensable, holding that realists should abandon it: they should be committed 
to the truth of all the assumptions that were actually deployed in reaching novel predictions. But 
many assumptions which in the history were actually deployed in reaching novel predictions are 
false (Lyons 2002, 2006), and this refutes even the refined version of the NMA.  

 For instance, Lyons argues that Kepler’s novel predictions (like the spinning of the Sun 
and his three laws) were based on false assumptions, such as: 
 

(1)! the planets tend to rest and move only when forced to move; 
(2)! the Sun has an Anima Motrix which spins it around its axis; 
(3)! this spinning is transmitted to the planets through the Sun’s rays, and thus pushes the 

planets in their orbits (exerting a directive rotational force, not an attractive one); 

(4)! the force of the Sun’s rays is inversely proportional to the distance from the Sun, like the 
intensity of their light.  
 

So, Lyons concludes that DR is committed to the truth of (1)-(4), and this falsifies DR. I rebut 
Lyons’ criticisms of the indispensability condition, pointing out that this condition is required by 
Occam’s razor: in any occasion, we should postulate only what is strictly necessary to explain a 
given effect. So, in explaining a novel prediction, the assumptions we are entitled to assume as 
true are only the indispensable ones, i.e. the weakest assumptions sufficient to reach the 
prediction. Therefore, a DR deprived of the indispensability requirement is a strawman. For 
instance, Kepler’s (1)-(4) model the sun as a central hub which rotates, transmitting its motion through 
spokes or chains to an outer rim or ring, or to some peripheral bodies, which are then set into circular motion as 
well. He may have conceived this model could by abduction from facts he knew, i.e., that (a) the 
planets move around the Sun approximately on the same plane and in the same wise, and that 
(b) the order of their velocities is inverse to that of their distances from the Sun), reasoning by 
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analogy with systems like wool winders, water-lifting wheels, trebuchets, clock gears, or swing 
carousels. Now, Kepler’s model is wrong, but it is also unnecessarily strong as an explanation of 
the facts (a) and (b). Moreover, what is wrong in it was not indispensable to his discoveries, since the 
model has a weaker core which is true, and sufficient to derive them: 
 

(5)! the solar system moves around the centre of the Sun as a coherent non-rigid disk, whose 
periphery is slower than the centre; 

(6)! its coherence is mainly due to a force exerted by the Sun on the planets; 
(7)! the velocities of the planets are also proportional to the same force; 

(8)! that force is in an inverse relation with the distance from the Sun, hence so are the 
velocities of the planets.  

 

(5)-(8) by themselves do not constitute a viable model of the universe: we get one only by 
supplementing them either by all the rest of Kepler’s assumptions (so getting a viable but false 
model) or by all the rest of our assumptions (so getting a true model). But (5)-(8) are a common 
core shared by these two otherwise very different models, and they are true.  

 Besides, (5)-(8) are enough to derive Kepler’s predictions: the spinning of the Sun is 
already implicit in (5). Kepler’s three laws are just kinematic laws, and once given (5), they were 
found mainly by making hypotheses on which curves and functions would fit the data and 
checking them back with the data; but their discovery was helped by Kepler’s revolutionary 
intuition that the orbits must not be found by geometrical models alone, but reasoning on the 
forces which govern them, as suggested by (7) and (8) (Hoskin 1999, ch. V).  
 So, the indispensable components in Kepler’s reasoning (5)-(8), are true. Kepler’s false 
assumptions (the tendency of planets to rest, the Anima Motrix, the directive rather than 
attractive force exerted by the Sun) are completely idle, so commitment to them is excluded by 
Psillos’ indispensability condition. Hence, this case confirms deployment realism, rather than 
disconfirming it.  
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Is the automatic appraisal mechanism informationally encapsulated? 
 

Matilde Aliffi, University of Birmingham 

 

In my paper, I challenge the claim that the system that triggers the emotion, called automatic 
appraisal mechanism (henceforth AAM), is informationally encapsulated (Griffiths, 1997) 
(DeLancey, 2004). A system is informationally encapsulated when, given a set of inputs, 
processing within the input system cannot be causally affected by information stored in other 
cognitive systems.  

 The main argument in favor of the informational encapsulation of the AAM consists in 
presenting a plausible case in which a person has a recalcitrant emotion and in providing the best 
explanation of why recalcitrant emotions exist. An emotion is said to be recalcitrant when it 
occurs even if it conflicts with the agent's evaluative judgments. Typical cases of recalcitrant 
emotions are subjects that are afraid of something regardless of the fact that they think that there 
is no danger. The occurrence of recalcitrant emotions is considered problematic, because it is not 
clear why the emotional response persists against the judgement and the intention of the subject. 
Even if the subject puts a great effort in controlling the emotional response, he cannot help but 
have the emotion. However, the informational encapsulation of the AAM explains clearly the 
fact that recalcitrant emotions are possible. If the AAM were informationally encapsulated, then 
the AAM would trigger the emotion without taking into account beliefs that are stored in the 
high-level cognitive system for evaluating the stimulus. So the explanation of why it is possible for 
a subject to fear earthworms while thinking that they are actually safe would be that the AAM 
activates the fear-affect-program without taking into account the subject’s beliefs about the 
safeness of the situation.  

 If the AAM were informationally encapsulated, then we would not be able to directly 
influence the basic emotions triggering system through our thinking. However, we know that 
recalcitrant emotions can be overcome. Consider yourself on a roller-coaster. You feel fear, even 
if you are secured to the coaster car by a resistant lap bar and safety belts, and you know that you 
are perfectly out of danger. It is plausible to think that, through effort and learning, you could 
cease to be scared while being on the same roller-coaster. There is empirical evidence that cases 
of precisely this sort occur, and it could be the effect of a causal influence of beliefs on the AAM's 
process.  

 I will focus on evidence involving people with phobia, because phobias are the instances 
of recalcitrant emotions that have been studied more thoroughly. There is evidence that people 
who suffer from arachnophobia, for instance, are able to overcome it by undergoing therapy 
(Paquette et al., 2003). The study by Vincent Paquette and colleagues shows that recalcitrant 
emotions can be overcome by cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT). CBT is a therapeutic 
technique, which aims to change the subject’s cognitions and behaviour through a combination 
of cognitive and behavioural therapy (Öst & Clark, 2013). Cognitive therapy focuses mainly on 
changing what the subject thinks through discussion with the practitioner. During the discussion 
the therapist asks questions to the subject, in order to help him to evaluate better his situation 
and to help the subject to analyse his behaviour. Conversely, behavioural therapy consists in 
exposing the subject (in the laboratory or in the real world) to the eliciting stimuli in order create 
a different association with it (Öst & Clark, 2013).  
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 This empirical evidence does not deny that recalcitrant emotions occur, but it denies just 
that they cannot be overcome. The question now is to explain why they cease to be persistent. 
That might depend on what sort of causal influence affects the process of the AAM. On the one 
hand, if conscious or unconscious beliefs do not have a causal influence on the system, then the 
AAM could still be considered informationally encapsulated, but it remains to be explained why 
the AAM ceases to activate the emotional response. On the other hand, if beliefs causally affect 
the AAM’ process, then it will be needed to investigate if the system is informationally 
encapsulated.  

 In particular, it would be interesting to understand whether the cognitive therapy causes 
an influence into these brain regions by facilitating a re-conditioning process or by the influence 
of a belief. In the absence of empirical studies that directly tackle this issue, I can only elucidate 
under what conditions cognitive therapy can causally affect the AAM process by the tokening of 
an explicit representation. I will argue that comparing the result of different therapies for 
overcoming recalcitrant emotion can give us insight about whether beliefs can causally affect the 
AAM. I will distinguish between synchronic and diachronic influences of belief in the AAM, and 
I will argue that empirical evidence does not show synchronic influence, but leaves open the 
possibility of diachronic influences.  

 Understanding the extent to which our beliefs influence the AAM is particularly 
interesting for clinical practice, because it can offer an explanation of why cognitive therapy is 
effective, and guide practitioners to develop new therapies for people with phobias. I suggest in 
which way further experimental investigation might try to corroborate empirically the possibility 
of an influence of beliefs in the AAM processes.  
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Representing mental disorders through a hybrid semantics 
 

Cristina Amoretti, University of Genoa 
Marcello Frixione, University of Genoa 

Antonio Lieto, University of Turin 
 
According to the traditional view, known as “classical”, concepts can be simply defined in terms 
of sets of necessary and sufficient conditions. However, for most of the common-sense concepts, 
this position does not hold since conceptual structures are mainly characterized by “typical” 
category membership cues and are organized in human mind in terms of prototypes. Since then, 
different positions and theories on the nature of concepts have been proposed in order to explain 
the aspects concerning conceptual “typicality”: prototype views, exemplar views and theory-
theories. The case of some medical concepts, such as the general concept of DISEASE and the 
various individual disease concepts show the same “problems” presented by most common-sense 
concepts, as they can hardly be represented in terms of individually necessary and jointly 
sufficient conditions. 

Faced with the issues raised by the many attempts to find a traditional definition for the 
general concept of DISEASE, some philosophers have proposed to regard the concept of 
DISEASE and those of individual diseases as non-classical ones. Approaches based on family 
resemblances, prototypes, and exemplars have been introduced to characterize the general 
concept of DISEASE, but they seem particularly suited to handle the general concept of 
MENTAL DISORDER as well as the various concepts of individual mental disorders. This 
more restricted class of medical concepts will be the focus of our present work. 

We shall argue that these views are compatible with the structure of the DSM-5 as it 
rarely incorporates theoretical information regarding the causes of individual mental disorders, 
and classifies them using a list of operational diagnostic criteria. As a consequence, individual 
mental disorders are typically identified not by their etiology or underlying pathological cause (a 
few exceptions being, for example, the different types of neurocognitive disorders), but through 
their syndromes, that is through a catalogue of their characterizing symptoms and signs, none of 
which is individually necessary and no fixed number of which is sufficient to determine 
membership to a certain individual disorder category. 

In the last decades the problem of concept representation received a great deal of 
attention within the field of artificial intelligence (AI), and in particular in knowledge 
representation, due to its relevance for semantic technologies and for the development of formal 
ontologies. The representation languages adopted for the development of formal ontologies 
stemmed from the tradition of so-called structured inheritance semantic networks. These 
formalisms are known today as description logics (DLs), and the main formal ontological 
languages such as OWL and OWL 2 belong to this class. As logical systems, DLs have a model 
theoretic, Tarskian style semantics associated to them. 

This fact causes a problem: Tarskian semantics is fully compositional, and typicality 
effects are hard to accommodate with compositionality. As a consequence, DLs do not allow the 
representation of concepts in prototypical terms. DLs allow the representation of concepts 



!
! 62 

exclusively in terms of sets of necessary and/or sufficient conditions. This is a severe drawback 
from the standpoint of the representation of many classes of concepts among which those of 
MENTAL DISORDER and individual mental disorders. 

In this perspective, we propose to integrate typicality effects in computational 
representations of concepts. More precisely, we focus on prototypical and exemplar based 
approaches, and propose to combine them in a hybrid model. We propose a hybrid architecture 
combining a “classical” component (in which concepts are represented, as far as it is possible, in 
terms of necessary and/or sufficient conditions) with a “typicality-oriented” component, allowing 
both prototype and exemplar based representations. The “classical” component is demanded to 
some standard ontological formalism; the “typicality-oriented” component to a conceptual space, 
where conceptual spaces are a geometric framework for knowledge representation proposed by 
Peter Gärdenfors. 

As a preliminary step to implement a system based on the above described conceptual 
architecture, we are now trying to realize the following steps: 

 

(i)! Developing a formal ontology that tries to overcome some limitations of the 
existing ontological representations of individual mental disorders. In particular, 
with respect to the existing taxonomies, we are currently building a representation 
that aims to be closer to the DSM-5 nosology and rationales (after making explicit 
its limits). That ontology would represent the “classical” component of our 
architecture (in which the concepts mental disorders are represented, as far as it is 
possible, in terms of necessary and/or sufficient conditions). 

(ii)! Developing a conceptual space with a number of quality dimensions able to 
identify the prototype of mental disorder as well as the relevant exemplars. That 
geometric framework would constitute the “non-classical” component of our 
architecture. 

(iii)! Representing the individual concepts of mental disorders within the conceptual 
space and evaluate their positions, as well as their degree of tipicality. 
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Cognitive systems and characters:  
Is there a single process of cognitive integration? 

 

Gloria Andrada, UAM, Spain 
 

The process of cognitive integration has become an issue of increasing interest in epistemology 
and philosophy of mind. In their analyses, both disciplines emphasize different aspects of the 
phenomenon. On the one hand, cognitive science and philosophy of mind explore how different 
cognitive mechanisms are intertwined with each other to give rise to a cognitive system; on the 
other hand, in the epistemological literature, the interest lies in the way in which different 
cognitive abilities are interconnected and cooperatively interact with each other forming what 
has been called an agent’s cognitive character. My main goal in this presentation is to determine 
if we can talk about a common process of cognitive integration. I hope to bring some light on a 
more general problem concerning the possible theoretical bridges between epistemology and 
philosophy of mind, and also between those mechanisms that work at personal level and at a 
subpersonal level. I will proceed by introducing different models of integration for becoming a 
cognitive system and a character. I will argue that it is difficult to establish that there is one 
unique process of cognitive integration; there are deep discontinuities in the way integration 
works at the level of cognitive mechanisms and at the level of a cognitive character, such that we 
can have integration at one level and not at the other. This will bring some interesting insight to 
a recent debate concerning the epistemological ramifications of the Hypothesis of Extended 
Cognition (HEC), given that it has been claimed that is through this actual process that we can 
accommodate HEC with virtue reliabilism (see Palermos and Pritchard 2013 or Palermos 2014). 
I will then raise some doubts about the prospects of this program.  

 My presentation is divided in four steps. I begin by analyzing the process of cognitive 
integration in virtue reliabilism by reviewing two positions: John Greco’s account and Duncan 
Pritchard’s one. Virtue epistemology presents an epistemological shift in focus from properties of 
beliefs to properties of agents. Virtue reliabilism understands virtues as faculties. Under this 
approach cognitive integration focuses on the interconnectedness of our belief-forming processes 
that make up an agent’s cognitive character. Greco (2010) defines the notion of cognitive 
character as a causally integrated system of cognitive abilities. In a similar line, Pritchard (2010) 
defines cognitive character as an agent’s “integrated web of stable and reliable belief-forming 
processes”. The general idea is that through the process of cognitive integration a deep 
interrelation between knowledge and agency is revealed: when certain process is integrated 
among the rest then it enters the scope of the subject’s agency. This warrants that knowledge is 
not the result of mere luck but that there is some degree of agency on the part of the cognizer 
that makes it more epistemically valuable than mere opinion. The central question points to the 
conditions that need to be satisfied in order for a process to be properly integrated in an agent’s 
character. As we will see, factors such as innateness, endorsement/awareness of reliability, social 
normativity and time play an important role. The main result of this process in this 
epistemological account is that it provides a minimal criteria for epistemic justification: the fact 
that that a process is integrated among the rest other processes makes its outcome justified. This 
provides a kind of Occam’s razor that maintains a healthy economy of epistemic evaluation in 
tune with real-life knowing. 
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 After exploring two epistemic models of cognitive integration, I proceed to analyze the 
notion of cognitive integration in philosophy of mind. This phenomenon suggests the way the 
components of a system interact with the rest in the way required for its proper operation. This 
basically means that in an integrated system (which could seem tautological) components are 
integrated by some kind of relationship. Also, according to the process of integration all system 
components must contribute (nontrivially) to the behaviour of the system. I focus on three 
different but not exclusive models: One based on commonsense functionalism; the other based 
on highprobabilities of use (put forward in Rupert 2009) and the third one based on feedback 
loops and Dynamical System Theory (DST) (Palermos, 2014). My review shows that all the 
different accounts posit the need of mutual constriction among the different components of the 
system as a necessary and sufficient condition.  

 My third step is to offer a comparative analysis between approaches to integration at the 
different levels. In the following table we can see a simple comparison:  

Cognitive Integration  Epistemic Cognitive Integration  

Cognitive System  Cognitive Character  

Cognition  Knowledge  

Interconnectivity of cognitive processes  Interconnected beliefforming processes  

It might seem some kind of truism that epistemic integration must depend in some important 
way in the correct functioning and a correct cooperation between the different cognitive 
mechanisms, however this is precisely what I am questioning in this presentation. A in-depth 
analysis reveals crucial discontinuities between subpersonal mechanisms and personal ones. My 
argument is threefold: i) epistemic cognitive integration requires an integrated subset compared 
to the necessary integration at the level of mechanisms (belief-forming processes or cognitive 
abilities vs all cognitive processes); ii) integration of mechanisms doesn’t provide adequate 
grounds for epistemic cognitive integration. I picture a scenario where brain plasticity has 
evolved to a point in which new processes can be integrated instantly (e.g., an implant). However, 
our intuition regarding integration at the level of abilities is that it would take more time in order 
to reach the stability needed for epistemic cognitive integration. This shows a discontinuity 
between mechanisms and abilities where the agent has to show some degree of agency (and this is 
in tune with the difference between general cognition and knowledge); and finally: iii) the 
discontinuity works also the other way around: epistemic cognitive integration doesn’t imply that 
the underlying mechanisms form a single cognitive system. In order to appreciate this point I 
analyze some examples found in HEC literature where we are more inclined to accept 
integration at an epistemic level but not at the level of mechanisms based on the use of some 
epistemic artefacts.  

 My conclusion is that despite the expected relation between integration at the level of 
mechanisms and an integrated cognitive character, they have different conditions for integration 
therefore we cannot talk about a single process of cognitive integration. May this work as a 
warning sign for preventing us from referring to a single phenomenon or process, when in fact 
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integrated systems and integrated characters need to satisfy different conditions.  

 With this conclusion, my fourth, and last step, is to raise some doubts on the current 
debate regarding the epistemological ramifications of HEC, given that it has been claimed that is 
through this process that we can accommodate HEC with virtue reliabilism (see Palermos and 
Pritchard 2010 or Palermos 2014). Since I argue that we can not talk about a single process of 
cognitive integration, a different argument should be offered if one is going to claim the 
continuity between extended cognitive systems and extended cognitive characters or, at least, a 
better specification of the connection between integration at the different levels.  
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A mutable future for free will 
 

Giacomo Andreoletti, University of Milan 
 
In my paper I assume the view according to which free will is the power to do otherwise than one 
actually does. I then discuss how free will relates to the future. We care about free will because we 
want that our free acts shape the future the way we want. In order for our acts to shape the future 
the way we want, we need patterns of predictable regularities in the world outside us. An extreme 
case like a possible world where things outside a free agent abruptly change from one interval to 
the next one, shows like free will requires external predictability in order to not be useless. So, 
our acts affects and shape the future. Can we also change the future? Believing so is admittedly a 
crazy view, maybe even a philosophical non-starter. However, Todd (2011) recently argued for 
the idea that the mutable future should deserve the role of a metaphysical contender. Geach 
(1977) held such a view. As Geach says (1977): 

So what was going to happen at an earlier time may not be going to happen at a later 
time, because of some action taken in the interim. This is the way we can change the 
future. 

The rationale behind this, is what Geach calls the logic of prevention. What is prevented is what 
was going to happen but then didn’t happen because of the prevention. An alternative view, 
which would not require a mutable future, is to claim that what is prevented is what would have 
happened, had the preventive act not occurred. Formally, when an event X occurs and later in 
time Y does not occur, one might say that X prevents Y if and only if a) X is causally sufficient 
for not-Y and b) had X not occurred, Y would have occurred. This is the so-called counterfactual 
analysis of prevention. I then provide an example which is supposed to score a point in favor of 
the geachian view on prevention against the counterfactual analysis. 
 
My example 
The example involves two free agents, Alice and Bob, who are playing pool at the bar. We 
assume that the pool balls behave in perfect accordance with Newton laws of motion. If there is 
no intervention from the outside, the future behavior of the pool balls is completely settled by the 
present physical state of the table and the laws of nature. Alice has direct control over the pool 
ball number 1, while Bob has direct control over the pool ball number 2. That means that they 
can freely use their sticks to impart a velocity to their respective pool balls. When they impart a 
certain velocity to their ball, they do so freely. We consider the game from t=0 to t=10 and we 
then make the following assumptions. The game is not an usual pool game, because Alice and 
Bob are allowed to hit the balls simultaneously or when it is not the case that all pool balls are at 
rest. Ultimately, Alice and Bob know newtonian laws and they can predict what is going to 
happen given an instantaneous state of the table. Given their knowledge and their ability to shoot 
pool balls, Alice and Bob can affect the future the way they want, by imparting a proper velocity 
to balls number 1 and 2. Alice wants the ball number 8 to end up in the upper-left pocket at 
t=10, Bob wants the ball number 8 to end up in the upper-right pocket at t=10, and both Alice 
and Bob want to intervene as little as possible. Then, the game goes like this. At t=0, given the 
state of the table at t=0 and newtonian laws, the ball number 8 is going to end up in the upper-
right corner at t=10. Alice wants to prevent that, and after a quick calculation, she imparts a 
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velocity to ball number 1 at t=1, so that it will hit the ball number 8 with a velocity such that ball 
number 8 will end up in the upper-left pocket at t=10. 

After realizing what is going on, Bob is determined to achieve what he wants. Hence, at 
t=7, Bob shoots balls number 2 which in turn hits ball number 8 and send it in the upper-right 
pocket. Ball number 8 ends up in the upper-right pocket at t=10. For the sake of simplicity, we 
name the events as follows 
 
AS is Alice’ shot at t=1 
BS is Bob’ shot at t=7 
UR8 is the ball number 8 ending up in the upper-right pocket at t=10 
UL8 is the ball number 8 ending up in the upper-left pocket at t=10 
 

For sure BS prevents UL8 from happening. We’ll see now how the counterfactual analysis of 
prevention deals with this case. The case is more interesting, because BS does prevent UL8 and 
the counterfactual analysis makes a wrong prediction. BS ensures the non-occurrence of UL8 but 
the relevant counterfactual is false. It is not true that had Bob not intervened, UL8 would have 
happened. This is so because in the nearest possible world where Bob does not intervene, neither 
does Alice, given that they both want to intervene as little as possible, and Bob intervenes if and 
only if Alice intervenes. Hence, in the nearest possible world where BS does not happen, UR8 
instead of UL8 happens, because the state of the world at t=0 and newtonian laws dictate that. 
We thus have the wrong result that, according to the counterfactual analysis, BS does not prevent 
UL8. 

The geachian view does not suffer this kind of problem. One who endorses the geachian 
view would say that at t=6, before BS, UL8 was going to happen, but then, Bob prevented that, 
thereby changing the future time t=10 from UL8 to UR8. 
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Doing without intuitions? 
 

Adriano Angelucci, University of Urbino 

!

The talk focuses on a recent debate concerning the role of intuitions in philosophical 
methodology. A traditional practice in epistemology, call it P, consists in appealing to cases as 
counterexamples to theories. According to the Standard View (SV), P would be intuition-based in 
the following sense. When making claims about cases, epistemologists treat intuitions as evidence 
for the truth of those claims. The wide consensus enjoyed by SV has drawn attention to the 
epistemic credentials of these mental states, and practitioners of experimental philosophy 
(xphiles) claim to have showed that intuitions are sensitive to various kinds of truth-irrelevant 
factors. Some xphiles have drawn on experimental data to question P’s soundness, thereby 
generating an animated methodological debate. Until recently, this has been one between 
opponents and defenders of a practice (P) whose general features were largely shared. Yet things 
have changed. Some (most notably Deutsch 2009, 2010, 2015, and Cappelen 2012, 2014), have 
rejected the current form of the debate on the grounds that it would unduly presuppose the truth 
of SV. SV, in their view, is demonstrably false, and this fact undermines the significance of the 
experimental challenge to P. Their line of defense of traditional methodology has developed an 
alternative, intuition-free view of P, which may be referred to as the Argument View of P (AV). The 
talk attempts an overall assessment of AV.  
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The two faces of mental imagery 

 

Margherita Arcangeli, University of Geneva 
 
In the literature about imagination a lot of discussions concern the range of the imaginative 
realm. There is disagreement, for instance, about whether some phenomenon, such as conceiving 
or supposing, may be legitimately seen as belonging to such a realm. By contrast, a rapid 
overview of the literature shows that almost everybody agrees in thinking that mental imagery is 
imaginative (e.g., Flew 1953; Currie & Ravenscroft 2002; Gendler 2013). Annis Flew (1953) 
rightly observed: “In any discussion of imagination, attention tends to centre on mental imagery” 
(p. 246). According to her, however, this is only one sense of the word “imagine”, the “imaging” 
sense – as she called it. In this sense, “imagine” refers to the capacity to have mental images in a 
given sense modality (visual, auditory, etc.). On this view mental imagery is what has been called 
“sensory imagination” (e.g., Martin 2002; Gendler 2013), that is the type of imagination at play 
when, for instance, I visually imagine a lilac when none is there or I auditorily imagine a passage 
of Albinoni’s Adagio while wearing earplugs.  

 It has been suggested that philosophical discussions have paid less attention to the 
relationship between mental imagery (viz. sensory imagination) and imagination itself. Rather, I 
contend that what has received less attention is the relationship between mental imagery and 
sensory imagination. Very often it is taken for granted that mental imagery and sensory 
imagination are equivalent. I argue that there is more to mental imagery than sensory 
imagination as a specific type of imagination. This is only one sense of “mental imagery”.  

 Here is my claim: there is a real distinction between two senses of mental imagery which 
many philosophical debates have ignored. Once these senses are disentangled, new light can be 
thrown on these debates. My analysis will proceed in three steps.  

 First, I shall introduce a useful distinction that philosophers of mind have in their toolkit, 
namely the distinction between psychological attitude (or mode) and mental content. Roughly 
speaking both the attitude and the content are aspects of a mental state, but they contribute to it 
in different ways: while the attitude is how a mental state represents, the content is what a mental 
state represents. Philosophers distinguish different attitudes (e.g., belief, perception) that can 
share the same content and be about the same object or state of affairs (e.g., Eve believes that the 
quiche is cooked, Marie sees that the quiche is cooked). I shall offer a minimal definition of the 
notion of attitude according to which an attitude is a mental category showing primitiveness (i.e., it 
cannot be reduced to other mental categories) and peculiarity (i.e., it shows phenomenological or 
functional specific features, or both).  

 The distinction between attitude and content has been neglected in contemporary 
discussions about imagination. I argue that this distinction is particularly relevant when we are 
concerned with the relationship between sensory imagination and mental imagery. Indeed, there 
are at least two senses of “mental imagery”: the attitude sense and the content sense. On the one 
hand, mental imagery may refer to an attitude, which is perception-like in nature. This attitude 
can be labelled “sensory imagination”. On the other hand, mental imagery may refer to a 
specific type of representational content (e.g., non- propositional, iconic content), whatever 
attitude it is embedded in (sensory imagination, but also episodic memory or even belief).  
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 Second, I shall dwell on a debate where the failure to distinguish between these senses 
muddles arguments, namely the debate about the nature of sensory imagination. Different 
proposals have been put forward in order to delineate the boundaries of sensory imagination. My 
claim is that the distinction between the attitude and the content senses of mental imagery can 
reveal two quite different philosophical projects about sensory imagination: an attitude-based 
account (e.g., Currie & Ravenscroft 2002) and a content-based account (e.g., Langland-Hassan 
2016). I shall make these projects apparent and stress that they deal with different phenomena.  

 The attitude-based account deals with sensory imaginings as potentially sui generis mental 
states. Indeed, this attitudinal theory posits sensory imagination as a peculiar and primitive genus 
attitude re-creating perceptual experiences and constituted by species of imaginative attitudes 
that re- create different types of perceptual experiences (visual, auditory, tactile, etc.).  

 By contrast the content-based account deals with mental states of different kinds that 
somehow seem imaginative in virtue of their content. On this view, sensory imagination is not 
really an attitude, but can be reduced to other attitudes (e.g., judgements, episodic memories, 
desires) when they show an appropriate content structure involving mental imagery (viz. a 
specific type of content).  

 Both projects are legitimate and the phenomena they are dealing with might be called 
“imaginative”. However, this seems to be a risky move that runs against the widespread 
agreement about sensory imagination as a primitive kind of mental state (see, e.g., various 
contributions in Kind 2016). The discussion will suggest what the desiderata of a correct account 
of sensory imagination are.  

 Third, I shall conclude by pleading for the attitudinal theory as the best philosophical 
route to take in order to account for the desiderata and for the distinction between sensory 
imagination (as an attitude) and mental imagery (as a content). I shall suggest that a promising 
starting point is to acknowledge two types of re-creation, namely re-creation of mind in the case 
of sensory imagination and re-creation of world in the case of mental imagery.  
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Normative Reasons, Deliberation and the Wide-Scope of Rationality 
 

Caroline Arruda, University of Texas at El Paso 
 

In her discussion of the misguided assumptions about practical reason that often affect defenses of 
reasons internalism, Christine Korsgaard (1986) correctly notes, “[t]he force of the internalism 
requirement is psychological: what it does is not to refute ethical theories, but to make a 
psychological demand on them” (23). Understood in these broad terms, reasons internalism is 
trivially true. That is, for reasons to be normative in the sense that they are taken to recommend 
or to require a given course of action to an agent who is in the relevant circumstances, they must 
be reasons of which the agent is aware or would become aware if she were genuinely rational. 
This is contrary to the more clearly relativistic view that at least some reasons internalists 
defend—namely, that for x to be a normative reason for me to φ, x must be connected to the set 
of psychological states that tend to motivate me. 

In this paper, I argue that there is one feature of normative reasons upon which (at least 
non-Humean) reasons internalists and externalists can agree. That is, they can agree upon what I 
will call the Kantian thought that rationality has requirements of its own that play a non-trivial 
role in determining whether a reason is normative. 

To see how these views share the Kantian thought, let’s consider two of the views in 
question. Although Michael Smith (1994) defends the Humean theory of motivation, he 
decidedly rejects the more Humean forms of reasons internalism, which include the views 
defended by Bernard Williams (1981) and Marc Schroeder (2007). Smith develops what he calls 
the “advice model” of reasons internalism in order to avoid the relativism to which he contends 
Williams’ account and other Humean brands of reasons internalism necessarily lead. The 
account that he develops retains the commitment to moral rationalism that we find in Nagel 
(1970), Scanlon (1998) and others. 

On the advice model, a reason is normative for me in the circumstances in which I find 
myself (in the evaluated world) if, from the perspective of my fully rational self (the evaluating 
world), I would desire to φ in the world in which I am my fully rational self (Smith 1995: 110). In 
this regard, normative reasons are normative by virtue of the advice that I would give to myself 
about what to desire from the perspective of full rationality in the evaluated world.  

Given Smith’s reliance on rationality to “do the heavy lifting,” we can find similarities 
between his view and some forms of reasons externalism. Derek Parfit (1997), in defense of the 
claim that all reasons are external, claims that “[w]hen we have a reason to do something, this 
reason is not provided by, and does not require, the fact that after Internalist deliberation we 
would want to do this thing. This reason is provided by facts that also give us reason to have this 
desire” (130). This claim is grounded upon the fact that non-Humean reasons internalism turns 
out to be, in Parfit’s terms, “non-reductive” about normative reasons—namely, although it 
claims that desires or other motivators must be either actually or counterfactually present, it does 
not reduce reasons to them. To be a theory about normative reasons, Parfit suggests, reasons 
internalism must be non-reductive. Externalism is similarly non-reductive and, in this sense, is no 
less plausible than reasons internalism, according to Parfit. Both formulations make metaphysical 
commitments to the claim that there are normative truths as a result of their respective non-
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reductive orientations.1 Thus, Parfit suggests, reasons internalism seems to be able to be folded 
into reasons externalism without any loss of content. 

Given these similarities, it would seem that the issue to be addressed is how rationality 
plays the role that both non-Humean reasons internalism and externalism claim for it. Here I 
aim to expand what I have called the Kantian thought to explain how rationality can play the 
role on which both views agree.8 

How, then, are we to understand this role? Reason, as a faculty, has its own requirements 
(Broome 2004; 2005; 2007a; 2007b; 2013). But it is an open question, best exemplified by the 
debate over rationality’s wide or narrow scope, whether rationality has basic requirements that 
exist independently of the requirements of particular reasons (Broome 2005, 2007b; Kolodny 
2005, 2007). To put the distinction in terms of an example, we can ask whether it is a demand for 
consistency more generally that forces me to choose either the belief that p or the belief that not-
p and not both. Or, we might contend, if we have some independent reason to believe that p—
say, empirical evidence that makes the belief that p true—, then perhaps this particular reason 
alone compels me to choose the belief that p over the belief that not-p. (Brunero 2008: 1-2) 

For a view of normative reasons to explain what I will call the rationality-based conditions 
under which we are compelled to act in light of normative reasons, I will argue that the most 
promising view of rationality to fill this role is the wide-scope view of rational requirements. 
Following Broome (2005: 324), I define ‘requirement’ simply as a standard that governs relations 
among attitudes, including but not limited to beliefs and intentions.9 

If the requirements of rationality are understood in this way, how then are we to 
understand normative reasons and their ability to compel us to act? Following Star and Kearns 
(2008), I argue that normative reasons are facts or, as they put it, evidence in favor of or against 
φ-ing. This requirement remains consistent with the reasons externalist’s intuition that a 
consideration is a reason to φ only by virtue of the facts of the matter about φ-ing, and not 
(exclusively) about our psychological states.  

One potential stumbling block for my argument is to explain how normative reasons are 
capable of motivating us to act when they appear either to be cognitive states, as is the case for 
reasons externalism, or to be the product of cognitive states, as is the case for Smith’s non- 
Humean reasons internalism. I argue that these facts’ normativity and, thus, their ability to 
compel us to act—the very fact upon which both the non-Humean internalist and the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8 Parfit (1997: 103-105) correctly points out that reasons internalism and reasons externalism, respectively, may differ 
dramatically on their account of whether morality itself is internal or external—namely, can we have a moral 
obligation to φ even if it is not true that we could come to be motivated to meet this obligation on the basis of 
procedurally correct rational deliberation? Internalists about morality, on Parfit’s view, say ‘no’ and externalists 
answer ‘yes’. 
9 Kolodny (2005; 2007) provides a competing view, in which he argues that the requirements of rationality are local 
insofar as they govern conflicts between particular attitudes alone, and they govern both states (conflicts between 
particular attitudes) and processes. Brunero (2008) develops the distinction between local and global requirements of 
rationality and argues that although there may be global narrow-scope requirements, local rational requirements are 
not narrow-scope. In this regard, Brunero claims that the relationship among all of our attitudes is defined by 
narrow-scope requirements. Specific attitudes that conflict with other specific attitudes (again, think of the belief that 
p and the belief that not-p) are adjudicated through an appeal to wide-scope rational requirements. Although the 
question of whether rational requirements are local or global is important, I will assume, for the sake of simplicity, 
that we can determine whether rational requirements are simply narrow or wide without further determining 
whether those requirements are local or global. 
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externalism agree—comes from our understanding of their actual relevance for our deliberations 
about whether to φ, thereby retaining the non-Humean reasons internalist claim that agents must 
be able to be motivated to act in light of normative reasons.  

This account has a number of virtues. First, it can explain the psychological requirements 
that internalism takes to be conceptually true of reasons.10 Namely, it retains the claim that for a 
reason to be a normative reason for an agent, some facts about the agent’s psychological states 
must obtain. Second, it is non-Humean and thus can accommodate the intuitions about 
reasons—that they must be related to actual facts of the matter and not to the psychological 
states of agents—that united the non-Humean reasons internalists and the reasons externalism. 
Third, it retains the rationalist commitments for which both non-Humean internalists and 
externalists argue. Fourth, it allows for cases of weakness of will and instances of general 
irrationality since it has a built-in defeasibility condition—namely, one ought form the relevant 
intention or one will be considered to be irrational.11 Fifth, it is a strength of the theory that it 
does not pick out the actual reasons that I have to intend to φ since, as Broome (2007a, 176-7) 
argues, rationality requiring one to intend to φ does not entail that one has a reason to φ. We 
could, after all, be wrong about what we have conclusive reason to do, and, if this belief is false, 
then the attitudes that follow from it should be scrutinized.12 

I conclude by addressing two objections to this account. The first, natural objection to my 
argument is that it requires that one has some background desire to be rational or to comply with 
rational requirements in order for the formulations above to hold sway over me. Second, I 
address an objection raised by Kieran Setiya against non-Humean and Humean forms of reasons 
internalism that applies to the view developed here. Setiya (2007: 276-278) objects to the 
rationalist forms of internalism such as Smith’s. He argues that, on these views, we can be held to 
be irrational in choosing to φ only if we can be legitimately expected not to φ. This criterion 
entails that, as Setiya claims, some failures to respond appropriately to reasons are not irrational. 
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No work for identity conditions?  
 

Lorenzo Azzano, Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa 
 
 

Part of the motivation for the Quinean orthodoxy on identity conditions is that identity 
conditions for entities of a kind K have a metaphysical role to play (together, perhaps, with an 
epistemological or a semantic one). This metaphysical role consists in the fact that they provide a 
metaphysical explanation for the identity of Ks; they explain what it is for Ks to be identical. 
There is an argument according to which, if we assume a “standard view” about identity (viz., 
“identity” is an univocal expression standing for a very basic and almost fundamental relation), 
this cannot be the case. Since this argument is cryptic in the existing formulations13, my goal is to 
shed some light on its merit and limitations –and on the philosophical status of identity 
conditions in general. The conclusion is not as bright as someone may have hoped, yet not as 
grim as someone else has feared.  

 First of all, we must remember that identity, for the standard theorist, is a quite basic and 
fundamental concept. It cannot be defined but circularly (at the second-order). Secondly, it is a 
single, unified non-ambiguous concept: identity is the same for everyone. Therefore, to believe 
that identity conditions for Ks provide a definition or analysis of identity is to “compound the 
mistake” (Williamson 1990: 145).14 

 The idea is that traditional problems of fundamentality and circularity that one 
encounters when trying to define the notion of identity (for instance, through indiscernibility) will 
have a metaphysical fallout, and the alleged conclusion is that identity facts cannot be grounded 
or explained as the supporters of identity conditions would have wanted. To proceed, one must 
bridge the gap between the definition of identity and the grounding of identity. Consider that 
conditions for the instantiation of a property or relation P, could both provide a grounding base 
for facts involving P, and a definition for P (for the concept, or a real definition of P itself). Yet 
identity, being an extremely undemanding relation, does not require almost any condition for its 
instantiation: everything is identical with itself, and with nothing else. This lends some ground to 
the idea that no qualitative fact (e.g., the ones in the right-hand side of an identity condition 
statement) makes one thing one, or two things two. Contrariwise, if facts concerning identity 
could be grounded, the grounding facts could offer elements for a non-circular and kind-relative 
definition of identity, and this is, again, unacceptable. 

 Other two portions of the same argument are, I argue, less successful. First, a very close 
line of reasoning is one according to which, if identity is not kind-relative, its grounds cannot be 
kind- relative, although a full evaluation of this point depends on a study on grounding, and, 
more precisely, on the link between grounding and reduction.  

 Secondly, it has been argued that, since there will be false instances of the left-hand part 
of an identity condition biconditional (two x and y that are distinct), this shows that (one direction 
of) the main operator cannot formalize a relation of grounding, since grounding is factive. I argue 
this to be inconclusive, since one can work with negative facts or propositions as well (viz., 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13  Primarly, Lewis (1986: 192-193), Horsten (2010) and Fine (2016).  
14  Also Jubien (1996: 346–348). 
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identity conditions provide grounding for both identity and distinctness).  

 Finally, I suggest an alternative. Identity conditions have a metaphysical value, albeit a 
different one: they are grounded in the nature of Ks. To be grounded is the whole biconditional, 
not the identity in one side. And given that, if A grounds (B↔C) that does not immediately imply 
that A grounds B, nor that A grounds C, this position does not imply that the identity fact is 
amongst the grounded –which is what the argument rejects.  

 As necessary and sufficient conditions for the identity of Ks that follow from their nature, 
identity conditions offer a principled way to distinguish Ks,15 which directs us to some crucial or 
essential features that all Ks share: they offer the “most important difference” that two different 
Ks display. In this sense, I argue that identity conditions are “weakly metaphysical” and “weakly 
epistemological” in character. Because they follow from the nature of Ks, good identity 
conditions survive modalization (whenever there are Ks, those identity conditions hold), although 
what makes them good may not be merely modal in character –but hyperintensional.  

 Identity conditions thus offer some important insight. Whenever they are to be found 
(which might not be always), they offer great help to the philosopher, although I would suggest a 
more liberal methodology: I do not think that the search for identity conditions should be a 
philosophical task with an extremely high priority. Their importance, to conclude, may vary on a 
case-to-case basis. 
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Theorizing justice in asylum in the here and now 
A social choice approach  

 
Ali Emre Benli, Center for Advanced Studies, University of Rijeka 

 

There is a significant gap between the moral and legal understanding of asylum seekers and the 
reality of their situation. Although there are 148 states that have signed the Refugee Convention 
of 1951, most refugees today are not able to enjoy their basic rights. Most are constrained in 
camps in neighboring countries without adequate protection and no prospect of long term 
solutions to their diverse problems. There is also a growing number of asylum seekers who 
venture to reach affluent countries with more welcoming asylum procedures. During the long 
and dangerous journey they are exposed to extensive human rights violations. The most recent 
example is the case of the refugees fleeing the conflict ridden Middle East region.  

 Mainstream theorizing of justice in immigration aims to bridge this gap by theorizing 
principles that should govern a perfectly just refugee regime. It involves specifying three inter- 
related aspects; first, the definition of a refugee, which provides the conditions for distinguishing 
between refugees and other kinds of migrants; second, the kinds of rights refugees should enjoy 
due to their special status; and third, the parties who bear the duty of making sure that the 
refugees are enjoying their rights together with a fair distribution and limits of such duties. Once 
a perfectly just refugee regime is theorized it is then used to derive suggestions on what to do in 
particular cases.  

 In the first part of the article, I show that mainstream theorizing is unable to guide us in 
addressing urgent and important problems such as the current situation we are faced with. The 
difficult lies with finding an agreement on the superior principles of justice for asylum as well as 
regimes that may best implement them. Moreover, in the context of such disagreement, it is hard 
to create the political will required for their implementation. In the second part, I offer an 
alternative method based on Amartya Sen’s work on social choice approach to theorizing 
justice.161 The social choice approach allows us to determine the injustices refugees are subject to 
without the need to work out what an ideally just refugee regime would involve. In the third part, 
I focus on the particular problem of the increasing number of migrants who lose their lives in 
crossing the Mediterranean, and compare alternative courses of action to identify those that lead 
to a more just solution. I show that the extent of the problem and accessibility of remedies enable 
us to reach a moral agreement on what should be done. Our moral evaluations tend to converge 
when we put them under scrutiny in light of information regarding pervasive injustices. For 
example, although the set of moral values that ground a restrictive refugee regime and the set 
that grounds a progressive refugee regime will diverge, they may nevertheless both justify 
extensive rescue missions in the Mediterranean. Finally, I conclude by emphasizing that we need 
to give priority to those claims revealed by the social choice approach in addressing urgent 
injustices. 
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Reconsidering the semantic view of theories from a historical 
perspective 

 
Francesca Biagioli, University of Konstanz 

 
The semantic view of scientific theories in the works of Patrick Suppes and Bas van Fraassen 
supplied a thorough analysis of theory structure in terms of mathematical (in particular set-
theoretical) relations, rather than predicate logic, and a possible account of meaning in terms of a 
hierarchy of models and their relations to one another. One of the goals of this approach was to 
bridge the gap between the purely formal approach of the syntactic view and scientific practice 
and history of science. However, the sematic view of theories is able to account for theory change 
only in hindsight, in terms of the inclusion of the structures of earlier theories in the structure of 
the new theory. In order to address this problem, my suggestion is to look at historical cases, in 
which generalizations emerged in response to open questions of empirical research. In particular, 
I focus on two examples of nineteenth-century inquiries into the conditions of measurement by 
Hermann von Helmholtz and Felix Klein. In 1887, Helmholtz was one of the first to pose the 
problem of formulating necessary conditions for the physical interpretation of numerical models, 
and insofar he is usually considered to be one of the forerunners of measurement theory. 

However, his conception of measurement entails something more than the modern, 
representational conception, insofar as it implies that mathematical structures are common to 
both subjective experiences and objective ones. I argue that Helmholtz’s approach was motivated 
by the debate about the measurability of sensations, which followed Gustav Fechner’s and 
Wilhelm Wundt’s attempts to measure psychological processes. Instead of arguing for the 
measurability or the incommensurability of sensations, Helmholtz replaced the metaphysical, 
essential distinction between extensive and intensive quantities with a relative distinction between 
additive and non-additive magnitudes. Sense qualities offered the example of an attribute for 
which composition according to the method of addition was yet unknown, although neither the 
application of the same method nor a different form of quantification could be excluded. 

Felix Klein’s group-theoretical classification of geometries is a classic example of a 
hierarchy of models. In 1872, Klein himself emphasized the unifying power of the group-
theoretical approach for a more comprehensive account of different directions in nineteenth-
century geometrical research. 

However, Klein’s classificatory idea emerged not from an abstract consideration of 
geometrical properties as relative invariants of a group of transformations, but from one of the 
examples of a group-theoretical classification of geometry in particular, namely, his projective 
models of non-Euclidean geometry from 1871. As Klein made it clear in a series of writings from 
the 1890s, he first came up with the idea of a general classification of geometries by introducing a 
numerical model of projective space. He then argued that metrical projective geometry provides 
us with a foundation of different metrical geometries, and therefore with necessary conditions of 
measurement. Klein’s conviction was that a clarification of the foundations of geometry would 
shed light on the questions regarding the structure of physical space. 

The relevance of these examples to the discussion of the sematic view lies in the fact that 
they played an important role in the clarification of some of the central concepts of the semantic 
view, such as measurement as representation, invariance, and symmetry. Therefore, both 
Helmholtz’s theory of measurement of 1887 and Klein’s group-theoretical view of geometries 
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from 1871 to the 1890s are typically reconstructed in set-theoretic terms, as displaying 
increasingly higher levels of abstraction in the classification of structures. However, the historical 
consideration of these examples shows that the focus in Helmholtz’s and Klein’s approaches to 
measurement is not so much on the relations that subsist between abstract structures, but on how 
the same structures can be transposed across different domains. 

Helmholtz first introduced the principles of measurements as laws of addition to then 
provide an interpretation of the same laws for potentially all known physical processes. In 
applying the algebraic theory of invariants to groups of geometrical transformations, Klein 
envisioned the possibility of characterizing different physical theories as theories of the relative 
invariants of a group of transformations. I point out that Helmholtz and Klein offer different 
examples of generalizations that do not necessarily culminate in a final hierarchy of structures, 
but provide new conceptual instruments for dealing with open questions of empirical research. 
My suggestion is that reconsidering such examples in context might shed further light on the 
developmental aspects of scientific representations overlooked by the sematic view. 
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Should experts influence citizens’ judgment? 
 

Enrico Biale, University of Western Piedmont 
Giulia Bistagnino, University of Milan 

 

The problem of the proper role of knowledge in political decision-making is a traditional and 
major concern for political philosophers. In the last years, such debate has found a renewed 
interest and the focus has been cast on the role of experts within democratic societies: does 
making room for experts in policy-making amount to a loss of democracy, whose core value is 
that of political equality? The problem is particularly thorny if we consider the fact that, given 
the complexity of contemporary societies, not only it is simply impossible for every citizen to 
participate intelligently on each and every political issue, but also that it is necessary to rely on 
experts to reach sound political decisions. For these reasons, it has been argued for a division of 
labour between experts and citizens (Dewey 1927; Christiano 1996; 2012; Urbinati 2006). 
According to this view, citizens can set an agenda for pursuing social problems, that need to be 
identified by experts, and specify the aims of the policies that cope with these problems, while 
experts define the means and strategies to pursue such aims. The integration between these 
processes is grounded by political deliberation that facilitates a reasoned exchanged between the 
facts provided by experts and the values developed by citizens. In this sense, the division of 
labour is usually based on the assumption that experts should (and can) provide neutral, 
apolitical, technical advice to representatives and citizens, so to be, as Winston Churchill 
famously stated, “on tap but not on top”. In this paper, we challenge this view by claiming that it 
is grounded on problematic epistemological and political premises. Our aim is to evaluate and 
provide a better understanding of the role of experts within democratic societies, and to 
understand whether, how, and to what extent experts’ judgments should influence citizens’ 
political judgments. 

We start by arguing that the division of labour perspective relies on a simplistic 
conception of the fact/value distinction and of the division between science and politics. Indeed, 
not only judgments of value are deeply embedded in the practice of science (Kitcher 2001), but 
also science is never the pursuit of truth full stop, but the pursuit of those truths scientists find 
significant (Dewey 1988). Moreover, the common idea which distinguishes science, intended as 
the realm of agreement, from ethics, intended as the realm of disagreement, is flawed. Scientists 
and technical experts strongly disagree about states of affairs, levels of risk and uncertainty, policy 
efficiency, etc. Finally, to ground the division of labour on the distinction is controversial also 
because of the difficulties citizens have in evaluating the claims of experts (Brewer 1997), and 
because it is not at all clear whether and how laypeople can identify experts (Goldman 1999; 
2001). 

Given this simplistic epistemological framework, division of labour accounts are not able 
to describe and guide the political role of experts, the values that are conveyed by their proposals, 
and the normative standards against which these claims should be assessed. Since experts 
exercise a political role and their proposals convey values, their claims should not only be 
evaluated for their correctness but for their political viability and legitimacy as well. A proper 
account of the role of experts within democratic society should then provide standards to assess 
whether their claims are politically justified (Bertram 1997; White and Ypi 2011), namely 
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grounded on reasons that can be accepted by a political community. The role of political 
deliberation is not only to facilitate experts in enabling citizens to make sensible political 
judgements but to allow members of the demos to critically assess if the proposals of experts are 
politically justifiable. 
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Joint action, normativity, and agent-neutral reasons  
 

Matteo Bianchin, Università di Milano-Bicocca 
  

Normativity plays a pivotal role in recent debates on shared agency and collective intentionality. 
Yet mainstream theories tend to sever the kind of normativity involved in joint actions and social 
institutions from the normative issues at stake when it comes to assessing them – suggesting that 
the latter belong to a separate domain of evaluative questions, which is external to the 
mechanisms and processes by which social actions and institutions are brought into being. For 
instance, Gilbert (2006) maintains that the normative commitments involved by joint actions 
have nothing in common with moral commitments. In a similar vein, Searle (2010) claims that 
institutions can be accepted or recognized even when they are not approved. Zailbert and Smith 
(2008) have drawn the conclusion that talks of normativity in this context have nothing to do with 
the normativity of moral and rational standards by which actions and institution are assessed. In 
this paper I argue that there is no rationale for this distinction and make the case for a continuity 
thesis according to which the norms operating within joint actions and social institutions are 
connected with, and ultimately rest on, the normative authority of rational and moral norms 
involved in assessing them.  

 In the first section I review the state of the art, focusing on a point common to 
contractarian, contractualist, and deliberative views. While it is trivially true that joint actions 
need not be moral and social institutions can exist that fail to conform to moral or rational 
standards, this hardly proves that there is no connection between the norms operating within 
social actions and institution, and the normative standards involved in assessing them. As they 
rest on acceptance, social norms and institutions are to be justified to those who are bound by 
them in order for the relevant system of cooperation to be stable over time. Thus rational and/or 
moral principles constrain the range of stable social norms and institutions that can be possibly set 
up. According to this view, disconnecting social ontology from the demands of practical reason 
makes impossible to account for their normative authority – and for the evidence that they are 
routinely subject to rational critique and revision.  

 Drawing on Tomasello’s work on cooperation and Bratman’s view of shared agency, I 
argue in the second section that there is indeed a significant continuity between the psychological 
infrastructure of joint action and the normative requirement of practical rationality. Tomasello 
(2009) claims in this connection that social norms of reciprocity and fairness underlay 
cooperation and that they are ontogenetically rooted in the socio-cognitive capacities and pro-
social motives involved in early joint actions. The argument, however, is inconclusive in two 
respects. First, the pro-social motives involved in the early disposition to cooperate cannot 
account for the unconditional normativity of objective reasons. Thus Tomasello cannot 
substantiate the claim that they support “actual social norms [...] whose violation is 
unacceptable” (Tomasello, 2008, 91-2). Second, Tomasello’s theory of joint action does not 
support the claim that “social practices in which “we” act together [...] generate mutual 
expectations leading to generalized, agent-neutral normative judgments” (Tomasello 2009: 92). It 
can be shown that, as joint intentions represent actions and goals in a shared, we-centric 
perspective, the reasons they provide involve an indexical reference to “us” as the (plural) subject 
of actions. They are agent-relative, not agent-neutral reasons according to Nagel’s definition 
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(Nagel 1970).  

 In the third section I argue that agent-neutral reasons can be traced back to a later and 
rather specific development in social cognition. It is widely accepted that a substantial 
transformation takes place as a representational theory of mind is acquired, which enables the 
attribution of propositional attitudes, and social cognition accordingly rearranges in line with the 
ordinary folk psychological vocabulary (Rakoczy 2015). Tomasello recognizes that in this context 
agents learn to generalize the conditions under which intentions can be shared and to cooperate 
in anonymous settings, shifting from being able to guide one’s own actions via an “internalized 
significant other” to being able to guide them via a “generalized other” (Tomasello, Rakoczy 
2003). I thus contend, contra Tomasello (2014), that under these conditions the sense of 
equivalence between self and other that goes along with early joint actions generalizes to the 
effect that individuals come to see themselves mutually as rational agents endowed with a 
capacity for self-monitoring and self-governance, and the capacity for working in the we-mode 
needs not be bounded by group-membership. I conjecture that a parallel shift is likely to affect 
practical reasoning, as in this connection a reflective capacity to de-center and access agent-
neutral reasons can be expected to emerge and early pro-social motives to grow into a general 
system of normative expectations of reciprocity and fairness that support stability.  

 I conclude by suggesting that, under this reading, agent-neutral reasons may be better 
understood as intersubjective than objective (Korsgaard 1993). Joint actions and institutions thus 
are subject to normative constraints that set the standards against which they are assessed, yet are 
not external to the mechanism and processes by which they are brought about, for they emerge 
from the psychological infrastructure of cooperation as social cognition develops along the line 
sketched above.  
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Indexical judgements without direct reference  
through singular contents 

 

Gregory Bochner, Université Libre de Bruxelles (ULB) 
 

There are important similarities between the problem of the essential indexical when this is 
understood as a problem for (what John Perry calls) “the doctrine of propositions” and what I shall call the 
problem of the essential index. My aims will be to show how those similarities can be used to motivate 
a reduction of the former to the latter, and to sketch a common solution.  

 (i) The problem of the essential index arises for the general view that the truth-conditions 
of a judgement (belief or assertion) are fully determined by its content (NAIVE). Take my 
empirical judgement that the first man in space was Russian. On the one hand, its content is true. 
But it is true only contingently. The same content can be evaluated relative to other possible 
worlds and, relative to some of these, it will be false. It is true at an arbitrary world w if and only 
if there is some unique individual x who is the first man in space in w and x is Russian in w. On 
the other hand, my judgement cannot be evaluated at other possible worlds. It is true simpliciter if 
and only if there is some unique individual x who is the first man in space in the actual world and x 
is Russian in that world. The judgement does not articulate any representation of the actual world, 
and yet, given the way in which it was produced, it is bound to “concern” (in the terminology of 
Perry) it. So NAIVE is false. While their contents have relative truth-conditions, empirical 
judgements have absolute truth-conditions, involving a specific index of evaluation determined by 
pragmatic, causal factors. 

 (ii) According to Perry (1979), the problem of the essential indexical (or “PEI”) arises for 
the “doctrine of propositions.” This has three tenets. (1) BINARY: Belief is a binary relation to a 
content. (2) CLASSICAL: The content of any belief is a classical proposition, determining a set of 
possible worlds. (3) FREGEAN: Beliefs with different cognitive values have different contents. 
Perry and Lewis (1979) exemplify the problem through the contrast between de se and other 
beliefs, de dicto and de re. This contrast is real. Yet, I claim, it is not what creates a problem for the 
doctrine of propositions. Instead, it is the more general contrast between de dicto and de re beliefs, 
where the latter include de se beliefs, which threatens the doctrine.     

 To see this, consider the amnesiac Lingens who reads a detailed biography of a man 
called 'Lingens'. The non-indexical sentences in the book teach him all the propositions that he 
could learn about that man. Still, they do not give him the self-locating information that he 
(himself) is Lingens. Perry and Lewis conclude from cases like this that the PEI distinguishes de se 
beliefs from de dicto and de re beliefs. But now consider a monotonic variation on this case – due to 
Stalnaker (2008). Daniels, who has no problem with self-location, reads a copy of the same book 
next to Lingens. He learns all the same propositions. There is also something that Daniels does 
not learn: that he (that man) is Lingens. Now what has gone unnoticed so far is that cases like the 
Daniels case also threaten the doctrine of propositions. By hypothesis, Daniels believes (de dicto) all 
the true propositions about Lingens. Still he does not believe (de re) that this man is Lingens. 
Given FREGEAN, his de dicto beliefs and his de re beliefs must have different contents. But given 
CLASSICAL, they could not have different contents: as Daniels believes all the relevant 
propositions, the content of his new de re belief cannot be a new proposition. Granting BINARY, 
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the truth-conditions of a belief are fully determined by its content. So the doctrine of propositions 
leads to an impasse: BINARY, CLASSICAL, and FREGEAN, cannot all be true. De se beliefs 
threaten the doctrine of propositions just because they are a variety of de re beliefs. 

 Perry and Lewis offer different solutions to the PEI. Perry keeps CLASSICAL, but rejects 
FREGEAN and BINARY. Lewis keeps FREGEAN and (a reflexive version of) BINARY, but 
rejects CLASSICAL. I submit that the PEI is one manifestation of the problem of the essential 
index, and that the general solution is to keep FREGEAN, but to reject BINARY and 
CLASSICAL.  

 The problem of the essential index showed NAIVE, hence BINARY, to be false. The 
(relative) content of an empirical belief is not enough to determine its (absolute) truth-conditions. 
We also need a specific index of evaluation. FREGEAN (together with Frege's puzzle) provides 
an explanation: the (relative) content of an empirical belief never involves the object of which it is 
believed. Against CLASSICAL, that object is not part of the content, but of the relevant index.  
 Daniels believed of the actual world that there is a man who is as described in the book, 
F. Lingens features neither in the content nor in the index of these de dicto beliefs. Daniels comes 
to believe of Lingens that he is F. His de re belief now involves Lingens in the index. The absolute 
truth-conditions of his de dicto and his de re beliefs are different.  

 Their relative contents also differ. The de dicto belief has this content: being a world such that 
there is an individual who is F. The de re belief has that content: being F. In accordance with 
FREGEAN, the de dicto and de re beliefs have different cognitive values, hence different contents. 

 I suggest that the common solution to the two problems involves acknowledging that the 
contents of empirical judgements never suffice to determine (absolute) truth-conditions: in 
addition, we also need concrete individuals and situations in the world, and these are 
pragmatically given in index of evaluation. 

  



!
! 88 

Shared emotions are social-relational emotions 
 

Vivian Bohl, University of Tartu 
 

There is a diversity of conceptions on shared emotions available in the literature. It is likely that 
different conceptions of shared emotions serve different explanatory purposes (Michael, 2016). 
However, there seems to be a gap in this research. Most accounts of shared emotions have not 
considered shared emotions in the context of social relationships. This is surprising, given that 
social relationships provide the context in which most shared emotions arise. In my paper, I 
argue that many cases of what researchers call ‘shared emotions’ fall under a special case of 
social-relational emotions, typically arising within and/or giving rise to communal relationships. 

I define social relationships as temporally extended and coordinated complementarities of 
actions and/or mental components among two or more participants. Coordination means that 
participants act, think, and/or feel with reference to each other’s actions, thoughts, and/or 
feelings. Complementarity means that what one agent is doing, thinking, or feeling is incomplete 
or impossible unless and until another agent meaningfully complements it. 

Emotions are typically defined as intrapersonal states that have specific experiential, 
cognitive, behavioural and physiological subcomponents.However, for social cognition research, 
the most interesting cases of emotions are those where mutual influence among the affective 
dynamics of two or more individuals can be observed. I call such emotions social-relational 
emotions. 

For example, two people yelling at each other and their level of anger rising in synchrony 
would be a case in point. However, most people would not readily call this example a case of 
shared emotions. What seems to be lacking is a sense that a certain emotional experience brings 
people closer together. 

The latter, I suggest, is a key to understanding shared emotions. I propose to 
conceptualize shared emotions as a special case of social-relational emotions where a communal 
relationship arises or strengthens. 

Along with hierarchical and equality-based relationships, communal relationships are 
seen as a basic type of human social relationships by many relationship scientists (see Fiske, 
1992). In communal relationships, people treat each other as belonging to the same social 
category by focusing on their commonalities and disregarding distinct individual identities. 
People in a communal relationship typically describe a sense of oneness with other members of 
the group. 

To clarify what I mean by saying that shared emotions are socialrelational emotions 
arising in or giving rise to communal relationships, let me analyze an example of a young infant 
and a mother sharing a positive emotion. 

Joel Krueger (2013) argues that young infants are incapable of experiencing positive 
emotions on their own. He also argues that there is a lack of robust self-other differentiation in 
the phenomenological structure of the experiences of positive emotions in young infants, so that 
when infants experience positive emotions, they dwell in a state of experiential undifferentiation. 
Taken together, there seem to be two specific features that require an explanation in this 
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particular case: the caregiver’s central role and the alleged lack of self-other differentiation in the 
infant’s experience. Krueger explains them by postulating a jointly owned episode of an emotion. 
I have heavily criticized Krueger’s joint ownership thesis elsewhere and in this paper I would like 
to propose an alternative. 

According to the definition given above of social relationship, the action or experience of 
one party of the relationship is incomplete or impossible unless it is complemented by another 
party of the relationship. This is clearly the case in the example of positive emotions in young 
infants, since the infant’s emotion arises from the interaction with the caregiver. 

The possible lack of self-other differentiation refers specifically to a communal 
relationship. Such relationships are based on a felt common identity and not on separate 
individual identities. However, I take Krueger’s phenomenological claim with a grain of salt, 
because most contemporary developmental psychologists argue that already newborns have a 
fundamental sense of self. But one can, of course, also have a communal relationship with a fully 
developed sense of self. The point is rather that without a self-other differentiation, one could not 
have other types of social relationships. 

How do social-relational emotions arise in the case of positive emotions in young infants? 
The first stage can be described in terms of unidirectional influence from the caregiver to the 
infant: the caregiver’s positive emotional state alters the emotional state of the infant in such a 
way that the latter matches the former at least in its positive valence and possibly also in its 
intensity. In the second stage, a feedback-loop within the infant-caregiver system is created: not 
only is the positive emotion of the caregiver influencing the affective state of the infant, but the 
positive emotion of the infant is in turn influencing the affective state of the caregiver. This would 
be a scenario most likely to be found in a communal relationship: the infant and the caregiver 
form a common identity supported by the same type of positive emotional experience. Notice 
that this does not mean that the two individuals own the same token of an emotion: ontologically, 
there are two individual, albeit mutually dependent emotional states. On a more fine-grained 
level of analysis the emotions of two individuals are clearly different; they have different 
intentional objects and, if Krueger is right, also different phenomenological structures. 

It is plausible that social-relational emotions arise in the context of social relationships, 
but at the same time they also feed into relationships. If relationships are temporally extended 
and coordinated complementarities of actions and/or mental components among two or more 
participants, then social-relational emotions are the stuff relationships are (partially) made of. 

The so-called shared emotions are most likely to be found in communal relationships: 
both in the sense that they more readily arise in such relationships, but also in the sense that they 
enable to create, strengthen and maintain communal relationships. 
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From musical ‘Uh?’ to ‘Wow!’: Accountig fo musical evaluation in 
appraisal theory 

 
Constant Bonard, University of Geneva 

 

The aim of this paper is to improve our understanding of aesthetic judgment about music by 
bringing together philosophical and psychological approaches. In a nutshell, the idea is to 
acknowledge the importance of emotions in aesthetic judgment from a philosophical perspective 
and to explore how a psychological approach to emotions can help us account for musical 
evaluations. 

More specifically, the question to be explored is the following: can a scientific view on 
emotion explain the veracity in the fact that we ‘praise the Barber Adagio for Strings for its noble 
solemnity’ (Scruton, 2011: 104-105), that the structure of an intermezzo by Brahms has ‘a 
dramatic psychological structure’ (Robinson, 2005: 341), or that Mendelssohn’s Hebrides might 
be ‘expressive of hope’ (Levinson, 2011: chapt. 14)? After all, however relevant, these affect-based 
descriptions seem to be, in their literal sense, quite distant from the abstract patterns of sound of 
the instrumental pieces of music. This paper gives an empirically-informed story as to how these 
metaphors might be appropriate to the music they describe. 

In order to do so, I will first present and endorse a version of aesthetic sentimentalism 
(close to Prinz, 2007 & forthcoming). In short, my claim is that we can account for aesthetic 
judgments in emotion experiences. More specifically, I take it that for any emotional episode E, 
there corresponds a specific value V, which is the formal object of E, and for any value V’, there 
corresponds a specific emotional episode E’, which has V’ as its formal object. Furthermore, 
knowing the nature of a value requires having experienced the corresponding emotion (and vice 
versa). To flesh out this thesis a little, here are a few examples of emotions and their respective 
formal objects: fear-danger; admiration-admirable; amusement-comic; disgust-disgusting; 
indignation-injustice. (Note that there might not be an English word to name the emotion 
corresponding to every value, or to name the value corresponding to every emotion. For 
instance, there is no specific label for the emotion that has the value kitsch as its formal object, 
but that does not mean that there is no specific affective state calibrated towards the kitsch – a 
specific kind of ‘yuk-feeling’ as Scruton (1999) argues.) Arguments leading to this claim have been 
exposed by e.g. De Sousa (1987), Deonna and Teroni (2012), Prinz (2004), Tappolet (2000). 

If one accepts this version of aesthetic sentimentalism and the uncontroversial claim that 
aesthetic judgements always are about aesthetic values, then there should be one or several 
emotion episodes corresponding to any aesthetic judgement. For instance, if Sam judges that the 
Mont-Blanc is sublime and that the sublime is the formal object of awe, then there is a specific 
episode of awe that can explain why Sam’s judgement is appropriate. Accordingly, there should 
be a specific emotion episode explaining why ‘noble solemnity’, the value with which Scruton 
praises Barber’s Adagio, might be appropriate. 

Next, I will show how this relates to an influential psychological approach to emotions, a 
recent version of the appraisal theory called the Component Process Modal (CPM) (Scherer, 
2009; Moors & Scherer, 2013). The central claim here is that emotions are constituted by specific 
sequences of bodily and cognitive changes caused by a series of appraisal of a stimuli event. 
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This relates to aesthetic sentimentalism because what psychologists as Klaus Scherer and 
Agnes Moors call ‘the molar value of the appraisal process of an emotion episode’ (2013) can be 
considered as identical to the formal object of emotions, namely: philosophers’ values. Scherer’s 
CPM investigates relations between the values corresponding to an emotion episode and the 
specific sequences of bodily and cognitive changes characteristic of this emotion episode. This is 
particularly interesting for us because each emotion is described as having a distinctive sequential 
pattern of bodily and cognitive changes. Thus, CPM helps bridging the gap between values, 
which can sometimes be very abstract notions (such as ‘noble solemnity’), and empirically-
informed embodied descriptions (such as physiological changes, motor expressions, or action 
tendencies). 

Concentrating on Scruton’s aesthetic evaluation that the Barber’s Adagio for Strings is to 
be praised for its noble solemnity, I will thus argue that the specific sequence of bodily and 
cognitive changes characteristic of an emotional experience targeted at this specific value serves 
to fill the explanatory gap between the abstract patterns of sound of the Adagio and Scruton’s 
metaphorical description. 

This paper thus offers an empirically-informed view on how to explain far-fetched 
metaphorical descriptions of musical extracts and, accordingly, a wide range of aesthetic 
judgements about music. 
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Hinge epistemology and pragmatism 
 

Anna Boncompagni,  University of Florence 
 
 

In her volume Extended Rationality. A Hinge Epistemology (2015), Annalisa Coliva builds on 
Wittgenstein’s On Certainty an on his conception of hinges, in order to put forth a system of 
epistemology based on a novel account of the background assumptions underlying perceptual 
judgments. In a few paragraphs of her work, she affirms that pragmatism, although being a form 
of ‘hinge epistemology’, is unsatisfactory. By referring to pragmatist literature, I argue that 
Coliva’s position is much closer to pragmatism than she seems disposed to acknowledge. The 
paper runs as follows: I first offer a brief account of Wittgenstein’s hinges; then describe Coliva’s 
main tenets; and focus on the view of pragmatism which emerges from her words. By working in 
particular on Charles S. Peirce and on secondary literature on Peirce and Wittgenstein, I explain 
why in my opinion Coliva offers a partial reading of the pragmatist point of view. I conclude by 
underlining the affinities between her proposal of extended rationality and pragmatism.  

 Despite being composed of sketchy and unpolished notes, On Certainty has raised an ever-
increasing debate since its appearance. What is often pointed out in literature is that these notes 
depict the ‘hinge role’ that some common sense platitudes play in our everyday epistemic and 
non-epistemic practices. Hinges are the ungrounded certainties that ground and regulate these 
practices. Examples are ‘I am a human being’, ‘there are physical objects”, and ‘the earth has 
existed for a very long time’. Apparently similar to empirical propositions, hinges actually define 
the standard for our judgments, in such a way that putting them in doubt amounts to 
jeopardizing the very criteria of reasonableness.  

 Coliva employs this Wittgensteinian notion to investigate the structure of perceptual 
justification, claiming that for an empirical proposition (e.g. ‘Here is a PC’) to be justified, besides 
the relevant perceptual experience a set of hinge assumptions must also be in place. The 
traditional problem with these assumptions is that they, in turn, seem to need justification, and 
either circularity or infinite regress seem to be around the corner. According to Coliva, 
Wittgenstein’s notion of hinges can help us out, once we acknowledge that hinges can play their 
justificatory role notwithstanding their being unwarranted and unwarrantable.  

 This ‘hinge epistemology’, Coliva affirms, is a common trait of a number of philosophical 
perspectives, including pragmatism. In her view, a pragmatist would assert that if assumptions 
are necessary for us to engage in our epistemic practices, then we are pragmatically warranted in 
holding them. Yet, she observes, a pragmatic warrant is not an epistemic warrant: even if we are 
pragmatically rational in holding basic assumptions, we are not necessarily epistemically rational 
in holding them. For this reason, the pragmatist perspective is not a promising response to 
scepticism. In developing her own view, Coliva then proposes to extend the very notion of 
rationality by acknowledging that basic assumptions are a constitutive part of it, in that they are a 
constitutive part of our epistemic practices concerning empirical beliefs.  

 Although when dealing with pragmatism Coliva refers in particular to ‘certain pragmatist 
positions’ and specifies that ‘it is difficult ... to pinpoint exactly who, among the various 
pragmatists, held such a view’ (p. 123, where she refers to Tiercelin 2005 for a historical 
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reconstruction), I take it that she considers these positions as representative of pragmatism in 
general, at least when it comes to the issues at stake. Her description has the merit of condensing 
some pragmatist tendencies in a clear cut statement regarding the pragmatic warrants of hinge 
assumptions. It is also in agreement with some interpretations in literature, namely, those 
focussing on indispensability arguments and regulative assumptions (Misak 2011 and Howat 
2013 are two examples). Yet in my view, this approach risks oversimplifying the pragmatist 
stance and neglecting some crucial aspects of it, particularly relevant in this discussion. Limiting 
the analysis of the pragmatist field to Charles S. Peirce, I show the strong similarities between the 
latter and Wittgenstein on the concepts of doubt and certainty, a point partially acknowledged by 
Coliva (p. 125). Both thinkers indeed oppose the Cartesian idea (and ideal) of doubt as the 
starting point of philosophy and highlight instead the primacy of the background common sense 
certainties in our everyday activities and in the very logic or grammar of reasoning. In this sense, 
for Peirce, like for Wittgenstein, it is not only because it is pragmatically indispensable, but also 
because it is an integral part of our practice of reasoning, that we follow tacit guiding principles of 
inference, usually without being aware of them. In his writings on critical common-sensism, 
moreover, Peirce underlines the role of original indubitable beliefs, which constitute the 
background determining what counts as a reason in the activity of giving reasons (the proximity 
to the Wittgensteinian approach was also noticed by Broyles 1965 and Johanson 1994). 
Therefore, Peirce can be said to have brought about a revision of the notion of rationality 
broadly in line with Coliva’s account.  

 In more general terms, I conclude that Peirce’s conception of belief as a habit of action, 
which is at the core of the pragmatist perspective, while putting in doubt the plausibility of 
Coliva’s sharp distinction between epistemic and pragmatic reasons, helps to see pragmatism as a 
promising ally, rather than a weak competitor, in her project.  
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Is there introspective evidence for phenomenal intentionality? 
 

Davide Bordini, Centre for Philosophy of Time, University of Milan 
 

The so-called transparency of experience (TE) is the intuition that, in introspecting one’s own 
experience, one is only aware of certain properties (e.g., colors, shapes, etc.) as features of 
(apparently) mind-independent objects. 

TE is quite popular among philosophers of mind. Traditionally, it has been used to 
motivate the representationalist claim that phenomenal character (experience’s what-it’s-like-
ness) is in some strong way dependent on intentionality (experience’s having representational 
content) against the traditional separatist orthodoxy, according to which, instead, no inherent 
connection obtains between phenomenal character and intentionality. 

Representationalism has arguably been the mainstream view of consciousness over the 
last two decades. Despite this, some theorists have recently opposed this view and have argued 
that intentionality is grounded in phenomenal character. This is the Phenomenal Intentionality 
View (PIV). The proponents of PIV usually appeal to TE as well and argue that it offers direct 
evidence for PIV (e.g., Horgan and Tienson 2002; Horgan, Tienson and Graham 2004). They 
thus build up a line of argument that leads from TE to PIV. 

It might seem prima facie curious that two opposite camps appeal to the same intuition as 
evidence in support of two opposite theses. So, since associating TE and Representationalism is 
philosophically commonplace, a question naturally arises as to whether TE really counts as 
evidence in support of PIV, that is: whether it really supports the phenomenal intentionality 
claim. 

Answering this question is important because, if the line of argument from TE to PIV 
really is successful, then a powerful case in support of PIV can be made. For, if TE is actually 
what we gather from introspection, then it seems that considering our introspective intuitions 
alone pushes us to conclude that PIV is true. This is relevant not only in the light of the 
widespread consensus surrounding TE, but also in consideration of its important consequences. 
That is, firstly, the philosophical common-sense of the last twenty years, i.e. that TE makes a 
strong case in support of Representationalism, turns out to be overturned. Secondly, the 
representationalist mainstream (along with its proposal for the naturalization of phenomenal 
character) is overturned aswell, on the very same intuitive grounds that were supposed to make it 
plausible and appealing. 

In this talk, I will discuss the line of argument from TE to PIV and offer a negative reply 
to the question above: our introspective intuitions (TE) do not push us in the direction of PIV. 
On the contrary, the line of argument from TE to PIV is (at best) simply too weak to force us to 
conclude that PIV is true. So, the PIV supporters are wrong. Schematically, here is how I will 
proceed. After a quick survey of the debate on the relations between intentionality and 
phenomenal character, I will argue for the following two substantive claims: 

 

(1)! Representationalists and phenomenal intentionalists appeal to the same introspective 
datum, TE. 
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(2)! Arguing from TE to PIV leads us to the following trilemma: either (a) the argument is too 
weak or (b) it is not from TE or (c) it is to be rejected—where (a) is the best case and (b) 
and (c) are the worst cases. 

 

To argue for (1), I will introduce TE and use some relevant quotes that show that TE is the 
introspective datum to which both representationalists and supporters of PIV appeal. Then, I will 
move to (2), which will occupy the main part of the talk. My discussion will be mainly focused on 
the two arguments from TE that have been offered in support of PIV. 

The first argument claims that considering introspection alone (TE) is sufficient to get 
PIV’s truth (Horgan, Tienson and Graham 2004). The idea is, roughly, that PIV’s truth is simply 
introspectively manifest. First, I will offer a plausible reconstruction of the quite packed argument 
offered by Horgan and collaborators. Then, I will argue that they are wrong: in fact, at best, 
introspection alone leads to a conclusion that is weaker than 
PIV. 

The second argument appeals to a phenomenal duplicates thought experiment (Horgan 
and Tienson 2002). Roughly, it goes as follows. Two creatures are phenomenal duplicates «just 
in case each creature’s total experience, throughout its existence, is phenomenally exactly similar 
to the other’s» (Horgan and Tienson 2002: 524). When we consider phenomenal duplicates of 
ours, we notice that there is one kind of intentional content that we share with them. According 
to Horgan and Tienson, this is enough to conclude that phenomenal character grounds 
intentionality. 

Even though this argument does not claim that introspection alone suffices for PIV, it still 
strongly relies on introspective considerations. For, introspective data are (i) what we need to 
perform the phenomenal duplicates thought experiment and (ii) what secures the thought 
experiment’s outcome that there is a kind of representational content shared by me and my 
phenomenal duplicates. As I will argue, however, the phenomenal duplicates case does not 
suffice for PIV’s truth as the representationalist might accept the claim that there is a kind of 
content that the duplicates share without accepting the conclusion that PIV is true. So, once 
again, the argument is, at best, too weak. 

The upshot will be: as far as our introspective intuitions (TE) are concerned, at best we 
are not forced to buy into PIV; at worst, buying into PIV runs us into serious trouble. So, the line 
of argument from TE to PIV is not only far less powerful than the PIV supporters would like it to 
be, but it is also quite dangerous and, thus, not so convenient, after all—despite what it looked 
like prima facie. 
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Mob rules: A causal model of aggregative social phenomena 

 
Andrea Borghini, College of the Holy Cross 

Marco J. Nathan, University of Denver 
 
Imagine a simple (albeit unfortunately common) case of prejudice and discrimination in a small, 
relatively isolated community N where a specific physical trait t (which could correspond to 
dwarfism, obesity, having blond hair, blue eyes, etc.) is considered a stigma. Alfa is an individual, 
a member of C, who bears trait t and because of it, is in a position of disadvantage. For instance, 
Alfa applies for a job with Beta’s company and, despite the fact that Alfa is clearly the most 
qualified candidate, she ends up not getting the offer because Beta has an overt prejudice against 
individuals who bear trait t. In order to avoid, prevent, correct and, ultimately, eradicate these 
biases, we need to understand them. How can we model the causal structure of prima facie simple 
scenarios such as this?  
 The most straightforward strategy is to model the situation as a simple causal relation 
where Beta is entirely causally responsible for Alfa’s disadvantage and thus Beta is the sole culprit. 
Intuitive as it may appear, this strategy is simplistic, as it ignores the social, aggregative dimension 
of prejudice – which accounts for its devastating and pervasive effects. There is an important 
difference between an isolated mistreatment and a widespread prejudice. In presenting the bias 
as pertaining to the entire community N, we implicitly acknowledge that Beta is not solely 
responsible for the discriminating behavior. To wit, imagine that Alfa had not applied to Beta’s 
job, but had a colloquium with Gamma or Delta. What would have happened under these 
circumstances? Assuming that the bias is pervasive enough within N, one can reasonably 
conjecture that Alfa would not have been offered the job anyway. How can we introduce this 
further layer of complexity and represent it in our causal models?  

 In order to capture counterfactual claims about what would have happened to Alfa under 
various kind of circumstances, we must introduce redundancy into the picture – a widespread 
feature of causation, which has been discussed extensively in the metaphysical literature.  
 Unfortunately, important as they are, traditional philosophical discussions of redundancy 
involving overdetermination and preemption only capture part of the story. Gamma and Delta play a 
sui generis active role in perpetrating the bias, a role that is importantly distinct from the “direct” 
role of Beta. This role, which is based on the difference between preempting and preempted 
causes, can be understood in terms of causation by concentration (Nathan 2014). However, 
recognizing that there is a qualitative difference between the role of Gamma and Beta is only half 
of the story. What is missing from a more precise and comprehensive causal model of prejudice is 
a quantitative distinction that allows us to operationalize and distribute the blame by assigning 
precise numerical values to the various parties involved. The second missing component is a 
theoretical concept that allows us to distinguish between the influence that Gamma and Delta 
counterfactually exert on Alfa from the influence that Gamma and Delta exert on Beta – the peer 
pressure that motivates Beta to perpetrate the injustice in order to avoid the discrimination to 
affect him too.  
 To introduce a more rigorous formal approach, consider a universe or domain of discourse, 
intuitively representing a situation associated with a causal structure that we aim to model (e.g., 
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the situation in which a certain person is discriminated in the workplace). For the sake of 
simplicity, we shall refer to entities in the domain of discourse as events. The model we envision 
rests on three key functions, intuitively respectively modeling for: (i) the relevance of a variable to 
the overall causal structure of a given event in the domain of discourse; (ii) the influence of a given 
event in the domain of discourse on the effect; and (iii) the influence of a given event in the domain of 
discourse on the other (redundant or non-redundant) causes.  
 

(1)! The first function is R(x). This is a function assigning to every event x in the domain of 
discourse a value between [0,1]. Function R, thus, picks out the entities that are relevant 
to the bringing about of an effect. To illustrate, in our simple scenario, Beta has the 
power to decide who to hire and, therefore, his influence on the variable Alfa gets hired in 
Beta’s company is 1. In contrast, Gamma and Delta cannot determine who gets hired by 
Beta’s company and, consequently, their influence on this variable is 0. 

(2)! The second function is E(x). This function specifies the influence that x (an individual 
event in the domain of discourse) potentially has on the effect, and its value ranges over 
the closed interval [0-100%]. The sum of the values for E(x), for all the events in the 
domain of discourse, is a value between 0 and n intuitively measuring the redundancy of 
the causal structure with respect to the effect. In our simple scenario, given that Beta, 
Gamma, and Delta all have the (actual or potential) capacity not to hire Alfa, they all 
have a potential influence value of 100%.  

(3)! Call the third function C(x): this function, with a range of [0 -1], measures the influence of 
x (an individual event in the domain of discourse) on the proximate cause P of an effect E. 
The idea being modeled is that x has an influence if there is a collection of relevant events 
x1...xn such that the collection makes a difference to the fact that fact that P brings about 
E. In our simple scenario, C(x) could be a measure of peer-pressure, that is, the pressure 
that Gamma and Delta, more or less implicitly exert on Beta not to hire an employee 
who bears the stigmatic trait t. Other typical examples include situations in which the 
presence of witnesses makes a difference to the behavior of an agent.  
 

In sum, the goal of this essay is to present and discuss a causal model that refines some recent 
findings on an important philosophical concept – the notion of causal influence – by filling in two 
gaps. First, in addition to causal influence on effects, it is also possible to have have causal 
influence on proximate causes of effects. Second, and equally important, there is also causal 
influence on causes that are not, by themselves, 100% capable of bringing about an effect. By 
providing a quantitative analysis of the respective roles of these types of causal influences, our 
model allows one to better understand the nature, development and propagation of prejudice, 
bias, and various other kinds of (negative and positive) social mechanisms, such as the 
reinforcement of economic inequality (Stiglitz 2012), the mechanisms underlying “mob-like 
behavior,” peer pressure, and the establishment of social norms (Bicchieri 2006).  
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Ockham and Plantinga on God’s foreknowledge  
and our power to do otherwise 

 

Andrea Bottani, Università di Bergamo 

Riccardo Fedriga, Università di Bologna 
 
For millennia, philosophers have discussed whether divine omniscience is compatible with 
human freedom – conceived of in a libertarian way – or not. If libertarianism is true, some 
actions are free and no action is free unless it is within the agent’s power to act otherwise. If God 
is omniscient, however, he completely foreknows how I will act in the future, which seems to 
entail that it is never within my power to act otherwise, provided I cannot change God’s past 
beliefs. Therefore, I am not free in the libertarian sense, or so it seems.  

 Ockham famously contrasted this conclusion. According to him, propositions about 
God’s past foreknowledge of future human actions are not strictly but only “by word” (secundum 
vocem) about the past. In Nelson Pike’s more recent terms, they describe “soft” rather than “hard” 
facts. Soft facts about the past fail to be “accidentally necessary”, so it is within our power to act 
in such a way that God would not have believed what in fact he does believe.  

 In “Ockham’s Way Out” Plantinga made efforts to clarify the point in the following 
terms. 1) Backtracking counterfactuals of the form “If X had refrained from doing Y at t2 then 
God would not have believed at t1 that X would do Y at t2” (t1 < t2) are true. 2) For many actions 
Y and many agents X, it is within X’s power to refrain from doing Y.  

 Even in Plantinga’s version, Ockham’s way-out faces a number of problems. Among 
others, both the notion of accidental necessity and the concept of a hard fact stand in need of 
more precise definition; it is far from clear what it is for an action to be within one’s power; and 
the purported “way out” seems to presuppose eternalism, being ultimately unavailable for those 
who are sympathetic to some anti-eternalist conception of time (since the “softness” of divine 
foreknowledge precisely consists in its dependence on the future foreknown fact, which requires 
the reality of the future).  

 Our aim is to defend Ockham’s way-out by reinterpreting it in radically new terms. We 
start by formulating four different arguments to prove that God’s Foreknowledge, however 
conceived of, is incompatible with the openness of the future. Nevertheless, we argue that 
libertarian freedom is compatible with God’s foreknowledge, for there is a sense in which one can 
be said to be able to act otherwise even if the future is closed. The reason is that the future might 
be closed even in a non- deterministic universe. A block universe might be such that one 
temporal slice of it does not (completely) determine its subsequent slices (and it is compatible, 
looking in the backward direction, with more than one series of preceding slices). In such a 
universe, power to do otherwise might simply be logical, and physical, and chemical, and 
biological, etc., compatibility of many alternative actions with the same past.  

 The past, however, must be purged of “soft facts”, including facts of Divine 
foreknowledge. This is necessary, for no two alternative actions can be both compatible with a 
past in which God knows that only one of them takes place. If God knows yesterday that I do A 
today, it is true yesterday that I do A today, which is (logically) incompatible with my doing B 
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instead of A today. How to give a clear-cut distinction between hard and soft facts about the 
past?  

 Plantinga understands the notion of a hard fact essentially in terms of strict “aboutness”: a 
hard fact is strictly about the past (it is, so to speak, intrinsic to the past). On the other hand, he 
treats accidental necessity as a strictly modal notion: a fact about the past is accidentally 
necessary just in case no possible action is capable of preventing it from taking place (as a 
consequence, he believes that some hard facts are not accidentally necessary insofar as there are 
some facts that are strictly about the past, yet the possibility of acting so as to prevent them from 
taking place obtains).  

 On the contrary, we propose to state the distinction between hard and soft facts about the 
past in terms of grounding. A fact about the past is strongly hard just in case it is grounded only in 
the past and it is weakly hard just in case it is ultimately grounded in the past. (Accordingly, the 
present fact that at t3 God will know that at t1 Paul did Y is weakly hard, for it is ultimately 
grounded in Paul’s having did Y in the past by being directly grounded in a future divine 
knowledge of that action; but divine past foreknowledge is neither strongly nor weakly hard for it 
is grounded in future facts, so it is a soft fact). Accidentally necessary facts are nothing over and 
above (strongly) hard facts about the past, and are conceived of in non-modal terms, as facts that 
are actually (strongly) grounded in the past. Interpreted in modal terms, accidental necessity is a 
relation between worlds, while interpreted in terms of grounding it is an intra-world relation 
between actual facts. An action’s being within one’s power, however, remains a modal notion: Y 
is within X’s power at t just in case there is a world W such that X does Y in W, and the same 
strongly hard facts occur before t in W and in the actual world.  

 We argue that, arranged that way, Ockham’s way-out is by and large more viable than in 
Plantinga’s modal version. Whether Ockham’s way-out is, in some sense, available for non-
eternalists too remains an open question.  
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I’m doing my part: Mutual powers and joint actions 
against collectivization duties (reply to Collins)  

 
Valeria Butti, Università degli Studi di Milano 
Lorenzo Azzano, Scuola Normale Superiore 

 

Collins (2013) argues that it is sometimes necessary to posit “collectivization duties” to explain 
cases where a moral action is required that seemingly no individual agent is able to perform, and 
that such duties are dependent on a counterfactual about the duty a hypothetical collective agent 
may incur.  

 Collins presents two versions of an example: a group of beachgoers see a swimmer 
drowning. By performing complementary tasks, they can, all together, save the swimmer. In the 
first scenario, the beachgoers know what actions are needed and can perform them competently. 
Collins assigns each competent beachgoer a duty to perform her own action responsively with a 
view to that the swimmer is saved as a result. In the second scenario, all beachgoers but one 
aren’t competent, and need guidance. The competent beachgoer, Laura, guides them, and they 
all perform the rescue together. Here, Collins argues, beachgoers must be assigned a duty to 
collectivize, for unless they form a collective agent whose decision-making procedure is embodied 
in Laura, they would not be able to save the swimmer, nor to simply perform responsive actions 
towards that outcome, and thus could not incur a duty to do so. Between the conditions for there 
to be collectivization duties there is a counterfactual about the collective the beachgoers may 
form, which, once in existence, would incur a (collective) duty to save the swimmer.  

 We, on the contrary, argue that even in this second case, it is sufficient to postulate 
individual duties to contribute to the desired outcome, without reference to collective duties. To 
do so, we criticize Collins’s reconstruction of the first scenario by relying on the notions of joint 
action and mutual powers, offer an alternative and then extend that alternative to the second 
scenario. Regarding the first scenario, Collins mistakenly assumes that an action is performed by 
one and only one agent, which rules out the possibility to characterize the saving as a joint action.  

 Secondly, in considering the ought implies can requirement (OIC), Collins mistakenly denies 
each beachgoer a power for the non-drowning-swimmer outcome. To understand the nature of 
her mistake, it is useful to refer to talk of mutual powers. When powers produce causal 
happenings, the final outcomes are never the result of a single power, but rather the result of 
multiple powers 1 working in unison. An agent has a power for a certain outcome only in certain 
circumstances, whether these circumstances involve the intervention of other individuals, agents 
or not. Underestimating the causal contributions of non-agents, while overestimating the 
contributions from agents is a mistake we commonly make while assigning causal powers to 
individuals. We call it “Chauvinism Against Non-Agents”. It confuses the level of causation and 
the level of actions (intentionally performed by agents). One consequence is that we tend to 
(wrongfully) deny an agent a power for an outcome when that agent is not able to perform all the 
necessary actions by oneself. Making this mistake, Collins denies Laura a power for the desired 
outcome when her action is part of a joint action, and attributes her that power when it is not, 
even though the bodily movements she performs are the same (e.g. when the other beachgoers 
are humanoid beings stripped of agency, who perform bodily movements that do not count as 
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actions). But this, from a causal standpoint, is wrong: in all cases, Laura is able to contribute to 
the final outcome in exactly the same way. For this reason, she can be assigned a duty to do so.  

 Generally speaking, once the circumstances are taken into account, we can rightfully say 
that each beachgoer has the ability to contribute to the non-drowning-swimmer outcome. Their 
contribution will take the form of performing one’s part of the joint action of saving. Thus, it is 
possible to assign each beachgoer a duty to contribute that meets OIC.  
 We argue that duties to contribute thus understood offer a valid alternative to a non-
individualistic conception of joint duties, which Schwenkenbecher (2014) would use to make 
sense of the first scenario. A joint duty is a duty held jointly by an unstructured group of agents, 
which does not form a collective agent in itself; from this duty, Schwenkenbecher derives 
individual duties to perform one’s part of the joint action. Contra Schwenkenbecher, we deny the 
need for a joint duty to save to make sense of an otherwise strange duty to drive a boat: reference 
to joint action is present in the content of the individual duty to contribute, once we specify that, 
in the given circumstances, each beachgoer’s way to contribute to the final outcome is by 
partaking in joint action.  

 Duties to contribute can make sense of the second scenario as well: once again, even 
though no beachgoer can perform all the sub-actions that compose the collective action, it can be 
said that each of them has the power to contribute to the final outcome. Analogously to what 
happened in the previous scenario, we can assign individual beachgoers individual duties to 
contribute by doing one’s part in the collective action, although the form of each agent’s 
contribution will differ slightly. In general, duties to contribute to a morally desirable outcome 
can make sense of at least three different typical situations: situations that require a) individual 
action, b) joint action, c) collectivization followed by collective action.  

 We conclude by arguing that, pace Collins (2013), even in cases where an unstructured 
group needs to collectivize in order to address the situation effectively, we do not need to assign 
duties to a collective, putative or existent, in order to assign duties to individuals: there is no 
responsibility gap that collective duties have to fill.  
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Methodology in the ontology of music: An alternative to 
metaontological realism 

and descriptivism 
 

Elisa Caldarola, University of Padua 
 
The ontology of music is dominated by descriptivists (e.g. Levinson, Thomasson, Davies, Kania), 
who think that our art ontology should respect the conceptions of artworks emerging from our 
critical and appreciative practices, and by metaontological realists (e.g. Kivy, Dodd), who are 
open to an art ontology which is revisionary of our folk ontological conceptions. Thomasson (e.g. 
‘Ontological Innovation in Art’, JAAC 68 (2) 2010), Davies (e.g. ‘The Primacy of Practice in The 
Ontology of Art’ JAAC 67 (2) 2009), and Kania (‘The Methodology of Musical Ontology’ BJA 
48 (4) 2008) have motivated their views. Dodd ( ‘Adventures in the Metaontology of Art’ Phil. 
Stud. 165, 2013) argues that, while the question of the validity of Thomasson’s descriptivism is an 
open one, Davies and Kania give unsatisfactory motivations in support of their views. I consider 
whether, if we accept Dodd’s criticisms, there is any room left for fictionalist or quasi-fictionalist 
approaches in the ontology of music, which do not subscribe to descriptivism or metaontological 
realism. I argue that alternative approaches, inspired by Yablo’s hermeneutic fictionalism on folk 
number talk, can be developed. My proposal constitutes an alternative to both Dodd’s 
metaontological realism and Thomasson’s descriptivism. 

Yablo (e.g. “Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?” PAS Supp. Vol. 72, 1998: 245ff.) argues 
that the function linking literal content and real content of folk mathematical statements can be 
identified in terms of “principles of generation” in “games of make-believe” (Walton). A principle 
of generation, such as ‘According to the fiction F iff G’, is a function that links what is true in the 
real world (what is true about the props of the game) to what is true in the fictional world (the 
content of the game). In prop oriented games of make believe we take advantage of the fact that, 
basing on our knowledge of the principles of generation, we can say things about the real world 
by means of saying things within the make-believe world. According to Yablo (e.g. “Go Figure: A 
Path Through Fictionalism” MSP 25, 2001), folk talk about numbers is a case of prop oriented 
make-believe: by means of talking about makebelieved objects (numbers) we manage to say 
things about the real world. For instance, by saying ‘The number of the apostles was twelve’ we 
manage to say that there were twelve apostles. Number talk, for Yablo, is useful because “it 
expands our expressive capacities”, as David Liggins explains (Liggins “Abstract Expressionism 
and The Communication Problem” Brit. Jour. Phil. Sci. 65, 2014: 600). Note that Yablo remains 
non-committal as to the existence or non-existence of numbers, since this doesn’t make any 
difference to the understanding of folk number talk. 

To sketch a hermeneutic fictionalist account of the ontology of music I first look at 
Levinson’s realist view. Levinson claims that if a subject selects and writes down or plays certain 
notes in a certain order, with the intention that they have a normative role, i.e. that of 
“establishing a rule to reproduce the sounds [referred to by such notes] in a certain way following 
the indications of a particular, historically-situated musical mind sounds [i.e. her own mind]” 
(“Indication, Abstraction, and Individuation” in Mag Uidhir (ed.) Art and Abstract Objects, 
OUP 2012: 54), then a tonal-instrumental structure is created in the real world – i.e. a work of 
music (a generic entity that can have instantiations) is composed. My idea is that what Levinson 
describes as the steps necessary to the creation of a work of music are, for the hermeneutic 
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fictionalist, what counts as principles of generation in the game of make-believe where we talk of 
musical works. There is a function that links what is true in the real world to what is true in the 
fictional world: ‘If the composers selects and writes down or plays certain notes in a certain order, 
with the intention that they have a normative role, i.e. the role of “establishing a rule to 
reproduce the sounds [referred to by such notes] in a certain way following the indications of a 
particular, historically-situated musical mind sounds [i.e. her own mind]”, then a tonal-
instrumental structure is indicated, i.e. a work of music (a generic entity that can have 
instantiations) is created’. 

Basing on this reasoning, I sketch an account analogous to Yablo’s view on folk number 
talk: (1) our talk of works of music does not tell us that there really are works of music; (2) when 
we talk about musical works we are non-committal to their existence or non-existence, but we are 
interested in describing aspects of other things (sounds, scores, instruments, etc.) that it is 
expressively effective to talk about in fictional terms. The view is fictionalist, as opposed to realist, 
and it isn’t methodologically descriptivist, since it does not let our music talk shape our musical 
ontology. 

My proposal, I believe, has the virtue of making sense both of Yablo’s idea that, 
sometimes, we need to talk fictionally in order to describe aspects of the world that we wouldn’t 
otherwise know how to point out to, or that it would be too complicated to point out to 
otherwise, and of Levinson´s idea that we cannot do without the concepts of indication and 
creation when we talk about works of music, because this allows us to acknowledge the historical, 
contextual and normative aspects of works of music. If I say ‘I just listened to work X by 
composer Y’, for instance, I manage to convey succinctly a nominalistic belief that it would 
otherwise be very complicated to express: roughly, that I heard a certain sequence of sounds S1, 
played between time T3 and T4, whose execution stands in a certain causal relation to either 
another sequence of sounds S, performed by composer Y between T1 and T2, with the intention 
that it had a normative role (the role described by Levinson), or a sequence of notes written down 
or otherwise selected by composer Y between time T1 and T2, with the intention that it had the 
normative role described by Levinson. 
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Lexical semantic competence: A dual picture  
 

Fabrizio Calzavarini, University of Turin 
 

It is generally assumed that model-theoretic semantics for natural language can also provide an 
explanatory account of meaning as a cognitive phenomenon (e.g., some body of semantic 
knowledge that speakers possess, or some set of psychological processes underlying human 
semantic abilities). Such a cognitivist view is the natural extension of the Chomskian approach to 
syntax, and has been endorsed in introductory textbooks for both Montagovian (e.g., Chierchia 
and McConnell-Ginet 2000) and Davidsonian (e.g., Lepore and Ludwig 2007) formal semantics. 
Nevertheless, the association of cognitivism and formal semantics is controversial. Some have 
suggested that the recursive components of model-theoretic semantics could have some empirical 
import in the study of the compositional aspects of semantic competence (e.g., Partee 1980). 
However, model-theoretical semantics is only partially adequate to deal with the lexical aspects of 
human semantic competence.  

 In philosophy of language, a distinction has been proposed between two aspects of lexical 
competence (Marconi 1997). The first aspect, i.e. «inferential competence», is the ability to deal 
with networks of semantic relations among lexical units, underlying such performances as 
semantic inference, paraphrase, definition, retrieval of a word from its definition, finding a 
synonym, and so forth. Examples of relations of this kind are that cats are mammals, that birds 
usually fly, that if somebody runs, then she (usually) moves, and so on. Inferential abilities lie at 
the basis of so-called “material inferences” (Brandom 1994), i.e. inferences that are valid not in 
virtue of their form but in virtue of their constituents' meanings. In model-theoretic semantics, 
this aspect of lexical competence can be captured by meaning postulates, i.e. universally 
quantified (bi)conditional statements that constrain the extensions of the constant that appear in 
them. The second aspect of lexical competence, i.e. «referential competence», concerns the 
mapping between words and objects, events and circumstances in the world. For example, 
referential competence is involved in the ability to perceptually recognize an animal as a cat, or 
to distinguish it from a dog, of to describe somebody as running, and so on. Critically, the 
referential aspect of lexical competence is problematic for model- theoretic semantics. No 
amount of meaning postulates is going to explicate this ability: to know that cats are mammals, 
that they have four legs, that they usually meow, etc. is not going to enable one to recognize a cat 
in the environment – not unless we know how to apply legs, meow, and many other words 
(Marconi 1997).  

 In principle, there is no reason to expect that inferential and referential competences are 
implemented by distinct functional subsystems in the brain. The distinction may simply be a 
classification of patterns of behaviour involved in ordinary use of the lexicon. However, recent 
research in neuropsychology and neuroscience suggests that the distinction might be neurally 
implemented, i.e., that different sub- systems with partly distinct neural realizations might be 
responsible for cognitive performances involving inferential and referential aspects of semantics. 
The principal aim of this presentation is to discuss the empirical evidence in favor of the 
inferential/referential hypothesis, and to assess the theoretical implications of such findings for 
both neuroscience and philosophical semantics.  

 The hypothesis of different neurological underpinnings for the distinction is supported by 
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the presence of double dissociations in neurological patients. Inferential abilities may be 
preserved even though referential abilities are impaired or lost, such as in the case of the 
syndromes called visual agnosia and optic aphasia (see Farah 2004). The less frequent 
complementary pattern (reference spared, inference impaired) has also been reported (e.g., 
Heilman, Tucker, and Valenstein 1976). More direct support comes from direct cortical studies 
of language functions in pre-surgical epilepsy patients (Hamberger et al. 2001). Moreover, a set of 
neuroimaging experiments (fMRI) comparing inferential (naming to definition, word matching) 
and referential (naming, word to picture matching) tasks have been recently conducted (Marconi 
et al. 2013; Tomaszewki Farias et al. 2005). These studies indicate that partially different brain 
areas are involved in the two kinds of processing, though they all activate an extensive set of areas 
in both hemispheres corresponding to the so called “common semantic network” (Binder et al. 
2009).  

 If further investigated, the cognitive reality of the inferential/referential distinction might 
have impact for both neuroscience and philosophical semantics. As regards neuroscience, these 
findings might shed new light on the functional architecture of lexical semantic competence, i.e. 
competence about word meaning, in both normal and pathological populations. In addition, it 
might have clinical impact for surgical temporal lobe epilepsy evaluation (Hamberger 2015).  

 As regards the philosophy of semantics, the cognitive reality of the inferential/referential 
distinction might shed new light on the perennial dispute between inferentialist semantics(e.g., 
Brandom 1994; Dummett 1991; Sellars 1954) and referential (truth-conditional) semantics (e.g., 
Davidson 1967; Wittgenstein 1922; Fodor 1987). These two major tendencies in philosophy of 
language seem to be based on two irreducible pre-theoretical intuitions: one could be defined the 
inferential intuition, the other the referential intuition. According to the former, the constitutive 
property of the meaning of a linguistic item (or concept) is the relation it bears to other linguistic 
expressions (or concepts) in reasoning and thought. According to the latter, the constitutive 
property is the relation it bears to entities in the world (objects, properties, facts, etc.). Empirical 
evidence might suggest that these intuitions are the output of two distinct and largely separated 
mental modules (the inferential system and the referential system respectively). Indeed, the 
philosophical dispute between the two tendencies mentioned above could hardly be solved solely 
on this ground. However, the cognitive reality of the inferential/referential distinction might 
provide an interesting explanation of why no pure inferentialist or referentialist accounts of 
meaning has ever been proposed. On the one hand, even the most extreme forms of 
inferentialism have left room for word-world components, such as language entry-exit moves 
(Sellars 1954), or causal-perceptual connections (Brandom 1994). On the other hand, most 
referentialist scholars have accepted inferential roles or other similar philosophical notions in 
addition to externally determined semantic contents (e.g., Block 1986; Greenberg and Harman 
2007). If it is true that human speakers have two distinct set of pre-theoretical semantic intuitions 
(i.e. inferentialist and referentialist intuitions), one irreducible to each other, then it might explain 
why only hybrid accounts of meaning have been considered as entirely satisfying.  
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Analytic explanations: A plea for antirealism about grounding 
 

Stefano Caputo, University of Sassari 
 
A basic important divide among people involved in the research about grounding is between 
realist and antirealist conceptions of grounding; realists and antirealists have opposite views 
concerning one (perhaps the) basic question concerning grounding itself: the question whether 
grounding explanations reveal a metaphysical structure of reality, so to say, out there waiting just 
that we discover it or if, on the contrary, this structure is, at least in part, imposed/projected on 
reality by our explanatory and linguistic practices.  

 Among realist conceptions of grounding are the relational conception (advocated for instance 
by, Rodriguez Pereyra 2005, Shaffer 2009), and the essentialist conception (Mulligan 2007, Fine 
2012, Dasgupta 2011). According to the relational conception what makes grounding 
explanations true is the exemplification of a relation (i.e. the grounding relation) (similarly to the 
conception of causal explanations according to which they are true in virtue of the 
exemplification of a causal relation). According to the essentialist conception what makes 
grounding explanations true are facts concerning the essences of the entities involved in those 
explanations, what these entities are (it should be noted that an essentialist may also endorse a 
relational conception although she needn’t do it).  
 I will put forward one argument which should cast some doubts on any realistic approach 
to grounding or at least on its general viability. The argument hinges upon a kind of explanations 
that Schnieder (2010) calls “analytic explanations”, these are explanations such as  
 

1)! Pippo is a bachelor because he is an unmarried man, 
 

that is to say explanations which are based on so-called conceptual analyses. The argument is 
strictly connected with the so-called paradox of analysis.  
 
“Just One Entity Argument” 

A) Explanations exhibit the properties of asymmetry and irreflexivity (if “p because q” is 
true then “q because p” is false and it is not the case that “p because p”). 

B) Any good explanation of why an explanation is true must be also an explanation of its 
asymmetry and irreflexivity. 
C) Analytic explanations are grounding explanations (so, a fortiori, they are explanations) 
Therefore 

D) Any good explanation of why an analytic explanation is true must be also an 
explanation of its asymmetry and irreflexivity. 
But 

E) If the explanans and the explanandum in an explanation concern the same entity whatever 
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is true of the entity involved by the explanans is also true of the entity involved by the 
explanandum (for the principle of indiscernibility of identical, since there is just one entity 
involved).  

F) In analytic explanations there is only one entity involved by the explanans and the 
explanandum, since what is explained in them is what it is (the “is” of identity) to be so and so, 
what being so and so consists in. Such explanation are based on identity claims such as:  
 

2)! the property of being a bachelor = the property of being an unmarried man 
3)! being a bachelor is nothing more (and nothing less) than being an unmarried man 

 
Therefore  

 
G)  
(a) if grounding were a relation, as is claimed by relational conceptions, it would come out 
to be a reflexive and symmetrical relation.  
(b) if grounding claims were grounded on the essences of things, as is claimed by essentialist 
conceptions, since we have just one thing here we have just one essence. So also an 
essentialist conception has trouble in explaining the source of the asymmetry,  

 
Therefore  

 

H) Both relational and essentialist conceptions of grounding are not able to explain the 
asymmetry and irreflexivity of analytic grounding explanations.  

Therefore  
 
(I) Realism concerning these kinds of grounding explanations is misguided  

So  
 
L) Realism about grounding (conceived as a general claim concerning the nature of 
grounding) is false.  

 

In the second part of the talk I will present and rebut some objections that could be raised against 
the argument. These are objections to premise (C) and premise (F) of the argument, that is to say 
to the claim that analytic explanations are grounding explanations and to the claim that in 
analytic explanations there is just one and the same entity involved by the explanans and the 
explanandum.  
 I will focus mainly on the second group of objections according to which the explanans and 
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the explanandum of an explanation like (1) correspond to different facts or express different 
propositions (see Rosen 2010). The common strategy I will adopt to rebut such objections will 
consist in pointing out that: 1) in order to maintain that different facts or propositions are 
involved by (1) one needs very fine-grained facts and propositions; 2) what makes the difference 
between such fine grained facts/propositions are linguistic mode of presentations; 3) these linguistic 
modes of presentations are what actually grounds the asymmetry characterizing an explanation 
like (1). But since explaining what grounds a given explanation involve explaining what grounds 
its asymmetry, it seems to follow that a grounding explanation like (1) is indeed grounded more 
on facts involving language, and the way in which we represent the world through language, than 
on facts lying out there in the represented reality.  
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How to talk about the future 
 

Fabrizio Cariani, Northwestern University 

 
I. The Normative Assertion Problem. Suppose that A is a sentence stating some contingent 
matter of fact about the future and A is the proposition that A expresses (in context c). Consider 
this argument: 
 

(P1)! Normatively correct assertion of A made by uttering A in c requires that A be true in c. 
(P2)! A is true in c only if A is settled (i.e., true at all objectively possible futures) in c. 
(P3)! A is not settled in c. 
(C)! Asserting A by uttering A in context c is not normatively correct. 

 

This argument poses a problem: most defenders of branching conceptions of the future accept 
(P2) and (P3), and many also accept (P1) (see for instance MacFarlane 2014). Yet the conclusion 
is extremely counterintuitive. 
 
II. The Plan. In this paper, I entertain three approaches to this problem. MacFarlane (2014) 
embraces (C). I reject this skeptical position in favor of two approaches that challenge the 
premises. The first approach denies (P2) by insisting that, even in the presence of branching, 
future contingent propositions can be determinately true. The other approach leverages Barnes 
and Cameron’s (2009) idea that the openness of the future is a form of metaphysical 
indeterminacy (see also author suppressed, Iacona 2014, Saunders and Wallace 2008, and Torre 
2011). Once spelled out, this approach entails that the argument equivocates. 
 
III. Against Skepticism. MacFarlane (2014, p. 231) embraces (C). 

If I assert, “I’ll arrive on the 9:30 train," and you challenge me—“Even if there is a 
strike or accident on the rails?”—then I must [back up my assertion, retract it or 
clarify that I meant something weaker, like “I will probably arrive on the 9:30 train]. 

This conclusion is an unpalatable form of skepticism about the future. An entire subject matter 
turns out to yield normatively incorrect assertions. We need good reasons to swallow this cost and 
I argue that MacFarlane does not offer them. In fact, his position entails something even more 
counterintuitive: assertions of future contingent propositions must be retracted at all times after 
they are made (not just when one is challenged). 
 
IV. Selection Semantics. My two proposals are developed against the background of a 
semantic framework developed in [suppressed] which is here introduced without argument and 
in summary fashion. Assume, without argument, the following modal semantics for will: 
 

(i)! Will A is true in w (relative to modal base h) just in case A is true (at some future time) 
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in the closest world to w that belongs to h. 
 
Different characterizations of h yield different truth-conditions. In the basic version of this 
semantics, let h consist of all the worlds that share the settled history up to the context of 
utterance (call this the standard resolution). 

This semantics might be deployed by branching theorists by means of the usual method 
of supervaluations. If there are multiple objectively possible futures, then context does not 
determine a unique world of evaluation but a set of them. In that case, we must run the semantic 
algorithm in (i) on each eligible choice for the world of evaluation. We then say that A is true in c 
just in case every world w that is a possible future of c is such that A is true in w.  
 
V. First approach. Within the above framework, we can address the Normative Assertion 
problem by letting more sentences come out true. Consider a toy example, the sentence: 
 

(*)  The 2022 world cup will take place in Qatar. 
 

Imagine context c* in which (*) seems overwhelmingly likely. However, there are rumors that, 
because of the miserable heat conditions and abusive labor practices, the 2022 world cup might 
be moved to the US or Iceland. In fact, there are objectively possible futures in which this 
happens. 

Under the standard resolution, (P2) and (P3) are true and (*) unassertible. However, if h is 
generated by a more restrictive criterion than the standard resolution, it might well contain 
exclusively Qatar-worlds. I consider one probabilistic implementation of this idea: roughly, (*) 
ends up being true just in case it is probable (given h) that the world cup will be in Qatar. This 
kind of approach denies (P2): (*) comes out true, but it isn’t settled. 

This line is exposed to a natural objection. Suppose that you utter (*) leaving out of the 
modal base non-Qatar-worlds, but that, due to a chain of fluky events, the World Cup takes 
place in Iceland instead. Your assertion was predicted true at c*, but this seems incorrect once 
the future unfolds. In response, I suggest adding a relativist twist: let h be fixed by the context of 
assessment (the resulting relativist view is very different from MacFarlane’s relativism: details in 
the talk). 
 
VI. The metaphysical indeterminacy approach. The alternative approach keeps the 
standard resolution, but introduces a distinction between truth and determinate truth. Borrowing 
from Barnes and Cameron (2009), we might claim that that it is metaphysically indeterminate 
which world is actual. This does not affect the principle of bivalence: when A is a future 
contingent, it is determinate that A is either true or false. However, A is not determinately true 
and not determinately false. In such a case, it is indeterminate whether the norms of assertion are 
met. 

But that is a much weaker conclusion than (C), which claims that it is determinate that 
the norms of assertion are violated. The argument then turns on an equivocation on “truth in c”: 
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if it means “determinate truth in c”, then (P1) is rejected (correct assertion only requires truth); it 
it means “truth”, then (P2) is either false or indeterminate. 
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The Relational Injustice of Political Corruption 
 

Emanuela Ceva, University of Pavia 
 

The corruption of public officials is generally regarded as wrong. But could we say that this form 
of corruption is morally wrong in the sense of being unjust, rather than as a generic moral 
wrong? And, if so, what form exactly would this kind of corruption take? To understand whether 
the corruption of public officials is wrong qua unjust is both analytically important and 
normatively relevant. It is analytically important for purposes of philosophical clarification of the 
exact sense in which certain forms of corruption are morally wrong in a way that is not only 
personally problematic—as an instance of misconduct of the corrupt official—but politically so. 
To the extent that we follow John Rawls (1971: 3) in seeing justice as “the first virtue of social 
institutions,” to show that certain forms of corrupt behavior are wrong in the sense of being 
unjust reveals an important sense in which they matter politically. 

Understanding corruption as a form of injustice is also normatively relevant in view of its 
implications concerning the state’s response to corrupt behavior. That is because of the special 
status that issues of (in-)justice have concerning the legitimate ends the state may pursue through 
the use of coercive power (Kolstad 2012). Standardly, we think of justice as characterizing the 
coercively regulated relations between the holders of certain (enforceable) rights and the bearers 
of the corresponding (enforceable) duties such that injustice implies that someone is not given 
what she is entitled to claim against others. Is the corruption of public officials an injustice so 
understood? 

To answer this question, I propose a change of the perspective from which we approach 
the wrongfulness of corruption. The wrongfulness of corruption is generally thought to derive 
from the abuse of entrusted power in ways that deviate from the duties associated with certain 
offices. This is true of any instance of corruption within any domain. So, one obvious sense in 
which the corrupt behavior of public officials is politically (and not only personally) morally 
wrong consists in the occurrence of such an abuse in the political domain. But, much as it is quite 
sensible, this is a trivial interpretation of the sense in which the wrongfulness of certain forms of 
corruption has a political nature. Nothing inherent in the corrupt act makes it a politically 
relevant moral wrong; it is only a matter of circumstantial contextualization. 

I suggest that there is a less trivial interpretation on which certain forms of corruption are 
morally wrong in a politically relevant sense. To see this interpretation, we need not concentrate 
primarily on the duties that the corrupt official violates, but on the broader right-duty relations 
that the act of corruption disrupts. From this perspective, certain forms of corruption that see the 
involvement of public officials are morally wrong in a politically relevant sense because they 
consist in the erosion of worthwhile right-duty relations that are proper of the interaction 
between political agents as potential makers of valid claims. 

Consider the manager of a public hospital (where abortions are legal) who hires a 
gynaecologist irrespective of his capacities, but based on the knowledge that he is a conscientious 
objector, in order to pursue her anti-abortion agenda. This scenario does not only involve an 
abuse of power that causes a distributive injustice—to the extent that the individual rights of 
some, e.g. to equal employment opportunities, are violated. In the light of the argument I 
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develop in the paper, this case is itself unjust because it instantiates an alteration of the nature of 
the relations between the parties in it. The corruption of these relations consists in the corruption 
of their logic that should be informed by a commitment to mutual accountability, which is 
appropriate to the political dignity of all involved parties qua sources of potentially valid claims 
that ought not to be arbitrarily either played down or hushed up to the public official’s discretion. 
In this sense, the parties do not receive the kind of treatment that is generally owed to them in 
virtue of their political status as right-bearers (above and beyond the possible specific violations of 
their subjective rights). 

To cash out this suggestion, I propose that we understand the political wrongfulness of 
corruption as a relational injustice. Central to this idea is the claim that justice lies not only in 
what goods or resources individuals have, but also in the kind of relations that they entertain. 
This is especially relevant for understanding rights, as the main subject matter of justice, that are 
best conceptualized as human relations. So to treat someone as a right-holder implies to 
recognize her as a potential maker of valid claims addressed to the holders of the corresponding 
duties. By focusing on the inherent qualities of such right-duty relations, I lay out a novel, general 
relational understanding of the wrongfulness of corruption, which goes beyond the evaluation of 
the specific negative consequences of the abusive deviation from certain duties of office in terms 
of distributive justice. 

I reach this conclusion through the following steps. First, I characterize relevant forms of 
corruption. 

Then, I introduce the idea that these forms of corruption could be understood as wrong 
qua unjust and lay out my relational approach to this understanding by contrasting it with the 
leading approach in the philosophical debate thus far; the institutional approach (Lessig 2013; 
Thompson 1995). 

Finally, I draw some normative implications for the state’s legitimate and required 
response to corruption. 
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Escaping the preface paradox: Truthlikeness, fallibilism, and the 
Lockean thesis 

 
Gustavo Cevolani, University of Turin 

Gerhard Schurz, University of Düsseldorf 
 
The so-called Lockean thesis says that a rational inquirer should believe or accept a proposition B if and 
only if he deems the probability of B sufficiently high (i.e., above some threshold σ greater than ½ but 
smaller than 1). This “high probability” view of belief is both intuitively compelling and widely shared 
among philosophers; still, it is plagued by well-known difficulties (Foley 2009). These include the so-called 
Lottery and Preface paradoxes, the latter of which is the topic of this paper.  

Briefly, the Preface Paradox runs as follows. An author accepts all the many claims b1, b2, … bn 

made in his last book but, in the preface, also acknowledges that the book will contain some error. Thus, 
the author seems rationally entitled to believe two contradictory statements, i.e., the conjunction B of the 
claims in the book and the negation of B, that at least one of those claims is false (Makinson 1965). As far 
as the Lockean thesis is concerned, the problem is the following. Even assuming that the author believes 
each bi with high probability, it is easy to show that the probability of their conjunction B can’t be that 
high; indeed, it can be made easily smaller than σ. Thus, either the author doesn’t believe B (although he 
believes all its conjuncts) or he believes B even if B isn’t probable (against the Lockean thesis).  

Prominent solutions to the Preface Paradox either avoid to talk of belief or acceptance at all (in 
favor of degrees of belief or credences; e.g., Jeffrey 1970) or give up the idea that the beliefs of a rational 
agent must be closed under conjunction or even consistent (e.g., Foley 2009; Christensen 2004). In this 
paper, we propose a new account of the paradox which avoids such radical departures from philosophical 
common sense, and eschews their main problems. Our solution puts at work the notions of approximate 
truth and truthlikeness as studied by philosophers of science working within the post-Popperian research 
program on verisimilitude (Niiniluoto 1987, Festa 2011, Oddie 2014). In doing so, it provides a bridge 
between the epistemology of ordinary and scientific knowledge, shedding new light on the notion of 
fallible belief and on the Lockean thesis.  

In a nutshell, our proposal is that the author may accept B not as probable, but as approximately 
true and/or truthlike. Roughly, B is approximately true when most of the conjuncts of B are true; and B is 
truthlike when B is both approximately true and informative, i.e., B contains many conjuncts and most of 
them are true (Schurz and Weingartner 2010; Cevolani, Festa and Crupi 2011). First, we note that the 
conjunction B of all book’s claims bi can be approximately true and/or truthlike even if B is improbable. 
Second, we prove two formal results, assuming that all bi are elementary propositions which are mutually 
probabilistically independent. These results establish the following two claims: if the probability of each bi 

is greater than σ then 1) B is approximately true and the author can believe with high probability that B is 
approximately true; and 2) B is expected to be truthlike, and even to maximize (a suitably defined notion 
of) expected truthlikeness. This explains how the author is rationally entitled to accept B, even if he 
believes that B is improbable or indeed false. 

Finally, we explore the implications of our results for the distinction between belief and 
acceptance, for the notion of fallible belief, and for the Lockean thesis. In this connection, we also address 
a different solution to the Preface Paradox recently proposed by Leitgeb (2014) within his wider discussion 
of rational belief and of the so-called Humean thesis (Leitgeb 2015). We conclude that in many contexts, 
probable approximate truth or expected truthlikeness may be more important than probable truth—a 
lesson that matches well a folk wisdom of philosophy of science. Disentangling acceptance and belief, on 
the one hand, and high probability, on the other hand, our proposal vindicates both scientific practice and 
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ordinary reasoning, providing a viable alternative to the high probability view of belief.  
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Implicit bias and the limits of respect  
 

Francesco Chiesa, University of Pavia 
 

I take the usually invoked notion of respect to be a relational notion whose conceptual structure is 
characterized by a relation between the respecter X (individual; group; institution); the respected 
Y; some feature (e.g. agency, autonomy, dignity) of Y in virtue of which Y is respected; and some 
evaluative perspective (or belief) from which Y is respected. This relation holds when X believes 
that Y bears a certain feature, and that bearing that feature is a relevant thing from the 
normatively relevant evaluative perspective. Moreover, for this relation to be in place, X has to 
appreciate the appropriate belief and has to be disposed to behave accordingly (cf. Cranor 1975). 
The distinction between the relevant evaluative perspective or belief and the appropriate 
behaviour is the distinction between the belief that Y should be respected and the kinds of 
treatments required by this belief. Sarah Buss rightly observes that the literature does not always 
properly recognize the distinction between the “attitude of respect and the belief that persons 
deserve to be treated with respect, nor even from the required mode of treatment itself ” (1999: 
519). As it will become clear in what follows, I think that the distinction between the (respectful) 
evaluative perspective/belief (internally held) and the (respectful) attitude/behavior (outwardly 
expressed) matters.  

 This is a two-step argument which develops by first arguing that respect can be merely 
behavioral and, secondly, that even such behavioral account of respect is unable to grasp, and 
thus normatively bind, all kinds of behaviors. More precisely, I argue that treating someone 
respectfully is compatible with holding a demeaning evaluative perspective about them and thus 
showing that respect is only able to bind outwardly expressible behaviors. I then aim to show that 
such devaluing evaluative perspective can be expressed (especially through the manifestation of 
implicit biases) in spite of one behaving respectfully and hence respect is only able to bind 
consciously outwardly expressible behaviors. The reasons why these limits of respect should raise 
our concern (if we care about unfair structural disadvantage) will be explained.  

 The argument runs as follows:  
Premise (i):  
There is a commonly held view (e.g., Rawls 1993) according to which respect is the appropriate 
response to the fact of diversity.  
Premise (ii): Respect can be merely behavioral: X can pay respect to Y (through actions, attitudes, 
verbal and body expressions) in a way that Y perceives nothing but respect from X, and, at the 
same time, X can hold devaluing beliefs towards Y.17 If X is successful in not making her 
devaluing perspective count in her outward relation with Y, then X respects Y (call this outward 
or behavioral respect). 
Objection to Premise (ii) and Counter-Objection:  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
17 Here I use ‘behavior’ (and ‘attitude’ as a type of behavior) to refer to respect when it is outwardly expressed 
through things such as legal rights, manners, verbal expressions and body language. By ‘evaluative perspectives’ or 
‘beliefs’ I mean to refer to (the more or less cognitively structured) agents’ internal states which may or may not be 
expressed in behavior.  
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Those who argue that (ii) does not count as respect (that respect cannot be merely behavioral), 
because respect has to be grounded on genuine respectful beliefs, are wrong if they, as they 
usually do, take respect to be a duty of justice we owe to each other and, especially, a duty that 
liberal political institutions equally owe to their citizens irrespective of their differences. They are 
wrong because, although we can normatively require people to change their outward behaviors, 
it seems to be normatively unwarrantable to require them to acquire certain respectful beliefs if 
they do not spontaneously hold them. It can be desirable, but it could hardly be justified as duty 
of justice.  
Conclusion:  
Hence, the account of respect on which most literature on the recognition of difference grounds 
its views is only able to bind outwardly expressible actions/utterances/attitudes. ‘So What’ 
Objection: This, at first sight, does not seem to be a problem since people seem able to restrain 
themselves from making their devaluing evaluative perspective count in the way they outwardly 
treat others. My Counter-Argument:  
Further Premise (iii):  
However, behaving respectfully while holding devaluing beliefs can be a problem since devaluing 
perspectives and beliefs can be expressed inadvertently, and are often expressed, however 
successful one is in behaving respectfully (in holding devaluing beliefs back). Consider the case of 
‘implicit bias’, when a devaluing belief such as a negative stereotype about a certain group is 
automatically associated to members belonging to that group and affects one’s outward behavior 
in a way that typically happens below the level of full consciousness.  
Further Conclusion:  
Respect is unable to grasp, and make justice of, this form of devaluing and discriminatory 
behavior. Respect is only able to bind consciously outwardly expressible behaviors.  

We can then imagine a fully respectful world in which, nevertheless, people whose culture, 
identity, status and traits are different from prevailing social standards and values, are structurally 
disadvantaged, for such differences are being institutionalised in ways that nourish unfair implicit 
biases. Structurally disadvantaged and degraded but fully respected, with implicit biases being 
part of the explanation of patterns of subtle unfair differential treatment such as the persisting 
underrepresentation of women and minorities in a range of professions; subtle unfair differential 
treatment that, if my argument is sound, is compatible with respect.  
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Knowledge and belief in placebo effect 

 

Daniele Chiffi, University of Padua 
 

The present talk focuses on the interplay between the epistemic dimension of beliefs associated 
with the notions of “placebo” and “placebo effect” and their therapeutic value. My aim is to 
analyse the use of these notions in the construction of important examples for the analysis of 
knowledge (Nozick, 1981; Kripke, 2011) and to challenge the common view for which placebo 
beliefs are self-fulfilling, i.e. the view stating that the patient P is cured simply because P believes 
to be cured.  

 Placebo based beliefs have been recognized by Nozick himself and by Kripke as 
particularly problematic for Nozick’s analysis of knowledge (NAK).  

 NAK is defined in the following way: A subject S knows the proposition p if and only if  

 

(1)! p is true 

(2)! S believes that p 

(3)! If p weren’t true, S wouldn’t believe that p 

(4)! If p were true, S would believe that p  

 

When the above conditions hold, then we may track the fact that p. Conditions 3 and 4 make use 
of subjective conditionals, that is conditionals using verbs not in an indicative mood but in a 
subjective mood, e.g., “If p were true, q would be true”. This conditional is evaluated as true 
when q is true in the p-neighbourhood of the actual world. The p-neighbourhood is the set of 
those possible worlds considered close to the actual world. However, Nozick (1981) does not fully 
explicate the concept of closeness among worlds.  

 Some counterexamples to NAK (and its reformulation expressed in terms of the 
indication of the knowing method) come from “self-fulfilling beliefs”. A belief that p is self-
fulfilling when it turns out to be true just because an individual believes it. Let us imagine a 
patient who believes she will recover and therefore does recover. Suppose that condition 3 is 
fulfilled, i.e. ifit were true, the patient would believe it (there is no other way of regaining health 
except by holding such a belief). In this case, it is unclear whether condition 3 holds or not; that 
is, if the proposition stating if the patient will recover were not true, would the patient not believe 
it? Nozick (1981) states that this seems to be a case of truth’s tracking a belief, not of a belief’s 
tracking the truth. In this example, according to Nozick, it seems more likely that believing p 
implies p, rather than its converse. In the case of self-fulfilling beliefs, Nozick (1981, 196) leaves 
open the possibility that (i) both 3 and 4 do not hold, or (ii) we may add to NAK the following 
condition: “not-(not believing p → not-p)”, or (iii) it is not the case that 3 or 4 hold solely: at least 
one condition between 3 or 4 must hold. Condition 4 seems not to be particularly problematic, 
because if I can recover only by holding a placebo-based belief, then my recovering is completely 
due to my believing it. In Nozick’s example, in fact, there is no other method of recovering 
except by holding such a belief. Instead, what may be problematic in the case of self-fulfilling 
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beliefs is condition 3, since from not-p does not seem always intuitively valid to conclude to not-
believing p. For instance, if p means “I will recover”, from the fact that I will not recover does 
not seem to follow in any case my disbelief that I will recover.  

 I will point out that the standard self-fulfilling account of placebo beliefs may be 
misleading in a multi-agent context. In this type of context, placebo-based beliefs are justified by 
higher-order beliefs for which the clinical context in which (even “dummy”) treatments are 
administered is essential.  

 Specifically, I will analyse Nozick’s disjunctive argument NAPB which he assumes to hold 
for (placebo based) self-fulfilling beliefs:  

 

(NAPB 1) truth is usually different from what we believe about it, whereas believing that a 
placebo effect is efficacious helps to make it so. Given this fact, there might be a different account 
of truth (a nd therefore of knowledge) for those truths which are belief-dependent or, alternatively 
(Nozick, 2001, 47)  

 

(NAPB 2) we might base our concept of truth as simply independent of our beliefs (Nozick, 2001, 
318, n 64).  

 

In NAPB, belief-dependent truths seem to require a different account of truth; alternatively, we 
must base our notion of truth as simply independent of our beliefs. The denial of the self-fulfilling 
dimension of placebo-based beliefs implies an interplay between both external and internal 
epistemic factors. I will argue that neither of the options contained in NAPB can make sense of 
the notion of truth related to placebo-based beliefs (this is maybe not the most important issue in 
placebo effect). Placebo-based beliefs are, in fact, contextual, since they are instantiated in a 
specific clinical setting composed of the environment, doctor-patient beliefs, interaction and 
communication. Their nature is not merely internal because they also require interaction with 
the external world and the justification of beliefs according to internal or external methods is a 
key issue in epistemology. In light of this, I will endorse Lewis’ (1975) perspective for which self-
fulfilling beliefs require higher-order beliefs for their justification and, ideally, common 
knowledge between different epistemic agents. I will show that such conditions are normally 
violated in case of placebo-based beliefs. Therefore, placebo-based beliefs can hardly be 
considered self-fulfilling.  
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Law and Supervenience 
 

Samuele Chilovi, University of Barcelona 
 

Many of our actions are regulated by law. The law forbids me to kill, permits me to vote, requires 
me to pay taxes; and so on. And some of the things we are, some of the properties we possess, are 
constituted by law. If I am a citizen of a certain country, or a member of a given university, 
plausibly it is because I meet the conditions that some law takes to be sufficient to so qualify – I 
wouldn’t be a citizen if there wasn’t any such law. Yet the nature of law remains an open and 
debated topic: what is it that determines what laws there are? Legal positivism and antipositivism 
are the two main views that try to settle this issue. Although their dispute has been a lively one for 
some years, so far neither of them has been discussed or presented as making a supervenience 
claim, a claim about what supervenes on what. This may be viewed with some dissatisfaction. 
Supervenience has often been regarded as helpful in stating philosophical views, and many of the 
views that it has been thought to help clarify are concerned with determination theses. 
Supervenience also provides us with a family of fairly rigorous concepts, whose logical properties 
have formed the focus of much investigation, as a result of which we now possess a pretty refined 
understanding of the notion. The aim of this paper is to investigate whether legal positivism can 
be usefully formulated as a supervenience thesis, and, if so, what kind supervenience relation is 
suitable for it. Legal positivists have held many different views on various subjects; sometimes, 
they have even identified their views qua positivists with different, nonequivalent, theses. 
Furthermore, there isn’t a unique concept of supervenience, but rather a cluster of closely related 
ones, extracted via precisifications or disambiguations of a shared slogan. Our main task will then 
be to compare various candidate formulations, with a view to strike a suitable balance between 
capturing the core ideas of positivism – the intuitive view we can extract from a pre-
supervenience understanding of it that abstracts from its proponents’ idiosyncratic commitments 
– and stating a position that is interesting and worth discussing – at a minimum, one that is neither 
trivial nor absurd. Since the intuitive view was meant to be interesting, the second desideratum 
may already be fulfilled by a charitable understanding of the original view (provided that the 
view was interesting). Conversely, since taking some of the statements of some authors literally 
would frustrate the second goal, making the view interesting may sometimes require that we 
depart from their letter. I will start by motivating the project of looking for an adequate 
supervenience-based characterization of legal positivism, in spite of criticism targeting the ability 
of supervenience to capture the notion of determination in general, and to draw the contrast 
between positivism and antipositivism in particular. Then, I will explain what should occupy the 
position of supervening entity in the relevant supervenience thesis once positivism is stated in 
those terms. Finally, I will compare various kinds of supervenience relations with respect to their 
ability to formulate the positivist’s core idea, and argue that one of them fares better than all the 
others. The view that I’ll defend is that legal positivism is committed to the following thesis: 
 

 (Strongm) Legal properties stronglym supervene on social properties iff  
□ s φ LAW (φs ψ S*- (ψs & □ s’(ψs’ φs’))) 

 

where (i) ‘s’ and ‘s’’ are variables ranging over legal systems, (ii) S*- is the set that contains all the 
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properties that can be derived from the set of social properties by means of finitary and infinitary 
conjunction and disjunction, quantification, identity, but not negation, (iii) the box of modal logic 
expresses metaphysical necessity, (iv) Greek letters pick out properties and LAW is the set of law 
properties.  

The structure of the paper is the following. In section 2, I present positivism and 
antipositivism in the philosophy of law, and illustrate how they differ by testing their evaluation 
of some cases. In section 3, I first argue for the usefulness of appealing to supervenience for 
characterizing determination theses in legal philosophy, then (section 3.1) I set up a general 
framework for interpreting legal positivism in the philosophy of law as a supervenience thesis, 
and finally (sections 3.2 – 3.4) I compare various candidate formulations, each involving a 
different type of supervenience relation. The conclusion that I reach is that we should use a kind 
of strong supervenience, relating legal properties to a set of social properties closed under certain 
property-forming operations. This conclusion is abductively derived from the fact that the 
relevant type of strong supervenience – coupled with the assumption that the base set must be 
closed under finitary and infinitary conjunction and disjunction, quantification, identity, but not 
negation – is the only kind of supervenience that can solve all the problems from which the 
others suffer. 
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Deflating representational content  
 

Dimitri Coelho Mollo, King's College London/Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin 

 

Representation plays a central explanatory role in the cognitive sciences. In order to fulfil this 
role, theories of representation must meet some require- ments: explain how representations 
come to have the contents they do; give an account of what makes them into representations; and 
make space for the possibility of misrepresentation. Preferentially, all these requirements should 
be met by having recourse exclusively to naturalistically acceptable entities and relations, so as to 
give the notion of representation a respectable place in the scientific worldview.  

 The notion of representation has traditionally come hand-in-hand with that of 
computation. The idea that the cognitive system is to be viewed as computational was one of the 
founding pillars of cognitive science in the 1950s, and is still today a fruitful scientific paradigm. 
Explaining what com- puting systems are and in what way the cognitive system is computational, 
or usefully explained as so being, is another foundational issue in the cognitive sciences.  

 In this paper, my aim is to provide the outline of a theory of represent- ation able to play 
the required explanatory role while steering clear from the metaphysical difficulties that plague 
existing theories. My approach will be deflationary. I will rely on the robust notion of concrete 
computation provided by the mechanistic view (Piccinini, 2015; Milkowski, 2013) to individuate 
computational structure as one of the factors that carries the most load in explaining complex 
appropriate behaviour. Ascription of de- terminate representational content comes on top of 
that, and heavily depends on the task at hand and on the particular situation the organism finds 
itself in.  

 I will be accepting the invitation made by Piccinini (2004) to conjoin existing theories of 
content, which have traditionally relied on a semantic view of computation (Fodor, 1975; 
Shagrir, 2006; Sprevak, 2010), with the non-semantic view of computation provided by the 
mechanistic account. I take that Structural Representation (Swoyer, 1991; Cummins, 1996; 
O’Brien and Opie, 2004; Ramsey, 2007) is a particularly promising candidate for such a 
treatment. It is a notion of representation which success- fully answers Ramsey’s (2007) ‘job 
description challenge’ and which is often at work in empirical research.  

 Structural Representation is based on the idea that representations rep- resent what they 
do by virtue of instantiating the same relational structure, i.e. by being in a second-order 
resemblance relation, to what they represent. Maps are the clearest examples of (non-mental) 
representations that struc- turally resemble what they represent. In a city map, for instance, 
physical (spatial) relations (distance of points in the map) mirror the spatial relations of things in 
the world (streets, buildings, squares, etc.).  

 Structural Representation has as its nemesis the problem of liberality — given that 
structural resemblance is a liberal relation, any representation will represent many different 
things, leading to wild non-uniqueness of content (Goodman, 1976; Shea, 2013). This, on its 
turn, hurts the explanatory purchase of the notion of content.  

 I suggest that the robust notion of computation and thereby of computational structure 
that the mechanistic view of computation provides can come to complement the notion of 
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Structural Representation and make it a better candidate for a theory of representation.  

 Viewing the cognitive system as a computational mechanism allows the non-semantic 
individuation of its relevant functional structure. The elements and processes of the system are 
carved up according to their computational roles. As such, the cognitive system has an objective 
computational structure, an organisation of its elements and processes that play a computational 
role and stand in computational relations to each other.  

 Computational structure mechanistically-individuated provides a prom- ising way of 
cashing out the relevant relational structure of representational vehicles in Structural 
Representation. A representation would thus repres- ent all the entities in the world that share its 
computational structure. This introduces strong constraints on what structures of the cognitive 
system are candidates for representational status. These constraints help curb the liber- ality of 
the account. Nevertheless, the liberality due to reliance on structural resemblance is still present. 
Computational structures will bear resemblance relations to many different target domains: 
representations will still have non-unique content.  

 I recommend that we get around this problem by metaphysically deflat- ing the notion of 
representation. Given the robust non-semantic account of computation that the mechanistic view 
offers, it becomes possible to deflate the notion of representation while keeping to realism about 
representational vehicles, i.e. computational structures.  

 The computational structure of internal states and processes lies at the basis of ascriptions 
of representational content. Content is to be seen as what captures the successful use of an 
internal state in the context of certain task domains, in which mechanistically individuated 
computational structure plays a central role.  

 Partially shifting the explanatory burden to computational structure al- lows us to lift 
much of the weight traditional theories of cognition place on the notion of representational 
content. Representational content is not needed to individuate the relevant explanatory states, 
nor is it required to avoid the trivialisation of computational implementation. This clears the way 
for a deflated notion of representation. On the metaphysical footing of representational content, 
two deflationary paths worth investigating open up.  

 One is pragmatism about representational content (Egan, 2013). Ac- cording to this view, 
the notion of representational content grabs a hold only in light of our explanatory interests. 
Representation is invoked relative to specific scientific projects and to measures of behavioural 
success dictated by the interests of theorists.  

 Another is a sort of ‘mild realism’, inspired by Dennett (1991). The ba- sic idea is that 
representational content captures certain patterns in nature: the complicated regularities 
involving the interaction between organism and world — across contexts, despite disturbing 
conditions, and so on. Content integrates disparate and apparently independent contributions in 
a whole that is explanatorily fruitful.  

 I remain largely neutral on which of these two metaphysical views to adopt. For all 
scientific purposes the distinction between them is moot, and there may be no compelling reason 
to choose one over the other. The account, in its two possible declinations, is not merely 
instrumentalist, given the reliance on computational structures and computational mechanisms. 
For the same reason, neither is it eliminativist. The place of representation in the cognitive 
sciences is preserved, unencumbered by metaphysical burdens.  
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Toward naïve Millian solutions to Paderewski puzzles 

 

Sean Crawford, University of Manchester 
  
Representational Millianism is the most popular Millian approach to solving Kripke’s (1979) two 
famous Paderewski puzzles, as well as several closely related ones. Kripke’s second puzzle is more 
serious than his first because in it contradictory belief ascriptions seem, impossibly, to be 
simultaneously true of his protagonist Peter — namely, that he does, and also does not, believe 
Paderewski to have musical talent, which we can represent as: Bp & ~Bp. (The first puzzle merely 
has Peter’s beliefs being contradictory: Bp & B~p.) Representational Millians (Salmon 1986; 
Braun 1998) appeal to some kind of representational entity in solving the puzzles, such as a 
propositional guise or a way of grasping (or way of believing) a proposition. I argue for a more 
parsimonious approach, Naïve Millianism, which is what you get when you subtract 
representations (guises, ways of believing) from Representational Millianism. The Naïve Millian 
aims to solve Paderewski-style puzzles about belief without resorting to guises or any other kind 
of (potentially problematic) representation. Instead, the Naïve Millian rejects certain principles 
that are necessary to generate the puzzles, including familiar principles about rationality, strong 
disquotation, and epistemic transparency, as well as a less familiar principle about second-order 
belief. This talk will argue that Millians have good grounds to reject these principles and that 
doing so enables them to solve Paderewski puzzles without postulating representations. The talk 
will focus chiefly on the latter principle about second-order belief because its importance for 
Millian solutions to Paderewski puzzles has not been sufficiently appreciated by Millians or 
others, such as Fregeans.  

 Consider Kripke’s second puzzle. The Representational Millian solves this puzzle by first 
analyzing the binary belief relation as the existential generalization of a ternary relation — often 
called ‘BEL’ — among a person, a Millian proposition, and a “propositional guise” (Salmon 
1986). He then claims that the following two ascriptions capture Peter’s state of mind:  

 

 x[Guise(x, Peter, p) & BEL(Peter, p, x)]  

 x[Guise(x, Peter, p) & ~BEL(Peter, p, x)],  

 

where ‘p’ stands for the proposition that Paderewski has musical talent. The latter of these says that 
there is a guise by means of which Peter grasps the proposition that Paderewski has musical talent and 
he does not BEL that proposition by means of that guise. The two ascriptions are compatible 
because each existential claim is made true by distinct values of x. As Kaplan (1968) first showed, 
quantifying over representations in belief reports opens up an extra position into which a 
negation sign with intermediate scope can be inserted, namely, attaching it to ‘BEL’ rather than 
in front of the whole report (large scope) or to ‘p’ (small scope).  

 By targeting a rarely noticed principle at play in the background, however, the Naïve 
Millian too can make extra room for a negation sign with intermediate scope. The principle in 
question is that if a person believes that he does not believe p then he does not believe p 
(symbolically: B~Bp  ~Bp). The Naïve Millian argues that Millians have good reason to declare 



!
! 129 

this principle false and that its rejection leads to the result that Peter believes that he does not believe 
that Paderewski has musical talent even though he does believe that Paderewski has musical talent. 
This, moreover, suffices to solve the puzzle; for, according to the Naïve Millian, Peter’s doxastic 
condition is to be described without contradiction as: Bp & B~Bp. In other words, ~Bp, which 
causes the alleged contradiction, is actually false, and so is removed and replaced by the true 
B~Bp, which is not in contradiction with Bp. (Negation here takes intermediate scope as opposed 
to the large scope in ~BBp and the small scope in BB~p). If this is right, then it is wrong to think 
that an appeal to some kind of representational item (e.g., a propositional guise or a way of 
believing a proposition construed as a sentence in a language of thought) is essential to solving the 
puzzle.  

 I argue further that the rejection of the aforementioned principles (about rationality, 
strong disquotation, epistemic transparency, and second-order belief) enable the Naïve Millian to 
solve Kripke’s first puzzle and several further Paderewski-style puzzles that are erroneously 
alleged to call for the postulation of representations.  

 As Schiffer (2003) has emphasized, Naïve Millianism is the natural default theory and the 
introduction of representations (e.g., propositional guises) into a semantic theory is an essentially 
defensive maneuver. It is because of the alleged failure of non- representational theories, such as 
Naïve Millianism, to solve Paderewski and other puzzles that motivate the introduction of 
representational theories — be they Fregean or Millian — in the first place. If these puzzles can 
be solved without invoking representations, as I argue they can be, then this counts against 
Representational Millianism and in favour of Naïve Millianism. Representational Millians should 
be glad to convert to Naïve Millianism anyway, because in so doing they thereby unencumber 
themselves of the obligation to provide a satisfactory account of the nature of their postulated 
representations — no easy task — and to fix the various problems that beset the notion, 
problems that are, ironically, all too familiar to their arch-enemy, the Fregean.  
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What is an expert? On Coady’s dispute with Goldman 
 

Michel Croce, University of Genoa 
 

This paper tackles the problem of defining what is the (cognitive) expert, a longstanding issue 
both in the philosophy of science and in social epistemology. In particular, I analyze the recent 
dispute between Alvin Goldman and David Coady, and challenge both accounts to provide a 
more compelling definition of expert.  

According to Goldman (2001: 91), someone is an expert (henceforth, E) insofar as she 
fulfills the following two conditions, which I respectively name reliability condition (RC) and 
ability condition (AC). RC states that E is required to possess more beliefs in true propositions 
and less beliefs in false propositions within a given domain (D) than most people do. AC states 
that E is required to have the capacity to exploit her fund of information in D to form beliefs in 
true answers to new questions arising within D. In addition, Goldman holds that the notion of 
expert cannot be reduced to E’s veritistic superiority to other people. Rather, he defends the idea 
that “some non-comparative threshold of veritistic attainment must be reached” (91).  

Coady (2012) raises three main objections to Goldman’s account. First, he argues that 
RC is wrong, as it is likely that E believes more falsehoods in D than laypeople do, since 
epistemic progress often requires that E make hypotheses and then revise them after further 
inquiry. Second, he proposes to remove the non-comparative clause, thereby endorsing a purely 
comparative definition of expert. According to him, E’s being better informed than most people 
in their community suffices to make one an expert. Finally, he rejects the dispositional element to 
the notion of expertise included in AC and argues that it only matters whether E fulfills the 
practical role of the expert, namely “being someone laypeople can go to in order to receive accurate 
answers to their questions” (30).  

In the critical side of the paper, after presenting Goldman’s view, I discuss Coady’s 
objections in depth and argue that while he is right on the first, both the second and the third 
criticisms should be resisted.  

Concerning the second objection, I point out that Coady’s purely comparative analysis 
leads to an unjustified context-sensitivity of the notion of expert. I offer a counterexample aimed 
at showing that his view commits us to accepting that E can be an expert in a subject matter 
while discussing with some people in context C1, whereas E can lose the very same expertise 
when she is talking to different interlocutors in C2. This is an undesired result for any scientific 
discipline or epistemic domain, as the epistemic progress of our communities and the distribution 
of knowledge largely depend on the possibility of individuating stable – i.e. context-insensitive – 
expert figures which laypeople can rely on. Unlike Coady’s view, Goldman’s non-comparative 
account of expert avoids this problem.  

Concerning the third objection, I hold that fulfilling the practical role of the expert is (i) 
neither sufficient (ii) nor necessary in order for one to be an expert. To demonstrate (i), I offer the 
case of INCOMPETENT EXPERT, in which a layperson S fulfills the practical role of the 
expert by having more true-yet-unjustified beliefs than most people have in D and by answering 
other laypeople’s questions about D. I argue that despite fulfilling Coady’s practical role, S is not 
an expert due to the lack of justification for S’s true beliefs.  
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Again, Goldman does not incur this problem, as E has the ability to contribute to the 
epistemic progress of D – viz. E satisfies AC – only if E possesses justification for her beliefs in D.  

To demonstrate (ii), I introduce the case of PROF. IVORY TOWER, a prominent scholar, who 
is publishing outstanding studies in D without sharing her progress and collected data with any other 
colleagues and students. According to Coady, we should not consider her an expert, as the lack of a 
relationship with peers and laypeople prevents her from satisfying the practical role of expert. 
However, I argue that this result is counter-intuitive, for not only Ivory Tower fulfills Goldman’s RC 
and AC, but also her studies and academic accomplishments testify that she reached a socially 
recognized expertise.  

Despite the problems affecting Coady’s account of expertise, he rightly points out that 
Goldman’s view cannot grant expertise to someone who lost the ability to answer new questions 
arising within D due to some cognitive impairment – thereby failing to satisfy AC – yet who is still 
able to address most of the questions laypeople may have in D (COGNITIVE IMPAIRMENT). In the 
constructive side of the paper, I argue that such a case calls for weakening Goldman’s account of 
expertise. I propose to replace RC and AC with the following two conditions: RC-W and AC-W. 
According to RC-W, E is an expert insofar as E possesses more beliefs in true proposition than most 
people do in D. According to AC-W, E is an expert insofar as E does not prove herself to lack the 
ability to provide true answers to the new questions arising within D. This alternative account has at 
least three clear advantages: (1) it can accommodate COGNITIVE IMPAIRMENT because those who 
are still able to address laypeople’s questions fulfill AC-W until their discipline has radically changed. 
However, (2) it rightly prevents S in INCOMPETENT EXPERT from satisfying the requirements of 
expertise, as S never fulfills AC-W. Finally, (3) it leaves room for admitting that Goldman’s AC is a 
sufficient condition for one to be an expert, rather than an “unnecessary complication” as in Coady’s 
view (2012: 29). These advantages constitute sufficient reasons for setting aside both Coady and 
Goldman’s accounts of the expertise and adopt the weaker analysis proposed in this work.  
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Some remarks on the metaphysical implications of the 
correspondence theory of truth 

 
Matteo Dalfiume, University of Bologna 

 

The problem of the metaphysical implications of the correspondence theory is one of the most 
discussed topic in the philosophy of truth. As known, the theory is traditionally associated with 
metaphysical realism, the thesis that the world exists independently of the mental. Although this 
association endures, the question is not uncontroversial. In fact, it is the very correspondentist 
community to be divided on the issue: while one side of it thinks of the correspondence theory as 
a realist doctrine,18 the other thinks of it as metaphysically neutral.19 My aim here is to argue 
against certain ways to deal with the problem and to provide a different perspective. The core 
idea of the proposal I reject is that all that is needed to solve the problem of the metaphysical 
implications of the correspondence theory is to make a categorical distinction between it and 
realism. The strategy20 is to hold that, while correspondence is a theory about the relational 
nature of truth, metaphysical realism is a theory about the mind-independent nature of what 
there is. My view is that this way of reasoning only postpone the problem because, since 
correspondence theory requires portions of reality as truth-makers, the problem of the nature of 
what there is reoccurs. Indeed, to deny that correspondence theory has realist implications we 
need to show why it does not require mind-independent truth-makers. In my opinion, all the 
available attempts to tackle the problem directly lead to a dead end. It is no coincidence that 
virtually all correspondence theorists endorse realism and so, in order to support the 
metaphysical neutrality of the theory, one must prove that the association with metaphysical 
realism is not constitutive. 

The problem needs to be rethought. Accordingly we must get back to the core of the 
theory and see if it contains realist elements of some kind: if the answer is in the affirmative, then 
the question is whether metaphysical realism is among them or is entailed by them in some way. 
When we talk about correspondence theory we can distinguish at least four forms of realism: (i) 
metaphysical realism, (ii) realism about universals, (iii) realism about the correspondence relation, 
and (iv) alethic realism. The first type of realism is the thesis mentioned above about the mind-
independence of reality. The second type of realism, is the thesis that properties and relations 
belong to the ultimate furniture of the world. Although this doctrine is often employed to provide 
a characterization of the nature of truth-makers in a correspondence-as-congruence perspective, 
its being part of the very core of the correspondence theory is dubious, since it seems to have no 
role in a correspondence-as-correlation view.21 The thesis that truth is a property, by contrast, 
can be surely considered part of correspondentism, but it is not necessarily a metaphysical thesis 
concerning the mind-independent existence of a specific property:22 employed in a minimal way, 
in fact, it can be understood as a mere anti-deflationary thesis about truth’s having a nature. The 
last form of realism, alethic realism, is a doctrine about the nature of truth and it holds that truth 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
18  See for example, Newman (2002) and Fumerton (2001). 
19  See for example, Vision (2004) and Rasmussen (2015). 
20  It has been recently advocate by Joshua Rasmussen (2015), among the others. 
21  About the distinction see Kirkham (1995). 
22  See for example Van Woudenberg (2002). 
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is non-epistemic in a way that it depends only on the way the world is;23 the core idea here is that 
truth is epistemic transcendent. Although the relationships between correspondence and these 
forms of realism is matter of debate, the idea that the last of them can be counted as a 
constitutive element of correspondentism encounter a large (and maybe even unanimous) 
consensus.24 If this idea is correct, then the problem of metaphysical implications of the 
correspondence theory turns out to be the problem of metaphysical implications of alethic 
realism. This investigation about the indirect implications of the theory is the only viable way in 
my opinion. According to this view, to hold that correspondence theory is metaphysically neutral 
is to hold that alethic realism is compatible with metaphysical anti-realism. In order to hold that, 
it must be explained how anti-realist truth-makers are supposed to be compatible with an anti-
epistemic conception of truth. The point here is whether the theory can be simultaneously realist 
from an alethic standpoint and anti-realist from a metaphysical standpoint. 

My final remarks concern a proposal inspired by Alston (1996) according to which the 
relationship between alethic and metaphysical realism can be rethought as a relationship between 
two different kinds of mental dependence: mind/cognition/conceptual-dependence and 
epistemic/belief-dependence. If Alston is right in arguing that the relationship is one of 
compatibility, then conceptual relativity does not rule out a realist conception of truth. I argue 
that this proposal is interesting and deserves to be taken into account, but I argue also that, unless 
a clarification of the positions at issue is carried out, the problem remains far from the possibility 
of being solved. 

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
23  In a slogan by Alston (1996) a statement is true if and only if what it says to be the case actually is the case. 
24  Alston (1996), for example, holds that correspondence theory is nothing but a refined version of alethic realism. 
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Appearances, indefeasible warrants, and fallibility: On McDowell’s 
disjunctive theory of perception 

 
Davide Dalla Rosa, University of Padua 

Federico Sanguinetti, Universidade do estado de Rio de Janeiro 
 

This paper explores the relation among several key theoretical features characterizing 
McDowell’s epistemological disjunctivism. More specifically, it focuses on the relation among the 
notions of appearance, warrant, perceptual capacity and fallibility.  
 

The aim of the paper is twofold.  
On the one hand, we aim to provide a faithful reconstruction of McDowell’s 

disjunctivism, clarifying the relations among some constitutive concepts shaping his views on 
perceptual experience. On the other hand, our reconstruction results in the identification of a 
possible difficulty concerning McDowell’s attempt to accommodate the theoretical ambitions 
inscribed in his proposal.  

 
The paper proceeds as follows:  

1) We begin with an analysis of McDowell’s disjunctivism, starting from the notion of appearance. 
We show the link between the notion of appearance and the notion of warrant. This analysis is 
conducted from a third-person perspective, i.e. from the perspective of an observer considering 
the epistemic situations of two subjects who undergo, respectively, a veridical and a falsidical 
experience. 2) We reconstruct McDowell’s characterization of the perceptual capacity and its 
exercises, highlighting the link between the notion of warrant and the notion of fallibility of 
perception. This analysis is conducted from a first-person perspective, i.e. from the internal 
perspective of a subject who is in a sensible, conscious mental state. In the final part of this 
section and in 3) the conclusion, we outline a possible problem stemming from McDowell’s 
characterization of the first-person perspective when it is considered against the general 
background of his theoretical ambitions and aims. More specifically, we aim in this final section 
of the paper to interrogate the success of McDowell’s attempt to reconcile, on the one hand, the 
structural fallibility of our perceptual capacity, and, on the other hand, the capacity of rational 
subjects to know, from a first-person perspective, that they possess indefeasible warrants for suitably 
related perceptual-based beliefs. 
 

Our argument runs as follows:  
McDowell seems to claim that veridical exercises of our perceptual capacity have a certain 
epistemic significance that should represent the indefeasible and conclusive warrant-constituting 
character of experience, since they are associated with object-dependent appearances. This 
warrant is externalistically conceived but must be available to self-consciousness, i.e. it must have 
an epistemic relevance for the internal perspective of the subject. This internalistic feature is 
essential to McDowell’s theory of justification. 
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If an experience could by itself guarantee that things in the environment are a certain 
way, the subject would have to be in a position to know, in her self-consciousness in 
enjoying the experience, that it had that epistemic significance.25 

This passage seems to imply that, although McDowell argues that our perceptual capacity is 
fallible and that, when we misperceive the world, we do not distinguish our experience from 
veridical experience, he also claims that on some occasions we are in a position to recognize, in 
our self-consciousness, that we are conclusively and indefeasibly warranted in a determinate perception-
based belief. The indistinguishability between “bad case” and “good case” is not biunivocal but 
applies only to “bad cases”. Therefore,  

[i]f a state of affairs consisting in there being something red and rectangular in front 
of one is present to one in an experience, one is thereby in a position to know that 
that is how it is with one, and thus to recognize that one is conclusively warranted in 
believing there is something red and rectangular in front of one.26 

If this is correct, McDowell’s position implies an asymmetrical reflective accessibility to the 
discrimination between “good case” and “bad case” in a determinate token of sensible 
experience. From the possibility of misperceiving it  

does not follow that the capacity cannot be correctly described as a capacity to get 
into positions in which one knows that it is through one's perceptual state that one 
knows something about the environment—and so knows that one's perceptual state 
conclusively warrants one in the belief in question.27 

We believe that the claim according to which a subject has reflective access to discrimination 
about his situation is unconvincing even when the subject is in a “good case”. How things appear 
to us does not put us in a position of knowing what type of situation we are in, even when we are 
not in a “bad case.” The way of presenting that characterizes veridical experiences – given that 
McDowell explicitly denies specific phenomenological differences28 – seems not to account for 
the features which should allow us to know that we are in a “good case”.  

However, not only the asymmetric discrimination from the first-person perspective seems 
not to be grounded in theoretical elements that are able to justify it. Asymmetric discrimination is 
also threatened by the very conception of fallibility McDowell endorses. McDowell repeatedly 
states that he does not intend to conceive of fallibility as a property that attaches to exercises but 
to capacities.29 Nevertheless, his conception of fallibility as a property of the perceptual capacity 
seems to imply that fallibility applies across the board, regardless of the particular case in which 
perceptual capacity is exercised. Since McDowell intends to block the skeptical consequences of 
the argument from illusion, his conception of fallibility as a property of the perceptual capacity 
could suggest (if we accept that de facto introspective accessibility to asymmetric discrimination is 
problematic) a weaker reading of his theory: according to this weaker reading, a subject, in a 
determinate sensible experience, would be at least in principle in a position to know that he is in suitable 
perceptual relation to his environment. This “being in a position to know” would not appeal to 
an infallible self-consciousness in the single case. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
25 McDowell (2013), p. 149.   
26 McDowell (2013), pp. 150-151.   
27 McDowell (2011), p. 42.   
28 McDowell (2008), p. 381.   
29 Cfr. McDowell (2011), p. 37.   



!
! 136 

 

This result, however, seems available to McDowell only at the cost of renouncing the 
internalist elements of his proposal. In fact, according to this weaker reading, McDowell’s 
conception would merely entail that, in the good cases, when a subject affirms that he knows that 
things are thus and so, things effectively are thus and so. But the subject would never know, from the 
first person perspective, when he is in such a position in which he infallibly know how things are in the 
world – and this seems to go against McDowell’s stated objectives.  

In our view, McDowell’s supporting argument based on the quantification of fallibility30 
misses the point. 

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
30 McDowell (2011), p. 52.   
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Quinean commitments  
 

Richard Davies, Università di Bergamo 
 

On a Quinean theory of things, the things to which we should commit ourselves are those 
required by our best science, so as to ensure that there not be more things in our philosophy than 
are in heaven and earth. Thus, chemistry distinguishes between oxygen and phlogiston, and 
zoology between camels and dragons. But there are at least two instructive passages in which 
Quine appears to make ontological commitments based on distinctions of the grammatical 
functions of whole categories of terms. In “Ontological Relativity” he takes as a case of the 
“inscrutability of reference” the fact that the word “green” can be used as a “concrete general 
term”, as when we say that the grass is green, or as an “abstract singular term [...that] names a 
single abstract object”, as when we say that green is a colour (Quine 1968, p. 38). In Quiddities, 
Quine recognises two “senses” of the word “word”, in one of which it stands for a “physical 
object” (token) and in the other for an “abstract object” (type) (Quine 1987, p. 217). Presumably, 
what goes for “green” will go for many other adjectives (especially predicative ones), and what 
goes for “word” will go for many other nouns (especially common count nouns). But what is 
particularly instructive in these passages is that very much what goes for “green” goes for “word”, 
namely that inspection of the ways these words are used induces Quine to contemplate some 
abstract objects for which certain uses stand.  

 It is a nice question for Quine scholarship to what extent the inducement to contemplate 
such abstract objects runs counter to his early-declared and never-retracted “taste for desert 
landscapes” (Quine 1948, p. 4). In the case of types, he seeks to identify them with the 
ontologically unexceptionable category of classes of tokens (though this is probably a misguided 
approach); and perhaps something of the sort might be attempted with at least some predicative 
adjectives (though other aberrations are in store for such an attempt). Yet the inducement arises 
out of what Quine calls a “systematic ambiguity” (Quine 1968, p. 38), where an “ambiguity” is a 
plurality of what we have already heard Quine calling “senses”, for all that he was notoriously 
wary of senses.  

 What is the ambiguity in question and how systematic is it?  

 An answer to the question of what the ambiguity is is not hard to find, but has proven 
easy to forget. Roughly speaking, if we allow that the word “word” considered as a “dribble of 
ink” (Quine 1987, p. 217) stands for a physical particular, while the word “word” considered as a 
shape that may recur in such dribbles, then we have two relations of “standing for”, one that may 
be called “discrete” because it separates this dribble from that, and the other that may be called 
“common” because it unites two dribbles as tokens of the same type, as Quine himself wants to 
accommodate. We may indeed call the relation between the standing-for relations in discrete and 
common standing for an ambiguity, and it is an ambiguity of a sort that recurs with many 
predicative adjectives and many common count nouns. The fact of its recurrence may be cited as 
one respect in which it is systematic.  

 Another respect in which the ambiguity between discrete and common standing for is 
systematic is that it may be embedded relative to other recurrent ambiguities. To torture one of 
the examples we have had from Quine, when Cleopatra says that, in her youth, she had been 
“green in judgment”, she is not attributing a wayward pigmentation to herself. Rather, she is 
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using “green” in some extended or even improper way, perhaps half-inspiring Chomsky’s 
colorless green ideas. Whether or not we call this “metaphorical” does not matter. Again, there is 
a difference in the standing-for relation as between what Carnap used to call the “connotative” 
(inhaltliche) mode in which “green” appears in “grass is green” and the “formal” mode in which it 
might appear in “green is a monosyllable” or “green is an adjective”, where these differences 
may also be marked by typographical devices such as quotation marks (which, on a rigoristic 
understanding of the use- mention distinction, is a reason for denying that “green” appears in 
“‘green’ is a monosyllable”).  

 Especially as regards common count nouns like “word”, there are many differences to be 
observed in the standing-for relation when quantifiers such as “a”, “the”, “some”, “any”, 
“many”, “most”, “every” or “all” are applied to their occurrences. The iterations and 
complications of these differences conceal many traps. For instance, it is not clear how to parse 
“if you know any word of French, then you know any word of French”, where the two units “any 
word” seem to be functioning differently. Again, from “the words on the page are large and 
legible” we may infer, regarding any word chosen from the page, that it is large and legible, yet 
from “the words on the page are in English and French” it would be illicit to infer, regarding any 
chosen word, that it is in English and French (though an “or” would be in order).  

 To return to the instruction we are seeking from Quine, it is striking that, in considering 
the standing-for relations that vary as between the formal and the material modes, and those set 
up by the various grades of distribution, we want to mark differences that are highlighted by 
inferential powers, whereas the difference between discrete and common standing-for represents 
an inducement to ontological commitment. If our best science in this region is logic, then logic 
may investigate what standing-for relations are to be distinguished, rather than what stood-for 
objects populate heaven and earth. Shouldn’t Quine have thought the same?  
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Do causes explain? Justifying the explanatory character of Serial 
Endosymbiotic Theory 

 
Roger Deulofeu, University of Barcelona 

Javier Suarez, University of Exeter 
 

The origin of the eukaryotic cell has been considered during decades one of the major 
mysteries of the evolution of early life. At the end of the 60s, the famous biologist Lynn Margulis 
proposed a new evolutionary mechanism as the possible route by means of which eukaryotic life 
could have emerged. According to her, the origin of eukaryotic cells should be understood as the 
result of a symbiogenetic merge between two previously extant non-nucleated cells, namely: an 
Archaea and a eubacteria. This hypothesis, at odds with many of the main postulates of the so-
called Modern Evolutionary Synthesis, gained many followers (leading to a development of 
several theories, hencefort SET, Serial Endosymbiotic Theories) and it is nowadays a 
commonplace among biologists that the eukaryotic cell appeared as a consequence of a 
symbiogenetic merge between two previously extant prokaryotic cells. 
  In this talk, we will assume that SET, does in fact explain certain observed biological 
phenomena and we will take it as an exemplar to compare two different theories of scientific 
explanation: On the one hand, theories of scientific explanation that appeal to the notion of 
“cause” and the idea of “invariance under intervention”, such as Woodward’s causalist model; 
on the other hand, theories of scientific explanation that appeal to the notion of “scientific law” 
as a necessary condition for all scientific explanation, such as Díez’s neo-Hempelian account. We 
will argue that the later can better accommodate the explanatory power of SET by postulating a 
particular explanatory structure appealing to guiding principles or scientific laws whereas the 
former by appealing just to causes cannot highlight the whole explanatory and unifying character 
that SET owns. 

The neo-Hempelian model faces the challenge of providing an accepted and sound law in 
the biological domain, which is somehow controverted.   

!
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Fairness, Statistics and the Risks of Mistaken Verdicts  
 

Marcello Di Bello, Lehman College, City University of New York 
Collin O'Neil, Lehman College, City University of New York 

 
The question. Intuitively, we resist holding defendants liable on the basis of just statistical 
evidence, even when this evidence makes it highly probable that the defendant committed the 
wrong. Psychological studies have shown that people’s attitudes do in fact exhibit such resistance 
(Wells, 1992). We address the question of whether and how this resistance can be justified.  
 The literature. Scholars have pointed to a variety of problems with basing 
determinations of liability on statistical evidence. Some have argued that statistical evidence is 
inadequate because it is not ‘weighty,’ (Cohen, 1977); is not causally grounded (Thomson, 1986); 
is prone to the reference class problem (Colyvan et al., 2001; Allen and Pardo, 2007); or lacks the 
right modal properties such as ‘tracking’ (Enoch et al., 2012) or ‘safety’ (Pritchard, 2015). Others 
have argued that basing verdicts on statistics threatens important values that trials are answerable 
to, such as the authority of trial verdicts (Nesson, 1979); the autonomy of defendants 
(Wasserman, 1991; Pundik, 2009); deterrence (Sanchirico, 2001; Enoch et al., 2012); or the 
individualized scrutiny of trial verdicts (Stein, 2005).  
 Our proposal. We develop an objection to certain uses of statistical evidence that, un- 
like other objections that have been advanced, is essentially comparative. Adapting John 
Broome’s comparative theory of fairness to the trial setting, we argue that certain uses of 
statistical evidence are unfair to defendants. We go on to suggest that the same fairness con- 
siderations that condemn some uses of statistics also support certain seemingly unrelated legal 
practices, such as providing free counsel to indigent defendants and incentivizing witnesses to 
testify against mafia bosses.  

 We begin with the observation that defendants who have done no wrong are sometimes 
held criminally or civilly liable. These errors are unfortunate yet inevitable because justice 
requires a trial system and trial systems are fallible. However, if defendants who did no wrong are 
inevitably exposed to the risk of a mistaken conviction, fairness (so we argue) requires they all be 
exposed to the same risk.  

 Certain statistics, such as those backing the value of DNA evidence or statistics used in 
discrimination cases, do not disadvantage any group relative to others. But statistics indicating 
that members of certain groups are more likely to commit wrongs than members of other groups 
do increase their risk of mistaken verdicts relative to others, whether these statistics make up the 
entire case against the defendant or even just part of the case. Using this evidence to reach a 
verdict against the defendant is, we contend, inconsistent with a fair distribution of the risks of 
mistaken verdicts.  

 Statistics are not the only threat to the fair distribution of risks. More broadly, fairness is 
threatened whenever the availability of evidence, whether statistical or not, depends on one’s 
group membership. For example, wealthier defendants can spend more on their de- fense, 
making the availability of exculpatory evidence more likely, and witnesses are less willing to 
testify against mafia bosses, making the availability of incriminating evidence against this group 
less likely. There are of course non-comparative reasons for the law to grant the right to a court 
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appointed counsel to indigent defendants and, as some coun- tries do, make it economically 
attractive to testify against mafia bosses. But we argue that these and other practices should, like 
restrictions on the use of statistics, also be viewed as requirements of fairness in the distribution of 
the risks of mistaken verdicts.  
 Test cases.  We consider a few well known test cases, or hypothetical scenarios, to assess 
the plausibility of our claim. One such case is known as the Blue Bus Hypothetical, in which two 
bus companies are the only possible wrongdoers, although there is no direct evidence pointing to 
one or the other. Market share statistics show that one company is more likely to have caused the 
harm than the other, because one company’s market share is larger than the other’s. This would 
seem enough to establish liability under the preponderance standard, which is typically 
interpreted as > 50%, and yet, intuitively, it seems wrong to hold the larger company liable. Why 
is that? According to our proposal, if the market share statistics were sufficient to establish 
liability, larger companies that did no wrong would face a higher risk of a mistaken verdict than 
smaller companies. This would be unfair. To be sure, court opinions, as Schmalbeck (1986) 
points out, contain nuanced determinations regarding the use of market share statistics in civil 
cases. Our proposal, we argue, can accommodate these nuances. For example, using market 
share statistics may not be unfair towards larger companies if they are also wealthier defendants 
and have greater access to evidence in their favor.  

 We consider analogous hypothetical scenarios for criminal cases, and test our proposal 
against a new set of challenging hypotheticals formulated by Blome-Tillmann (2015). The basic 
idea is the same: restrictions on the use of statistics can be justified as requirements of fairness in 
the distribution of the risks of mistaken verdicts.  
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The not-so-extended-mind 
 

Michele Di Francesco, IUSS, Pavia 

 

In my talk I address what can be called the cognitive bloat argument (Rupert, 2004; Rowlands, 2009) 
against the extended mind – that is the threat of a slippery slope argument that affects any 
attempt to extend the mind beyond the borders of the body. A first caricature of the slippery 
slope argument can be stated in the following way: the astonishing developments of 
neurocognitive science notwithstanding, we still are functionalist in some way. Mental states are 
individuated by their causal role and not by the substance that realizes them. Classical cognitive 
science located the realizers of the causal roles within the skull, but the new cognitive science 
spread them into the environment – via embodied, enacted, embedded ecological cognition. 
Taken together, functionalism and situated cognition spread the mind into the world (Clark, 
Chalmers, 1998), but, since causal relations and information flow pervade the universe (Rupert, 
2009), we do not know how to stop the process of mentalization of reality.  

 If you reject functionalism (being enactivist, phenomenologist, or whatever), I have 
another version of the slippery slope: we start with the embodied cognition (the Heideggerian 
theatre – Clark, 2008); then we have the embodied social cognition; then the extended mind; 
then the socially extended mind (Gallagher, 2013), that is the Hegelian Geist (Gallagher, Grisafi, 
2009). Then... Who knows? Plato’s anima mundi? (Timeo, cap. VI, 30b – 30c). The Hindu 
conception of a universal soul prominent in Ralph Waldo Emerson’s poem "The Over-Soul" 
(published in 1841)?  

 A more plausible view that exemplifies the overextension of the mind is the socially extended 
mind, proposed by Shaun Gallagher and collaborators in various papers. A quite radical view of 
the extended mind that goes far beyond the ‘moderate’ extension to environmental and cultural 
scaffolding of cognitive activities. According to Gallagher, legal systems, research practices, and 
cultural institutions, such as museums, “are at least enabling conditions, and on the most liberal 
reading, constitutive of those processes”. (Gallagher, 2013, p. 6)  

 My position on this is clear-cut. It might well be that they are enabling conditions, but that 
they are constituent of our minds is certainly false in any reasonably sense of “mind”.  

 How could we stop the overextension of the mind, without giving up the good ideas in the 
original appeal to the extended mind? Many participants to the extended mind debate claim that 
the only way to do so is to find a mark of the mental (Adams F., Aizawa K., 2008, Clark, 2008, 
Rowlands, 2009) – a clear understanding of what makes a worldly phenomenon a mental 
phenomenon. Once we have a mark of the mental we can use it as a litmus paper to tell good 
extensions of the mind from bad extensions. I agree with this diagnosis. And I try to present a 
therapy to the cognitive bloat based on it.  

 My main thesis is that the mark of the mental argument does not rule out a moderate 
reading of the Extended Mind (call it the non-so-extended mind), but it does rule out the 
overextended socially extended mind.  

 

1.! To do so, I’ll first review and criticise some attempts to avoid the slippery slope 
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present in the debate – and in particular four CREM (criteria for a reasonable 
extension of the mind) present in Clark’s writing, showing that – in the absence of a 
definite mark of the mental, they looks contingent and ad hoc.  

2.! Then I’ll propose three alternatives views of the mark of the mental that share the 
assumption that the slippery slope arises because somewhere in our journey from the 
brain to the (external) world we have lost sight of the personal mind (the notion of 
mind implicitly adopted by commonsense psychology, and rooted in the powerful 
Cartesian intuition that the thought has to do with both intellect and sense – reason 
and experience). To be connected with the personal mind is the mark of the mental - 
even if the nature of this connection may be the object of negotiation.  

3.! In this context Clark’s CREM appear less contingent, and can be accommodated 
within a moderate epistemological reading of the Extended Mind Model.  

4.! On the contrary the overextended socially extended mind is not compatible with the 
proposed marks. The supporter of the socially extended mind has then the 
(unpleasant) choice to propose a mark of the mental with no connection with the 
personal mind or to reject the very idea of the mark of the mental.  

 

In fact, the rejection is the final proposal of Gallagher, who claims: “the question about the mark 
of the mental ... is too closely tied to the traditional conception of the mind that is being 
challenged by the extended mind hypothesis.” (2013, p. 11). I think that this is not true. The 
three marks of the mental that I propose are compatible with the extended mind model: they 
avoid the slippery slope, and at the same time make room for external vehicles of cognition.  

 So after all, the very idea of a mark of the mental is not a sort of ‘reactionary tool’ devised 
to ultimately avoid any extension of the mind. On the contrary: a mark of the mental can 
vindicate a form of extended mind, and it is, moreover, an indispensable tool to avoid trivializing 
this kind of position.  
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What – if anything – is ‘the’ Gettier intuition?  
 

Daniel Dohrn, HU Berlin 
 

Often it is claimed that intuition plays a key role in thought experiments. Taking a Gettier case 
GC as my example, I discuss what, given an understanding of intuition as judgement, the content 
of ‘the’ Gettier intuition is. My proposal is that the intuition is the output of heuristic reasoning.  

 

1. Three formalisations  
I contrast my proposal to the debate on Williamson’s influential formalisation of GC, which is 
driven by the problem of deviant realisations. Any thought experiment can be realised by a 
scenario which does not support the lesson it is to teach. There are three candidates for the 
intuition which purportedly avoid the problem.  

 

(1)! If some S were related to a proposition p as described by GC, S would have justified true 
belief in p without knowing p.  

(2)! It is possible that some S is related to some p as described in GC and that she has a 
justified true belief that p but does not know that p. 

(3)! Necessarily, if some S were related to some p as described in GC* (some deviance-proof 
version of GC), some S would have justified true belief but does not know that p.  

 

I argue that none of these proposals satisfies all desiderata for the intuitive judgement:  

 

•! the intuition is simple; 

•! the intuitive step should be selected non-arbitrarily; 

•! the intuition is not tailored such as to avoid deviant realisations; the latter simply do not 
come into view.  

 
2. My proposal: a heuristic judgement  
I introduce my proposal by the distinction of two cognitive systems in psychology: system I 
resembles perception. It is fast, non-serial, automatic, effortless, associative, slow-learning and 
emotional. In the psychological literature, intuitions are often described as the normal output of 
system I. System II is slow, serial, controlled, effortful, rule-governed, flexible, (emotionally) 
neutral. I contrast two corresponding notions of intuitive judgement. One is related to the output 
of system I: heuristic intuition. The other is related to system II: rational intuition. I present some 
arguments in favour of the Gettier intuition as a case of heuristic intuition:  
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•! rational intuition is mysterious. 

•! judging single cases normally is not part of the functional spectrum of reason. 

•! any rational commitment that is purported to come with the Gettier intuition can be 
accommodated by heuristic reasoning. 

•! heuristic reasoning may be subject to reflective control, which arguably is what the 
alternative proposals (1)-(3) aim at.  

 

My candidate for the intuition is the output of a representativeness heuristic of the sort researched in 
the heuristics and biases program in social psychology. The principled idea is that, in order to 
figure out whether a is F, a is compared to stored representatives of F, be they prototypes or 
memorised exemplars. I note several striking features of this heuristic:  

 

•! it does not distinguish between actual and non-actual cases. 

•! the cases considered are incomplete (not fully concrete). Thus deviant realisations do not 
come into view.  

 

The heuristic in play when judging a Gettier case works as follows. Since true belief is explicitly 
stipulated, justification and knowledge are the categories of interest. One considers whether the 
case as far as it is described sufficiently resembles representative items to be a case of justification 
/ lack of justification and knowledge / lack of knowledge, respectively. In line with the literature, 
I distinguish two ways of implementing the representativeness heuristics: (i) the prototype and (ii) 
the exemplar hypothesis: one considers whether the case (i) sufficiently resembles some prototype 
of being epistemically justified / not being justified in relevant dimensions, (ii) seems overall 
sufficiently similar to exemplars of being justified / not being justified retrieved from memory. 
Ditto for knowledge.  

 My candidate for the judgement making explicit the output of the heuristic is the 
following:  

 

(4)! the subject in GC has justified true belief without knowledge. 

 

(4) does justice to the simplicity of the Gettier intuition. And it dissolves the arbitrariness concern: 
it is the most eligible candidate for the intuition because it stands out in heuristic reasoning as 
both the classificatory step and the point of no return where one becomes committed to rejecting 
the jtb-theory (knowledge is justified true belief). I argue that the latter theory is stored 
dispositionally as a tendency to ascribe knowledge whenever one ascribes justified true belief and 
vice versa. The heuristic judgement countervails this tendency.  

 I close with discussing the relationship to the alternative proposals (1)-(3), arguing that 
they are best seen as part of an ameliorative project which clarifies some issues left open in the 
heuristics:  
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•! providing a logically valid argument. 

•! clarifying the modal status of the target theory and the counterexample.  
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Epistemic reasons and the unity thesis 

 
Davide Fassio, University of Southampton 

 
Consider the following three claims about normative reasons:  

 

(1)! Epistemic reasons (reasons to believe) are perspective-dependent entities (beliefs, 
knowledge, known or believed propositions) 

(2)! Practical reasons (reasons to act) are not perspective-dependent entities (possibly unknown 
facts or true propositions) 

(3)! R can be an epistemic reason if and only if it can be a practical reason. 

 

These claims are incompatible. According to (1) and (2) there are unknown facts that can be 
practical reasons but not epistemic reasons. This contradicts (3), according to which if something 
is a practical reason it can also be an epistemic reason (and vice versa). Thus, at least one of the 
three claims must be rejected.  

 However, each of the three claims has been independently defended in the literature. The 
majority of epistemologists, as well as some philosopher in the practical domain (e.g., Gibbons 
2010; Kearns & Star 2008; Kiesewetter, forthcoming) advocate claim (1). The idea is that since 
an epistemic reason is what supports and makes appropriate to believe a certain proposition, it 
cannot be some truth or fact beyond the subject’s epistemic grasp. It sounds odd to say that it’s 
right for Jim to believe that it’s raining if Jim has no clue that actually it’s raining. Many 
contemporary Ethicists and, more in general, philosophers concerned with the nature of practical 
reasons have argued for (2): there are reasons to do certain things even if the subject is unaware 
of these reasons (e.g., Skorupski 2010, Parfit 2011). For example, it is morally wrong to torture 
and kill innocent people and it is bad for someone to start smoking, regardless of one’s epistemic 
position. There are always reasons not to perform such actions regardless of whether the agents 
possess (knows or believes) such reasons or not. Other philosophers recently argued that at least 
some version of (3) is true. For example Fantl & McGrath (2009, 74-75) support this claim 
pointing to our habits of deliberation. They observe that we don’t segregate reasons by whether 
they are available for drawing practical or theoretical conclusions. Such segregation would be 
irrational and ‘barmy’. Another obvious advantage of endorsing a Unity Thesis would be the 
ability of providing a general unified account of epistemic norms of belief, action and other 
attitudes (on this score consider the accounts of Alvarez 2010 and Skorupski 2010). Other 
philosophers provide more complex arguments for some version of this thesis (e.g., Gibbons 
2010, Littlejohn 2014).  

 The aim of my talk is to offer a tentative argument suggesting that we should reject claim 
(1). My strategy is in two steps: first, I offer some considerations supporting (3); second, I argue 
that if one between (1) and (2) must be rejected, it is (1): epistemic reasons are not perspective-
dependent entities; they are possibly unknown true propositions or facts.  

 I start with a defense of (3). I briefly introduce some available arguments for accepting 
some version of this claim. Then I offer further considerations for the ontological similarity of all 
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kinds of normative reasons. This is my argument in short: a claim endorsed by many 
philosophers is that a (normative) reason for F-ing is the kind of thing that can be appropriately 
used as a premise in a sound reasoning (e.g., Raz 1978, Setiya 2013, Way forthcoming). This 
type of claim seems to be correct irrespective of the attitude or act constituting the conclusion of 
the (possible or actual) sound reasoning. If this is true, then the metaphysical difference between 
types of deliberative reasoning (doxastic, practical, orexic...) concerns the type of process involved 
in such deliberations or the kind of entity resulting from the reasoning (a belief, an act, a 
desire...); however there are no ontological differences amongst the types of item one can 
appropriately use as premises in all these different types of reasoning. For example, that it’s 
raining seems to be a reason both to take an umbrella and to believe that it’s raining, i.e., a good 
possible premise of sound reasoning leading to both these conclusions. Notice that this line of 
argument doesn’t rely on any assumption about the ontological nature of reasons (e.g. on 
whether the thing expressed by “that it is raining” is the content of a mental state, a fact...).  

 The second step of my argument consists in arguing for the following claim: if one 
between (1) and (2) must be rejected, it is the former. In particular I argue that practical reasons 
cannot be perspective-dependent entities on pain of very odd consequences. For this purpose I 
consider as a case study a specific account according to which practical reasons are perspective-
dependent entities. The very same considerations can be easily extended to any other 
perspective-dependent account of practical reasons. The account that I consider is similar to the 
one offered by Kearns & Star (2008): reasons for or against F-ing are evidence supporting the 
claim that one ought or ought not to F, where evidence is knowledge. I show that the account has 
odd consequences. In particular, I present cases in which for all one knows, F-ing is the best thing 
to do, but as a matter of fact there are overall reasons not to F. I also show a problem with a 
weakening of this account according to which reasons are merely knowable propositions. Finally, 
I provide an original argument to the effect that there are unknowable and rationally non-
believable reasons to act.  
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Are there normative generics? 
 

Katarina Felka, University of Zurich 
 

Topic. Sentences that contain generic expressions such as ‘tigers’, ‘trees’ or ‘houses’ are used to 
communicate what is typically the case. For instance, the sentences ‘Tigers have stripes’, ‘Trees 
have leaves’ or ‘Houses have doors’ are used to communicate that typically, tigers have stripes, 
that typically, trees have leaves, or that typically, houses have doors. However, sentences that 
contain generic expressions such as ‘friends’, ‘boys’, or ‘men’ cannot only be used to 
communicate what is typically the case but also to communicate what should be the case. Take, 
for instance, the sentences ‘Friends don't let friends drive drunk’, ‘Boys don't cry’, or ‘A man 
provides for his family’. These sentences can be used to make the descriptive claim that typically, 
friends don't let friends drive drunk, that typically, boys don’t cry, or that typically, a man 
provides for his family. But they can also be used to make the normative claim that friends, who 
exemplify the ideals of friendship, do not let friends drive drunk, or that a man, who exemplifies 
the ideals of manhood, provides for his family. 

Thesis and Structure. In my talk I am concerned with the question of what mechanism 
brings it about that sentences that contain generic expressions such as ‘friends’, ‘boys’, ‘men’ etc. 
can be used in two different ways. I will argue that this is due to the fact that such sentences 
correspond to two different logical forms (henceforth: structural divergence explanation). In 
order to establish this result I will first present the ambiguity explanation, which plays a 
prominent role in recent literature, and argue that we should give this explanation only as a last 
resort. Subsequently, I will consider two alternative explanation—the implicature explanation 
and the structure divergence explanation—and argue that the structure divergence explanation is 
the most convincing one. 

Outline. The ambiguity explanation traces back to Sarah Jane-Leslie (Leslie (2015)). 
According to Leslie, generics that are associated with a certain social role are ambiguous 
expressions, i.e. they have two different meaning. For instance, the expression ‘man’ has (i) a 
meaning such as ‘adult person of male gender’ and (ii) ‘person who exemplifies the ideals of 
manhood’. However, Leslie’s explanation risks to conflict with Grice's Modified Ockham's razor. 
According to this principle, we should explain a certain observation by postulating ambiguities 
only if we cannot give another equally plausible explanation that does not postulate ambiguities. 
In the following I will thus consider whether we can explain the observation in question without 
postulating ambiguities. 

There are two alternative explanations that do not postulate ambiguities. According to 
the implicature explanation, certain uses of sentences such as ‘A man provides for his family’ 
implicate that a man, who exemplifies the ideals of manhood, provides for his family. However, 
Leslie argued that this explanation is confronted with two difficulties (Leslie (forthcoming)). First, 
it is subject to empirical refutation since small children do not understand implicatures but they 
do understand normative uses of generics (for instance, a crying boy can well understand that his 
mother, who tells him `Boys don't cry', does not simply make a generalization about what boys 
do). Second, implicatures arise via Gricean maxims but it is not clear which maxim brings it 
about that utterances of, for instance, ‘A man provides for his family’ carry the implicature that a 
man, who exemplifies the ideals of manhood, provides for his family. In my talk I will argue that 
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Leslie's first objection should be rejected as more recent experiments show that small children do 
understand implicatures. However, I argue that her second objection is convincing and that, 
therefore, the implicature explanation is mistaken. 

In the final part of the talk I will develop the structure divergence explanation. This 
explanation is based on the observation that normative uses of sentences such as ‘A man provides 
for his family’ stand in a close relationship to sentences such as ‘A real man provides for his 
family’. According to the structure divergence explanation, certain uses of sentences such as ‘A 
man provides for his family' are simply elliptical for ‘A real man provides for his family’—in the 
same way as for instance certain uses of the sentence ‘There are no free chairs’ are simply 
elliptical for ‘There are no free chairs in this room’. Hence, according to this explanation, with 
certain uses of the sentence ‘A man who provides for his family’ it is literally expressed (and not 
only implicated) that a real man provides for his family and, thus, that a man, who exemplifies 
the ideals of manhood, provides for his family. However, uses of the sentence can still carry an 
implicature, namely the implicature that one should behave like a real man. As I will argue, such 
implicatures arise via the Gricean maxim of relevance. Thus, the structure divergence 
explanation has the following advantages: 

 

(i)! It can explain the strong connection between sentences such as ‘A man provides for 
his family’ and ‘A real man provides for his family’—they both have the same logical 
form. 

(ii)! It can explain how implicatures arise that are carried by certain utterances of the 
sentence ‘A man provides for his family’—they arise via the maxim of relevance. 

(iii)! It does not conflict with Grice’s Modified Ockham’s Razor—expressions such as 
‘man’ are not ambiguous, they just can be elliptical for ‘real man’. 
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How children approach the false belief test: Social development, 
pragmatics, and the assembly of Theory of Mind 

 
Marco Fenici, University of Florence 

 
Research on the development of social understanding is facing a dilemma (de Bruin & Newen, 
2012; Saxe, 2013): infants pass tasks claimed to demonstrate false belief understanding, whereas 
3-year-olds fail other false belief tests. In the talk, I’ll introduce a constructivist approach to 
overcoming one specific issue of this puzzle. 

In particular, I will argue that 3-year-olds have scattered understanding of different parts 
of the concept of belief. First, they understand some of the consequences of belief possession—
i.e., they can predict what a character will do if told about her beliefs, as attested by the finding 
that even some 3-year-old passes the “diverse belief” task (DBT, Wellman & Bartsch, 1988). 
Second, they understand some of the constitutive criteria for belief possession—i.e., they 
understand that someone’s beliefs must be coherent with her sayings, doings and past seeing, as 
attested by the finding that even some 3-year-old passes the “knowledge access” task (KAT, Pratt 
& Bryant, 1990). Nevertheless, I will claim, younger children do not conceive of these bits of the 
concept of belief as connected because they lack an understanding of representational content, 
thereby they do not transfer their own knowledge of others’ beliefs from belief formation to 
belief-use contexts. I will argue that older children’s success in (elicited-response) false belief tests 
depends on the connection of their initially scattered understanding of the practical commitments 
of belief verbal attribution. Accordingly, children’s active engagement with conversation about 
mental states is the critical factor promoting their understanding of representational content, 
thereby their acquisition of the capacity to succeed in the false belief test (Fenici, in press). 

The introduced account advances a novel proposal about the distinctive feature shaping 
children’s development of social understanding. Similarly to other child-as-scientist views (Carey 
& Spelke, 1996; Gopnik & Meltzoff, 1996; Gopnik & Wellman, 1994), it suggests that children 
develop social understanding by progressively learning different components of mental concepts, 
but it also specifies that this is because they do not understand representational content until very 
late. Significantly, the proposal accounts better than the received alternatives not only for the 
capacities but also the limits beyond younger children’s acquisition of the so-called Theory of 
Mind, because it explains cross-cultural variation between diverse belief and knowledge access 
tasks (Liu, Wellman, Tardif, & Sabbagh, 2008; Wellman, Fang, & Peterson, 2011). 
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Action and pictures 
 

Gabriele Ferretti, University of Urbino 
 

What perceptual state are we in when we see an object in a picture? Or, in other words, what 
kinds of properties does our visual system attribute to the depicted object? Call this question the 
question about the perceptual state we are in during picture perception (henceforth PSPP). 

In order to answer PSPP, philosophers (Matthen 2005; Nanay 2011, 2015) have used the 
results of the two visual systems model, according to which our visual system can be divided into 
two streams, a ventral stream for object recognition, allowing one to perceive from an allocentric 
frame of reference, and a dorsal stream for visually guided motor interaction, thus allowing one 
to perceive from an egocentric frame of reference (Milner and Goodale 2006; Jacob and 
Jeannerod 2003) – the account of picture perception that follows the two visual systems model is 
known as the dorsal/ventral account of picture perception (henceforth DVAPP), see Nanay 
(2015). Following this model, the DVAPP denied that we can be in a dorsal perceptual state 
when perceiving a depicted object. This is because a depicted object is not physically graspable or 
manipulable and, in turn, it cannot be egocentrically localized, as a normal object, by the dorsal 
stream. 

Thus, the impossibility of manipulating depicted objects and of localizing them from an 
egocentric frame of reference has led some people to be sceptical about the possibility of a 
representation of action properties in the perception of objects in pictures, which pertains to the 
dorsal visual system. 

The aim of the present paper is to show that, among the possible answers to PSPP, there 
is the precise claim that it is possible for the depicted object to be represented by dorsal 
perception. That means that we can ascribe action properties to depicted objects as well. Here’s 
the plan for the paper. 

The first section carefully reports the argument by the DVAPP about the impossibility of 
dorsally attributing action properties to depicted objects. 

The second section introduces evidence on a particular bifurcation of the dorsal stream, 
the ventro-dorsal stream. Saying that something is encoded by the ventro-dorsal stream implicitly 
means that the information has started to be mapped from the primary visual cortex, passes 
through the parietal cortex and arrives until the premotor cortex. Moreover, the ventro-dorsal 
stream contains a cortical circuit, the parieto-premotor network AIP-F5, which is the cortical 
circuit most involved in detecting action properties and in the construction of the motor acts in 
order to interact with those action properties (Gallese 2007). 

In the third section, I show that our (ventro-)dorsal visual system is active when we are 
perceiving depicted objects. This claim is empirically well founded with evidence concerning the 
sensorimotor activation of the dorsal stream, the sub-components of the ventrodorsal stream, as 
the parieto-premotor network AIP-F5, and, in general, the ventral premotor cortex, during the 
perception of depicted objects. This implicitly suggests that dorsal perception is active for the 
depicted objects. 

My argument may seem completely explicated here. But given the dependence of dorsal 
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perception to egocentric/peripersonal encoding and given that the DVAPP has defended the 
impossibility of peripersonal encoding with depicted objects, something seems to be missing. So, 
in the forth section I specify that dorsal ascription of action properties to depicted objects is 
possible when the image of the target is apparently located within the subject’s peripersonal 
space, that is, when the target is perceived as apparently reachable by the observer. 

At this point, my argument would really be complete: I have shown that depicted objects 
– those apparently located in the peripersonal space of the observer – are dorsally represented as 
having action properties. However, in the fifth section I offer an explanation of how it is possible 
by reporting evidence that dorsal perception functions in a somewhat similar manner when it is 
faced with a normal object, or a depicted one, because it cannot really distinguish between 
depicted and normal objects; thus, once an object, whether depicted or real, is perceived as being 
in the egocentric/peripersonal space of the observer, the dorsal stream responds to the apparent 
motor possibility fostered by the distal target, regardless of the fact that the source is a depicted 
object, or a real object. 

Here, I also address the implications of my proposal for the DVAPP, by suggesting that 
my account is compatible with it, insofar as it establishes that those depicted objects which are 
perceived by the subject as apparently being in his egocentric space and as apparently reachable 
can be represented as having action properties. This idea does not violate – but follows – the 
intuition that dorsal perception is involved in egocentric encoding. Nor does it conflict with the 
claim that we cannot really egocentrically localize a depicted object as a normal one. Indeed, 
there is no conflict because the dorsal representation of depicted objects that are perceived by the 
subject as apparently located in his egocentric space is possibly due to the experimental settings 
fostering the apparent peripersonal localization of these objects which are perceived as 
apparently reachable, as well as due to the fact that dorsal perception cannot discriminate 
between real and depicted objects. 

If we do not endorse this explanation, all the sets of evidence from vision and motor 
neuroscience I have reported in the third section remain unexplained under the DVAPP. 

I close by pointing out that the reach of my proposal offers a crucial implication for the 
DVAPP, as well as for the debate on pictures in general. According to the DVAPP, ventral 
perception can represent both the surface and the depicted object, but dorsal perception can 
represent only the surface (the picture vehicle), while it cannot represent the depicted object. But 
demonstrating, on my part, that also dorsal perception can represent the depicted object might 
entail a sort of closure of the circle: both streams can represent both depicted objects (and their 
surfaces) and normal objects, in a very similar way. This is suggested by the fact that, in the 
“eyes” of dorsal perception, they are almost the same distal target. But if those two streams are 
the total components of the visual system of humans (and other mammals), then our visual system 
functions in almost the same way in both picture perception and face-to-face perception. 
Moreover, action properties are not properties that we can attribute only to normal objects. This 
doesn’t mean, though, that face-to-face perception and picture perception are almost the same 
perceptual phenomenon; it means that they are more related than suggested by the DVAPP. 
Moreover, a further advantage of my review is that it could be viewed as an extension of such 
account, while remaining within the same philosophical framework. 
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Truthlikeness as partial information:  A new conjunctive account of 
verisimilitude 

 
Roberto Festa, University of Turin 

Gustavo Cevolani, University of Trieste 
 
 

Explicating truthlikeness has proven a challenging task since Popper first introduced the notion in 
1963. After Popper’s definition was shown to be untenable, logicians and philosophers of science 
have put forward a number of competing explications of what does it mean for a theory or 
hypothesis h to be closer to the truth than another one (Niiniluoto 1998; Oddie 2014). As a result, 
nowadays the conceptual landscape of different approaches to truthlikeness is very crowded. In 
the attempt to put some order in this picture, truthlikeness theorists have recently devised 
alternative classifications of existing accounts of this notion (Zwart 2001; Oddie 2013, 2014). In 
this paper, we address the distinction between “conjunctive” and “disjunctive” approaches to 
truthlikeness (Schurz and Weingartner 2010, Schurz 2011).  

Within a conjunctive approach, theory h is represented as a (finite) conjunction of 
elementary claims about the world; and its truthlikeness depends, roughly, on how many claims h 
makes and how many of these turn out to be true. On the contrary, a disjunctive approach sees h 
as a disjunction of possibilities (possible worlds, constituents) compatible with h; and its 
truthlikeness depends both on the number of such possibilities and on their distance from the 
actual one. Despite the possibility of formal translation between the two, conjunctive and 
disjunctive accounts rely on deeply different intuitions about how closeness to the truth should be 
analyzed (Schurz and Weingartner 2010, Schurz 2011). As a consequence, the corresponding 
explications of truthlikeness tend to display very different properties. For instance, according to 
Schurz, conjunctive-based accounts of truthlikeness are both intuitively more compelling and 
conceptually less problematic than disjunctive ones.  

In the present paper, we show that the conjunctive/disjunctive distinction is more 
nuanced than previous discussion has taken it to be, and that unexpected but strict relations 
exists between accounts of truthlikeness belonging to the two opposing camps. In particular, we 
prove that a newly introduced, conjunctive-based measure of truthlikeness is equivalent to the 
most well-know disjunctive-based measure in the literature, i.e., the Tichý-Oddie “average” 
measure (Oddie 2013, 2014). This results has some interesting implications for the current debate 
on different approaches to truthlikeness.  

We proceed as follows. First, we focus on the simplest conjunctive account proposed in 
the literature, i.e., the so-called basic feature approach to truthlikeness (Cevolani, Crupi, Festa 
2011). In such account, the truthlikeness of h only depends on the “categorical” information that 
h provides about the “basic features” of the world; more formally, on the number of true and 
false basic statements (atomic statements or their negations) that h entails. Second, we introduce a 
new, conjunctive-based measure of truthlikeness, construed as the amount of “partial” 
information provided by h about the basic features of the world. To this aim, we revive the 
measure of partial entailment studied (among others) by Carnap (1950) and Salmon (1969) in 
their work on inductive logic. According to our measure, the truthlikeness of h depends on the 
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degree to which h partially entails each true or false basic statement; as we prove, this new, 
“partial information” measure includes the categorical one as a special case. Third, we explore 
some of the properties of our measure. The most surprising one is that it violates the condition 
that truthlikeness increases with logical strength among truths, a principle typically satisfied by 
conjunctive accounts of truthlikeness, and violated by some disjunctive ones, like that of Tichý-
Oddie. Finally, we prove that this is no coincidence, since our new measure and Tichý-Oddie 
average measure are, despite their completely different conceptual foundations, in fact 
equivalent. We conclude by discussing some implications of this unexpected equivalence result 
for the ongoing debate on the foundations of competing approaches to truthlikeness.  
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The relationship between scientific understanding and explanation 
 

Johannes Findl, University of Barcelona 
 

The nature of understanding has attracted growing interest in both epistemology and philosophy 
of science. While in the latter, the focal point of the debate is the relationship between scientific 
understanding and explanation, in the former, it is the relationship between understanding and 
knowledge. In this talk, I will be primarily concerned with the debate in philosophy of science, 
and in particular my goal will be to provide some reasons to reject a number of influential views 
according to which scientific understanding has always to pass by the route of scientific 
explanations. In other words, I will claim that scientific understanding may sometimes come 
apart from scientific explanations. This conclusion, however, will also essentially depend on 
premises which gain support from a number of plausible considerations that have originated in 
the epistemological debate on understanding. I will proceed as follows: After disambiguating the 
term understanding and restricting myself to its use in relation to a why-locution in scientific 
contexts (henceforth: understanding-why), I will briefly argue that the intuitively plausible 
attempt to define understanding-why via identifying it with having an explanation is flawed 
because of unduly oversimplification. Moreover, I will also talk about the Hempelian view on 
understanding as rational expectation. I will argue that the Hempelian view is ambiguous 
between two natural yet problematic readings, which gives us a strong reason to reject it. I will 
then describe Michael Strevens’ much improved and influential “the simple view”, according to 
which understanding-why P is defined in terms of grasping a correct explanation of P, where an 
explanation is an explicitly expressed set of propositions. Importantly, Strevens thinks that “there 
is no understanding without explanation”, and I take his view to be the strongest contender in the 
current discussion. Before I will present my own objections against the simple view, I will 
scrutinize Peter Lipton’s and Daniel Wilkenfeld’s & Jennifer Hellmann’s objections to it. Lipton 
rejects Strevens’ view since he thinks that to understand-why is to have cognitive benefits such as 
knowledge of causes, of necessity, of unification and of possibility. While Lipton agrees that 
explanations often do provide these benefits, he argues that in modelling, scientists obtain tacit 
causal knowledge of a phenomenon in the absence of its scientific explanation. Likewise, he says 
that we obtain knowledge of necessity in Galileo’s famous thought experiment (i.e. the 
independence of acceleration from gravity) when there is no explanation available. Against 
Lipton, I will claim that having tacit knowledge of a phenomenon is not sufficient for 
understanding why this phenomenon was the case, and that the Galilean thought experiment 
only works if we accept some empirical assumptions which themselves form part of correct 
explanations. By contrast, Wilkenfeld and Hellmann object to Strevens that understanding-why 
is to a large extent non-propositional in nature, and therefore cannot be the mere product of 
propositional explanations. While I think that their objection is ingenious since it rightly 
emphasizes that understanding is an ability that cannot be reduced to a set of propositional 
instructions, I will argue that it is ultimately not successful. However, this has less to do with their 
general claims about understanding as an ability than with the very examples they use to 
illustrate them. Finally, in the last part of my talk, I will argue that the historical case of German 
physicist Ludwig Prandtl’s water test channel demonstrate the possibility that a scientist may gain 
genuine understanding why of a phenomenon before any correct scientific explanation of it is 
available. The water test channel is a physical model which the German physicist Prandtl once 
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developed in order to visualize basic flow experiments, and, running these experiments, he was 
later able to find missing equations for Fluid Mechanics and Aerodynamics. I will claim pace 
Wilkenfeld that this example shows both that understanding is ability that is irreducible to 
propositional instructions, and that Prandtl’s underlying thought processes are best accounted for 
in terms of beliefs with less than full credence. In a nutshell, my goal is to demonstrate that the 
water channel experiment is a case where understanding why has actually come apart from 
explanation.  
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The end of scopology: A scope-independent approach to establishing 
what rationality requires 

 
Julian Fink, Frankfurt School of Finance & Management 

Franziska Poprawe, University of Bayreuth/Oxford University 
 
Since the publication of John Broome’s seminal article ‘Normative Requirements’ (Broome 
1999), philosophers have dealt intensively with establishing the correct logical form of rational 
requirements. The question that has received most attention is whether conditional requirements 
of rationality take a ‘wide’ or a ‘narrow’ logical scope. Suppose you say that rationality requires 
you to (have attitude) B if you (have attitude) A. How should we best interpret the logical form of 
this statement? Should we assume that rationality requires of you that [if A, then B] (i.e. wide 
scope)? Or should we suppose that if A, then rationality requires of you that you B] (i.e. narrow 
scope)? Most philosophers in the debate defend one of these interpretations as necessarily correct. 
Though the difference may appear to be a minor technical issue, the recent literature reveals the 
magnitude our answer to this question has towards many fundamental issues that concern 
rationality and normativity (Fink ms; Kolodny 2005; Reisner 2009). 

The purpose of this paper is not to contribute to the scope debate, but rather to end it. 
Indeed, we argue that the focus on the wide- and narrow-scope logical form is more harmful 
than helpful for investigating the content and nature of rational requirements. We present a 
solution to this problem by devising a context-dependent account of ‘rationality requires’. 

This account not only fixes the logical form of every rational requirement, but also 
abolishes the need to analyse rational requirements via disambiguating natural language 
locutions of rational requirements. We also surpass the traditional wide- and narrow-scope 
distinction as the only choice for conditional requirements of rationality. 

We begin our paper by introducing ‘scopology’. Scopology refers to a widely practiced 
method to determine what rationality requires of us. The tacit starting point is the idea to treat 
‘rationality requires’ as a propositional operator. Like ‘must’, ‘not’, and arguably ‘ought’, 
‘rationality requires’ governs propositions. A second idea is that most, if not all, requirements of 
rationality govern relations among attitudes that can be expressed naturally by making use of 
conditional locutions. The ‘scopologist’, then, determines what rationality requires, by 
establishing what she takes to be the correct syntactic bearing that ‘rationality requires’ takes in 
ordinary conditional locutions that express rational requirements. To illustrate this in more 
detail, let (us pretend that) (1) ‘RR B if A’ represents an ordinary-language expression of a 
rational requirement (where ‘RR’ stands for ‘Rationality requires of you that’ and ‘B’ and ‘A’ 
stand for (an absent) attitudes of yours. Typical examples for (1) would be ‘Rationality requires of 
you that it is not the case that you believe that not-p if you believe p.’ Or ‘Rationality requires of 
you that you intend to p if you believe that you ought to p’. 

Let us suppose that (1) approximates a correct requirement of rationality. By this we 
mean tentatively that you could not be fully rational if you (hold attitude) B while you (hold 
attitude) A. Considering the two examples just given this makes sense. Arguably, you cannot be 
fully rational if you believe not-p while you believe p. Likewise, you cannot be fully rational if you 
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do not-intend to p while you believe that you ought to p. 

Taking (1) as a starting point, the ‘scopologist’ then attempts to discover what rationality 
requires by finding the correct semantic interpretation of (1). A major task in finding this 
interpretation will be to establish the syntactic bearing or ‘scope’ the operator ‘rationality 
requires’. In a construction like (1), the scopologist has two options. She can either restrict the 
bearing of ‘RR’ in (1) to B, i.e. 

 
(2)! RR [B] if A. 

 
Or, alternatively, she can extend the bearing of ‘RR’ to the entire conditional ‘if A, B’, i.e. 
 

(3)! RR [B if A]. 
 
In (2), RR is said to take a ‘narrow-logical scope’. By contrast, in (3) RR takes a ‘wide-logical 
scope’. 

In order to establish what rationality requires, then, the scopologist only needs to choose 
correctly between (2) and (3). In sum, she (implicitly) holds that choosing the position for the right 
parenthesis fixes the ‘jurisdiction’ of RR and thus establishes what rationalityrequires of us. 

However, as we shall argue in detail, scopology represents an inapt method to determine 
what rationality requires. It not only gives too much weight to the (inexistent) ordinary talk about 
rational requirements (cf. Kolodny 2005), but also limits the conceptual space of what rationality 
may require of us in a much too restrictive way. For these reasons we seek to replace scopology 
with an alternative (non-linguistic) approach to establishing the requirements of rationality. Our 
alternative strategy is captured by the following two-step account. 

The starting point of our account is to identify irrational sets of attitudes. We shall defend 
the view that a set of attitudes S is irrational if and only if S represents a ’functional 
misarrangement’ of attitudes (cf. Fink 2014). We define ‘functional misarrangements’ of attitudes 
as follows. S is functionally misarranged if it is logically impossible that all attitudes in S are a 
functional success simultaneously. We will argue, for example, that pairs of contradicting beliefs 
or intentions, or lacking the intention to do something you believe necessary to do what you 
believe you ought to do are prime examples for sets of functionally misarranged attitudes. 

We then turn to the second step. We need to determine what rationality requires with 
respect to irrational sets of attitudes. Put generally, we will argue that rationality requires 
resolving functional misarrangements of attitudes in a particular way. This particular way is 
specified as follows: 

Rationality requires of you that you X (where ‘X’ stands for any way that resolves a 
misarrangement of attitudes) if and only if X-ing represents the most conservative 
way to maximally increase the degree to which your attitudes are well-arranged. 

This is to say the following. First, rationality requires you to X only if X-ing maximises the extent 
to which your attitudes can simultaneously fulfil their functional aims. Second, rationality 
requires of you to X only if X-ing poses the smallest change to your attitudinal set necessary to 
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increase the degree to which your attitudes are well-arranged. 

With reference to a general example, here is how this account seeks to establish what 
rationality requires. Suppose two attitudes – A1 and A2 – represent an irrational misarrangement 
of attitudes. It is thus excluded that A1 and A2 simultaneously fulfil their functional success. With 
respect to A1 and A2, there are then three ways to resolve this attitudinal misarrangement. You 
can give up A1. Or you can give up A2. Or you can give up both A1 and A2. 

Here is how our account determines what rationality requires of you. First, due to the 
conservativism condition, one way of resolving this misarrangement is immediately excluded. 
Giving up both A1 and A2 does not represent the most minimal change in order to increase the 
degree to which your attitudes are well-arranged. We can thus already exclude that that 
rationality requires of you to give up both attitudes, A1 and A2. 

The question what rationality requires thus boils down to this. Does rationality require 
you to give up A1? Or does it require you to give up A2? Or do you have a choice, i.e. rationality 
requires you to do one of these things? 

This is the point where the maximising condition of our account kicks in. Suppose that 
only by giving up A1, you maximise the way your attitudes fulfil their function aims. Then 
rationality require of you to give up A1. Likewise, suppose that only by giving up A2, you 
maximise the way your attitudes fulfil their functional aim. Then rationality requires of you to 
A2. If, however, giving up A1 and giving up A2 equally maximise the functional success of your 
attitudes, then rationality presents you with a choice. It requires you to either give up A1 or give 
up A2. In sum, the presented account gives an authoritative answer as to which attitudinal 
alterations are (not) required by rationality. It does so without relying on any linguistic analyses of 
ordinary-talk expressions of ‘rationality requires’ and thus renders (the above described method 
of) scopology superfluous. 

In the last section of this paper, we briefly defend the supremacy of our proposal. First, 
the account successfully fixes the logical form (scope) of rational requirements. It implies precisely 
under what conditions a rational requirement takes a wide or a narrow logical scope. Moreover, 
we show how our account of what rationality requires is metaphysically simple. In particular, it 
does neither rely on any complex principles of correct reasoning (cf. Broome 2013; Kolodny 
2005; Way 2011), nor does it employ the ambiguous notion of resolving conflicts in a ‘rationally 
permissibly’ fashion (cf. Schroeder 2004; Reisner 2009, p. 247), nor does it make use of the 
notion of ‘rational commitment’ (cf. Shpall 2011). 
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The armchair access problem for E=K 

 

Giada Fratantonio, University of Edinburgh 
 

 
According to Williamson's theory of evidence (2000), one's evidence is constituted by all and only 
one's known propositions (henceforth, E=K). Given (E=K), it follows that, if one knows a 
proposition p, then p becomes part of one's evidence. Crucially, in his [2005], Silins formulates 
the so-called "Armchair Access" argument which (allegedly) represents a reductio ad absurdum of 
Williamson's (E=K). In a nutshell, Silins’ argument aims to show that (E=K) is false because, 
when taken together with the plausible thesis that we can sometimes have armchair knowledge of 
the fact that a proposition p belongs to our evidence (henceforth, AK), Williamson’s (E=K) leads 
to the conclusion that it is sometimes possible to know, merely from the armchair, the specific 
empirical proposition p. Crucially, this is absurd. I argue that Silins’ “Armchair Access” 
argument does not constitute a challenge for Williamson’s (E=K), insofar as it relies on a notion 
of armchair knowledge that Williamson should reject.  

According to Silins, having armchair knowledge of a proposition is compatible with having 
had enabling experience, namely, experience that one needs in order to understand the concepts 
involved in the target proposition. By contrast, armchair knowledge is not compatible with the 
evidential-justificatory role experience plays, for instance, in paradigmatic cases of perceptual 
knowledge. After evaluating Williamson's cognitive-based account of imagination, and his 
imagination-based account of counterfactuals, I use these accounts as the framework within 
which we should understand what happens in some cases of self-knowledge. This allows me to 
argue that experience, in self-knowledge, can play a role which is “more that merely enabling, yet 
less than strictly evidential”. Given (E=K), my argument can be generalised to cases of one's 
knowledge of one’s evidence. I conclude that, if the imagination-based account of self-knowledge 
I suggest is correct, then the "Armchair Access" argument does not represent a challenge for 
(E=K), yet it rather constitutes a reductio ad abusrdum of Silins' (AK). 
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Who is afraid of scientific imperialism? 

 
Roberto Fumagalli, London School of Economics/University of Bayreuth 

 

Over the last few decades, there has been significant philosophical discussion of so-called 
scientific imperialism (henceforth, SI), the systematic application of a discipline’s findings and 
methods to model and explain phenomena investigated by other disciplines (e.g. Clarke and 
Walsh, 2009 and 2013, Cartwright, 1999, Dupré, 1995 and 2001, Mäki, 2009 and 2013). The 
involved authors provided increasingly sophisticated conceptualizations of this notion and 
debated at length about the justifiability of specific instances of SI. There are at least two reasons 
why SI deserves detailed philosophical scrutiny. First, SI contributions target a wide range of 
both natural and social disciplines, and have potentially widespread implications for modelling 
and theorizing in these disciplines (e.g. Lazear, 2000, on the impact of economists’ SI 
contributions on other decision sciences). And second, SI contributions raise pressing epistemic 
and pragmatic concerns, which bear on issues of great societal and political relevance (e.g. 
Dupré, 2001, on the political implications of evolutionary psychologists’ SI contributions, and 
Vincent, 2013, on the implications of neuroscientists’ SI contributions for widely held 
conceptions of moral and legal responsibility). To date, however, widespread disagreement 
remains regarding both the identification and the normative evaluation of SI (e.g. XXX on calls 
for and against so-called neuroscience imperialism). In this paper, I aim to remedy this situation 
by articulating an informative characterization of SI and by providing a normative evaluation of 
the most prominent criteria proposed to ground opposition to SI.  

 The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I explicate the notion of SI and 
distinguish it from various forms of non-imperialistic cross-disciplinary interaction. In Sections 3-
6, I identify and appraise four influential criteria proposed to ground a normative critique of SI. I 
shall consider in turn: the objection from disciplinary autonomy (e.g. Aizawa and Gillet, 2011, 
Fodor, 1974), which opposes SI contributions on the alleged ground that these contributions 
reduce or threaten the relative autonomy of the imperialized disciplines from the imperializing 
ones; the objection from the disunity of science (e.g. Cartwright, 1999, Dupré, 1983), which holds 
that the modelling and explanatory differences between the imperializing and the targeted 
disciplines undermine the prospects of SI interactions between such disciplines; the objection 
from counterfactual scientific progress (e.g. Clarke and Walsh, 2009 and 2013), which opposes SI 
contributions insofar as these contributions preclude the targeted disciplines from progressing in 
the way they would have progressed in the absence of SI contributions; and the objection from 
cumulative constraints, which subordinates the justifiability of SI to the satisfaction of a series of 
evaluative constraints (e.g. Mäki, 2009 and 2013, on ontological, axiological, institutional, and 
epistemological constraints).  

 I shall argue that these criteria provide an informative basis for assessing some instances 
of SI, but do not yield cogent reasons to think that SI is inherently disputable or unjustified. If 
correct, this result has at least three implications of general interest for the ongoing debate about 
the justifiability of SI. First, the critics of SI should provide more convincing reasons for their 
opposition to SI and ground their calls against SI on more plausible empirical and normative 
presuppositions. Second, what is objectionable (if anything) about some SI contributions is not 
their imperialistic character, but rather the empirical and/or normative flaws in their 
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presuppositions (e.g. Longino, 2002, for some illustrations) and the unwarranted societal and/or 
pragmatic implications some derive from such contributions (e.g. Rolin, 2015, on various cases of 
epistemically unjustified marginalization of dissent). And third, the justifiability of SI 
contributions is best judged in terms of specific case studies rather than in terms of general 
evaluative criteria that abstract away from the modelling and explanatory practices of the 
examined disciplines. 

 
 
References  
Aizawa, K. and Gillett, C. 2011. The autonomy of psychology in the age of neuroscience. In P. 
M. Illari, F. Russo and J. Williamson (Eds.), Causality in the sciences. Oxford University Press.  
Cartwright, N. 1999. The dappled world. Cambridge University Press. 

Clarke, S. and Walsh, A. 2009. Scientific imperialism and the proper relations between the 
sciences. International Studies in Philosophy of Science, 23, 195-207. 

Clarke, S. and Walsh, A. 2013. Imperialism, Progress, Developmental Teleology, and 
Interdisciplinary Unification. International Studies in Philosophy of Science, 27, 341-351. 
Dupré, J. 1983. The Disunity of Science. Mind, 92, 321-346.  
Dupré, J. 1995. Against scientific imperialism. Proceedings of the 1994 Biennial Meeting of the 
PSA, 2, 374-381.  
Dupré, J. 2001. Human nature and the limits of science. Oxford University Press. 

Fodor, J. 1974. Special Sciences (Or: The Disunity of Science as a Working Hypothesis). 
Synthese, 28, 97-115. 
Lazear, E. 2000. Economic Imperialism. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 115, 99-146.  
Longino, H. 2002. The Fate of Knowledge. Princeton University Press. 

Mäki, U. 2009. Economics Imperialism: Concept and Constraints. Philosophy of the Social 
Sciences, 9, 351-380. 
Mäki, U. 2013. Scientific Imperialism: Difficulties in Definition, Identification, and Assessment. 
International Studies in Philosophy of Science, 27, 325-339. 
Rolin, K. 2015. Values in Science: The Case of Scientific Collaboration. Philosophy of Science, 
82,  
157-177.  

Vincent, N.A. 2013. Neuroscience and legal responsibility. Oxford University Press. 



!
! 171 

Can Respect Ever Be Lost? 

 

Anna Galeotti, Università del Piemonte Orientale 
 
This paper intends to defend the well-known distinction between two types of respect (Darwal 
1977, 2005), recognition-respect (RR) and appraisal respect (AR) addressing the issue of whether 
respect of the first type can ever be lost. RR is attributed in virtue of the recognition of the status 
and dignity of persons, hence it is unconditionally given apriori, while AR depends on merits, is 
scalar and aposteriori. A common criticism of this distinction affirms that respect can never be 
completely unconditional, and if it cannot, then the specificity of RR fades away, while the only 
surviving notion is AR. A problem with the unconditionality of RR lies in the moral intuition 
according to which, under very special circumstances of inhuman behaviour, such as in cases of 
crimes against humanity, it seems that also RR can be lost. But if this is true, then RR is not 
always unconditional and independent from actual behaviour. Thus, either we do away with the 
intuition of the loss of RR in exceptional circumstances, or with the very notion of RR. The 
paper tries to make sense of this moral intuition, while sticking to the notion of RR and to the 
distinction between the two kinds of respect.  

 My argument will start from Darwall's definition and from Carter's discussion of the 
range property as the basis of equal respect (Carter 2011); from there, it will focus on the analysis 
of the inconditionality of respect, drawing from an analysis of T.H. Hill jr (Hill jr. 2000). I shall 
argue that the ascription of respect is definitely unconditional with reference to the individual 
person, and yet it is conditional to the individual John or Ann being recognizable as a person. The 
unconditional ascription of respect to John or Ann is thus justified by the (presumed) presence of 
the range property, independently from the actual conducts of John or Anne. Persons ought not 
to be tested on the onset to get the respect to which they are entitled by their status for the status 
is not to be gained. But if individuals are not recognized as persons, they will not receive the 
correspondent RR. Hence, the ascription of RR is two-stepped: it requires first the recognition of 
the individual as a person, which is a normative status, and consequently, the attribution of RR 
to the individual person. RR is unconditionally attributed to all persons, independently on their 
characters and deeds, while not all persons are attributed AR, and especially not in equal degree. 
Hence RR is unconditional with reference to the status of being a person, while AR is 
conditional on the merits of individual persons. The distinction between RR and AR still holds: 
all persons are entitled to RR, different persons gain different degrees of AR.  

 Let's focus now on the problem of the recognition of John or Ann as persons. In order to 
be recognized as persons, human being must possess the range property, that is cognitive and 
moral capabilities above a certain minimal treshold (Carter 2011) In other words, individual x 
must be recognized as having y in order to get the status of a person which unconditionally 
commands RR.  

 It seems as if conditionality, done away in the attribution of RR to all persons, resurfaces 
in the admission of individuals into the club of persons. At this point the analysis focuses on what 
means being recognized as persons. The point is to understand how x can be said to have y, 
which is the necessary and sufficient condition to be admitted in the club of persons, without 
testing x as to the effective possession of y. My suggestion is that y is not ascertained, but it is 
imputed: being a range property, implying the possession of agential capacity above only a 
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minimal threshold, y is presumed to be present in all adult people under standard conditions. 
Hence the recognition of x as having the status of person is not based on the assessment of y, but 
on the recognition of x as a member of the human species. The attribution of the status go 
together with the recognition of someone as an adult human being: the dignity of the normative 
status of a person is attributed by default and automatically to all adult human beings, as distinct 
from dogs, given that the range property which justifies the equal dignity of the status is so 
hospitable that can be presumed in all standard cases. By the same token, it follows that in non-
standard cases the presumption is blocked, and the attribution of RR is not by deafult. These are 
cases where the presence of the required property is not assessed but presumed in the first placed, 
but it is falsified later on.  

 In the last part of the paper, the discussion focuses on the non-standard cases, considering 
for example people who fare below the range property, because of permanent or acquired 
disability. In that case, they are considered persons, but not autonomous persons, and worthy of 
RR, but not of equal RR. More interesting for moral and political theory are the cases of people 
of whom the recognition of the status is pending due to a very inhuman behavior, such as in the 
case of Eichman or Mengele. Is it a moral mistake to deprive such people of RR? This question 
leads to a very complex response which counters the criticim of Kantian ascent to the very idea 
of the loss of RR as a consequence of horrendous crimes, according to which the very fact that 
we blame such people for their crimes shows that we consider them as autonomous agents, and 
as such worthy of RR. More interesting yet, from a political perspective, is the fact that my 
argument on the two-stepped process of RR attribution enables us to explain how come many 
groups and segments of society have been excluded from the club of proper persons endowed 
with the respect and rights following from the status of being persons. 
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Credal pragmatism  

 
Jie Gao, University of Edinburgh 

 
Empirical researches in psychology suggest that for agents who share the cognitive limitations 
typical of human beings, the mechanisms of formation and retention of outright belief should be 
affected by practical factors (e.g. time pressure, the importance of accuracy, etc.) in certain 
specific circumstances (Mayseless & Kruglanski, 1987; Kruglanski & Webster, 1991, 1996; 
Kruglanski et al. 1993; Webster, 1993). On that basis, it has been argued that the higher the 
stakes the more the evidence the subject needs to form a rational belief (Nagel 2008, 2010). 
There are two candidate explanations of the sensitivity of belief to practical factors. One is that 
the threshold on the degree of subjective confidence necessary for belief is variable and sensitive 
to practical factors. The other is that credence or subjective confidence itself is partly influenced 
by practical factors, while the threshold for outright belief is stable. In this talk, I provide reasons 
for thinking that the latter account is preferable. One reason is that the practical sensitivity of 
credence is well supported by further empirical data, while the practical sensitivity of the 
threshold is not. Furthermore, a credence sensitivity account fares better than other competing 
accounts in terms of simplicity and ontological parsimony.  

 This result undermines so-called doxastic pragmatism (e.g. Ganson 2008; Weatherson 2005), 
according to which (i) the degree of rational credence is exclusively determined by the amount of 
available evidence, and (ii) the threshold on the degree of rational credence necessary for rational 
outright belief is variable depending on practical factors. I oppose to doxastic pragmatism a view 
that I call credal pragmatism, whose two core tenets are: (i) the stability of the threshold on credence 
necessary for belief and (ii) the sensitivity of credence to practical factors.  

 I also consider the theoretical rationality of the practical sensitivity of belief and credence. 
I distinguish three dimensions of epistemic rationality: i) ideal rationality, relative to procedures 
leading to highly accurate epistemic achievements in ideal circumstances; ii) purist rationality, 
relative to epistemic achievements accessible to a human cognition exclusively affected by truth-
relevant factors; iii) adaptive rationality, relative to the cognitive regulation for non-ideal agents 
with limited cognitive abilities in real-life environments. I argue that the practical sensitivity of 
belief and credence is not rational from the point of view of ideal rationality and purist rationality 
standards, but it manifests adaptive rationality.  

 The sensitivity of credence to practical factors that I defend here has important 
consequences for the distinction between two varieties of full belief: dispositional belief and 
occurrent belief. According to a traditional picture, occurrent belief and dispositional belief are 
different aspects of the same state. In particular, if a subject holds an occurrent belief that p, she 
also holds a dispositional belief that p. And if a subject loses an occurrent belief that p, she also 
loses a dispositional belief that p. I argue that, in the light of the practical sensitivity of belief and 
credence, the traditional understandings of the two varieties of full belief require revision. Recent 
empirical studies (e.g., Rose & Schaffer 2013) indicate that occurrent belief involves close-
mindedness (by which I mean that the question whether p is closed for the subject), while 
dispositional belief does not. More precisely, occurrent belief that p seems to necessarily involve: 
(i) closed-mindedness about whether p (be it explicit and conscious or not); and (ii) dispositions to 
rely on p as a premise in reasoning and assert that p in the actual circumstance – e.g., if asked 
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whether p, the subject would answer affirmatively. Since, as illustrated by empirical researches, 
achieving close-mindedness is subject to influences of practical factors, occurrent belief formation 
is sensitive to these factors. By contrast, since dispositional belief doesn’t involve closed-
mindedness, it remains relatively insensitive to the influence of these factors. As a consequence, 
the practical sensitivity of belief only applies to occurrent belief, not to dispositional belief.  

 In the conclusive part of my talk, I suggest that occurrent belief and dispositional belief 
are reducible to degrees of credence reaching a certain stable threshold. For occurrent belief we 
should look at whether the actual degree of credence meets the threshold. For dispositional belief 
we have to look at whether the degree of credence one should have in normal circumstances (i.e. 
circumstances in which the degree of credence is not affected by influences of psychological and 
practical factors) meets that same threshold.  
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Empty names: A Millian error theoretic account  
 

Heimir Geirsson, Iowa State University 
 

Millians have struggled to give an account of the content of empty names and their contribution 
to propositions expressed by sentences in which they occur. One of the more prominent attempts 
to do so introduces incomplete, or gappy propositions. For example, while the sentence “Venus is 
a planet” expresses a proposition that can be represented as  
 

1.! <Venus, being a planet> 
 
the sentence “Vulcan is a planet,” containing the nonreferring name ‘Vulcan’ would be 
represented as the incomplete proposition 
 

2.! < _ , being a planet>. 
 

Mor-Tax, like Vulcan, does not exist and so the sentence “Mor-Tax is a planet” expresses a 
proposition that can be represented as  
 

3.! < _ , being a planet>. 
 

That is, in spite of seemingly conveying different information, the sentences “Vulcan is a planet” 
and “Mor-Tax is a planet” express the same incomplete proposition. If we accept that the 
relevant sentences express the same incomplete proposition, then how can we account for their 
different information value?  

 I will provide an error theoretic account, combining that with a psychological account of 
cognitive significance, to account for the problems above. The account borrows from, for 
example, error theories in ethics. The negative claim that the error theorist makes is ontological, 
namely, just as the ethical error theorist claims that there are no moral properties, the Millian 
error theorist claims that there are no fictional, mythical, or imaginary objects. Just as the ethical 
error theorist holds that ethical theories that claim that there are moral properties are 
systematically wrong, the Millian error theorist holds that accounts of reference that claim that 
there are fictional, mythical, or imaginary objects are systematically wrong. The ‘error’ in error 
theory is that while people imply or presuppose that the relevant objects objectively exist, no such 
objects exist.  

 The positive story that an error theorist needs to tell should explain why people talk the 
way they do, even when they know the ontological facts of the matter. That is, the error theorist 
needs to explain, for example, why it is that even when we know that Santa Claus does not exist 
we keep talking as if he does. The positive story needs to provide a plausible account of what is 
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going on in our thought and with our language.  

 The first problem raised for an account of empty names was whether one should assign a 
truth value to a simple sentence containing an empty name, a sentence such as  
 

4.! Vulcan is a planet. 
 

Interestingly, there is little agreement on whether the incomplete proposition expressed by (6) has 
a truth value. For example, Braun thinks it does, while Adams and Stecker think it does not.  
 Consider the following representation of an incomplete proposition: 
 

5.! <_, is fat>. 
 

It seems appropriate to say that there is not enough here to evaluate for truth and so as an error 
theorist I argue that (5) lacks truth value. When presented with just (5) we have no intuitions that 
tell us that we should view it as true or false because we do not know what it is that supposedly is 
fat. (5) might be obtained from either  
 

6.! The Tooth Fairy is fat 
 
or 
 

7.! Santa Claus is fat. 
 
Our pre-theoretic intuitions will likely tell us that it is false that the Tooth Fairy is fat, while it is 
true that Santa Claus is fat. That is, when the philosophically uninformed is asked whether it is 
true that Santa Claus is fat, she will without much hesitation answer that yes, he is fat. But when 
presented with a predicate without a subject, then the philosophically uninformed, as well as the 
rest of us, need more information before assigning a truth value.  

 We have an interesting situation here, namely, it seems that the sentences used to express 
incomplete propositions carry with them more information than does the propositions they 
express. I will argue that the additional information is due to names eliciting information from 
mental webs, or files that we keep on objects.  
 It is plausible to maintain that we file information away in our mind and that we normally 
organize information about individuals so that different pieces of information about what we take 
to be the same individual are kept together in a single web of information. Kripke’s famous 
Pierre, for example, collects information about Paderewski the Polish politician into one web and 
information about Paderewski the piano player into a different web because he wrongly takes 
them to be different individuals. Similarly, Lois collects information about Superman in one web 
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and information about Clark Kent in a different web. Beliefs that one takes to be important to 
the identity of the individual and that play an important role in who she takes the individual to be 
tend to be fairly central to the web while other beliefs are less important and are often quickly 
forgotten and/or replaced. Central to a typical web of information about Clark Kent is that he is 
a journalist, wears glasses, is rather nerdy, and has a tendency to disappear when trouble is near. 
Information that is less central might include some of the mundane events in Kent’s life, such as 
what he had for lunch and the color of his favorite suit. Central to a typical web of information 
about Superman are most likely the beliefs that he wears a strange looking body suit and a red 
cape, that he can fly, that he is very strong and has powers that humans do not possess, and that 
he has a knack for saving innocent people when they are facing grave danger.  

 The talk will build on the above and show how we can account for the various cognitive 
puzzles and problems that have plagued the Millian. The account that I provide will be a 
psychological one, relying on how we store and access various information. 
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Outline of a non-reductive theory of action 
 

Marianna Ginocchietti, University of Trieste 
 

In this paper, I propose the outline of a non-reductive notion of action. Such a notion is non-
reductive in the sense that it does not take the action to coincide with the movement of the 
agent’s body (in the intransitive sense of the term movement), or with the agent’s moving of her 
body (in the transitive sense of the term movement). Rather, the action is identified by means of its 
description. Thanks to the so-called accordion effect, which is usually understood as a feature of our 
language whereby an agent’s action can be described as narrowly or broadly as we please 
(Feinberg 1971), we may refer to a certain agent’s behavior by means of different descriptions, 
taking into consideration different effects of her performance. Among the various descriptions in 
terms of effects of the agent’s performance, the one by means of which the action is individuated 
is selected on the basis of its appropriateness. The appropriateness of action description is 
conceived here in terms of the salience in the context of what the agent is held responsible for.  

I take the distinction between behavior and performance to be the core of the outline of 
the non-reductive notion of action I propose. The term behavior is the most general term by 
means of which we may refer to «the agent’s doing something», we may distinguish (i) motionless 
behavior from (ii) behavior involving outward bodily movements (Sandis 2012). Nonetheless, 
both in cases of (i) and in cases of (ii) the agent can be said to do something. Here and in the 
following, I take «to do» in the widest ordinary sense, so as to include whatever an agent can be 
said to do, no matter whether intentionally or not. With the term performance, I refer to an agent’s 
doing something that is strictly related to the bringing about of a result and its further 
consequences (effects) (von Wright 1963). Performances can be negative or positive (see Hornsby 
2004). With the expression «positive performances» I refer to all cases of performance where the 
agent does something by moving her body in a way relevant to the bringing about of certain 
effects (independently of whether the effects are brought about intentionally or not). The positive 
performance is made up of:  
 
a. The movement of the agent’s body in the intransitive sense of the term;  
b. The agent’s moving of her body (in the transitive sense of the term).  
 

However, the agent’s action does not correspond to a, neither to b. The agent’s action, indeed, is 
description-relative, that is, it depends on its description. This is not to say that a bodily 
movement cannot be considered as an action, but rather that what is considered as action need 
not be reduced to bodily movement. With the expression «negative performances» I refer to all 
cases in which the agent can be said to do something without moving her body in any way 
relevant to the bringing about of certain effects (independently of whether the effects are 
intentionally produced or not). One can be said to offend someone by not taking her into 
consideration when planning the holidays, or to commit a crime by not paying the taxes, or to 
make someone sad by not calling him for his birthday. In negative performances there are not a 
and b.  
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What positive performances and negative performances have in common is that their 
effects can be straightforwardly ascribed to the agents: we ordinarily ascribe effects of negative 
performances to the agents as much as the effects of positive performances, and the point of so 
doing seems to lie in the relevance of these effects of the agent’s performances to the aims and 
interests of other persons. Moreover, by means of a (positive or negative) performance, an agent 
may bring about (or produce) more than one effect and, therefore, can be said to have done 
various different things: the things the agent did are nothing other than effects of the agent’s 
(positive or negative) performance. The positive performance of moving one’s hand (made up of 
a and b) produces the pulling of the handle, the noisy opening of the door, and the scaring of 
someone who is sleeping in the room. Similarly, the negative performance of not answering the 
phone brings about the letting it carry on ringing, the missing of the job call, and the losing of the 
job interview.  

Since the agent, by means of her performance, may produce more than one effect, then 
we have a plurality of descriptions available: the plurality of the effects brought about by the 
agent’s performance corresponds, indeed, to a plurality of descriptions. What I claim is that the 
agent’s action is identified by means of the appropriate description in terms of the most salient 
effect brought about by her performance: the effect ascribed to the agent is the most salient one 
in that ordinary social interaction. It is important to note that situations of ordinary social 
interaction are characterized by the fact that participants are interested in attributing to each 
other precise responsibilities. The salience of an effect, thus, is what permits responsibility for it to 
be appropriately ascribed to the agent: if a certain effect is the most salient one, then it is ascribed 
to the agent as what the agent is responsible for, which amounts to ascribing her the 
corresponding action.  
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On the form of thought experiments 
 

Sören Häggqvist, Stockholm University 
 
Not all experiments are good ones, epistemically speaking. But some are. And the good and the 
bad share the same role: of furnishing scientists with premises in arguments concerning specific 
hypotheses. The workings of such arguments were studied by 20th century philosophy of science, 
and are by now well understood. Clearly, what makes for a bad experiment is rarely a matter of 
logic. Rather, it is to do with premises tarred by faulty observation, overreliance on false axiliary 
assumptions, instrument-induced artifacts, conscious or unconscious p-hacking; et cetera. But 
there is no logical form setting the bad apart from the good. Yet understanding logical form may 
aid in locating error.  

 Similarly, not all thought experiments are good ones. Perhaps some are. But whether 
good or bad, many thought experiments in philosophy share the same role: of furnishing 
philosophers with premises in arguments concerning specific hypotheses. The workings of such 
arguments are currently the subject of some debate (Williamson 2005 and 2007; Ichikawa & 
Jarvis 2009 and 2013; Malmgren 2011). In this debate, it is sometimes assumed that if the logical 
form of cases taken to be paradigmatically successful – to wit, Gettier cases – are understood, this 
will count towards vindicating thought experiments generally, and perhaps also vindicate the 
epistemic status of intuition. What is claimed for Gettier cases is expected to generalize.  

 I argue that there is no reason to expect logical form to be any more discerning with 
respect to epistemic quality in the case of thought experiments than in the case of experiments in 
general. Accordingly, the strategy of adjudicating epistemological or metaphilosophical disputes 
by appeal to the form or structure of Gettier cases is misbegotten. We would have good use for a 
better understanding of the form of an importantly general class of thought experiments, but, just 
as in science, the aim cannot be wholsesale vindication (or rejection). I articulate some desiderata 
flowing from this; invoke them to criticize proposals currently on offer; and briefly suggest a 
different proposal, based on the pragmatic considerations I urge.  

 Discerning logical form is, arguably, a matter of finding a translation accurate enough for 
the purpose at hand in a logical language deemed adequate for the purpose at hand. Quine 
(1960) famously put this as his Maxim of Shallow Analysis: “expose no more logical structure than seems 
useful for ... the inquiry at hand” (Quine 1960, 160; italics in original). As Quine adds, “there 
need be no question of the uniquely right analysis”. Pluralism pre-empts the objection raised by 
Chudnoff (2011) and Cappelen (2012) that there is little consensus on the form or content of what 
is judged even in Gettier cases. Unlike Quine, however, we are not here interested in ontology. I 
propose that free quantified modal logic is an appropriate language for rendering the form of 
many thought experiments in philosophy. But I also suggest that for many purposes, 
propositional translations are fine-grained enough.  

 A chief aspect of philosophical thought experiments is that they are often (competently) 
contested. One desideratum is that a proposal about form exhibit commonalities, between 
thought experiments across different areas of philosophy, of such disputes. I argue that while 
currently prominent proposals are, in varying degree, able to display a distinction between 
rejecting a scenario as impossible and differing about the “outome” of a thought experiment, 
they lack the resources even to express a type of dispagreement where a competent objector 
agrees that the scenarion is possible, agrees about the outcome of the case, but rejects the 
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scenario as irrelevant to the hypothesis under testing on the grounds that the scenario falls 
outside the modal scope of the hypothesis. I briefly illustrate this sort of disagrement, and show 
how it may be naturally displayed in a three-premise account of many thought experiments.  

 For this, a propositional proposal suffices. We should demand that such a proposal be 
expandable, especially for purposes of detailed discussion, to a quantified account. Then, I argue, 
respecting the paricularity of (many) cases in philosophy requires individual constants without 
actual referents. Since on a free logic, existential generalization is not valid, we need a separate 
premise connecting the hypothesis under testing to the case. Use of such a third premise is 
already independently motivated, however, in order to allow for the type of disagreement 
stressed above.  

 Finally, I show how the quantified proposal I endorse throws light on, and helps resolve, 
some of the quandaries motivating competing proposals. Specifically, I show that the so-called 
“deviance” objection agains Williamson is due to his artificial construal of apparent names as 
quantified descriptive phrases, and not (as Ichikawa & Jarvis and Malmgren suggest) to his use of 
counterfactual conditionals.  
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Hybrid and pluralist accounts of concepts and a two level view of concept 
individuation 

 

Sabrina Haimovici, University of Buenos Aires – CONICET 
 

Traditional debates concerning the structure of concepts were guided in part by a commitment 
to the “uniformity assumption”, i.e. the idea that concepts constitute a uniform kind of mental 
representation (Weiskopf 2009). Within the context of those debates, numerous empirical studies 
were performed, primarily in the categorization domain, intending to test the specific predictions 
of the main approaches that postulated concepts structured as prototypes, sets of exemplars or 
theories. These studies reported a series of empirical effects that any adequate theory of concepts 
should explain, and, no surprisingly, ended up undermining the positions they were intended to 
defend, since they suggested that none of the proposed structures was fit to explain all of the 
effects. Currently, several theories claim that the class of concepts comprises a set of 
heterogeneous representational structures, primarily prototypes, sets of exemplars and theories 
(Machery 2009, Margolis & Laurence 2007, 2010, Prinz 2002, Weiskopf 2009). The principal 
debate between these theories is how to best articulate the different types of representational 
structures.  

These theories are usually identified as hybrid or pluralist. According to this distinction, 
hybrid views claim that concepts are complex representations of categories that comprise 
different parts constituted by different types of representational structures. In contrast, pluralist 
views claim that each category can be represented by a variety of representational structures, 
each one of them constituting an independent concept (Machery 2009, Weiskopf 2009). I will 
argue that, contrary to that distinction, hybrid and pluralist accounts agree on two central claims: 
(i) each type of representational structure can be independently accessed and activated to 
perform cognitive tasks, and in that sense can be seen as an independent concept; and (ii) 
coreferential structures are semantically associated as representations of the same category, 
constituting a semantic unity.  

Advocates of pluralist views usually attribute to hybrid approaches the thesis that 
Machery (2009) calls the “connection condition”, according to which the different coreferential 
structures are connected as parts of the same concept, and when a part of a concept gets 
activated, the rest should be available for use as well. This condition is interpreted in an 
architectural sense, as implying that all the parts of a concept constitute some sort of block that 
needs to be activated all at once, denying independency to the parts. Weiskopf (2009) argues that 
this commitment leads hybrid approaches to a dilemma. Either they posit “small” hybrids, whose 
parts can be simultaneously accessed and activated in working memory, and are therefore unable 
to explain all the relevant empirical phenomena, or, alternatively, they posit complex hybrids 
including all the explanatorily relevant types of structures, and, as a consequence, concepts 
become “unmanageable” given our working memory limitations. However, as I will point out, 
hybrid theories reject the connection thesis in an architectural sense, since they maintain that 
different coreferential structures can be independently accessed and activated (e.g. Anderson & 
Betz 2001, Prinz 2002, Margolis & Laurence 2010). In that sense, they agree with pluralist 
approaches. However, hybrid views emphasize a semantic connection between coreferential 
representations. In this semantic sense, they identify the concept of a given category with the set 
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of different structures that represent it. I will argue that, in order to explain several phenomena 
related to conceptual content, pluralist approaches need to incorporate a similar type of 
connection between coreferential concepts, that is different from the connections or associations 
they maintain with other concepts that do not share the same reference. As a result, any 
challenges arising from the semantic connections between different types of coreferential 
structures, would be equally pressing for hybrid and pluralist views.  

One of such challenges arises from cases in which different representations of the same 
category yield conflicting results in a cognitive task like categorization. According to Machery 
(2009) the different parts of a concept are coordinated, i.e. they do not lead to inconsistent 
outcomes. Is coordination a necessary condition for different representational structures to be 
associated as representations of the same category? As Gonnerman & Weinberg (2010) and Keil 
(2010) have pointed out, the coordination condition is too strong, since it would imply that 
structures that are usually treated as unified, such as exemplar sets, should be conceived as 
independent. Thus, in a semantic sense different structures can be associated constituting a 
unified entity, even if they do not satisfy the coordination condition.  

As a result, the distinction between hybrid and pluralist approaches does not seem 
adequate for contemporary theories of concepts that postulate a multiplicity of heterogeneous 
representational structures. On the contrary, they seem to agree in general on their central 
claims, i.e. on the independence of the different types of representational structures in an 
architectural sense, and, at the same time, on the association of such representations in a 
semantic sense when they refer to the same category. This suggests a two level view of concept 
individuation: on an architectural level, each type of representational structure constitutes an 
independent concept, but, at the same time, on a semantic level, coreferential structures are 
associated in a specific way as representations of the same category constituting a unified entity.  
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How to talk about tigers  
 

Fredrik Haraldsen, Slovak Academy of Sciences 
 

It is usually agreed that singular terms (names, demonstratives) are rigid designators, and often 
suggested that certain general terms are rigid designators as well, in particular natural kind terms 
such as ‘tiger’, ‘water’ and ‘H2O’. After all, names and natural kind terms seem to exhibit striking 
similarities in behavior in modal contexts, and since rigidity plays an important role in explaining 
this behavior in the case of names, it is natural to think that rigidity should play a similar 
explanatory role for natural kind terms, for instance in explaining why so-called theoretical 
identity statements such as ‘water is H2O’ express necessary but a posteriori truths. It has, however, 
turned out to be difficult to define a notion of general term rigidity that allows general term 
rigidity to play this explanatory role.  

 General terms like ‘water’ or ‘tiger’ do not rigidly designate their extensions, but some 
philosophers have defended a view according to which they designate properties or universals. 
There are important challenges facing this strategy. First, it is difficult to define rigidity in a 
manner that avoids making all general terms rigid (‘the overgeneralization problem’): if ‘water’ 
designates water, it seems that ‘clear stuff that fills lakes and rivers’ should designate clear stuff that 
fills lakes and rivers, but if all general terms are rigid in this manner then rigidity cannot play any 
explanatory role. Of course, one could argue that even if ‘clear stuff ...’ rigidly designate clear stuff 
... it also non-rigidly designates water with respect to the actual world and other stuff elsewhere. 
The second challenge is to make an account like this do the explanatory work it is supposed to do 
(Schwartz 2002, Soames 2002). Several strategies for circumventing these challenges have been 
developed (e.g. Martí & Martínez-Fernández 2011; LaPorte 2014). The purpose of this talk is try 
to identify deeper reasons for why these challenges arise, and I endeavor to show that not only 
are these strategies dangerously ad hoc; there are, at bottom, certain fundamental differences 
between singular terms and natural kind terms that suggest that the search for a notion of rigidity 
for general terms that play any explanatory role is fundamentally misguided.  

 As Schwartz (2002) has suggested, the sense of rigidity that leads to the overgeneralization 
is really a basic fact about semantics: In order to evaluate a sentence ‘water could have failed to 
be clear stuff that fills lakes and rivers’ we need to keep the semantic content of ‘clear stuff ...’ 
constant across worlds of assessment. Insofar as general terms designate properties, the semantic 
content of ‘clear stuff ...’ guarantee that it picks out clear stuff ... Moreover, properties and 
universals are world-independent. Thus, the very fact that ‘water is clear stuff ...’ is contingent entails 
that water and clear stuff ... are just different properties (and water and H2O either identical, or 
(metaphysically) constitutively related in a manner that ensures co-instantiation in all worlds). 
The important observation, then, is that the modal status of ‘water is H2O’ and ‘water is clear 
stuff ...’ is simply a matter of whether ‘water’, ‘H2O’ and ‘clear stuff ...’ designate the same or 
different kinds, and whether they do have no more to do with modal features (like rigidity) than 
the question of whether Hesperus, Venus and Jupiter are the same planet or not.  

 The second and main step of my argument is that, although the status of theoretical 
identity sentences (‘water is H2O’) requires a non-trivial explanation, the features that require an 
explanation have nothing to do with their modal status. To show this I argue that the interesting 
questions, for which modality has been traditionally been invoked, can be raised without 
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invoking modality at all. Seemingly parallel questions regarding individual identities, such as 
Hesperus and Phosphorus, can on the other hand not be posed a non-modal questions, a fact that 
illustrates a striking disanalogy between names and natural kind terms. Rigidity, a purely modal 
notion, does explanatory work in the case of names but cannot help us with the questions 
concerning natural kinds since the crucial questions are not modal questions. Hence, although 
the trivial notion of rigidity we described above ensures that general terms are rigid, of course, 
that property has no interesting explanatory value, and it shouldn’t have.  
 If I am correct it should not be possible to define any plausible alternative notion of general 
term rigidity that can do serious explanatory work either. In the final part of my talk I address 
certain specific examples and arguments that purport to show that there is, indeed, an important 
explanatory role to play for some notion of general term rigidity. I show that the examples and 
arguments invoked – insofar as they seem to work at all – really trade on confusing the 
rigid/non-rigid distinction with other distinctions and features from which it should be 
distinguished, such as the distinction between object- level predicates (predicates like ‘tiger’, that 
have individual tigers in their extension) and kind-level predicates (predicates like ‘color’, that 
have kinds – the individual colors – in their extensions), and the fact that sentences containing 
determiners and modal operators often give rise to ambiguities created by scope variations that 
might deceptively look like they are generated by a difference between rigid and non-rigid 
readings of predicates.  

 It is, in short, a true but uninteresting claim that general terms are rigid, and any attempt 
to define a notion of rigidity that is not uninteresting is either ad hoc or confuse rigidity with some 
other feature of natural language or of the phenomena the expressions pick out.  
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On the meaning of Einstein's Reality Criterion  

 

Gábor Hofer-Szabó, Institute of Philosophy, Hungarian Academy of Sciences 
Márton Gömöri, Institute of Philosophy, Hungarian Academy of Sciences 

 

Einstein's famous Reality Criterion (RC) introduced in their 1935 paper on the incompleteness of 
quantum mechanics is the following claim:  

If, without in any way disturbing a system, we can predict with certainty (i.e. with 
probability equal to unity) the value of a physical quantity, then there exists an 
element of physical reality corresponding to this physical quantity.  

Purely looking at its wording, it is striking how general and deeply philosophical this criterion is. 
It is a principle of apparent epistemological character that provides a way, as EPR put it, of 
recognizing a physical reality . Whenever we are in a certain epistemic position, of predicting the 
result of a measurement without influencing it, we had better adopt a certain ontology. In other 
words, the RC can be taken as a general inference pattern from the epistemic to the ontic. In this 
respect it is on a philosophical par with Quine's (1980) and Putnam's (1979) ideas about 
ontological commitment based on a successful scientific theory.  

 On the other hand, it is remarkable that in the entire history and philosophy of physics to 
our knowledge at least this general epistemological principle has been articulated and applied 
only once, namely in the EPR argument. There is no mention of anything like the RC outside of 
the specific context of the EPR problem in quantum mechanics. Moreover, as Fine (1996) points 
out, while the RC plays a central role in the original EPR text it is completely lacking from 
Einstein's latter arguments on the incompleteness of quantum mechanics.  

 EPR regarded the RC as a reasonable principle which is in agreement with classical as 
well as quantum-mechanical ideas of reality. It is not entirely clear what Bohr's position was 
towards the criterion itself, but perhaps it is grounded in his positivistic views that he had doubts 
about its plausibility, as expressed in his response to the EPR paper (Fine 1996). Re ning Bohr's 
subjectivist conception of quantum theory, Quantum Bayesians have come to claim that the RC 
is an unwarranted principle (Fuchs, Mermin, and Schack 2014). Most physicists today, however, 
would probably take it that the RC articulates a kind of classical realism that can no longer be 
maintained in the quantum domain, as is conclusively demonstrated by Bell's theorem (Werner, 
2014).  

 Others object. Tim Maudlin (2014) recently argued that the RC is far from being a 
substan- tial claim; it is rather an analytic truth. As he puts it, the RC is just not the sort of thing 
that can coherently be denied. If there is something wrong with the EPR argument or with 
classical realism in general, it is certainly not the RC to be blamed for, simply because the 
criterion is a tautology so Maudlin.  

 Is then the RC a statement without any content? Might this be the reason for the lack of 
attention it gained in philosophy of science literature, as well as for its absence in Einstein's latter 
writings on the EPR scenario? Or, rather, is the RC is the expression of a substantial 
philosophical commitment that capable of reevaluation in particular, capable of reevaluation in 
light of the results of the EPR Bell-type experiments? The aim of this paper is to answer these 
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questions and clarify the meaning of the Criterion of Reality. We will argue for the following two 
claims.  

 First, the EPR argument and Einstein's latter arguments are different type of arguments 
with different conclusions. Whereas the EPR argument attacks quantum mechanics from the 
angle of completeness and shows that all but one interpretations are incomplete; Einstein's latter 
arguments attack quantum mechanics from the angle of, what we call, soundness and show that 
the Copenhagen interpretations is unsound (wrong). We will show that what makes the difference 
between the two type of arguments is the RC itself; hence it cannot be a tautology. The 
reconstruction of these arguments will be based on a subtle comparison of what elements of 
reality the various interpretations of quantum mechanics posit on the one hand; and what 
elements of reality the general metaphysical principles posit on the other. We will see that the RC 
is just such a principle.  

Second, it will be argued that the RC is a special case of Reichenbach's Common Cause 
Principle. The basic idea is a simple translation of the RC to a language describing event types 
and token events localized in space-time. The main steps of the translation are the following:  

 

(1)!We can predict with certainty (i.e. with probability equal to unity) the value of a physical 
quantity means that there is perfect correlation between the results of our act of 
prediction and the predicted outcomes of measuring the corresponding quantity;  

(2)!Without in any way disturbing a system means that our act of prediction does not causally 
affect the predicted outcome event;  

(3)!There exists an element of physical reality corresponding to this physical quantity means 
that the outcome of the corresponding measurement is predetermined by some physical 
event.  

 

Once such a translation is carefully done, the RC essentially boils down to the claim that perfect 
correlation of causally separated events can be explained by means of a deterministic common 
cause. Accordingly, it will be demonstrated how the EPR argument can be fully reconstructed 
from the premises of the Common Cause Principle, locality and no conspiracy.  

 These considerations will lead us to conclude that the Criterion of Reality articulates a 
deep philosophical principle far from being analytic at least insofar as the Common Cause 
Principle can be regarded so.  
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Perception, content, concepts 
 

Wolfgang Huemer, University of Parma 
 

In the last decade the main focus in philosophy of perception has shifted from a discussion on 
conceptualism, i.e. the view that the content of perceptual experience has conceptual structure, to 
the question of whether perception does have content in the first place (cf., for example, 
Brogaard 2014). In my paper I will bring together these two strands in a somewhat unusual 
manner, defending a conceptualist version of the “no-content” hypothesis. 

My argument accepts the basic insight from the “no-content”-view, according to which 
perception does not provide us with an internal representation (conceptual or not) of features of 
our environment, but rather opens us to the world; it brings us in a direct relation with the 
objects around us. Our environment, however, is very rich of details and qualitative aspects and 
it is literally impossible to assess all of them in a single view (or touch, etc.). It is, thus, crucial that 
in perception this plenty is reduced to a degree manageable for us, as it was pointed out, for 
example, by Dretske (1981). 

This point is often overlooked, as philosophers tend to treat perception in a very static 
manner: perceptual experience, for example one’s seeing a tree, is often analysed in a way 
comparable to a visit in the museum: as if the observer would stop in front of the objects she 
wants to perceive and could take the time to contemplate them. Situations like this can and do 
occur, but they are rather unusual. Philosophers who approach perception along these paradigm 
cases tend not to do justice to the fact that perception plays a crucial role for motion and action: 
when we move or act we need to keep track of the relevant features of our environment in order 
to calibrate or readjust our course (of action). In order to successfully handle everyday situations 
(including the frenetic ones like riding a bike in a busy street during rush hour, for example) we 
do not have the time to contemplate objects around us, we rather need to pay attention in a 
highly selective manner to a very limited number of features like traffic lights, cars, pedestrians, 
bumps in the street, etc. 

My argument, thus, is based on the idea (that I will develop in the first part of the paper) 
that perception is an activity in which we open ourselves to aspects in our environment in a very 
selective manner. It is a mechanism that filters the relevant aspects and allows us to ignore the 
other ones. In the second part I will develop the idea that this process requires the perceiver to 
possess conceptual (or proto-conceptual) capacities. 

Defenders of non-conceptual content have often argued that perceptual experience is 
very rich in detail and qualitative aspects – so rich that our conceptual repertoire cannot in 
principle suffice to capture it. From this they have concluded that the content of perceptual 
experience contains non-conceptual aspects that account for this dimension (cf. Evans 1982). 
Following a suggestion by Sonia Sedivy (2008) I will argue against this line of reasoning that both 
richness in detail and qualitative aspects are features not of the content of perceptual experience, 
but of our worldly environment. 

In order to show how this insight is tied to our conceptual repertoire I will combine a 
Wittgensteinian view of the acquisition of language with a basic insight of structuralist linguistics. 
In his Philosophical Investigations Ludwig Wittgenstein criticizes what he calls the Augustinian 
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image of language. According to this image the child seems to be able to perceive objects in her 
environment already before the acquisition of language; she learns the meaning of single words 
by associating words she hears uttered by the adults in her environment with objects towards 
which they are directed. Wittgenstein famously suggests that this view treats the child as if she 
“already had a language, only not this one” (PI § 32). In the process of acculturation the child not 
only needs to associate words to objects, she primarily needs to learn to discern those features of 
the environment that are relevant in the social community in which she grows up. The processes 
of acquiring concepts and the capacities to perceptually discern relevant features in the 
environment, thus, go hand in hand. 

The main part of my paper will consist in enriching this image with a conception of 
language that essentially builds on the structuralist notion of opposition and Evans’s generality 
constraint (Evans 1982, 75). The former suggests that “language is characterized as a system 
based entirely on the opposition of its concrete units” (Saussure 2011, 107). This implies that 
when acquiring a concept, the child needs to get a grip of the idea that this concept stands in 
opposition to another concept. If we combine this insight with Evans’s generality constraint we 
can state that a child can learn a to apply concepts like, for example, “green” to a given object 
only if she grasps that in different contexts concepts like “red” or “blue” could be used in the 
position of “green”. In this way she learns that the perceptual difference between green, red, and 
blue, etc. is relevant in our social community; she so learns to regard this difference (but not the 
difference between the numerous shades of green) as salient. In this way the child learns to 
perceptually filter those aspects of its direct environment that are engrained in our conceptual 
repertoire. My argument, thus, suggest that while our environment contains very many features 
to which we could potentially open ourselves in perception, our conceptual repertoire determines 
which of these aspects we are able to discern. This does not preclude the possibility that we might 
learn to discern new differences that have so far gone unnoticed – after all, our conceptual 
repertoire contains a built-in possibility to reflect and to adapt to new situations by introducing 
new (oppositions of) concepts. 
 
References 
Brogaard, Berit, ed. (2014): Does Perception Have Content? Philosophy of Mind Series. New 
York, NY: Oxford University Press. 
Dretske, Fred (1981): Knowledge & the Flow of Information. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Evans, Gareth (1982: The Varieties of Reference. Edited by John Henry McDowell. Oxford 
[Oxfordshire] : New York: Clarendon Press ; Oxford University Press. 

Saussure, Ferdinand de (2011): Course in General Linguistics. Translated by Wade Baskin. New 
York: Columbia University Press. 
Sedivy, Sonia. 2008. “Starting Afresh Disjunctively : Perceptual Engagement with the World.” In 

Disjunctivism: Perception, Action, Knowledge, edited by Adrian Haddock and Fiona 
Macpherson. Oxford University Press. 

Wittgenstein, Ludwig (PI): Philosophical Investigations. Edited by P. M. S. Hacker and Joachim 
Schulte. Translated by G.E.M. Anscombe, P. M. S. Hacker, and Joachim Schulte. Rev. 4th ed. 
Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2009. 



!
! 194 

Fragmentalist actualism and quantified modal logic 
 

Samuele Iaquinto, Centre for Philosophy of Time, University of Milan 
 

The simplest quantified modal logic (QML) is generally regarded as incompatible with actualism, 
the view that everything which exists is actual. It is usually held that whoever wants to preserve 
the former while embracing the latter is somehow bound to enrich the inventory of the world 
with entities able to play the role traditionally ascribed to possibilia. Notoriously, Plantinga (1974) 
reinterprets possibilia as abstract individualities (or non-instantiated haecceities). Unlike the 
former, the latter are necessary entities; hence they cannot fail to be actual. Linsky and Zalta 
(1994), and Williamson (1998, 2000, 2013) argue for a different strategy. They reject the idea 
that, for any entity x, x is either concrete or abstract. By inflating the ontology with contingently 
non-concrete entities, the actualist would have the resources to embrace the truth-conditions of 
modal formulae offered by the simplest QML without appealing to non-actual entities. The aim 
of this paper is to argue that what I will call Modal Fragmentalism – a view inspired by the 
modal analogue of Kit Fine (2005)’s fragmentalism – can be exploited to reconcile a non-
standard version of actualism with the simplest QML without resorting to abstract individualities 
or contingently non-concrete objects. Modal fragmentalism maintains that the modal dimension 
is not “of a whole”, but rather fragments into maximally coherent collections of worldly facts – 
call them modal fragments. Each modal fragment is as concrete as the one we inhabit: all the 
modal fragments are metaphysically on a par. Modal fragmentalism may prima facie recall Lewis 
(1986)’s concretism. 

The two theories bear similarities. However, there is at least one crucial difference. The 
concretist thinks of worlds as spread throughout a unified modal dimension: even though worlds 
are taken to be causally disconnected entities, she will claim that their mereological sum exhausts 
the modal dimension. For the fragmentalist, there is no such sum. The modal dimension is 
irreducibly fragmented and – so to speak – there is no metaphysical “bridge” binding two or 
more worlds together, since no trans-world fact can obtain. Although both the modal 
fragmentalist and the concretist think of the constitution of reality as an absolute matter, for the 
concretist facts obtain simpliciter, while for the modal fragmentalist they obtain only within a 
given world. Facts that obtain within worlds different from the one we inhabit constitute reality 
in the same sense as facts that obtain within our world, that is, absolutely. However, within each 
world not all such facts obtain. In other words, not all facts that constitute reality obtain in all the 
modal fragments. 

I will suggest that the actualist can adapt the gist of actualism to modal fragmentalism, by 
embracing the view that within each fragment an actualist ontology holds. In contrast to the 
concretist, the fragmentalist actualist will claim that, looking from the inside of every modal 
fragment, there is no non-actual entity “out there”, there is no possible object located in a 
different modal region, because no trans-world fact about its existence can obtain. Since she 
thinks of obtainment as always limited to a given world, she does justice to the actualist intuition 
that, within the modal fragment we inhabit, there exist no possibilia. Nevertheless, as I repeat, 
facts that obtain within other worlds are taken to constitute reality in an absolute manner. As I 
will argue, this allows us to hold that the truth of modal formulae supervenes on the (fragmented) 
modal dimension. Thus, like the concretist, our fragmentalist can evaluate the theorems of the 
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simplest QML as true, by taking modal operators to quantify over concrete worlds. In the light of 
this metaphysical picture, there is no need to posit abstract individualities or contingently non-
concrete entities. 
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Powers–based causation: A problem with the active/passive 
distinction 

 
Rognavaldur Ingthorsson, University of Lund 

 

Current conceptions of powers and associated powers-based accounts of causation, are in their 
essentials derived from the Aristotelian view of the nature and causal role of powers. 

Accordingly, causation is characterised as the unidirectional action of an object possessing 
active powers (the ‘agent’), on an object possessing passive powers (the ‘patient’), which brings 
about a change in the patient. It is the change in the patient that is identified as the effect, 
although this effect is typically characterised as being equally determined by the active and 
passive powers of agent and patient alike, and is consequently called a ‘mutual manifestation’ 
(Heil 2003; Molnar 2003; Martin 2008; Mumford & Anjum 2011; Marmodoro forthcoming). 
Similarly, arguments concerning the necessity or contingency of causal connections revolve 
around the connection between the exertion of an active power, and the mutual manifestation 
brought about in the object acted upon (Bird 2007; Schrenk 2009; Mumford & Anjum 2011). 
Finally, in philosophy, lawful connections are typically modelled in the same way, as a 
connection between the obtaining of powers and the change produced in the patient, for 
instance, as implied in statements like ‘water dissolves salt’. 

In this talk I want to highlight a largely unnoticed problem with the idea that causation 
involves a unidirectional action of an agent on a receiving patient (but see Bunge 1959). The 
problem is that modern science does not recognise the existence of any unidirectional actions. 
Instead, science describes all known forms of interaction as being perfectly reciprocal. Indeed, 
science emphatically denies the existence of any unidirectional actions. For instance, all the 
fundamental forces of nature work reciprocally between the entities subject to them (Resnick, 
Halliday & Krane 2001). This represents a very strong argument against unidirectional action 
and undermines the distinction between agents and patients. In fact, it indicates that the 
Aristotelian view may be a potential source to serious misconceptions, e.g. in our understanding 
of the notion of power itself, and of the notion of ‘mutual manifestation’ which has become 
central in the formulation of powers-based accounts of causation. 

In the talk, I will illustrate the conflict described above, between the Aristotelian and 
scientific characterisation of physical interactions, both generally and as it emerges in the 
common sense and scientific characterisation of concrete examples. The common sense 
description of interactions—say, collisions between billiard balls (Hume, Treatise: Part III, sect. 
XIV), leaden balls falling onto pillows to make a hollow (Kant 1787: A203), locomotives pulling 
trucks (Taylor 1973: 35), short circuits causing fires (Mackie 1974), and flying baseballs breaking 
windows (Salmon 1984)—all fit snugly to the Aristotelian model of agent acting in virtue of its 
active powers on the patient that subsequently changes in ways determined also by its passive 
powers. 

However, when the very same examples are described in the language of science, their 
characteristics are very different. In all cases of influence being exerted between any two objects, 
the two objects concerned both exert an equal amount of force on each other, and they both 
affect each others’ state of motion equally in opposite directions. Physics leaves no conceptual 
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space to single out one object as the agent and the other as patient; neither of them merely acts, 
and neither of them merely receives influence, and both object suffer a change. 

Chemical changes, like water dissolving salt (Lowe 2010; Marmodoro forthcoming), may 
appear at first blush to be trickier; surely, it is argued, water dissolves salt, but salt does not 
dissolve water, right? It would appear that it is the active power of the water to dissolve that 
combines with the passive power of the salt to be dissolved. However, again, it is only when we 
consider such examples within the realm of common sense—where we can talk in a loose and 
popular sense of a given portion of water as acting as a unified whole on the a portion of salt—
that any unidirectionality is implied. In the langue of science, the dissolving power of water does 
not belong to water as a unified body, but to the individual molecules of H2O. Each individual 
water Scientific Essentialism: Modernising the Aristotelian View molecule interacts reciprocally 
with either the Na+ or Cl- components of salt, creating a mixture of mainly water, sodium, and 
chloride molecules that are continuously bonding and breaking up in a series of interactions, all 
of which are reciprocal. 

In my view, previously sketched in (Ingthorsson 2002, 2007), the reciprocity of 
interactions, as revealed by science, compel us to abandon the idea that causes are the actions of 
what is sometimes described as the ‘extrinsic motive agent’, and similarly abandon the 
confinement of our conception of effect to the change produced in the patient alone. In its stead 
we should accept the view that causation involves the mutual exertion of influence between two 
or more powerful entities—the interaction, if anything, should count as the cause—and that an 
effect is the total outcome of the interaction. On this view, causation is a more complicated 
phenomenon than we have previously thought. It consists on the one hand of a temporally 
extended reciprocal action between two or more enduring particulars, which in turn produces a 
continuous change in the objects involved. Causation is then really a process of reciprocal action 
which results in a succession of qualitatively dissimilar states that stand to each other in a relation 
of one-sided existential dependence, appropriately described as one between ‘producer’ and 
‘product’; one coming into existence out of the other. This offers a very different conception of 
cause, effect, and of mutual manifestation, which in turn has serious implications for a series of 
related issues, such as the necessity of causal connections and the laws of nature. 
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Independence, priority and totality: Harbingers of skepticism? 

 

Mikael Janvid, Stockholm University 
 

Skepticism continues to frustrate the effort of epistemologists. Despite numerous attempts, 
refutation still eludes us. In a recent paper, Natalie Alana Ashton (Ashton 2015) presents her own 
version of a so called “inferentialist contextualist” response to Cartesian skepticism where our 
beliefs about the external world turn out to lack warrant. Her reconstruction of the inferentialist 
contextualist response interestingly differs from previous attempts of this kind by drawing on all 
three assumptions that inferentialist contextualists previously have identified as bringing 
skepticism about, independence, totality and priority, rather than focusing on only the last of 
them. She also clarifies their internal relations by arguing that priority falls out as the final step in 
a derivation starting with totality and where independence constitutes the intermediate step. 
Despite the deeper understanding of the skeptical dialectic Ashton provides, I argue that, first 
and foremost, her version of inferentialist contextualism still misidentifies the necessary 
assumptions behind skepticism. Neither of the aforementioned assumptions is among them. 
Moreover, insofar as she pinpoints important steps in the skeptical argument, they appear at a 
later stage in the argument rather than as initial assumptions imposed by the skeptic on her 
dogmatic target. Third and finally, not only does inferentialist contextualism come up short as a 
response to skepticism, the necessary conditions for the success of the skeptical argument (see 
below) can be phrased in a version friendly to that position therefore threatening to expose 
inferential contextualism as well.  

 In section I of the paper, Ashton’s rendering of the two skeptical arguments she 
distinguishes is presented, as well as the desiderata she poses on any satisfactory response. In 
section II I discuss Ashton’s response to the first argument and in section III I examine her 
response to the second one. Finally in section IV, I discuss two problematical theses underlying 
inferentialist contextualism.  

 Ashton presents two slightly different Cartesian skeptical arguments: one based on 
considerations pertaining to closure and the other to underdetermination. The arguments differ 
in what principle provides the key step in each argument. I express misgivings regarding the 
“closure-based” version as an independent argument and argue that the underdetermination 
version is the most fundamental and pressing argument to address.  

 Regarding both versions, Ashton claims that the skeptic imposes problematic assumptions 
regarding epistemic totalities, relations of independence and priority (in that order). Even though 
I shall question their sufficiency as well, it is their necessity that is at stake for both versions. I 
dispute the necessity of all assumptions.  

 For instance regarding independence (as an illustration of the type of objections I raise in 
the paper), even on an asymmetric model of warrant, Ashton presents us with a false dilemma by 
depicting the skeptic as claiming that if we are to know anything about the world, we must first be 
capable of knowing the denial of skeptical hypotheses; a way of knowing, which in turn, must be 
independent of all knowledge of the world. However, a belief in the denial of skeptical hypothesis 
need neither receive warrant prior to, or independently of, some everyday belief about the 
external world. Both claims can be warranted by some more basic warrant. One way this might 
happen would be to come up with warrant not underdetermined by the skeptical hypothesis. 
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Then we would in one go be warranted both in a belief about the external world and the negation 
of the skeptical hypothesis. This is of course very difficult to achieve, but its mere possibility 
shows that the skeptic need not rely on the particular order of explanation Ashton postulates to 
arrive at the skeptical solution.  

 This objection raises the hope of escaping the skeptical trap by allowing the skeptical 
target to strike two birds with the same stone. That is, she could provide warrant for her beliefs 
about the external world which simultaneously also warrant the negation of the skeptical 
hypothesis. That possibility cannot be ruled out nor should the skeptic be troubled by this 
possibility. The burden of proof is on the skeptical target to come up with such warrant.  

 From this and my other objections we can derive the two genuinely necessary conditions 
for the validity of the skeptical argument: (i) that sensory experience plays a necessary role as 
warrant for these beliefs and (ii) what Michael Williams (Williams 2001) calls structural 
foundationalism where warrant is asymmetric and the chain of warrant must come to an end. 
Note here that it is not the skeptic who imposes these conditions on us. Instead she exploits views 
we already endorse. However, since they are deeply entrenched in many epistemological views, 
giving up on them call for revisions at least as great as accepting the skeptical conclusion amounts 
to.  

 Finally I consider two core theses of inferentialist contextualism: (a) that for a proposition 
P1 to offer rational grounds for support for another proposition P2, P1 must be more certain 
than P2; and (b) that for a proposition P1 to offer rational grounds for doubt for another 
proposition P2, P1 must be more certain than P2.  

 I object by arguing that these theses are problematic in that neither P1 or P2 by 
themselves possess any degree of certainty of their own and thus tat we cannot assess whether P1 
provides warrant for P2, or whether P2 should make us doubt P1 or not. We, first, need to 
connect P1 and P2 with their grounds. Next, in order to fully assess the epistemic strength of a 
proposition, we, moreover, need to add the competitors to P1 and P2. Concerning these 
competitors, we need to add the grounds or warrant for them. Then, and only then, do P1 and 
P2 possess an epistemic standing for us to compare and assess. I argue that with these 
amendments, no beliefs about the external world are exempt from skepticism.  
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Complementarity between the global workspace theory, the 
sensorimotor theory and predictive processing 

 
Kinga Jęczmińska, University of Wasaw/Jagiellonian University 

 
Analyzing workspace theories and sensorimotor theories, Degenaar and Keijzer claim that the 
two approaches are complementary rather than competitive. They argue that their combination 
has a higher explanatory power than each theory on its own (Degenaar & Keijzer 2009). The 
global workspace theory accounts for the difference between conscious and unconscious 
processes, whereas the sensorimotor theory explains differences between various sensory 
modularities. Degenaar and Keijzer (2009) distinguish three possible ways of combining global 
workspace and sensorimotor theories: an internal localization scenario, in which experience is 
localized internally - in the brain, an external localization scenario, in which experience is 
localised externally, i.e. outside the brain, and no localisation scenario, in which experience is 
understood as something that people do rather than as something happening inside their body or 
as some events generated by their neural system.  

I focus on two epitomes of these theories: the global workspace theory developed by Baars 
and his colleagues (Baars, 1988; 1997; 2002; 2007; Baars et al. 2013) and the sensorimotor theory 
developed primarily by O'Regan and Noë (O'Regan & Noë 2001; Noë 2004; O'Regan, 2011). 
Baars’s theory analyses the nervous system as a distributed parallel system, in which many 
different specialized processes take place. Coalitions of these processes compete for being 
conscious. The winner of these competitions occupies a so-called global workspace, whose 
contents are broadcast to other processors and become conscious. The sensorimotor theory, on 
the other hand, follows the idea of the embodied mind, since the theory stresses an important 
role of the entire body in which consciousness arises. It opposes a strict division between the 
brain, which would be supposed to generate mental states, and the rest of the body.  

I argue that the two theoretical approaches may be combined with predictive processing 
in its version adopted by Andy Clark (2015, 2016) under the external localisation scenario. The 
predictive processing framework helps to explain intricate relations between conscious and 
unconscious processes. These processes primarily take place within the body, yet are directly 
related to processes taking place outside the body since the processes of perception and action 
require constant predictions and estimations of data available in the world. The predictive 
processing theory unifies exteroceptive, interoceptive and proprioceptive data within a 
hierarchical structure of multiple processes. It provides a useful link between the global 
workspace theory, which concentrates on the division into conscious and unconscious processes 
with a special focus on how consciousness emerges out of dynamic interactions between 
unconscious processes, and the sensorimotor theory that emphasises human perspective in an 
active engagement in the world, out of which conscious experience arises. Predictive coding 
explains processes that underlie conscious and unconscious experience on a more fine-grained 
level than the sensorimotor theory. In the same vein, conscious processes on the highest level in 
this multilevel structure accounted for by predictive processing may be identified with the global 
workspace described by the global workspace theory.  

The advantages of combining the global workspace theory with the embodied mind 
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approach may be found in Shanahan's analysis of embedding global workspace architecture 
within a spatially and temporally located organism (Shanahan, 2005). The global workspace 
architecture leaves unanswered the question why contents that enter the global workspace are 
characterised by the perspectival unity typical for conscious information. The explanation where 
this unity comes from may be found once the global workspace architecture "is bound to the 
spatially confined body". Such an embodied global architecture gives rise to an experiencing 
subject (Shanahan, 2005).  

I argue that the elements of embodied approach may be provided by adding to the global 
workspace architecture some elements of action-oriented predictive processing and the 
sensorimotor theory. The sensorimotor theory concentrates on the interaction of the entire 
organism with the environment. Predictive processing describes events not only in the brain, but 
also outside the skull since the dorsal horn of the spinal cord is usually indicated as the place 
where sensory prediction error is generated. Consequently, the holistic approach combining 
elements of the three theories describes experience as generated by structures outside the brain, 
so it follows the external localisation specified by Degenaar and Keijzer (2009).  

In reference to Rao and Ballard's model of predictive coding in the visual cortex (Rao & 
Ballard, 1999), Clark presents a model of an organism organised on various levels within the 
framework of predictive coding. In this multi-layered model, top-level predictions are about 
discrete and abstract issues that tend to be more extended in time and diffused in space. Lower-
level predictions concern matters that are spatially and temporally continuous, local, and fine-
grained. Between the highest and the lowest levels, there is a plethora of many possible 
intermediate levels (Clark, 2015, 2016). I argue that this architecture of multiscale dynamical 
complexity could be incorporated into the schema in which various coalitions exchange 
information that sometimes enters the global workspace and becomes conscious. The highest 
levels, which are in constant communication with lower levels that follow predictive processing, 
might be equated with the global workspace level. The content of this highest levels constituting 
the global workspace becomes phenomenally experienced on a personal level and responds to 
interactions with the environment describable within the sensorimotor theory. Various pathways 
that carry predictive errors from lower processors and sensory organs may terminate in 
processors within the cortico-thalamic complex, whose contents compete for entering the highest 
level - the global workspace - and thereby for becoming conscious.  

The cerebral processes within the global workspace are internal processes contributing to 
consciousness. The interaction of the entire body with the environment described by the 
sensorimotor theory provides a general description of external processes involved in conscious 
experience. Both internal and external processes can be experienced at a personal level. The link 
between external and internal processes on a neuronal level, i.e. at a subpersonal level, is 
explained within the version of predictive processing developed by Clark. 
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An assertion in fiction is an “assertion plus”  
 

Felix Ka Shun Chan, King's College London 
 
The predominating theories on the definition of fiction state that fiction is make believe; 
however, these theories do not work with the existence of assertions in fiction. Historically, 
theorists have dealt with this issue by simply ignoring it, making this a very under-researched 
area of fiction.  

 While Stacie Friend (2012) has pointed out some of the issues with these theories as 
regards assertions, in my paper, I go a step further, and demonstrate that it is in fact logically 
impossible for make believe theories to explain the role of of assertions in fiction, therefore, these 
theories must be rejected.  

 This paper is particularly topical for this conference, as I evaluate and build on the work 
of the keynote speaker, Friend, and because I present for the first time a special role of assertions 
in fiction, thus contributing to the fields of aesthetics and philosophy of language.  

 
A brief outline of my argument:  
The dominant theories of fiction are “make believe” theories, which state that fiction must be 
defined as an imaginative utterance. None of these theories can account for the existence of 
assertions (expressions of belief) in fiction, and they have mostly ignored this issue, saying that 
assertions don’t affect their theory anyway.  

 Stacie Friend (2012) argues that it is implausible to deny that fictions contain assertions, 
and since make believe theories can’t account for them, she rejects them.  

 Although her argument is convincing, Friend does not argue that it is impossible for make 
believe theorists to defend their theories against her argument by modification. My paper ends 
this debate by explaining the unique role of assertions in fiction and demonstrating that make 
believe theories are inconsistent with it.  

 I begin my analysis on assertions in fiction by recalling David Lewis’s use of the fiction 
operator: “according to the fiction f, p” (where p is any verbal utterance). Afterwards, I arrive at a 
result, in which the author asserts: p and (according to the fiction f, p).  

 As a result, an author of fiction asserts two verbal utterances. Formally, he is asserting a 
conjunction of two assertions. I then apply Robert Stalnaker’s (1999) idea of presupposition of 
assertion in his model of communication to uncover the role of assertions in fiction. Stalnaker 
(1999) argues that people who are communicating presuppose a common ground, which is a 
complex of their shared assumptions or beliefs (pp. 98-9). One of the most common 
presuppositions related to assertions is that the names in an assertion are referring names, not 
empty names (p. 53). This is also the case for assertions in fiction.  

 Nevertheless, assertions in fiction are different from normal assertions. According to 
Stalnaker (1999), the primary effect of assertion is to change the common ground of participants 
in the communication. Accepting an assertion is to agree with how it changes the common 
ground (p. 86). Assertions in fiction, however, do not always do that. They are often about facts 
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accepted by both authors and readers. Thus, they are often not made for the primary effect of 
changing the common ground.  

 I argue that instead, assertions in fiction are often made for what Stalnaker (1999) calls 
the secondary effect. He argues that some assertions, such as assertion made in a negotiation 
process, are not always made to be accepted. They are made for different effect (p. 87).  

 Thus, assertions in fiction can be made to have a twofold effect. On one hand, they assert 
what is the case in the actual world; on the other hand, they produce content of fiction. Unlike 
utterances made for make believe, assertions in fiction do not only state literally what the content 
of fiction is; they also input their associated presuppositions into the content of the fiction.  

 As a result, the common ground between author and audience will allow the audience to 
make use of their knowledge or knowledge about the author’s beliefs or assumptions to 
understand a work of fiction.  

 Make believe theorists fail to see this twofold effect. According to the make believe 
understanding, an assertion, “p & according to the fiction f, p” will be reduced to an assertion, “p 
& according to the work of author’s make-believe f, p”.  

 As a common explication of make believe proposed by Currie (1990), if a person make 
believes that p, he does not believe that p (pp. 21). Consequently, assertions in fiction according 
to make believe theorists become “the author of fiction believes that p; and according to the work 
whose content that he does not believe, p”.  

 This result is inconsistent, because it leads to “the author believes that p, and he does not 
believe that p”. Furthermore, it is implausible for make believe theorists to deny that assertions 
exist in fiction, as I have explained the role of assertions in fiction by Stalnaker’s secondary effect 
of assertion. Thus, even if make believe theories have no other problems, this issue of assertions 
in fiction is fatal.  
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Based on evaluation of reasons-realism, how quiet are metaphysical-
quietists? 

 
Jiwon Kim, Korea University 

 

It has been said that the ‘normative turn’ has been made in which the subject matter changed 
from morality to normativity and motivation to reasons in Contemporary Moral Philosophy. 
Reasons-realists believe that a reason for our moral actions exist in such a way that it carries a 
certain truth value. One of the reasons-realists, T. M. Scanlon takes a stance of metaphysical 
quietism by assigning minimalistic truth values to reasons. I will argue that Scanlon fails to argue 
for robust normativity of reasons. First, Scanlon commit extensional fallacy, presuming the 
connection between a reason based on a natural fact and a reason based on a non-natural and 
normative fact as real. Second, a reason is still a mysterious notion just like the concept of 
goodness as construed by Moore. Third, the substantive reasoning process of reasons-judgment, 
which gives the judgment-sensitive attitude to an agent, is not as normative and clear as the 
mathematical reasoning. I will conclude that, regardless of his denial of metaphysical 
implications, Scanlon is not as metaphysically quiet as he aims to be. 

According to Scanlon, reasons have truth-values in a minimal sense. Scanlon thought that 
these reasons concern some subject matter independent of us without raising any metaphysical 
and epistemological problems. When we go through mathematical reasoning, the special 
ontological position of mathematical beings is not important or necessary. What is important is, 
rather, the correct mathematical process that we have gone through in order to get an answer for 
a formula. Likewise, if the judgments about reasons go through a correct, substantive judging 
process, no metaphysical problems will arise, leading to metaphysical quietism. 

I will first side with Tristam McPherson, who points out that the primitive existence of 
reasons between an agent and consideration X appears to be quite robust. The actual practice of 
correct reasoning process and theorizing normativity in ethics makes reasons robust. McPherson 
requests quietists to provide a feature F that is internal to the concept of reasons, which gives the 
normative feature to reasons. While quietists would not choose to provide the feature F, they still 
assume that there is a robust connection of reasons between a natural fact and a non-natural fact. 
This is the extensional fallacy that is committed by reasons-realists. 

Second, the reason itself is still a mysterious notion. Reasons are statements about the 
natural world, sentences describing experiential and psychological facts. However, at the same 
time, judgments about reasons, such as “X is a good reason to do A,” is real, normative, non-
natural, not reducible to any natural properties, yet determined by properties of the natural kind. 
We come by knowledge of reasons via intuition. However, these three claims surprisingly 
resemble the idea presented by Moore about intrinsic goodness.  

Finally, the analogy of mathematical reasoning to the substantive reasoning process of 
reasons-judgment is far-stretched. The concept of reasonableness and reflective equilibrium, 
which constitute the reasoning process of reasons, is not as robustly normative or metaphysically 
quiet as Scanlon asserts to be. 
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From self-directed action to guaranteed right reference  

 

Orban Krisztina, University of Tübingen 
 

In this talk I will argue that one need not settle what kind of things we are in order to find the 
object for which one uses ‘I’. It is widely agreed that whenever one discusses the question of 
which object the referent of ‘I’ is one has to settle what kind of object it is (Anscombe 1975, 
Martin 1995, Peacocke 2008). On this view, when one is aware of herself one has to get the 
object right, which requires getting the correct kind of object. Call this the sortalist requirement. 
Martin (1995) argued that bodily awareness is not self- awareness because it does not provide 
awareness of the body through getting its essential sortal correct. According to the sortalist, 
without accepting the sortalist requirement the possibility that one might get the object wrong 
(when thinking about the referent of ‘I’) will be always open. The following kind of case suggests 
that the sortalist requirement is plausible. Consider what happens when one tries to refer to an 
object, a piece of marble which is a sculpture. It has to be settled whether one refers to the piece 
of marble or the sculpture (Wiggins 1976, 2001). The persistence conditions of the piece of 
marble and the sculpture are different. On the face of it the requirement seems plausible. 
Interestingly, it is also held that uses of ‘I’ have guaranteed right reference. Guaranteed right 
reference is a double guarantee, a feature of all uses of ‘I’. It includes (GRR1) a guarantee against 
lack of reference – uses of ‘I’ cannot be empty, lacking an object which is referred to – and 
(GRR2) a guarantee against incorrect reference. According to the guarantee against incorrect 
reference, ‘I’ cannot be used unless the subject uses it for the correct object – the subject has to 
intend to refer to the correct object (Strawson 1980, O’Brien 2007, Peacocke 2008). I will use 
Kripke’s (1977) distinction between speaker and semantic reference to understand the guarantee 
against incorrect reference (pace Coliva 2003). According to GRR2, the subject has to intend to 
refer to the correct object. But the sortalist requirement undermines this possibility because it is 
not clear what could ensure that the subject gets the correct kind of object as the referent of ‘I’ 
when she uses ‘I’.  

 I suggest that examining self-directed actions helps us to avoid the sortalist requirement. 
The category of self-directed action is a key ethological and developmental category of behaviour 
(e.g.: for discussions of the Gallup self-recognition mirror test). Roughly, an action is non-
accidentally self-directed when a creature acts on himself purposefully e.g.: grooming himself, 
scratching a part of his body, or rubbing or leaking himself. I will argue that higher animals 
capable of self-directed action need to have reflexive- representations of themselves. This 
representation precedes self-awareness but as I will argue it already has guaranteed self-
significance (it can only be a representation of the subject). To be able to act non-accidentally in 
a self- directed manner requires a reflexive-representation of the subject enabling the subject to 
know of the object which she is without the possibility of mistake. I will argue that such reflexive-
representation with guaranteed self- significance is developmentally and phylogenetically prior to 
self- consciousness and predates the ability to pass Gallup’s (1970) self- recognition test. I will 
show that reflexive-representations have guaranteed self-significance because they cannot be 
about any object other than the subject. One of the consequences of self-significance of a 
representation is that the subject has a heightened propensity toward self-directed action. Self- 
significance as a feature, as I will argue, already displays functional precursors for both 
guarantees in guaranteed right reference. It ensures that the representation cannot be empty, 
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without a represented object (GRR1). As a precursor for guarantee against incorrect reference 
(GRR2), guaranteed self-significance ensures that representation which is imbued with self- 
significance cannot be meant to be representing anything but the subject. The claim is not that 
such a representation has guaranteed right reference, but that it has isomorphic features to the 
two guarantees involved in guaranteed right reference. And these features are very good 
candidates to ground guaranteed right reference. These findings point toward a possibility that 
the sortalist requirement can be leapfrogged. As we have seen the sortalist requirement seems to 
be a stumbling block in understanding how a guarantee against incorrect reference is possible. 
Removing this obstacle has further ramifications. This may suggest that the sortalist requirement 
might not be necessary for settling what the referent of ‘I’ is. Discovering a feature which grounds 
guaranteed right reference could be a crucial step towards understanding first person 
phenomenon better and, in particular, towards providing an analysis of the guaranteed right 
reference of ‘I’.  
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Assertion and its social effects 
 

Paolo Labinaz, University of Trieste 
 

In “Is assertion social?” (2004), Peter Pagin claims to have developed a method for producing 
counterexamples to what he calls “social” theories of assertion. The general idea underlying 
Pagin’s argument is that, for any given social theory of assertion, there is always an utterance that 
meets the theory’s condition for being an assertion, without being an assertion. His argument can 
be divided into two parts: (i) the first amounts to his reconstruction of what he assumes to be the 
core of any “social” theory of assertion and (ii) the second is concerned with the production of 
counterexamples against specific instances of these theories, such as Brandom’s and Searle’s 
accounts of assertion (see Brandom 1994; Searle 1969). As to (i), Pagin holds that, according to 
social theories of assertion, assertions qua social acts communicate their own social significance, 
that is, they not only are considered to have some social effects, but they also are intended to 
communicate such effects. As to (ii), according to Pagin, if we analyse the concept of assertion by 
means of the general schema “to assert that p is to C(p)”, where p is the proposition expressed and 
C is the intended social effect condition that is supposed to characterize the act of asserting, then 
we are able to construct the explicit performative “I hereby C(p)”, which communicates the very 
same effect of asserting that p, without being an assertion. If it is so, then for an utterance 
communicating some social effects may be necessary, but not sufficient, to count as an assertion. 
For example, a theory of assertion, whose schema amounts to “to assert that p is to commit 
oneself to the truth of p”, cannot discriminate between asserting that p and uttering “I hereby 
commit myself to the truth of p” in terms of their intended social effects. If assertion is 
characterized in this way, some utterances that are not assertions will be improperly counted as 
assertions. According to Pagin, “social” theories cannot capture what is constitutive of assertion 
and so fail the test presented above because, in order to understand an utterance as an assertion, 
it is not in general needed to know that the issuing of such an utterance is intended to have some 
social effects. More generally, conventions regarding the assertion’s social significance, as well as 
information about who makes it, are taken to be completely irrelevant for understanding the 
assertive force of an utterance, since what we do when making an assertion is to issue a 
judgement about the world, regardless of who makes it.  

In this paper, I would like to show that an Austin-inspired approach to assertion, which 
Pagin would very likely classify as a social theory of assertion (as he does with Austin’s own way 
of conceiving assertion), is immune to the counterexamples devised by his method, since Pagin’s 
reconstruction of social theories of assertion is not able to account for what being a social act 
means for an assertion according to an Austin-inspired perspective. Indeed, a reconsideration of 
Austin’s “conventionalism” (which Pagin dismisses as “exaggerated”, 2004, p. 849) is 
fundamental for understanding what social effects are and how they come into being (Austin 
1975). While, in Pagin’s reconstruction, social effects are intended to be communicated by the 
performance of a certain speech act (having a certain illocutionary force), according to an Austin-
inspired perspective an illocutionary act consists of the achieving of certain social effects by 
means of a certain procedure (comprising a linguistic utterance of a certain kind) (Sbisà 2007) 
and succeeds (that is, achieves those social effects) in virtue of intersubjective (and therefore 
social) agreement (Sbisà 2009). In this sense, a speech act does not communicate its own social 
significance as the production of its effects are made possible by the hearer’s uptake of it as 
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bringing about that effect. In this speech act-theoretic framework, asserting, like other 
illocutionary acts, is described as the performance of a procedure, which is fixed by socially 
accepted norms, designed to produce a conventional effect (Witek 2015; Sbisà 2016). Its 
successful performance requires (i) the satisfaction of the initial conditions for performing the 
procedure and (ii) the use of a linguistic form that makes the procedure recognizable. More 
specifically, in order to be recognized as performing an assertion, a speaker, while uttering a 
declarative sentence, has to be acknowledged to be in a position to assert it: the bringing about of 
its main conventional effect, that is, the speaker being committed to the truth of the proposition 
expressed, depends on her hearer’s uptake of the utterance as bringing about that effect. 
However, as I will try to show, these aspects cannot be taken into account in Pagin’s general 
schema “to assert that p is to C(p)”, nor its corresponding explicit performative “I hereby C(p)” 
requires them to be satisfied, since its utterance is associated to a different procedure than that of 
assertion. Accordingly, contrary to Pagin’s main claim, his method cannot produce a convincing 
counterexample to this specific instance of a social theory of assertion (as an Austin-inspired 
approach is supposed to be).  
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Meaning, narrative, and wellbeing 
 

Alexander Laferman, York University 
 

Recently, meaningfulness has become an influential theory of wellbeing distinct from, for 
example, hedonism or desire satisfaction (Brännmark 2003; Kauppinen 2012; 2015; Rosati 2013; 
Wolf 1997; 2010). Wellbeing as meaningfulness can be described as faring well insofar as our 
lives, and the events in them, are meaningful. A person fares well if her life narrative as a whole is 
meaningful to her. And individual events and actions increase or decrease the welfare value of a 
life insofar as they affect and are affected by the agent’s narrative.  

In two parts, this paper argues for a subjectivist theory of welfare as meaningfulness. The 
first part depends on the methodological constraint of completeness for a theory of wellbeing. For 
a theory of wellbeing to be complete it must explain the value of all our welfare assessments 
(Sumner 1996). For example, if an agent judges her life to have gone well or that a certain event 
increases her welfare, then a theory of wellbeing needs to explain why it has gone well or why her 
welfare has increased. I interpret this constraint as a requirement of a theory to explain our 
everyday welfare assessments as opposed to producing welfare assessments as a result of the 
theory we hold. For this reason, I contend that four prominent theories of welfare do not capture 
three kinds of welfare assessment. The first assessment is “My life is going well and right now 
everything is going particularly well”. This assessment combines a whole life judgment with a 
momentary judgment and cannot be reduced to either to express the value it is capturing 
(Bramble 2014; Velleman 2000). The second assessment is “My life has gone well even though 
right now I am not doing well”. This assessment is again a combination of two different kinds of 
judgment, but the value it expresses either modifies the whole life judgment or the momentary 
judgment compared to their values taken on their own. The third judgment is “My life has been 
full of struggle and frustration but it was still good”. This judgment is different from the previous 
two in that it is not a combination between different kinds of judgments but instead represents 
the welfare value in a difficult life. I argue that both Hedonism (Mendola 2006) and Desire 
Satisfaction theories (Mendola 2009; Murphy 1999; Railton 1986; 1986; Rosati 1995) cannot 
account for the first two assessments because they only capture momentary value and aggregate 
it for whole life judgments which lacks the relationship between the different judgments. They 
also fail in accounting for a frustrated, good life because they define wellbeing in terms of 
pleasure and satisfaction. Perfectionism (Bradford 2015) also fails to account for these assessments 
because, for the first and second, it can only make whole life judgements and, for the third, the 
life of frustration did not perfect capacities. Finally, Wellbeing as Happiness (Sumner 1996) can 
account for the first and second assessment, but it cannot capture assessment three because a life 
of frustration would not satisfy Sumner’s definition of happiness.  

The second part of this paper develops my subjectivist version of wellbeing as 
meaningfulness that accounts for these three assessments. My account avoids the difficulties of 
the other theories because narratives allow whole life judgments and momentary judgments to 
interact with each other—events and periods of time are related to each other by narrative 
connections. My account also satisfies the life of frustration because the marker of wellbeing is a 
meaningful narrative life. So, as long as the agent finds her life meaningful in spite of all the failed 
projects, she can still have fared well, just not optimally. My account has three conditions. First, 
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an agent requires projects and goals to have a meaningful life. An agent’s projects and goals 
meaningfully explain the events and actions in an agent’s life. Second, the events and actions of a 
life must be narrated or narratable. Events and actions are emplotted in narratives and have 
precise meanings, and welfare value, as a result. Narration also allows projects and goals to be 
ranked in terms of importance for the agent. Third, the agent endorses and values the narrative(s) 
that constitute her wellbeing. This endorsement is the subjectivist side of the theory—without it 
an agent would not find her life meaningful. Objectivists (Kauppinen 2012) think this kind of 
theory is too permissive because a life may be meaningless for someone even if the agent finds it 
meaningful. However, I argue that this gets meaningfulness wrong since meaningfulness is 
produced by one’s narrative, not what is objectively ‘meaningful’. The kind of meaningfulness 
that matters for a person’s wellbeing is the meaning her narrative produces for her.  
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Liberal naturalism and the experts vs. religious values debate 

 

Andrea Lavazza, Centro Universitario Internazionale, Arezzo 
 
It seems to be commonly accepted that, for a great part of our personal and collective 
experience, we should depend on experts, both on the cognitive and on the operative level. Here 
experts are not only understood as general epistemic testimonies, what I’m interested in here is 
something different and more specific from the philosophical point of view, something that affects 
more strongly the members of any advanced democracy. I am referring to those experts that, at 
first approximation, have epistemic authority by the virtue of their reference to scientific criteria 
and methods.  

 One can state that this kind of authority, deriving from the use of science, is related to the 
practical success of science, which shows in the extraordinary technological progress following 
the adoption of the Galilean method. To only mention one exemplary case, medicine has much 
benefitted from becoming increasingly evidence-based: it thus managed to overcome therapeutic 
treatments merely grounded on traditions and consolidated practices, which often followed 
treatises deemed authoritative without further questioning. Nowadays it is rare that someone 
should not go to medical “experts” if she wants to make her health better.  

 There is a second reason why we tend to ascribe authoritativeness to scientific experts: 
namely, the naturalistic framework of their knowledge. This is the point on which I’d like to focus 
in what follows. First of all, naturalism does not tolerate “the supernatural, whether in the form of 
entities (such as God, spirits, entelechies, or Cartesian minds), events (such as miracles or magic), 
or epistemic faculties (such as mystical insights or spiritual intuition)”. For scientific naturalism, 
any acceptable explanation can in principle be traced back to as scientific explanation.  

 It seems that on the one hand, a naturalistic conception of the world is increasingly 
widespread – particularly among those who are more active in the public arena, namely 
scientists, intellectuals, teachers, professionals and so forth. On the other hand, and most 
importantly, there is a general pressure for political and administrative decisions to be inspired by 
a practical naturalism, so to speak.  

 In fact, as to many types of choices, such as, for example, allowing experiments on human 
embryos or making end-of-life decisions, there is a growing tension between the drive to a 
practical naturalism – bound to what you see and you can prove empirically – and the 
convictions related to religious beliefs. One could possibly think that the issues left to politics that 
cannot be solved by the relevant experts are ones in which to weigh values and find agreement 
between the overall worldviews of the citizens. However, this would create a split even in the 
areas in which to apply criteria of rational acceptability: such situation is certainly not optimal, 
and probably unstable.  

 But values deriving from a non-scientific perspective seem to be opposed, in some cases, 
to the prevailing role of experts. Now, the relevance of religious values in the public arena is due 
to two very different reasons. First, there is the matter of fact that organized religions still claim 
(and, de facto, have) an important political role. Second, there is a controversial and influent 
philosophical argument, famously synthetized by Böckenförde, according to which the liberal laic 
State feeds on normative presuppositions that progressively, with the advent of modernity, it is no 
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longer able to warrant.  

 There are two evident tensions here. On the one hand, the use of reason seems to have 
led to scientific naturalism, no longer allowing for religious values and conceptions at the 
epistemic level (excluding, for now, the problem of location of normative aspects). On the other 
hand, scientific naturalism leads to the prevailing authority of experts, whose knowledge exists at 
a level that is de facto inaccessible to most citizen, who therefore have to merely “trust” the 
experts’ proposals and decisions. it seems that the prevailing role of experts relying on scientific 
naturalism as the only rational, legitimate and defensible position creates both epistemic and 
political tensions which can lead to weakening liberal democracies. This happens because the 
pragmatic and instrumental efficaciousness of the experts’ knowledge – which is largely never 
questioned by organised religions – inevitably spills over the sphere of values and decisions 
regarding basic existential mind- sets.  

 Thinkers such as Donald Davidson, Peter Strawson, Hilary Putnam and John McDowell 
have pointed out that there are forms of “liberal” naturalism, more open and inclusive, able to 
solve some problems and overcome some of the limits of scientific naturalism, both from the 
conceptual point of view and from the point of view of our actual knowledge of the world. 
According to these versions of naturalism, what exists and what is knowable are not necessarily 
exhausted by scientific ontology and epistemology – even though it is illegitimate to postulate the 
existence of entities that would violate natural laws or to resort to forms of knowledge 
unacceptable from the scientific viewpoint.  

 The recourse to experts whose epistemic authority is based on scientific naturalism will 
probably keep growing. However, such scenario seems destined to create tensions and difficulties 
with a democratic societies hosting a plurality of values, especially when organized religions are 
involved. Such value systems are inevitably threatened by the epistemic authority of scientific 
naturalism, which keeps affirming itself thanks to the success of science and technology. 
However, the erosion of other value systems, threatened by the dominion of scientific naturalism, 
might be harmful to firmness of democracy and liberal institutions – which otherwise benefits 
from the presence of experts.  

 A possible solution to what could turn into a stalemate is to widen and politically support 
the naturalist perspective to forms of liberal naturalism able to unite the advantage of the experts’ 
epistemic authority to those coming from other forms of knowledge. Such a naturalism would no 
longer face the problematic location of normative phenomena (which are crucial to politics), nor 
would it deprive democracy and liberal institutions of the publicly verifiable knowledge it so 
much relies on today. At the same time, it would allow democratic societies to avoid the 
controversies provoked by strong scientific naturalism, while still submitting irrational or 
unjustified (epistemic and normative) claims to a solid and shared form of naturalism. 
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Contextualism, shifting standards and scepticism  
 

Stefano Leardi, FINO Consortium 
 
Epistemic contextualism maintains that the meaning of the knowledge-ascribing/denying 
sentences depends upon the features of the context in which those sentences are uttered; 
according to the advocates of this view, some aspects of knowledge attributor’s context - e.g. the 
error possibilities at stake, - are responsible for the arrangement of the epistemic standard, which 
is that set of con- ditions which details how strong must be the epistemic position of a subject S 
relative to a propo- sition p so that a knowledge attribution as “S knows that p” could be true in 
that particular context.  

 One of the main value of epistemic contextualism is assumed to be its peculiar anti-
sceptical argument, which is believed to be able to preserve the legitimacy of our ordinary 
knowledge attributions and to explain the persuasiveness of the sceptical hypotheses. Despite this 
argument has received a remarkable critical scrutiny in the recent literature, there are some 
elements of it that need a further clarification; in particular - it will be maintained, - it’s not clear 
which account a contextualist should prefer to explain the mechanism which rules the shifting of 
the standards in a given context.  

 In order to examine the alternatives available to the contextualist, the contextualistic anti-
sceptical argument will be evaluated in the light of a controversial case of disagreement - i.e. the 
one in which a sceptic disagrees with a conventional “Moorean” speaker about what epistemic 
standard should be at stake in the context shared by both of them; indeed, this peculiar 
circumstance appears to be a really interesting study case because it lets us to explore our 
quotidian epistemic custom and to test our intuitions concerning what should be considered a 
responsible epistemic behaviour.  

 To explain the dynamics of the variation of the standards in the case at study two 
strategies seem to be open to the contextualist. A first one is owed to David Lewis; according to 
this reading of contextualism, our ordinary knowledge attributions are licit until a sceptical 
argument is raised in our conversational context; however, when a sceptical hypothesis is raised, 
due to the “Rule of Attention” a very demanding epistemic standard is automatically set in the 
context. The latter strat- egy is instead traceable in the work of Keith DeRose, whom reading of 
contextualism is considered - at least by DeRose himself, - less sceptical-friendly than the one of 
Lewis; indeed, according to DeRose’s reading, the sceptic’s attempt to raise the standard can be 
resisted.  

 Clearly, both those two views show interesting aspects and face several problems. Lewis’ 
Rule of Attention for example captures efficaciously our intuition that those subjects who would 
believe a certain proposition p even if p would not be the case are not in the position to count as 
knowing that p, but nevertheless it should be also recognized that our ordinary epistemic custom 
is not al- ways so rigorous, and that in certain cases some far-fetched error possibilities are easily 
ruled out. Moreover, Lewis’ Rule of Attention seems to attribute a special status to high-standard 
knowledge, so it’s not clear how it could be justified for a subject to return to an ordinary 
epistemic point of view after he entered in a sceptical context; also, it will be shown that is 
controversial whether the contextualist à la Lewis is able to express his own anti-sceptical 
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argument in a sceptical context.  

 On the other hand, considered that it prevents the sceptic to install automatically his 
demanding standard DeRose’s reading seems to concede more to our ordinary epistemic custom; 
however, this concession seems to saddle DeRose’s view with what could be called a problem of 
“dogmatism”: The risk is indeed to allow the epistemic subject to resist to any kind of 
epistemological objection. To solve this problem it could be useful to appeal to DeRose’s “Gap 
view”, but it will be maintained that the issue need an account of what a responsible epistemic 
behaviour is to be fully resolved.  

 In the end it will be argued that Lewis’s view seems superior the one proposed by 
DeRose: Lewis’ view seems to be satisfactorily supported by our epistemic intuitions, while the 
DeRose’s view needs of a properly articulated account of what should be a responsible epistemic 
behaviour in order to be fully justified.  
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What are the democratic bases of equality?  
Epistemic parity and political disagreement”  

 
Federica Liveriero, Università del Piemonte Orientale 

 

The central hypothesis of this paper is that the contemporary political debate concerning the 
implementation of the ideal of equality within liberal democracies overlooks the epistemic 
dimension of the basis of equality and the influence that such dimension has on deliberative 
models of democracy. Traditional accounts of democratic legitimacy maintain that the ultimate 
value of democracy stems from the ideal of political equality incorporated by fair procedures. 
The non- instrumental value of equality that fair procedures incorporate acts as a justification of 
democracy. More recently, theorists of democratic equality have developed this claim through 
deliberative models of democracy (Benhabib 2004; Bohman and Rehg 1997; Cohen 2009; 
Dryzek 2000; Forst 2012; Habermas 1996; Young 2002). Deliberative perspectives provide a 
fuller account of democracy by recognizing the authority of each person, who is affected by a 
decision, to reciprocally demand a justification for this decision. According to these approaches, a 
regime of political equality is a regime of fundamental moral respect. Notwithstanding this large 
agreement on the value of equality as a political aim, this paper highlights that the traditional 
approach to political equality requires a more careful analysis. Indeed, holding that equality is 
intrinsically valuable does not imply that the discussion about the basis of equality is settled 
(Carter 2011; Waldron 2008). Along these lines, one of the fundamental aims of this paper is to 
show that, within a deliberative account of democracy, the political equality of citizens hinges on 
the acknowledgment of both normative and epistemic standards that should be met by citizens 
while deliberating together.  

 Since justice is not always realized in real-world democracies even when procedures are 
designed to be fair, then it is fundamental to consider the limitations of the ideal of political 
equality under non-ideal circumstances. It is along these lines that the inquiry regarding the 
epistemic dimensions of deliberation kicks in. Facing non-idealized constituencies, one might 
wonder whether the authority and legitimation of political decisions stems just from procedural 
criteria of justice or if it is more adequate – and fruitful - to look for an outcome-oriented 
perspective. The debate concerning the source of democratic authority can be interpreted as 
leaning toward an epistemic account of democracy (Anderson 2006; Estlund 2008; Goodin and 
List 2001; Landemore 2013; Martì 2006) or it can be re-framed within a procedural account of 
democratic legitimacy. Whereas normative proceduralism judges the merit of a procedure by 
means of equal status and responsiveness granted to any member of the society (Mackie 2011; 
Saffron and Urbinati 2013), epistemic proceduralists maintain that these criteria overlook the 
epistemic status of membership in collective decision making. In this paper I argue against strong 
forms of epistemic proceduralism, claiming that it is possible to acknowledge the relevance of an 
analysis that inquiries the epistemic status of the members of the constituency without being 
compelled to look for an outcome-oriented defence of political legitimacy. Maintaining that 
procedural values are the first sources of legitimacy for democratic decisions, my attempt is to 
clarify the epistemic aspects of deliberation that, in part, are the source of a normative claim for 
the recognition of equality among agents that engage themselves into a political deliberation.  
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 The heart of this proposal is that given the non-ideal epistemic circumstances of 
deliberation (i.e. doxastic presupposition; opaque appraisal of evidence; social and diachronic 
aspects of epistemic processes), it follows that disagreement is not a practical obstacle that 
prevents participants from agreeing on virtually correct solutions; rather it is the proper 
expression of citizens’ freedom and equality (Rawls 1993; Talisse 2012). Once that the relevance 
of disagreement is correctly pointed out, it follows that granting equal inclusion of the 
participants to the deliberative processes is not a task fulfilled just with strictly procedural 
arguments. Rather, the normative promise of democracy to grant equal respect to any 
participant in the decision-making process can be expressed in epistemic terms claiming that 
participants in collective decision-making processes should acknowledge each other the status of 
epistemic peers. The acknowledgment of the status of epistemic peers derives its value from a shared 
understanding of persons as being on an equal footing and capable of reasoning powers. This 
normative (and epistemic) framework refers to two fundamental aspect of equality: one is the 
proceduralist tenet that equality is a non-instrumental value that should be expressed by the fact 
that any voice, in the political arena, should be given equal weight. The second hinges on the 
epistemic intuition that, within a collective decision framework, everybody has an equal 
likelihood of being mistaken (Elga 2007; Peter 2013).  

 To conclude, I specify that the symmetric obligation of acknowledging to any member of 
the constituency the status of epistemic peer has a normative upshot: in a deliberative system, any 
citizen should be seen as a potential epistemic authority and therefore political equality is 
grounded in both procedural and epistemic aspects. This perspective, by identifying a balance 
between epistemic and procedural dimensions of political equality, achieves two fundamental 
goals: a. unlike purely procedural conceptions of democracy, argues in favor of a 
multidimensional account of democratic legitimacy; b. unlike strictly epistemic perspectives, it is 
able to respect the priority of procedural insights for the legitimacy of deliberative systems, 
meanwhile dealing in a fruitful way with pluralism and deep disagreement.  
 

Outline of the argument:  

•! The concept of political equality  equality as a regulative ideal ≠ meta-ethical analysis 
of the grounds of such pursued equality  

•! Democratic equality  principle of legitimacy  

•! Deliberative Democracy  agency thesis + intrinsic value of confrontation and dissent  

•! Actual epistemic circumstances of deliberation  fallibilistic stance with regard to 
evaluative knowledge  

•! Disagreement as an expression of freedom  

•! Epistemic parity on a par as disagreers  

•! Deliberation involves an epistemic dimension of equality as well  exchange of reasons 
among epistemic peers ↓  

 
Final outcomes:  
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•! multidimensional account of political authority  

•! normative and epistemic characterization of political equality epistemic argument in 
favour of democracy as an adequate decision making procedure. 
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Varieties of permissions to believe 
 

Arturs Logins, KCL/SNSF 
 

It would seem that some epistemic standards for beliefs stand in a tension. On one hand it seems 
that we ought to believe a proposition, only if it is true. That is, if a proposition is false then one 
ought not to believe it (the truth norm cf. Wedgewood 2002, Boghossian 2003, Shah 2003, 
Littlejohn 2010). On the other hand it seems that it is permissible to believe propositions that 
have high probability on one's evidence. That is, if a proposition p is highly probable on one's 
evidence, then it is permissible for one to believe that p (the evidence norm). These two claims 
cannot be both true, unless the normative terms that they contain are ambiguous.31 For in some 
cases an agent can believe a false proposition that have high probability on agent's evidence. Yet, 
under the assumption that “epistemic permission” is not ambiguous, it cannot be the case that at 
the same time it is epistemically permissible for the agent to believe the proposition and it is 
epistemically not permissible for the agent to believe that proposition. Consider, for instance, a 
case where a subject, Parissa, visits a big city, say, London, just for few hours. Imagine that 
Parissa knows that her ex boyfriend lives in London, but she has no idea whatsoever where 
exactly he lives or what he does there. It seems rather intuitive to think that it is permissible for 
Parissa to believe that she will not run into her ex during her visit. However, it seems right for her 
to ignore this possibility in her planning, because it is so unlikely on her evidence – statistically 
speaking it is almost impossible to meet just by chance some specific person in a city of several 
million habitants. Now, imagine, that by incredible chance, she will run into her ex-boyfriend 
during her visit (if you are uncomfortable about the future tense of this situation, then think of the 
case in the past). If one ought to believe a proposition only if it is true, then it is not permissible 
for Parissa to believe that she will not run into her ex during her visit of the city. Such a case then 
appears to end in an unfortunate contradiction: it is both (epistemically) permissible and 
(epistemically) not permissible for Parissa to believe that she will run into her ex during the visit. 

The tension can be formalised as follows: 
 
The truth-probability conflict argument 

1.1!If the probability of p on S's evidence is high, then S is permitted to believe that p. 
[(ENB)] 

1.2!tn (ticket n will lose) has a high probability on S's evidence [Case] 
1.3!tn is false: S's ticket will win [Case] 
1.4!If not-p, then one ought not to believe that p [(TNB)] 
1.5!It is not permissible for S to believe tn [1.3, 1.4, Duality of permission/obligation] 
1.6!It is permissible for S to believe tn [1.1, 1.2] 

 
Contradiction in 1.5 – 1.6 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
31 Typically, contemporary formulations of these specify that oughts and permissions here are of the “epistemic” 
sort, which is not enough to avoid this specific tension. 
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In the face of such a tension it is then tempting to abandon one or another of the two norms and 
to think that either it is not epistemically permissible to believe falsehoods or it is epistemically 
permissible to believe a proposition that has a high probability on one's evidence, i.e. both of 
these cannot hold simultaneously – we should reject one or another of these. However, it should 
be stressed that both options have highly implausible consequences. It can also be observed that 
the standard of high evidential probability stands in a tension with another requirement on 
beliefs. 

Namely, the requirement to believe only what we know (cf. Williamson 2000: 47, Engel 
2004 among others). Hence, one might be tempted to conclude also here that either one is not 
permitted to believe what one doesn't know or one is permitted to believe what has high 
probability on one's evidence, but it cannot be that both hold.32 

In this paper I will propose an alternative solution to these conflicts. My solution will 
enable us to preserve all three (and still other) plausible claims about what determines (some of) 
the normative statuses of beliefs. Central to my solution is to fully acknowledge the ambiguity of 
“epistemic permissibility”. In this paper, I first, examine in more detail the epistemic norms and 
the apparent conflict in which they stand. I show how each of them seem to satisfy desiderata for 
genuine norms (which entails that a denial of each of them is theoretically undesirable). I then 
defend my solution of the (apparent) conflict between the norms. I also provide some 
independent reasons to prefer my general ambiguity approach to epistemic norms. I conclude 
with some further applications of this approach. In particular, I will consider how it can help to 
defend one (recent) way of treating the lottery paradox (cf. Kroedel 2012) and how it can help to 
deal with the New Evil Demon problem (cf. Cohen and Lehrer 1983). Given the persistence of 
these two problems (e.g. the lottery paradox and the New Evil Demon), the fact that the present 
proposal helps to deal with them is in itself a non negligible reason in its favour. 
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Unconscious motives and actions – responsibility and agency  
 

Christoph Lumer, University of Siena 
 
According to many criteria, responsibility, intentionality and agency require conscious decisions. 
Already Freud and psychoanalysis assumed that a big part of our decisions is influenced by 
unconscious motives or that we perform unconscious actions based on completely unconscious 
thoughts; such actions are possibly not intentional, perhaps not even actions in the narrow sense, 
and we would not be responsible for them. Recent psychological and neurophysiological research 
has revealed a number of further phenomena where behaviour is executed completely 
unconsciously or where the decision is influenced by unconscious factors: priming, automatic 
behaviour, habitualised behaviour, actions based on unconscious deliberations, etc. Since this 
behaviour makes up the largest part of our behaviour commonly taken to be actions, 
intentionality, agency and our responsibility for most of our behaviour appear to be at risk here. 
Because this behaviour is so widespread the basis for our usual practice of attributing actions and 
responsibility in everyday life and in judicial practice seems to be lacking – which would require a 
reorientation of our dealings with such behaviour. Possibly also the concepts of action, 
intentionality or responsibility must be completely redesigned to do justice to empirical reality. 
Such considerations have led to a fierce debate that revolves around the fundamental issues just 
mentioned, and discusses a whole range of other phenomena as well (neurophysiological, such as 
Libet's alleged evidence that actions were decided before our conscious decisions, but also other 
psychological phenomena, such as Wegner's (or Nisbet & Wilson) findings on the agents' 
ignorance of their actions and their motives). Unfortunately, this debate suffers considerable from 
incautious generalisations. A more appropriate and cautious approach in the theory of action, 
instead, would have to analyse and explore the single (especially the prima facie problematic) 
very heterogeneous phenomena ascertained by the empirical sciences, with respect to how far 
they fulfil the conditions of intentionality, of agency and responsibility or just do not fulfil them.  

 In this context, the present contribution has the following objectives: 1. A list of different 
types of unconscious actions / behaviours or actions significantly influenced by unconscious or 
ununderstood factors will be established; and their mechanisms will be analyzed. Because of the 
great lenght of this list, automatic actions / behaviours are not considered here; I have discussed 
them elsewhere. 2. The most important of these types will be examined with respect to how far 
they meet the criteria of intentionality, agency and accountability, but also of rationality and, if 
they do not (fully) meet them, how problematic this is for traditional theories of action.  

 1. Important classes of unconscious behaviour and behaviour influenced by unconscious 
factors are:  

(1)! Primed actions (Bargh and colleagues (many articles); Aarts & Dijksterhuis; Shulman ...); 

(2)! unconscious alterations of actions by conscious opposition to them (eg throwing darts on a 
picture of a friend reduces performance (Rozin & Millman & Nemeroff));  

(3)! decisions that are influenced by perceptions via the dorsal pathway (eg labeling a bottle of 
juice with "NO cyanide!" leads to refusals to drink from it (Rozin));  

(4)! actions / behaviours that are based on simple unconscious deliberations (various 
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subtypes, eg supporting oneself skilfully, scratching one's head);  

(5)! Freudian, dynamically unconscious actions, including motivated Freudian slips, random 
and symptomatic actions.  

0. In addition, there are actions which prima facie appear unconsciously motivated but are not. 
Example: actions on the basis of McClelland's n-motives, which are not recognizable by the 
subject. (In my analysis, n-motives are not really new motives, but cognitive mechanisms of 
learned attention to certain sources of pleasure.)  

 For a practical philosophical assessment of these phenomena, their underlying 
mechanisms have to be well known. However, there is considerable disagreement about these 
mechanisms. In the contribution some new explanations are offered. Bargh, for example, 
considers primed actions as automatic. Actually, however, the priming affects a conscious 
decision; if the behaviour is structurally caused by a conscious decision, then this behaviour is not 
automatic but usually a "classical" action.  

 2. In principle, the unconsciousness of the action causing decision or of (part of) the 
deliberation underlying this decision prevents (or reduces) rational control and possibilities of 
criticism, reduces to a corresponding extent the rationality of the decision itself and thereby 
worsens (not in every case, but statistically) the action performed. Unconsciousness of these 
components may also bring with it that they are detached from the ego constituting values, 
principles and objectives of the person, that they are perhaps even in opposition to them. 
According to a narrow action theoretic concept of intention – which does not define 'intention' 
merely as executive states – (author) and according to legal concepts of intention and 
responsibility (eg Michael Moore), these components would not be intentional; and we would not 
be (directly) responsible for them.  

 Applying these criteria to the above listed mechanisms of unconscious influences on 
decisions, a very heterogeneous picture results with a spectrum ranging from mechanisms with 
full rationality and intentionality to total lack of intentionality and accountability of the respective 
behaviour. Despite certain limitations of intentionality and responsibility in various cases – to be 
considered in a differentiated way in court and in everyday life –, the situation is not so, as some 
claim, that with all these mechanisms and with our behaviour in general our conscious 
deliberations and decisions are only decoration or posterior information on unconscious, 
mechanically running "decisions" or settings of the course.  

 Some examples: By activating the representation of certain courses of action, priming can 
make sure that these options are taken into consideration in the decision; or priming may favour 
a particular interpretation of the situation (eg, aggression), to which one then reacts – however, 
mediated by conscious deliberation –; or priming can change the execution mode of action. 
These are bland unconscious influences on the action, which do not put its intentionality in 
question (though in the last example the intentionality of the execution mode). Freudian, 
dynamic unconscious actions, if they exist, at the other extreme would be examples of 
unintended behaviour in the narrow sense. 
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Scientific realism as the most reasonable choice? 
 

Federica Malfatti, Leopold Franzens University Innsbruck 
 

September 14, 2015. It’s early in the morning, in Louisiana, when gravitational waves are 
measured for the first time by the two twins laser detectors situated the one in Livingstone, the 
other in Hanford, USA. Einstein has been proven right, there actually are ripples in space-time, 
we observed the direct effect of the merging of two black holes in the distant universe – so we 
hear scientists say. Looking at the enthusiastic reaction of the whole scientific community, we are 
tempted to conclude that there is only one way to tell this story. No scientist solemnly announced 
that everything looked as if Einstein’s theory were true, or that general relativity had confirmed 
its validity and reliability as an instrument to predict observable phenomena. The stunning 
empirical success of general relativity gives us good reasons to believe that what the theory says 
(also about what we will never be able to observe) is, actually, true. We don’t jump to truth from 
the observation of empirical success, of course, we don't just say that Einstein’s theory has been 
confirmed, but we feel justified, as far as we know today, in holding general relativity as true. 
How could general relativity be so stunningly successful, if it weren’t true? 
 This is a good example of how the so-called no-miracle argument for scientific realism 
works. We observe the stunning empirical success of our theories, and we feel immediately 
justified in holding them true. We feel we have good reasons to be realists, because we realize 
realism is able to explain something – the empirical success of science – antirealists will never be 
able to explain. Either you explain, or you don’t. Either you are a realist, or you give up the only 
possibility you have to explain the success of science. Scientific realism seems therefore to be the 
most reasonable choice. But, putting the enthusiasm for gravitational waves aside: 
 

[1]  is the no-miracle argument a good argument?  
[2]  Does it hold in light of the history of science? 
[3]  How can we make it a better argument? 

  

These are the main questions I will be addressing in my contribution. Note that the no-miracle 
argument has to be understood as an instance of inference to the best explanation (IBE): we infer 
truth from empirical success in light of the fact that (i) it could not be the case of a true theory not 
being empirically successful, (ii) we believe truth would best explain empirical success, and (iii) we 
believe we have good reasons to hold the best explanation as true. Antirealists sometimes argue 
that the no-miracle argument is circular, as it presupposes the validity of the inferential method it 
is an instance of; I won’t address the point here, and will presuppose it to be somehow established 
that we can rely on IBE. 
 The idea I want to defend in my contribution is that, if scientific realism wants to be 
recognized as the most reasonable choice, some work needs to be done in order to improve the 
no-miracle argument and to make the realist inference to truth a safer inference. Because yes, the 
no-miracle argument seems to be a good argument, in the sense that truth seems actually to 
explain empirical success of science better than how alternative, antirealistic explanatory 
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hypothesis would do, but it could be made even better by addressing the so far neglected question 
of how to support our truth-hypothesis independently from empirical success.  

 It seems to me that what realists usually try to do is to convince us that empirical success 
needs to be recognized as a kind of perfet pathognomonic symptom of truth. Perfect pathognomonic 
symptoms in medicine are symptoms so specific that their presence univocally indicates the 
presence of a certain disease, and their absence univocally indicates the absence of the same. So 
realists don’t just hold that truth would imply empirical success if it were instantiated, they also 
hold that we need to be able to explain appealing to truth every single instance of empirical success. 
It cannot be the case of a truth theory not being empirically successful, but beside that, empirical 
success univocally indicates the fact that truth is instantiated – like a pathognomonic symptom 
would to. My point is that this strategy is not needed, and maybe not even desirable: one single 
instance of a false theory being empirically successful would make the argument fail. Instead of 
treating empirical success as a perfect pathognomonic symptom of truth, realists should treat 
empirical success as a truth-symptom, or truth-indicator among others and ask themselves the 
following questions: what would truth explain beside empirical success? How can we support our 
truth-hypothesis independently from empirical success? What would be necessarily associated to 
truth, beside empirical success? If realists were able to answer this kind of questions, even 
tentatively, they would make the no-miracle a better argument and their inference to truth a 
safer inference, and they would contribute in making scientific realism the most reasonable 
choice. 
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Knowledge as the manifestation of the epistemic agent’s cognitive 
character 

 

Kátia Martins Etcheverry, Pontifícia Universidade Católica do Rio Grande do Sul 
 

Some contemporary proposals in epistemology analyze knowledge in terms of "true belief 
creditable to the cognitive abilities of the epistemic agent ". The common idea is that an agent 
deserves epistemic credit only when she has a true belief due to the exercising of her cognitive 
abilities. Credit theorists such as Sosa (2010 and 2015), Greco (2009 and 2012) and Pritchard ( 
2012) have intended to solve the Gettier problem by requiring epistemic credit as a necessary 
condition for knowledge and by claiming that this condition is not satisfied in Gettier cases where 
the agent believes the truth only by chance. Critics attack the credit theory on two flanks: First, 
they claim that epistemic credit is not a necessary condition for knowledge because in cases of 
testimonial knowledge the hearer's cognitive abilities have little or no relevance in the acquisition 
of true belief. Therefore we can have knowledge without credit. On the other hand, epistemic 
credit is not a sufficient condition for knowledge since in epistemically unsafe situations, such as 
the famous fake-barns case (Goldman, 1976), the agent doesn’t have knowledge despite having 
credit for her true belief. Thus there may be credit without knowledge. The focus of this paper is 
the defense of a proposal that can face the critics (or so I argue) by combining some aspects of 
recent credit theories, assuming that: (i) the agent deserves epistemic credit only if her true belief 
is attributable to her epistemic agency because it manifests her cognitive abilities (the attribution 
condition); (ii) the manifestation of the agent's cognitive abilities requires both appropriate 
internal and external conditions (safety condition); and (iii) the agent's cognitive abilities must be 
properly involved not only in the production of the belief, but also in the success of achieving 
truth (adequacy condition). Considering (i), (ii) and (iii) the credit theorist can escape the 
aforementioned objections by claiming that in hostile epistemic environments, such the fake-
barns area, the conditions are not appropriate for the manifestation of the agent’s cognitive 
abilities, and for this reason the agent doesn’t know; in cases of testimonial knowledge the agent 
gets credit for believing the truth since her true belief manifests her cognitive competence 
because her cognitive abilities are properly involved in the obtaining of true belief. The 
"manifestation of competence" is understood here as Sosa (2015) construes it, where: (a) 
competences are dispositions of an agent to perform successfully; (b) the agent is competent only 
when she has the relevant skill and is in the appropriate shape and situation; and (c) in the 
presence of a trigger, the right combination of skill, shape and situation gives rise to the 
manifestation of the agent's competence, leading to success. When certain outcome manifests the 
competence of the agent, its success is adequately explained by the manifestation; for if a 
disposition is manifested in a certain outcome then it accounts appropriately for that outcome 
and its success. Thus, to say that a certain true belief manifests the agent's competence is 
equivalent to saying that this manifestation adequately explains the agent’s cognitive success. 
Accordingly, it can be argued that believing the truth can be creditable to a particular agent, 
even if her reliable cognitive faculties aren’t the most salient part of the cause explaining why she 
holds the true belief in question, for the manifestation of her competence in the success 
guarantees that it is so creditable. That being so, we can define knowledge as "belief that 
manifests the agent's competence", where the manifestation of the agent's competence implies (i) 
success (the belief is true); (ii) competence (the agent has the relevant skill and is in the 
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appropriate shape and situation); and (iii) credit (the agent's competence is important for her 
cognitive success). I believe that this version of credit theory can adequately explain why we have 
testimonial-based knowledge; and why we don’t have knowledge in epistemically unsafe cases, 
since the account of knowledge in terms of the manifestation of the agent’s competence requires 
the satisfaction of the attribution, adequacy and the safety conditions. When the agent’s belief 
manifests her cognitive competence, it is true (not by accident), safe and creditable to the agent. 
 
References 
GETTIER, E. Is Justified True Belief Knowledge? Analysis, v. 23p. 121-3. 1963. 
GOLDMAN, A. Discrimination and Perceptual Knowledge. In: Journal of Philosophy, v. 73, p. 
771-91, 1976. 
GRECO, J. Knowledge and success from ability. In: Philosophical Studies, v. 142, p. 17–26, 2009. 

GRECO, J. A (different) virtue epistemology. In: Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, v. 85, n. 
1, p. 1–26, 2012. 

LACKEY, J. Why we don’t deserve credit for everything we know. In: Synthese, v. 158, n. 3, p. 
345–361, 2007. 

PRITCHARD, D. Anti-Luck Virtue Epistemology. In: The Journal of Philosophy, v. 109, n. 3, p. 
247-279, 2012.  

SOSA, E. How Competence matters in Epistemology. In: Philosophical Perspectives 
(Epistemology), v.24, p. 465-475, 2010. 
SOSA, E. Knowing full well. N. Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2011. 
SOSA, E. Judgment and Agency.  Oxford: OUP, 2015. 
  



!
! 228 

What does the zombie-argument prove?  
 

Miklós Márton, ELTE University, Budapest 
 
The main structure of the zombie-argument is as follows:  
 

(1)! If zombies are possible, then physicalism cannot be true. 
(2)! Zombies are possible. 
Therefore: Physicalism is not true.  

 
Although mainly the second premise has gotten extensive attention, in this paper I would like to 
question the truth of the first premise, and claim that the possibility of these strange creatures – if 
the concept of them is consistent – does not imply the falsity of physicalism.  

 The tenability of the first premise completely depends on how we understand the concept 
of a zombie. Two things are clear: zombies do not possess any phenomenal properties and are 
physically identical to us, normal human beings. Therefore phenomenal properties are not 
physical ones. But it seems entirely not clear, how this ‘physical identity’ to be understood. In the 
paper I examine three popular candidates to the role of this feature, namely a) functional 
organization, b) entire physical makeup, and c) microphysical structure, and argue that none of 
them conveys to us the truth of the first premise.  
 a) Many thinkers take it for granted that it is possible for something to share our exact 
functional organization and yet not be conscious. However, if we accept the simple and innocent 
assumption that conscious experiences or phenomenal properties originate in some way from the 
state of a person or her brain, then it will be a contradicting characterization to speak of a being 
who has no conscious experiences, but nonetheless functionally identical to another one, that has. 
We identify the functional roles a state plays with the causal inputs and outputs of that state, and 
regarding the harmless assumption mentioned above, it seems clear that giving rise to 
phenomenally conscious experiences is a part of the causal profile of a person or her brain. 
Moreover, we usually attribute inner causal connections to our conscious experiences. Since 
zombies do not undergo any conscious experiences, they lack these functional connections by 
definition. Consequently, to conceive a creature functionally identical to us, but has no 
consciousness altogether, is nothing more than trying to conceive a creature functionally identical 
and at the same time not identical to us. Because of this contradicting characterization, this 
version of the first premise becomes also contradictory, and as such, its truth-value is undecidable 
or is simply false.  

 b) According to the second interpretation of the first premise ‘physical identity’ means 
that our zombie counterparts have all those physical properties that we have. However, this 
formulation of the premise cannot be acceptable for a physicalist. Physicalists suppose that to 
have conscious experiences is one of the physical properties we have. Consequently, they have to 
think that in a world physically identical to ours, facts about consciousness do indeed hold. The 
defender of the zombie argument should not exclude these from the extension of the concept of 
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‘all physical properties’ in the definition of the zombies, since this move would obviously beg the 
question: one cannot state the conclusion of an argument in the first premise of it, without 
making the argument circular and thus trivial.  

 So, for the physicalists, zombies who are physically identical beings to us, will, at the same 
time, have consciousness and lack it. Consequently, we are in the same situation as we were in 
the previous case, namely that for a physicalist, the truth value of this version of the first premise 
becomes contradictory or is simply false.  
 c) The third interpretation of ‘physical identity’ alludes to the basic microphysical 
elements and properties of physics. Though this definition is usually stated in terms of ‘completed 
physics’, this move makes the first premise just as contradictory as the former interpretation was, 
since alluding to the low-level basic properties of the completed physics is just the same as 
attributing all physical properties to zombies. So it is much more unambiguous to allude to the 
currently known basic elements of physics, or some rational cautious expansion of them.  
 Although this concept of a zombie is viable, because it contains no plain contradiction, 
the whole conditional statement, i. e. the first premise is not necessarily true in this reading. If 
zombies as particle for particle identical twins of us are indeed possible, then we do will have to 
acknowledge that consciousness is something extra, a brute fact about us that cannot be reduced 
to microphysical particles and properties. However, it does not follow from all this that this brute 
fact is not a physical fact.  

 One can see this with the help of one of David Chalmers’ example. At one point during 
his argumentation Chalmers draws up an analogy between phenomenal consciousness and 
electromagnetism. The moral of the analogy is that such as the latter could not be reduced to the 
already known physical (mechanical) facts, therefore properties and laws of electromagnetism 
had to be taken as fundamental ones, the same story has to be told about conscious experiences 
and psychophysical laws. However, after they proved to be fundamental no one was inclined to 
classify electromagnetic properties and laws as nonphysical phenomena, so why should we do it 
with consciousness and psychophysical laws? The zombie-argument does not provide any answer 
for us. Consequently, even if zombies as microphysically identical to us are possible, it does not 
follow from this that possessing consciousness is not a physical property. Therefore, the first 
premise of the argument is not true on this reading of the concept of a zombie.  

The moral I would like to emphasize in the paper is that the defenders of the argument 
seem to suppose without any further argument, that if there were non-physical properties in the 
world, they are the phenomenal properties. This assumption can be observed in the case of 
missing phenomenal properties from the description of the causal profile of a brain-state when we 
define its functional role, or from the extension of the term ‘all physical properties’. So, the 
zombie argument does not prove, rather presuppose the non- physical nature of conscious 
experiences. 
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Blameworthiness over time  
 

Benjamin Matheson, University of Gothenburg 
 

Lack of control is typically thought to excuse an individual from blameworthiness. If an 
individual lacks control over some action, then she cannot be blameworthy for that action. If we 
try to blame someone for some action that they had no control over, they can reject our blame – 
that is, deny its legitimacy – on the basis that they lacked control over that action.  

 This thought, however, faces an insurmountable challenge. Suppose Bill performs some 
action A at t1. When Bill acted he satisfied all the control and epistemic conditions thought to be 
necessary and sufficient for blameworthiness. Long story short, most accounts say that Bill is 
blameworthy for A. Now suppose that Jill tries to blame Bill at t2. Let’s assume a standard 
reactive attitudes account of blame. So Jill blames Bill for A-ing by overtly resenting him. Now 
suppose that Bill rejects Jill’s blame by saying the following: “Jill, you cannot blame me for A-ing 
because I lack control over A.” As I assume most of us would, Jill rejects this attempted excuse. 
Jill then points out that it was Bill who A-ed, and claims that it is because of this that Bill is 
blameworthy. Granting no other relevant considerations on not blaming Bill (e.g. Jill has the 
moral standing to blame Bill), it therefore seems appropriate for Jill to blame Bill for A-ing. Bill 
then points out that we are not blameworthy for actions we perform merely because we 
performed them. At this point, Jill says: “But not only did you A, you had control over A when you 
performed it.” Jill, however, has fallen directly into Bill’s trap. Bill retorts: “Of course I had control 
over A when I performed it. I’m not denying that. So I accept that you blame me at that time for A. 
All I am denying is the legitimacy of you now blaming me because I now lack control over A. And 
on that basis, I am now not blameworthy for A-ing. If others are excused from blameworthiness 
because they lack control over an action when they perform it, then I should be excused from 
blameworthiness for my past actions because I now lack control over them.” 

 We would not accept such an excuse, and neither should Jill. Just because an individual 
lacks control over a past action (which if we set aside time travel scenarios means each and every 
past action) does not mean that she lacks blameworthiness for that action. But how should we 
respond to Bill’s implied challenge? That is, how do we explain why now lacking control over a 
past action does not excuse us from blameworthiness over that past action? It does not answer 
Bill’s challenge to simply point that he performed that action and that he had control over that 
action when he performed it. Bill, after all, is arguing that he shouldn’t be blamed for his earlier 
action because he now lacks control over it. We therefore need to explain why lack of control at 
the time of action excuses but lack of control at a later time does not. A plausible explanation for 
why lack of control at the time of action excuses is that we cannot do otherwise than we did at 
that time. But now Bill can point out that they very same explanation applies to his attempted 
excuse: lack of control over one’s earlier actions excuses because one now cannot do other than 
one did at that time. Other explanations for why lack of control at the time of action excuses are 
available, but it seems they will also be readily amenable to Bill’s attempted excuse.  

 This paper is split into two halves. In the first half, I argue that reflection on 
blameworthiness over time leads us to reject the claim that lack of control excuses, and thus the 
claim that control is a necessary condition on blameworthiness. I show that we are forced to 
accept either that lack of control after the time of action excuses or that lack of control never 
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excuses, and I argue that the latter is much more palatable. In the second half, I sketch an 
account of blameworthiness at the time of action and blameworthiness over time. The account I 
sketch is a ‘self-expression’ account; only such an account can provide adequate conditions on 
both blameworthiness over time and blameworthiness at the time of action. On such an account, 
we are blameworthy for actions that express a relevant subset of our psychology (e.g. our values 
or cares), and so we continue to be blameworthy for our past actions to the extent we possess the 
relevant subset of our earlier psychology expressed in that action. 

  



!
! 232 

The idea of political autonomy in the work of John Rawls 
 

Carlos Medina, Universidad de Valparaíso 
 

The hypothesis of this study is that in the framework of the so-called political constructivism -that 
is, in the second period of his work- John Rawls develops a concept of political autonomy (which 
citizens enjoy in a well-ordered society, or WOS), whose epistemic potential for the foundation of 
a theory of social order of republican inspiration is superior to the traditional, merely juridical, 
concept of political autonomy. The specific name that Rawls gives this new notion of autonomy is 
that of full autonomy. Below I outline how this thesis is propounded.  

In the constructivist approach of Political Liberalism (PL), Rawls identifies two concepts of 
autonomy, rational autonomy and full autonomy. Rational autonomy reproduces in the representative 
parties, situated in the original position, the merely ‘rational’ aspect of the autonomy of real 
citizens (the represented). The character of what is ‘rational’ has two implicit meanings, which 
are mutually compatible. The first is a very restricted conception, which considers the rational in 
a merely ‘instrumental’ sense, as a characteristic of fictitious individuals (the parties in the original 
position) who, pursuing the calculation of selfish interests, seek to maximize, for the represented, 
their allocation of primary goods. The second is a moral interpretation, of Kantian roots, which 
presumes that the human faculty of being rational applies to a subject who has a conception of 
good, and likewise has the aspiration of seeing this conception realized in the course of his own 
life. That is, that a ‘rational’ person is a moral person, or aspires to be one.  

This second meaning of rational autonomy gains greater emphasis in PL with respect to 
the arguments of A Theory of Justice (TJ). In the first period of Rawls’ work, with the publication of 
TJ, the chief objective was to identify the principles of justice that the parties would choose in an 
effective situation of impartiality. Given that Rawls wants to draw on the rational choice theory 
in carrying out this test, it is important that the emphasis falls, in this case, on the merely 
instrumental meaning of rationality. But in PL, in contrast, the objective is to develop a better 
explanation of stability (of the WOS). To this end, it is necessary to postulate that there will be a 
significant measure of a certain ‘congruency’ between private individuals’ personal conceptions 
of good, and the public concept of justice. Hence, the most important meaning of rationality, 
implicit in the concept constructed out of rational autonomy is, in this case, rationality as 
‘morality’, or as Rawls also called it, the second ‘moral power’, the capacity of human agents to 
have a conception of good.  

When in PL, Rawls defines the rational autonomy of the parties as that which reproduces the 
merely ‘rational’ aspect of the autonomy of real citizens; he is referring fundamentally to that 
capacity of human agents to have a conception of good, and the freedom that helps them to 
exercise it. Rational autonomy thus becomes the freedom to exercise the second of the moral powers (that 
of having a conception of good). This translates into the freedom people have when they discern 
for themselves their conception of good, and others do not determine it for them. In this way, 
Rawls prepares the constructivist justification of the congruency hypothesis.  

In effect, from the ‘constructed’ concept (that is, defined in relation to the heuristic device 
of the original position) of rational autonomy, the concept of full autonomy is derived. One must be 
aware of the fact that in human agents, the capacity to have a conception of good, gives rise also 
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to having a conception of justice. Rawls calls this ‘the first moral power’, the capacity that makes 
human beings not only rational, but also ‘reasonable’ beings. On the basis of this power, citizens 
come to conceive some principles of justice, and to identify themselves with these, which grant 
them a freedom on a political level, surpassing the freedom described by autonomy in the mere 
domain of their private lives. The concept of full autonomy captures this idea, and can be defined 
precisely as the freedom obtained by citizens when they act in conformity with the principles of justice 
that they themselves, and nobody else, have sanctioned after deliberation. The implicit motive in this form of 
freedom, as can be seen, is the principle of self-government, or political self-determination, as in 
the classic notion of political autonomy affiliated to the tradition of republican thought, but with 
the difference that the specifically constructed concept of full autonomy is not restricted to a mere 
affirmation of the political rights associated with this form of freedom, but rather that it 
underwrites this in relation with the ideal possibility of verifying the situation of congruency as an 
effective fact. And this gives the concept a renewed epistemic potential for the foundation of a 
political theory that vindicates this republican principle or ideal.  
Note, in fact, that the liberal concept of political autonomy, with its exclusive focus on political 
rights, is not completely appropriate for the objective of confirming the possibility of congruency. 
Neither the existence nor the exercise of the right to vote are a guarantee that people will identify 
sincerely with the public conception of justice. Rather, they can be used as mere instrumental 
instances for the maintenance of a benevolent political system that confines itself to respecting 
individual rights and freedoms. The constructed concept of full autonomy, in contrast, when 
political freedom is defined according to the internal identification of the subjects, directly shapes 
the possibility of congruency. 
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On the nature of coincidental events 
 

Alessandra Melas, University of Sassari 
Pietro Salis, University of Cagliari 

 

It is a common opinion – almost a received view – that chance events are what is causally 
inconceivable (Hume, 1739). Conversely, according to a causal view, the intersections between 
independent causal chains originate accidental events, called coincidences (Aristotle, Aquinas, 
Cournot, Monod). 

To clarify this conception, consider an example: 

It is a coincidence that I was sitting at the spot where the cargo door fell – this event 
can be analyzed into two events (a) my sitting at place A and (b) the cargo door’s 
landing at place A, events which have quite independent causal histories […]. 
(Owens 1992, 12) 

 

 
 
Despite its importance, this special notion of chance is quite neglected in contemporary literature 
and it seems to eschew a precise definition. The present study takes into proper consideration this 
causal conception of chance and tries to shed new light on it. More precisely, this work 
investigates the role of the epistemological aspects in our understanding what coincidences are. 
The fundamental question concerning coincidences we are trying to answer is the following: 
 

Are mere intersections among independent causal lines enough to fully determine 
coincidences? 

 
This question can be divided into two main problems: 
 

1)! How much important is the degree of the epistemic access to the intersection in order to 
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identify coincidences? That is: 
a)! Are the causal sequences involved really independent? In Owens’ example, the 

intersection between my sitting at place A and the cargo door’s trajectory could not 
represent an ontologically independent intersection, since the independence between 
the two causal lines may not be real: the causal lines involved could – in principle – 
have a common cause in their past, even though we do not know that. To conclude, 
there could be events that actually do not come from independent causal lines but, 
since our knowledge is insufficient, we tend to consider them as originated by 
independent chains.  

b)! Are there intersections between really independent causal lines that we are not able to 
recognize? If the answer to this question is positive, even in case my sitting at place A 
and the door’s trajectory were actually independent, without access to it, people 
would require an investigation to grasp what happened. And there is no warranty, a 
priori, to get it as a coincidence. Hence, there could be events that come from the 
intersection between independent causal chains but, since our knowledge is 
insufficient, we tend not to consider them as originated by the concurrence of 
independent lines. 

 

In order to answer both these questions, what we need is something like a God’s eye view, 
a view from nowhere, a cosmic exile: in other words, an absolute perspective on what is going on. 
However, since these absolute epistemic views are unavailable, we must take a step back to our 
limited epistemic perspective. 

Moreover, as we can easily see, those two queries are connected with each other, since 
the actual problem – in both cases – deals with the degree of the epistemic access. 

 

2)! Are coincidences mind-dependent events? That is: 
c)! Do coincidences involve mind-dependent properties as their constitutive proper parts? 

As a matter of fact, everything can be a coincidence, such as the fact that my house is 
next to the bakery, and the fact that my school is next to the post office. So, mere 
intersections among independent causal lines do not seem to be sufficient to fully 
determine coincidences. There seems to be something more in coincidences, 
something at the mental level, such as relevance and so on, that makes an event a 
coincidence. A positive answer to this question would yield an interesting 
metaphysical result.  

d)! How do we choose the causal lines whose intersection must determine a coincidence? 
The representational background seems to be quite important in “choosing” the 
causal lines involved. The way we perceive, conceptualize, and conceive things has a 
strong impact on our selection among causal lines. 

 
To sum up, these are the main problems we investigate: 
 

1)! How much important is the degree of the epistemic access in order to identify 
coincidences? 
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2)! Are coincidences mind-dependent events? 
 
The epistemological aspects of coincidences are the connecting link between those two questions. 
This presentation aims to show that: 1) the degree of the epistemic access is important to grasp 
coincidences; 2) mental aspects are constitutive of coincidences. 

The main target of this talk is to show that the epistemological aspects of coincidences are 
– in some sense – a constitutive part of coincidental phenomena, and that they play an important 
pivotal role in defining coincidences as well. 

Our general argumentative strategy is based on discussing counterfactual variants of the 
examples concerning coincidences: especially, counterfactual situations where the very same facts 
(that would determine a coincidence, in causal terms) happen without sufficient knowledge by 
minded observers, or happen in a situation where the minded observers have different beliefs, 
expectations, attitudes, desires and whatever can make them see (and conceive) things differently. 
The expected results of this strategy entail, for example, the fact that intersections which 
someone counts as coincidences are not counted any more as coincidental in contexts where we 
have a wider amount of knowledge or where beliefs, expectations, attitudes, desires and so on are 
quite different. The recognition of coincidences, as well as beliefs, expectations, and so on, seem 
to be part of coincidences as such, a part that makes a difference when we have to “decide” 
whether a particular causal intersection is a coincidence or not. 
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Are there any reasons for emotions? 
 

Euan Metz, University of Reading 
 

Increasingly, the literature concerning the nature of normativity focuses on the relation between 
practical and epistemic normativity, between actions and beliefs. Much less focus has been spent 
on thinking about the relation between these two parts of normativity and a purported third part: 
the normativity of emotions and feelings. I aim to help redress this imbalance in this paper by 
asking how the normativity of emotions might fit into extant theories of the structure of the 
normative. 

What could we be talking about when we talk about the normativity of emotions? 
Following Raz I take as a (not uncontroversial) assumption that we best understand normativity 
in terms of normative reasons.33 We can then illustrate these three aspects of normativity with an 
example: The fact that you are ill is an epistemic reason for me (i) to believe that you will not 
want to play squash later, is a practical reason for me (ii) to make myself of use to you where 
appropriate (perhaps I should buy you some fruit, for instance), and is an emotional reason for 
me (iii) to feel compassion towards you. 

This simple example appears to provide data which suggests that, in addition to practical 
and epistemic reasons, there is a further kind of reason for emotion. In this paper I investigate 
whether there is a distinctive kind picked out by reasons for emotions, or whether such reasons 
are subsumable into practical or the epistemic reasons. My strategy is to first explain what I take 
to be three structural features of both epistemic and practical reasons, which are widely thought 
to be structural features of reasons simpliciter. These are (1) their justificatory force, (2) their role 
as contributing to making some response right or required, and (3) their ability to guide our 
responses. I explain why these three features allow us to pick out the distinctive notion of a 
reason. 

Having these three features in mind I proceed to examine the nature of a putative reason 
for emotion. It turns out that there are significant difficulties in applying the three criteria to 
reasons for emotions. I then examine whether we should think of reasons for emotions as, really, 
reasons for acting on the basis of those feelings, thus subsuming them into the practical. I argue 
that this strategy is not promising. I then consider whether reasons for emotions are more akin to 
epistemic reasons, in light of the fact that, plausibly, like epistemic reasons, and unlike practical 
reasons, reasons for emotions are not subject to the will. I argue that this approach fails because 
reasons for emotions are more akin to fitting attitudes, and that the concept of fittingness is 
distinct from the concept of an epistemic reason. 

The upshot of these arguments is that, if there are any reasons for feelings, they are not 
reducible to practical or epistemic reasons. Further, given that reasons for emotion do not seem 
to share some of the essential features of reasons simpliciter, we might take this as evidence that 
(a) reasons for emotions are not reasons after all, but something else, or (b) that there may be 
more than one concept of a reason. I conclude with a brief discussion of these implications. 

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
33 See Raz, Joseph (1999) Engaging Reason: On the Theory of Value and Action . Oxford University Press, p.67. 
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The ontology of meaning  
 

James Miller, Trinity College Dublin 
 

The aim of this paper is to bring ontology and the philosophy of language together. I will argue 
that given certain plausible claims about meaning, the ontology that can account for meaning 
properties of language best is one that takes properties to be powerful qualities. I will argue that 
this lends support to the ontological claim as the correct ontology should be able to 
accommodate all properties, including linguistic properties.  

 There is a long standing debate about whether properties are essentially 
categorical/qualitative or essentially dispositional. A more recent position within this debate has 
been developed called the powerful qualities view. The powerful qualities view (as defended by 
Martin 1993; Heil 2003, 2010; Martin and Heil 1998; Strawson 2008; Jacobs 2011) holds that to 
draw a real ontological distinction between the categorical/qualitative and dispositional is a 
mistake. Instead, the supporter of powerful qualities argues that dispositional and 
categorical/qualitative properties are identical and that each one is in turn identical with one 
unitary property of the object. This is not to say that the categorical/qualitative and dispositional 
are aspects of P, but rather that through a form of Lockean partial consideration, we can think of 
P qua categorical/qualitative, and think of P qua dispositional. Though we can think of the 
categorical/qualitative and the dispositional in isolation, they are not really distinct. Thinking of 
one without the other is an act of mental abstraction. Heil defines the view as:  

‘If P is an intrinsic property of a concrete object, P is simultaneously dispositional and 
qualitative; P’s dispositionality and qualitativity are not aspects or properties of P; P’s 
dispositionality, Pd, is P’s qualitativity, Pq, and each of these is P: Pd=Pq=P.’ (2003: 
111).  

Language has various properties. At least some of these properties are representational 
properties. Some representational properties of language are the meanings of the words and 
sentences that allow language to represent particular thoughts or aspects of the world. When 
discussing meaning, philosophers have primarily focused on semantics. However, meaning does 
not come from semantics alone; it also comes from the syntax. Clear examples of when syntax 
contributes importantly to the overall meaning of a sentence are cases of syntactic (but not 
semantic) ambiguity). For example, ‘I shot an elephant in my pyjamas’ is syntactically ambiguous 
about whether the subject ‘I’ or the ‘elephant’ is in my pyjamas.  

 However, the apparent division between semantics and syntax is just that – apparent. 
Meaning is a unified property of a sentence, or of a word that is then part of some compositional 
account of the meaning of the sentence. Take the word ‘kicked’ in the sentence ‘John kicked a 
ball’. ‘kicked’ exhibits both semantics and syntax; yet it still contributes one meaning to this 
sentence. The semantics and syntax of the word ‘kicked’ in the sentence above are abstractions 
from the whole meaning of the word that it contributes compositionally to the overall meaning of 
the sentence. Though we can think of the syntax and semantics in isolation, they are not really 
distinct qua meaning.  

 I argue that these abstractions (syntax and semantics) from the overall meaning property 
(the particular kind of representational property instantiated by language) map onto the 
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categorical and dispositional. My claim is syntax is best thought of as dispositional, and semantics 
as categorical/qualitative.  

 First, syntax disposes the words to contribute differently to the meaning of the sentence 
depending on the syntactic relations. Take the word ‘kick’ again. Whether this is a noun or a 
verb (or any other form of speech) depends on what syntactic relations it is in to other words in 
the sentence; and depending on those syntactic relations, the word is disposed to contribute 
differently to the overall meaning of the sentence in which the word is placed. It is the syntax that 
disposes the word to contribute differently to the meaning of the sentence depending on what 
syntactic role it enters into. This is akin to the sphericity of the ball disposing it to behave in one 
way on a slope, and another way when pressed into sand.  

 Secondly, semantics is akin to thinking of a property qua categorical/qualitative. 
Intuitively we think that this word adds some relevantly similar semantic content across sentences 
– that kicknoun and kickverb are relevantly similar. This semantic content is not always easy to 
know or specify. But, when we properly grasp a word and know how to use it, we grasp this 
semantic content. This is the categorical/qualitative core of meaning, independent of any 
particular disposition to compositionally contribute to the meaning of the sentence in any specific 
case – it is what that word would mean in any sentence in an analogous way in which a 
categorical/qualitative property is claimed to provide for transworld identity as distinct from the 
causal/nomic profile of that property.  

 Therefore, semantics and syntax are two ways of abstracting from meanings. Both are 
crucial to understanding the property of meaning in its entirety. I suggest that the most natural 
way to conceive of this ontologically is through powerful qualities. Translating the above 
characterisation into the case of language:  

If M is a representational (meaning) property of a word, M is simultaneously 
dispositional/syntactic and qualitative/semantic; M’s dispositionality/syntacticity 
and qualitativity/semanticity are not aspects or properties of M; M’s 
dispositionality/syntacticity, Md, is M’s qualitativity/semanticity, Mq, and each of 
these is M: Md=Mq=M.  

To talk about syntax and semantics as aspects of meaning is to misunderstand and 
mischaracterise the property of ‘meaning’. Meaning cannot be wholly categorical/qualitative as 
syntax disposes the word to behave in particular ways; it cannot be wholly dispositional as it the 
semantics (the categorical nature) is held firm across sentences and contributes to the overall 
meaning property P of the word. Thus, a powerful qualities ontology is prima facie best placed to 
account for meaning. This conclusion has two consequences. First, this ontology provides a 
united account of the nature of meaning and would require an awareness of both semantics and 
syntax in discussions of meaning; and second, it lends support for the powerful qualities view as it 
is reasonable to hold that an ontological theory is only correct (or even only plausibly correct) if it 
can account for all instances of the relevant kind of entity. 
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Metaphors and phenomenological ineffability  
 

Daria Mingardo, University of Padua 

 

One of the most debated issues about metaphors is whether they can be paraphrased. Some 
authors maintain that metaphors are essentially paraphrasable (e.g. Cavell 1969, Hills 2012). 
Considerations from understanding usually support this claim: if a subject is not able to provide a 
paraphrase, she has not understood the metaphor. Other authors, instead, maintain that 
metaphors cannot be paraphrased. The champion of this view is Davidson, who claims that 
metaphors are not paraphrasable simply because there is nothing to paraphrase: metaphors do 
not communicate any content whatsoever beyond their literal meaning. They manage to 
accomplish some effects on the hearer exactly in the same way a picture or a bump in the head 
do. The aim of my talk is to argue in favour of a weakened version of Davidson’s view. Here is 
how I will proceed. I will first clarify my assumptions. I will thus borrow from (e.g.) Kittay (1987) 
the distinction between vehicle and topic. The vehicle is the metaphorically used expression, and 
more precisely that expression with its literal meaning. The topic, instead, is what the metaphor 
talks about (also) by means of that specific vehicle. Thus, for instance, in “Juliet is the sun” the 
vehicle is “the sun”, taken with its literal meaning, and the topic is Juliet or, still better, some 
characteristics of hers. I will not commit myself, however, to any theory that, like Kittay’s, seems 
to maintain that metaphorical meaning is a semantic notion: I will assume that if metaphors have 
a metaphorical content, such content is pragmatic. Coherently with this, I will exclude that 
paraphrases are semantic equivalents of the corresponding metaphors. Instead, I will take side 
with Hills (2011), claiming that a paraphrase is a verbal reformulation of a linguistic expression 
that is typically longer and more complex than the starting expression (i.e. it has the features of 
openendedness and elaboration), and that is given as an exemplification of a method of 
comprehension.  

 I will then argue that the claim that metaphors cannot be paraphrased is correct, but only 
for some kinds of metaphors, and even for these latter, only in a relative manner (i.e. there are no 
metaphors that are absolutely non-paraphrasable). Thus, metaphors like “Juliet is the sun” will 
turn out to be paraphrasable in my view, while metaphors like “This dark brightness that fall 
from the stars” will not. To explain the difference between paraphrasable and (relatively) non-
paraphrasable metaphors, I will make appeal (1) to the above mentioned distinction between 
vehicle and topic and (2) to the notion of phenomenological ineffability recently put forth by 
Liang (2011).  

 As far as (1) is concerned, I will show that the distinction between vehicle and topic can be 
taken as a significant test to discriminate between paraphrasable and non-paraphrasable 
metaphors: these latter, in fact, turn out to be metaphors in which the distinction gets blurred. 
Thus, in the above mentioned metaphor “Juliet is the sun” the identification of vehicle and topic 
is quite straightforward, and the metaphor, in fact, can be paraphrased (although the paraphrase 
will be, like many others, open-ended and elaborated). On the contrary, in metaphors like “How 
beautifully swims the fooling world in my huge blood”, the distinction between vehicle and topic 
is not clear at all, and this is a mark of the (relative) non-paraphrasability of the metaphor.  

 As regards point (2), and entering into a bit of speculation, I will first claim, with Liang, 
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that phenomenological ineffability is the impossibility to give an exhaustive description of 
subjective experience. Indeed, we can try to describe, up to a certain point, what is it like to hear 
this clarinet playing, or to smell this evening air of spring, but such descriptions will always be 
partial and imperfect. Finally, I will claim that non-paraphrasable metaphors represent one of 
our paradigmatically human ways of trying to amend such (non-amendable) ineffability.  
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Temporal limits of folk psychology 
 

Bruno Mölder, University of Tartu 
 

It has been claimed that certain familiar psychological categories do not apply at very short time 
scale. In particular, Daniel Dennett (Dennett 1991) has argued that at the microscopic time scale, 
there is no distinction between the revising of memories and the revising of perceptions, which is 
readily applicable at longer time scale. Dennett’s claim is located in his Multiple Drafts model of 
consciousness, but perhaps the idea of the temporal limits in our everyday psychological 
categories can also be upheld independently from this particular model.  

The conceptual framework that collects our everyday psychological notions is called “folk 
psychology”. In this talk, I will explore the following question: is there a limited time scale in 
which folk psychology is applicable and if that is the case, then what does this tell us about the 
nature of mental phenomena?  

As far as temporal scales are concerned, we need to distinguish between:  
Macroscale: the range is from seconds to hours, days (and years);  

and  
Microscale: the range is from milliseconds up to hundreds of milliseconds  

The question then is: Do folk-psychological terms apply at the microscale or are they confined 
only to the macroscale?  

Why does this matter? First, this is important since that if folk psychology applies only 
within certain temporal limits, this is an obstacle for developing models of micro-scale time 
consciousness in folk-psychological terms. Second, “folk psychology” can be understood as just 
another name for the set of mental terms. This is not an innocent assumption. For if this 
assumption holds, then the folk conception tacitly settles which properties are mental and which 
are not. We can call this assumption the “Principle of Folk Individuation” (FIP): mental states are 
individuated only through folk psychology.  

Now, if folk psychology is limited to macroscale, and the FIP holds, then processes 
happening outside this scale at the millisecond range either (a) are not categorised as mental by 
us or, more interestingly, (b) are not mental. Option (b) presumes that the mental is recognition-
dependent: a property is mental only if it has a specification in mental (folk) terms; if it lacks it, 
then there is no reason to classify it as mental. On the other hand, if folk psychology is limited to 
the macroscale, but there are good reasons to think that the mind is not, then this tells against the 
Folk Individuation.  

Are there reasons for considering certain events at the microscale as mental albeit not 
part of folk psychology? Some such reasons could perhaps be found from research in psychology, 
where scientists have ascertained certain thresholds for distinguishing stimuli (Wittmann 2011). 
These thresholds depend on modality. The lowest such threshold is for auditory stimuli (only 2 
ms interval between stimuli suffices to detect them as separate). The ordering of stimuli requires 
intervals between stimuli of at least 20 ms. Are these discriminations mental? Prima facie, it 
seems that they must be, for these are conscious events. Therefore, they provide a 
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counterexample to the FIP. This would lead to the position that the microscale processes are 
mental.  

At this point, someone who would like to keep the FIP might argue that considerations 
based on temporal thresholds do not show that there are microscale events that are mental, but 
not folk-psychological. First, one could hold that these short-lived conscious experiences are 
neural, not mental states and that the brain has better temporal resolution than the mind/folk 
psychology. The second option is to point out that “conscious experience” is a folk-psychological 
term too. Hence, considerations from temporal thresholds do not tell against the FIP. Note that 
these two possible responses have different implications concerning the temporal limits of folk 
psychology. In the first case, one can agree that folk psychology is limited to the macroscale, but 
not to take the threshold considerations to shake the FIP. In the second case, one can allow folk 
psychology to apply also to the microscale events (at least up to the so-called “fusion threshold”) 
and also keep the FIP.  

The first reply might get into difficulties in giving a full picture of how does neural 
consciousness relate to mental events. If microscale conscious events are merely neural, one is 
faced with a task of explaining at what point does a conscious event become properly mental.  

As for the second reply, we may ask if the term “experience” applies without problems to 
these discriminatory states. For instance, how can we tell that these states are perceptual 
experiences, not recent memories? It is in principle possible to run Dennettian thought 
experiments against this reply to make it unclear what term we should apply to the events 
happening at the microscale.  

I propose another option. There is no need to construe folk psychology narrowly as a 
theory of beliefs, desires, memories and thoughts. In principle, folk psychology can be extended 
and developed: it could also include reference to events that take place at the microscale. We 
would need new vocabulary to characterise those states, but this new vocabulary could still be 
part of the extended folk psychology – Folk Psychology 2.0. In this way, we could keep the FIP 
by updating it to say that mental states are individuated only through folk psychology 2.0 (which 
encompasses folk psychology and something more). Then one could say that although folk 
psychology as traditionally conceived applies only at the macroscale, folk psychology 2.0 spans 
also the microscale.  

One could also draw a moral for philosophical accounts of time consciousness, which are 
couched in traditional folk terms (experience, memory, perception): if these terms do not apply 
on the millisecond scale or do not apply there unproblematically, it might be more helpful to 
build models of time consciousness by using terminology that goes beyond folk psychology as 
standardly conceived. But if one takes the reconciliatory view, this terminology can still be part of 
the extended folk psychology.  
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On epistemic compatibilism 
 

Vittorio Morato, University of Padua 
Massimiliano Carrara, University of Padua 

 

Conflicts between metaphysical theories and common beliefs are widespread. For example, 
nominalism conflicts with our apparent capacities to quantify and refer to abstract objects, four-
dimensionalism with our apparent three-dimensionalist world-view, eliminativism with our belief 
that there are middle-sized artifactual objects. These conflicts can either be dismissed with a 
pereat mundus attitude (where the mundus are the common beliefs) or they can be taken 
seriously (specially in the case the recalcitrant common beliefs are “Moorean”, in the sense of 
being those characterising and regulating some of our fundamental conceptualisations). In such a 
case, a reconciliation between recalcitrant beliefs and metaphysical theories should be looked 
upon. 

Consider, for example, the following simple argument showing the incompatibility 
between eliminativism about composite material objects and our common beliefs about the 
existence of middle-sized artifactual objects such as chairs: 
 

(1)! If eliminativism about chairs is true, then chairs do not exist 
(2)! If common beliefs about chairs are true, then chairs exist 
(3)! Eliminativism and common beliefs about chairs are incompatible 

 

According to semantic compatibilism, the problem with the argument is that 2 is false: common 
beliefs are indeed true, but chairs do not really exist. 2 is false, for semantic compatibilists, either 
because what common beliefs really express is better given by means of (Quinean) “reconciling 
paraphrases”, perfectly compatible with the non-existence of chairs (cf. von Solodkoff 2014) or 
because, as van Inwagen (1990, 2014) has argued, common beliefs about chairs are often 
expressed loosely and thus are metaphysically neutral, in a way that make them compatible with 
a world containing only atoms arranged chair-wise. (Moorean) common beliefs must come out as 
true–this is often the main worry among semantic compatibilists–otherwise a generalised form of 
scepticism would result. 

All versions of semantic compatibilism seem to presuppose this notion of compatibility 
between theories and common beliefs: 
 

S-compatibility: a revisionary theory about X, T and a set of common beliefs about X, B 
are compatible iff B and T can be true together. 

 

We are deeply dissatisfied with such “semantic” strategies of reconciliation between common 
beliefs and theories (specially with their capacity to avoid scepticism, given that they themselves 
seems to be at the origin of a certain sceptical attitude) and in our talk we are going to defend 
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another approach called epistemic compatibilism. According to epistemic compatibilism, to 
reconcile our common, recalcitrant beliefs about X and our best metaphysical theory about X 
what should be done is simply to show that the “doxastic genealogy” of our common beliefs does 
not contradict our best metaphysical theory. To be reconciled with our best metaphysical theory 
are not the contents of our recalcitrant beliefs, but rather the explanation of why we have such 
beliefs. 

Our approach is based on the following conception of compatibility (between common 
beliefs and theories): 
 

E-compatibility: T and B are compatible iff the best explanation of why we have B, Exp(B), 
and MX can be true together. 

 

From E-compatibility, it follows that T is compatible with Exp(B) about X iff it is possible that, for 
any consequence of T, Γ, Exp(B) does not imply ¬Γ, and vice versa. 

According to epistemic compatibilism, eliminativism and our common beliefs about 
artifacts are compatible in case one is able to show that the best explanation of our common 
beliefs about artifacts does not necessarily imply the existence of artifacts. 

We believe that epistemic compatibilism is a better reconciliation strategy than semantic 
compatibilism and it fares better than another, quite popular, reconciliation strategy in 
metaphysics: hermeneutic fictionalism (according to which theories and common beliefs are 
compatible because the latter really are make-beliefs; cf. Burgess and Rosen 1997, Stanley 2001). 
Unlike semantic compatibilism, epistemic compatibilism does not need to assume that the 
content of our beliefs are not what really appears to be, unlike hermeneutic fictionalists, it does 
not need to assume that the mental state we are in when believing that chairs exists (or that 
numbers exist) is not really what appears to be. 
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Deflationary pluralism 
 

Sebastiano Moruzzi, University of Bologna 
Filippo Ferrari, University of Bonn 

 

According to alethic pluralism there is more than one property of truth—different areas of 
discourse, e.g. ethics, aesthetics, basic taste, the physical discourse etc., call for different truth 
properties, e.g. correspondence, coherence, superassertbility, etc (Wright 1992, Lynch 2009, 
Pedersen & Wright 2013). Current models for alethic pluralism endorse the thesis that all the 
admissible truth properties have a substantive nature—at least in the sense that they play a 
nontrivial explanatory role with respect to normative aspects of enquiry. 

Contrary to the current trend, we explore the possibility of an alethic pluralistic view that 
includes, among the plurality of ways of being true, a deflationary, nonsubstantive, truth property 
for the domain of basic taste. Wright (1992, MS) has advanced two inflationary arguments 
purported to show that truth is a distinctively normative, and thus substantive, notion—i.e. a 
notion whose normative guidance contrasts with that of epistemic justification. 

Wright’s first inflationary argument is purported to show that a commitment to the 
equivalence schema carries with it a commitment to truth’s being a distinctive norm of judgment. 
This means that ‘true’ denotes a property possession or lack of which by a proposition signals a 
distinctive kind of success or failure from the one signaled by justification. This, according to 
Wright, has the potential of inflating truth’s nature in virtue of the explanatory role that truth’s 
distinctive normativity plays with respect to core phenomena of enquiry. 

Wright’s second inflationary argument is structurally similar to the first argument, but 
based on the defeasible character of justification. The argument proceeds by establishing a 
second divergence lemma based on the thought that justification contrary to truth can be lost 
and/or acquired through time. Whereas a statement about a past or future tense claim—e.g. that 
it was/ it will be the case that p—cannot be true at a time unless the claim about the embedded 
proposition is true at an earlier/later time, this does not hold generally for justification. A 
justification claim about a past/future tense statement can be false even if a justification claim 
about the embedded proposition holds at an earlier/later time. This fact generates a contrast 
between the normative behaviour of truth and justification with respect to past and future claims. 
This, in turn, is taken by Wright to have a nontrivial explanatory significance. 

Both inflationary arguments are intended to show that truth plays a distinctive normative 
role—and hence has a nontrivial explanatory potential—in virtue of the potential divergence 
between truth and justification. In order to block these arguments for the domain of basic taste 
we develop an epistemology and metaphysics of basic taste properties that shows that both 
inflationary arguments locally fail. 

There are two main components to our metaphysics of taste. The first is what we call 
metaphysical subjectivism. This is the thesis, to put it into a slogan, that basic taste properties—
e.g. the property of being tasty—are in the tastes of the beholder. The second component is 
metaphysical relativism—according to which different beholders with different tastes give rise to 
different facts about what is (and is not) tasty. The basic thought at the core of metaphysical 
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subjectivism is that the instantiation of a basic taste property fully depends on the gustatory 
responses of the subject according to the following principle of Response Dependence: 
 

(RD) x is tasty/distasteful if and only if (because) x has produced or produces a gustatory 
experience P such that P engenders, in the absence of any disabling factor, a 
pleasure/displeasure-like response in subject S. 

 

Response Dependence is our principle of determination of taste-reality— i.e. the principle that 
determines which taste facts hold. The second component of the metaphysical picture for basic 
taste is metaphysical relativism. What taste facts there are is entirely determined by the set of 
gustatory responses of a given subject (the view developed in strict analogy to Fine 2005’s 
external relativism). Changing subject or changing the set of gustatory responses of a given 
subject engenders a change in the world of taste. As a consequence, the extension of a basic taste 
property is relative to the world of taste of a subject. In this respect, reality is composed by two 
sorts of facts: objective facts—e.g. facts about the physical composition of objects, whose 
occurrence is totally independent of any subject’s perspective—and perspectival facts—e.g. taste 
facts—which cannot be apprehended from the bird's eye point of view and whose occurrence 
depends on a particular subject’s perspective. 

Concerning the epistemology of basic taste, there are two core components—epistemic 
subjectivism and epistemic relativism. Epistemic subjectivism is the thesis according to which the 
justification for a taste proposition consists in and is exhausted by the subject’s gustatory 
responses to her experience. As for epistemic subjectivism, we assume the following two 
principles concerning the accessibility to the subject of her gustatory experience: 
 

(PAGE) Positive Accessibility of Gustatory Experience: if S has had a gustatory experience of 
x, then S has propositional justification for believing that she has had such an experience. 

(NAGE) Negative Accessibility of Gustatory Experience: if S has had no gustatory 
experience of x, then S has propositional justification for believing that she has had no 
gustatory experience of x. 

 

These principles amount to a kind of transparency condition for gustatory experience in relation 
to justification on a subject’s gustatory experiences. With this hand, what epistemic subjectivism 
basically amounts to is the thesis that the only source of justification for a taste proposition is first-
person gustatory experience. 

The second component of our epistemology of basic taste is epistemic relativism 
according to which what counts as evidence for a taste proposition is relative to a subject’s 
epistemic perspective at a particular time. Hence a change in taste, entails that past gustatory 
experiences are irrelevant for assessing the epistemic status of the subject. 

On the basis of these epistemological and metaphysical principles we show that the two 
inflationary arguments can be locally blocked in the domain of basic taste. As for the first 
argument, we show that we don’t have the kind of epistemic neutrality that is required for 
running the argument. As for the second argument, we show that justification of basic taste 
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claims is not subject to standard defeasibility conditions. We thus conclude that a deflationary 
truth property can be locally rehabilitated for the domain of basic taste and we show how this 
can be integrated in a general pluralist framework about truth. 
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Generalised revenge 
 

Julien Murzi, University of Salzburg/Munich Centre for Mathematical Philosophy, 
Ludwig-Maximilians University 

Lorenzo Rossi, University of Oxford/University of Salzburg 
 
The famous Liar Paradox involves a sentence l which says of itself that it is not true. A little 
reflection shows that l is true if and only if it isn’t—a contradiction. Since the existence of 
sentences such as l can be proved from basic syntactic principles, it is often thought that there are 
only two main possible ways out of the paradox: one might either give up naïve semantic 
principles, such as the equivalence of A and “A0 is true’, or revise classical logic, i.e. the 
commonly held canons of correct reasoning. Since Saul Kripke’s influential work in the 70’s, the 
latter revisionary option has been increasingly popular (see e.g. Priest, 2006; Field, 2008; Beall, 
2009; Zardini, 2011; Ripley, 2013; Cobreros et al., 2013; Beall and Ripley, 2014). In this paper, 
we present a new family of revenge arguments, i.e. paradoxical reasonings that emerge after a 
solution to traditional paradoxes such as the Liar has been found, to the effect that revisionary 
approaches of all kinds breed new paradoxes that cannot be blocked by weakening classical logic. 

We distinguish between two forms of logical revisionism: extreme and moderate. Extreme 
revisionism extends to mathematics and science more generally. On this view, if L is the correct 
non-classical logic, then the logic of arithmetic and set-theory is L. It is a consequence of this view 
that mathematics (and science more generally) as they are currently practiced are in some sense 
incorrect. For instance, according to Graham Priest (2006), arithmetic is inconsistent, and 
instances of EFQ such as 0 = 0, ¬0 = 0   are actually invalid. By contrast, moderate 
revisionists seek to preserve, or recapture, classicality in certain domains. On this view, the logical 
behaviour of sentences such as ‘0 = 0’ and ‘Nothing travels faster than the speed of light’ is fully 
classical. Most revisionary theorists reject extreme forms of revisionism, on the grounds that they 
are incompatible with modern science (see e.g. Field, 2008; Beall, 2009, 2013; Zardini, 2011). 
They therefore opt for some form or other of classical recapture. 

Our argument is targeted against moderate revisionism. In a nutshell, we argue that 
moderate revisionists are implicitly committed to drawing a distinction between paradoxical and 
unparadoxical sentences, in a minimal sense of the notion, and that such a distinction can only 
be drawn on pain of triviality. More precisely, we argue that each of the main revisionary 
approaches to paradox are subject to what we call object-linguistic revenge. While there are 
different ways of revising classical logic, moderate revisionists agree that certain sentences (e.g. 0 
= 0) can be unproblematically reasoned with classically, whereas other sentences (e.g. l) yield 
absurdity if reasoned with classically. This thought can be made explicit by saying that, for every 
revisionary theory T, a sentence φ is ‘paradoxical-for-T’ if there is a derivation of  from the 
assumption that some classically valid principle P invalid in T applies to φ. 

Likewise, if � is declared to be ‘paradoxical-for-T’, then, if P applies to φ, T derives . 
For instance, let RT(φ) be a classically valid schema which (i) features j as its only schematic 
variable and (ii) is invalid in T. Then, a predicate Par(x) expressing paradoxicality-for-T should 
satisfy the following rules: 
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A dual notion of unparadoxicality can be introduced along similar lines. As above, let P be a 
classically valid principle invalid in T. If a sentence φ satisfies P, then φ is unparadoxical-for-T; 
and if T asserts that φ is unparadoxical in T and at the same time proves that P applied to φ leads 
to absurdity, then T derives . 

We show that consistent non-classical theories cannot express paradoxicality so 
understood, and inconsistent but non-trivial theories cannot express the dual notion of 
unparadoxicality. This is problematic for two reasons. First, the target notions are perfectly 
intelligible. Second, the assumption that certain sentences are (un)paradoxical in our sense is 
integral to the moderate revisionist’s thinking about paradox. We interpret our results as showing 
that weakening the logic does not get to the heart of the problem raised by the semantic 
paradoxes. Non-classical theories, fully structural and substructural alike, cannot express the 
notions of (un)paradoxicality they are committed to. These notions allow one to codify a minimal 
lesson to be drawn from the paradoxes: that given certain naïve semantic principles, which non-
classical theorists accept, certain sentences (e.g. l) satisfy certain classical rules only on pain of 
triviality; whereas other sentences (e.g. ‘It is sunny today’) unproblematically satisfy those rules. 
Our results prove that the expression of such a truism is precluded to non-classical theorists. 
More generally, non-classical theories give rise to revenge paradoxes that cannot be solved by 
weakening classical logic. Yet those paradoxes are manifestations of the same paradoxical disease 
exhibited by the Liar and its ilk: they are essentially variations of the original Liar argument. In 
keeping with Priest (2006), we believe that any adequate solution to the semantic paradoxes must 
offer a uniform solution of the Liar and its revenge, on pain of missing out on a sufficiently 
general diagnosis of the paradoxes. But this, we argue, is something revisionary approaches 
cannot do. 
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Stages, shapes, and fundamentality  
 

Benjamin Neeser, Université de Neuchâtel 
 

(§1) The debate over the temporal persistence of objects emerges in surprisingly many distinct 
discussions of metaphysics (diachronic identity, material objects, mereology and location, etc.) 
and has benefitted greatly from the new lights shed (see (Gilmore 2014)). But while the main 
theses at hand have acquired a life of their own, their relevance to what I contend is their main 
task has been accordingly weakened in two ways.  

 First, the debate has become mostly ontological: perdurantism and four-dimensionalism, 
and endurantism and three-dimensionalism, respectively are often identified (Hawley 2015) and 
their disagreement reduced to realism vs. anti-realism about temporal parts. This deprives them 
of their explanatory force (Wasserman, 2015), for persistence theories should explain by virtue of 
what entities exist at different times, which requires positing more than an ontology. Furthermore 
this renders the debate’s substantiality prone to be challenged (Miller 2005). Second, persistence 
theories are often removed from the broader metaphysics of time. The starting point of 
persistence theories is the (easy) prob- lem of change (Kurtz 2006): how can one and the same 
entity a consistently instantiate incompatible properties F and ¬F ? To to tackle it, one ought to 
place change in this broader context, otherwise any tensed solution has an easy way out. I take it 
that most of the debate implicitly assumes a B-theoretic framework, but one does not have to, 
and ought to make this commitment explicit.  

 To respond to this double challenge, I suggest to frame the debate in terms of a ‘harder 
problem of change’ by appealing to a metaphysically robust notion of Reality (Fine 2005). I 
assume the following: (i) common-sense change reports (a was F and a is now ¬F ) are de re 
tensed predications; (ii) the main question of persistence is whether such reports express 
fundamental tensed facts or whether such facts are grounded in further tenseless facts; (iii) the 
ontology of persisting objects should be read off these fundamental facts grounding persistence, 
and not posited. An affirmative reply to the main question commits oneself either to the view that 
some time is privileged in Reality, that Reality is relative to some standpoint, or that It is 
fragmented. If none of these options seem appealing, one must reject tense’s reality and offer 
some analysis avoiding the inconsistency in having, in Reality, both facts that a is F and that a 
is¬F.  

 (§2) Endurantism (the view that objects persist by being wholly located at distinct times) 
and perdurantism (the view that objects persist by being temporally extended over time) can be 
seen as relativisation strategies: the first relativises the properties (or their instantiations) to times 
(a is Ft and a is ¬Ft'), while the second relativises the bearers (at is F and at' is ¬F). Because of its 
power and elegance for analysing de re modal predications, I explore an alternative route in 
terms of temporal counterpart relations: a is F and a has a future-counterpart a' that is ¬F. 
According to this view (also known (slightly differently) as “stage theory” (Sider 2001)) persistence 
is a matter of instantaneous three-dimensional objects (stages) vicariously existing at different 
times by virtue of their bearing temporal counterpart relations to future and past stages.  

 This view provides a middle ground between the classical contenders. While its ontology 
is isomorphic to that of perdurantism, the view is a non-standard three-dimensionalism: 
persisting objects are three-dimensional. For this reason, alongside endurantism, it better respects 
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common-sense intuitions about the dimensionality of ordinary changing objects. But while 
endurantism is plagued by the problem of temporary intrinsics (Lewis 1986), the counterpart-
theoretic account fares as good as perdurantism: no prima facie intrinsic property is rendered 
extrinsic by some relativisation to times.  

 (§3) I finally argue that the relativistic version of this argument (Balashov 2010) is no 
bigger threat. It purports to show that in a special-relativistic spacetime, three-dimensional 
shapes are frame-dependent, and thus (again) extrinsic, while four-dimensional shapes are frame-
invariant. Stages, like temporal parts and contrary to enduring objects, are themselves frame-
dependent, but each stage has a frame- invariant shape (Calosi 2015). This nonetheless indicates 
a departure from common-sense ontology: persisting objects are three-dimensional, but not 
exactly like your ordinary material objects: they are durationless events. I argue that this is a 
consequence of spacetime unitism (vs. the pre-relativistic separatist view) that the special theory 
of relativity (STR) forces on us anyway (Calosi, Costa & Gilmore 2016).  

 One might still think that this argument threatens the counterpart-theoretic account 
(Balashov 2014). If the frame-invariant four-dimensional shape of a four-dimensional sum of 
stages, accounts for the different three-dimensional shapes of its composing stages, perhaps STR 
favours perdurantism after all. I conclude by noting that the use a fundamentality framework 
allows one to resist this move. While the sheer existence of sums of stages is perfectly acceptable 
(unless one independently rejects unrestricted composition), one can treat them as merely 
representing the path of some object in spacetime from which information about this object at 
some time can be derived, and not constituting that object and bearing its properties.  
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Was David Lewis a necessitist?  
 

Cristina Nencha, PhD program in Philosophy of the Northwest Italy Consortium (FINO) 
 

Theoretical Background:  

Necessitism is the thesis that necessarily everything is necessarily something.  

The standard negation of necessitism is contingentism. Timothy Williamson claims that David 
Lewis is a necessitist. This is a surprising interpretation of Lewis.  

One of Williamson’s main reasons for saying that Lewis is a necessitist is that, according to him, 
Lewis trivializes necessitism.  

NNE is the formula Williamson takes to express necessitism:  

 

 NNE □ x□ y(y=x).  

 

The universal and the existential quantifiers in NNE, Williamson claims, should be understood as 
absolutely unrestricted. What Williamson aims to avoid, by imposing the elimination of any 
restriction whatsoever, is restrictions making the quantifications express different things to what 
they would express when employed unrestricted. Indeed, the disagreement between the 
contingentist and the necessitist is made explicit only when both use unrestricted quantifications.  

 From Lewis’s perspective, with unrestricted quantifications the generalizations over 
worlds and over parts of worlds, which are implicit in the two occurrences of “necessarily” in 
NNE, are redundant. NNE becomes, thus, equivalent to the trivial logical truth [ x y(y=x)]. 
Accordingly, Lewis trivializes necessitism and, while doing so, makes necessitism true. Only 
Lewis makes the two modal operators in NNE superfluous and, hence, trivializes necessitism. 
Indeed, other philosophers do not face this objection.  

 The reason for this is that Lewis, unlike other philosophers, eliminates modality from 
object- language, replacing it with quantifiers over worlds (de dicto modality) and over parts of 
worlds (de re modality). These quantifiers are on the same level as standard quantifiers over 
individuals, that is, they are all in the object-language. The quantifiers over worlds and parts of 
worlds cannot be restricted to one world or to the parts of one world. Indeed, in the object- 
language of counterpart theory not only can we, but we must be able to quantify over all worlds 
and over all the entities in all domains. Otherwise, for instance, we could not talk about the 
counterparts of an object x of a world w which are, generally, parts of other worlds. In other 
words, a quantification over worlds that is restricted to the domain of just one world would make 
it impossible to formulate modal sentences in the counterpart theory. Accordingly, removing any 
restriction whatsoever in the object-language, in this view, means to admit in the domain of 
quantification any world and any part of any world. Therefore, the domain of unrestricted 
quantification (both the standard quantifications and the quantifications which replace modal 
operators) is given by the whole modal space. This means that, from Lewis’s perspective, when 
NNE is read with unrestricted quantifications, the two modal operators are made superfluous, 
because they lose their semantic function of altering the range of the standard quantifiers over 
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individuals that occur within their scopes. By contrast, the scope of the unrestricted 
quantification, from the perspective of other theories, is given by the entire domain of one world: 
in the object-language an unrestricted quantification only allows us to take into account all the 
entities, with no restriction, in the domain of some world at stake. Therefore, there is no 
trivialization of NNE here.  

 
Hypothesis, Method and Discussion:  
Employing NNE with unrestricted quantification makes it difficult to understand the agreement 
or disagreement regarding necessitism, if Lewis and others mean different things by NNE. What 
I want to underline is that this point contradicts Williamson’s initial plan to use a formula with 
the same meaning for both contingentists and necessitists in order to verify whether they differ in 
their attribution of truth-values to such formulas or not. It will be argued that there are, then, 
three ways of understanding the debate:  

 

A) Williamson is right: NNE with unrestricted quantifications is the formula that expresses 
necessitism. Accordingly, Lewis is a necessitist. But, then, necessitism is not always linked 
with the fixed domain thesis, that is, with the thesis according to which the domain of 
individuals remains stable from one world to another. Indeed, there is at least one 
theory, namely Lewis’s, in which the truth of the necessitist thesis has nothing to do with 
the truth of the fixed domain thesis.  

B) Necessitism is the fixed domain thesis. After showing that the formula that expresses the 
fixed domain thesis in counterpart theory is invalid there, it will be claimed that Lewis is 
a contingentist. Thus, according to this view and contrary to what Williamson claims, 
NNE cannot be the formula that expresses necessitism: indeed, there is at least one 
theory (Lewis’s) in which NNE is true but necessitism is false.  

C) Necessitism is expressed by NNE and the fixed domain thesis, which are, thus, always 
connected. The reason why they are not so linked in Lewis’s case is that Lewis’s theory is 
an exception in this debate.  

 

It will be argued that C seems to be the best choice, from Williamson’s own perspective too. 
Therefore, even though Williamson is right in saying that NNE is the formula that expresses 
necessitism, and even though he is right in saying that NNE is valid in Lewis’s view, he is not 
entitled to say that Lewis is a necessitist. Indeed, according to C, it is not only the evaluation of 
NNE that matters in establishing whether or not Lewis is a necessitist, but the evaluation of NNE 
plus the evaluation of the fixed domain thesis. They usually go together. In Lewis’s case, 
however, the two come separately, so that according to NNE, Lewis is a necessitist, but according 
to the fixed domain thesis he is not a necessitist. So, we still have to establish which one matters 
most in order to evaluate Lewis’s stand on necessitism.  

 My conclusion will therefore be that Williamson’s argument does not really show that 
Lewis is a necessitist and that something else has to be shown in order to arrive to this surprising 
understanding of Lewis’s theory.  

 



!
! 257 

References 

LEWIS, D.  

(1968) Counterpart Theory and Quantified Modal Logic, «Journal of Philosophy», 65:5, 113-
126. (1986) On the Plurality of Worlds, Blackwell, Oxford.  

WILLIAMSON, T.  

(2013) Modal Logic as Metaphysics, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

  



!
! 258 

 

Artificial intelligence, artificial desire, real moral standing? 

 

Nicholas Novelli, University of Edinburgh 
 
 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) technology is progressing rapidly, with computers being able emulate 
human behaviours better than ever before. It is becoming increasingly important to know when 
their “minds” will have the necessary properties such that we ought to grant them moral standing.  

 I take as my starting point the class of moral theories that treat well- being as being 
important (not only pure consequentialist theories, but also deontological theories with duties of 
benevolence, etc.). Most of the prominent and plausible theories of well-being hold that desires 
are a crucial component of welfare – for instance, theories that claim that what is good for a 
person is having (some part of) their desires fulfilled, or that define “pleasure” and “pain” as 
desired mental states and mental states to which one is averse, respectively.  

 Therefore, we need to determine when AIs would have the capacity for desires. The 
answer to this question will depend on what moral theorists mean by “desire”. I will argue that, of 
the theories of desire present in philosophy of mind and philosophy of psychology, only a 
phenomenological theory, of the kind advanced by philosophers such as Tim Schroeder and 
Carolyn Morillo, is compatible with how the term is used by moral theorists. Alternative theories 
such as a belief-based theory or behavioural-disposition theories are incompatible with much of 
the moral philosophy discourse, such as the debate between Kantian and  

 Humean theories of motivation or the literature on weakness of will. There are also well-
known moral arguments that would be obviously mistaken under certain readings of the term 
“desire”, and there are also certain obvious responses that have not been made that would be 
decisive against certain theories if “desire” was understood in a particular way. I take this to be 
evidence that these theories are not what moral theorists in general are thinking of, and the 
concept of desire that moral theorists are using is a phenomenological one, even if it is not 
conscious and only implicit.  

 However, if we adopt a phenomenological criterion for moral standing, there will be no 
way to directly observe its presence in entities other than ourselves. This would leave us in 
uncertainty as to whether or not we should consider AIs in our moral deliberations, no matter 
how sophisticated or unsophisticated their behaviour is. In fact, it seems that the behaviours 
associated with the relevant phenomenological sensations could come apart from the actual 
sensations far more easily with deliberately-programmed AIs than with humans or other animals 
with clear evolutionary histories. I will conclude by arguing that in fact, we could have strong 
evidence that an AI has the capacity for phenomenological desires. The phenomenological 
theories of desire posit a particular role for the desire-sensations in enabling learning of certain 
complex behaviours, ones that have proven very difficult to reproduce with classical 
computation-based programming strategies. As these learned skills include certain types of social 
behaviour, we might be able to have a fairly reliable “moral Turing test” to indicate when an 
entity is likely to deserve moral standing. Thus in our everyday life we will have some evidence of 
whether or not we ought to give moral consideration to AIs, and will not be left completely in the 
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Phenomenal relationism, neutral monism and the place of mind in 
nature 

 
Adrea Pace Giannotta, University of Florence 

 

What is the place of mind in nature? This issue is at the heart of the ontological debate in the 
contemporary philosophy of mind. However, all the possible answers to this question are based 
on certain epistemological presuppositions, since claiming what the ontology of nature is, and 
questioning the place of mind within it, requires the adoption of a certain conception of 
knowledge and of its objects. In particular, this work takes as its starting point the thesis that 
every metaphysical investigation of mind and nature has to begin with a preliminary 
epistemological inquiry and, in particular, with the analysis of perception. Indeed, different views 
of the relation between subject and object in perception lead to different conceptions of the 
objects of perceptual experience and, therefore, of nature, constituting the presupposition of any 
inquiry into the “place of mind in nature”.  

In particular, in this work I will propose an alternative to the prevalent conceptions of the 
intentionality of perception – which I call phenomenal internalism and phenomenal externalism – arguing 
for a kind of phenomenal relationism, which I conceive as a more adequate epistemological basis for 
the investigation of the relation between mind and nature.  

Specifically, with phenomenal internalism I refer to the thesis that perception implies the 
arising of certain subjective, qualitative appearances in the perceiver’s mind, when he or she 
enters into a causal relation with external, mind-independent objects that are endowed with 
purely physical-mathematical properties. This conception, then, claims that the qualitative 
properties of the objects of perception are merely subjective and, from the metaphysical 
standpoint, leads to scientific naturalism. However, phenomenal internalism is not only at the basis 
of reductive physicalism, but is also presupposed by some forms of non-reductive naturalism, 
which claim that the physicalist ontology of nature has to be broadened to account for the 
emergence of the phenomenal properties of mental states (property dualism, strong 
emergentism).  

The alternative views of perception are based on phenomenal externalism: the thesis that 
perception consists in the direct relation with mind-independent objects that, in themselves, are 
endowed with both qualitative and quantitative properties. This thesis, then, leads to direct-naïve 
realism, and it can also be seen as the basis of projects for the naturalization of the mind, which 
are based on an enlarged conception of nature (naïve naturalism).  

However, both phenomenal internalism and phenomenal externalism conceive 
perception as a relation – mediated or direct – between mind and world defined as two pre-given 
domains that are each “in front of” the other. In this way, however, both these views encounter 
some difficulties on accounting for the so-called “problem of perception” (relativity, illusion, 
hallucination). In particular, I will argue that phenomenal internalism leaves open the 
problematic issue of the relation between phenomenal appearance and external, mind-
independent reality, being vulnerable to sceptical arguments. On the other side, I shall also stress 
the difficulties of phenomenal externalism on accounting for the phenomena of perceptual 
relativity, illusion and hallucination.  
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Then, to better address these issues, to both phenomenal internalism and phenomenal 
externalism I shall oppose a kind of phenomenal relationism, based on the combination between 
genetic phenomenology, enactivism and neutral monism. This view conceives of perceptual 
intentionality as a temporal constitution of the objects of experience which, from the genetic point of 
view, is a co-constitution in reciprocal dependence from a neutral basis that precedes both 
subject and object.  

Specifically, I shall develop this view in two steps, one preliminary to the other: static and 
genetic. From the static point of view, I shall argue that we must distinguish, following Husserl, 
between sensory contents of perceptual states (sensations) and the qualitative properties of 
perceptual objects, which come to be constituted through the intentional animation of sensations. 
I will argue that this conception has the advantage of better accounting for perceptual relativity 
and the phenomena of illusion and hallucination.  

Then, this account has to be deepened from the genetic standpoint, analysing the relation 
between subjective sensations and sensible properties by investigating the inner temporality of 
consciousness. I shall claim that, in light of this analysis, sensations (subjective) and sensible 
properties (objectual) turn out to be genetically co-constituted from the temporal being of a more 
fundamental dimension: the impressional manifold. In particular, I shall develop this account 
combining genetic phenomenology and the enactive approach, which, in its original formulation by 
Varela, Thompson and Rosch, also replaces the neat duality of subject-object with a relation of 
dependent co-origination in the process of experience. Furthermore, I shall point out to the 
metaphysical implications of this analysis in the direction of a non-reductive version of neutral 
monism, which conceives the ultimate level of reality from which both subject and object 
dependently co-arise – the impressional manifold – as neither mental nor physical, but as neutral.  

In this way, I shall argue that a relationist and non-substantialist account of perceptual 
intentionality constitutes a fruitful way of addressing the metaphysical issue of the relation 
between mind and nature. 
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Vague fictional objects  

 

Elisa Paganini, Centre for Philosophy of Time, University of Milan 

 

Everett (2005 and 2013) argued that a fictional realist (i.e. a philosopher who believes that there 
are fictional objects) is committed to fictional objects’ vague existence, which is unintelligible 
according to Everett himself, and therefore to be avoided. Thomasson (2010) claimed instead 
that a fictional realist (as herself) is not committed to fictional objects’ vague existence, preventing 
Everett’s objection. Contra Thomasson, I contend that the realist is committed to fictional objects’ 
vague existence and, contra Everett, I defend vague existence against the charge of 
unintelligibility.  

 My presentation is divided into four parts. In the first part, I present Everett’s account of 
the realist definition of fictional objects and I consider his argument for fictional objects’ vague 
existence. Everett (2013) claims that a realist is committed to the following definition of a fictional 
object:  

 
(E) i is a fictional object iff (a) some fiction is such that, in that fiction i exists, and (b) i is 
not a real thing.  

 

Everett claims that whenever either (a) or (b) is indeterminately instantiated (and neither is 
determinately not instantiated), it is indeterminate that there is a fictional object i.  
 In the second part, I consider Thomasson (2010)’s claim that a sufficient condition for the 
existence of a fictional object is the following:  

 
(E*) If an author pretensefully uses a name N in the context of writing a fictional work, 
where the author is not intending to refer back to any real thing with the name N, then 
there is a fictional character N.  

 

Her argument is therefore intended to prevent the realist being committed to fictional objects’ 
vague existence, as in her opinion this definition does not force the realist to fictional objects’ 
vague existence.  

 In the third part I contend that Thomasson shows that Everett’s (a) and (b) cannot be 
necessary conditions for fictional objects’ existence. Thomasson’s argument however does not 
preclude there being necessary and sufficient conditions for fictional objects’ existence and, 
supposing there are such necessary and sufficient conditions for fictional objects’ existence, 
whenever either of these conditions is vaguely instantiated (and neither is determinately not 
instantiated), it is indeterminate that there is a fictional object.  

 Finally, I claim that vague existence is neither to be defined as the indeterminate 
ontological status of an object nor as the vague instantiation of existence by an object, as Everett 
claims. These definitions both imply that it is determinate that there is an object and that it is 
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indeterminate that there is this same object, therefore they make the notion of vague existence 
incoherent and unintelligible. I contend that vague existence depends on vague instantiation of a 
property without there being a determinate object which indeterminately instantiates this 
property. As I see it, vague existence is a second-order property, it depends on the vague 
instantiation of first-order properties without any determinate object indeterminately 
exemplifying these first-order properties. For example, if it is indeterminate that there is a car in 
the garage, the first order property “being a car in the garage” is vaguely instantiated, without 
there being a definite car in the garage indeterminately instantiating the property “being a car in 
the garage”. In the same way, whenever it is indeterminate that there is a fictional object, some 
first order properties which characterize necessary and sufficient conditions for fictional objects 
are indeterminately instantiated (and none is determinately not instantiated), without there being 
a determinate fictional object indeterminately instantiating them. If I am correct, vague existence 
is not unintelligible as Everett claims.  
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Empathy, simulation and matching states 
 

Meline Papazian, University College Dublin 
 

Mindreading is the attempt to make sense of others by way of attributing thoughts and emotions. 
Empathy, it has been argued, is linked with this ability. The focus of this paper is to critically 
engage with Goldman’s simulationist account of empathy according to which people attribute 
thoughts and emotions to others by replicating their mental states.  More specifically, the paper 
engages with a presupposition of Goldman’s definition of empathy, namely, the matching states 
between the empathizer and the target of empathy. I argue that empathy, as one but not the only 
capacity to make sense of another person, does not always necessitate using ourselves as a model 
to ascribe thoughts and emotions to others. Goldman postulates two ‘routes’, or cognitive 
systems, leading to empathy, 1) ‘Mirroring’, mainly automatic, based on mirror neurons, 2) 
‘Reconstructive’, relying on more complex cognitive apparatus. Through the use of examples, I 
argue that in neither case, empathizing necessitates experiencing similar mental states. Mirroring 
does not always lead to perceiving others’ states and even when it does,  similar experience are 
not necessarily produced. Moreover, Goldman counts emotional contagion as a form of 
empathy, against which I argue that the presumed empathizers may not be aware of the source 
of their experience, blurring the self-other distinction. In Reconstructive route via simulation, 
empathizer’s own beliefs and desires may enter in the simulation process where they do not 
belong and therefore reduce the reliability of empathy. To counter it, inhibiting our own 
perspectives is required, realization of which is difficult and its failure leads to egocentric bias. 
One central aspect of empathy is to enter into situations and psychological states that are distinct 
from ours, rather than reiterating our own states based on known experiences. I conclude that 
simulation based empathy is problematic and matching criteria limits the scope of empathic 
understanding of others’ familiar or unfamiliar experiences.  
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The contingency of obligations

PARALLEL SESSION 5: Logic & Philosophy of Science

1 Introduction

Among the early approaches to the formal study of deontic logic we find the
idea that deontic modalities (obligation, permission, etc.) may be reduced to
standard modalities (necessity, possibility, etc.) if one works within a language
including some propositional constant with normative content. For instance, in
[1] and [2] Anderson suggests to define the operator for obligation O in terms
of the operator for necessity ⇤ and a propositional constant, here denoted by b,
intended to represent a normatively bad state-of-a↵airs, such as the application
of a sanction. Anderson’s definition is illustrated below, where p is an arbitrary
propositional variable:

• Op =def ⇤(¬p ! (b ^ ¬⇤b)).

Alternatively, he considers a constant representing a normatively good state-of-
a↵airs, here denoted by g, such that g =def ¬b. Smiley illustrates a related
strategy in [7], proposing the following reduction of O to ⇤ and taking g to
represent the fulfilment of a body of laws (see also Kanger’s contribution in [5],
already available as a typescript in the Fifties):

• Op =def ⇤(g ! p).

In some of his systems, Smiley introduces also a ‘self-consistency condition’ for
g: the axiom ⌃g. The idea is that the body of laws described by g is fulfilled in
at least one (logically) possible situation.

Some problems of reductionist views are illustrated in [4]; for instance, as-
suming the reductions of O mentioned above, it turns out that the O-fragment
of any normal system is closed under the following schemata: O↵ ! O(↵ _ �)
(Ross’s paradox), O↵ ! O(� ! ↵), O¬↵ ! O(↵ ! �) (two paradoxes of de-
rived obligations) and O> (obligatory tautologies).1 In this talk I will propose
an alternative reduction of O to ⇤ inspired by some Anderson’s ideas in [2];
under this reduction obligatory propositions are required to be contingent and
the constant g itself represents a contingent body of laws. I will isolate the
O-fragment of the weakest normal system for the new reduction and show that
some deontically puzzling schemata are not provable in it.

1
Anderson and Smiley are especially interested in systems where ⇤ satisfies the principle

⇤↵ ! ↵ and, for this reason, is said to represent alethic necessity; here I take

˚

Aqvist’s more

general perspective in [3] and speak of standard necessity.

1

Matteo Pascucci, University of Verona 
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2 Deontic contingency

In [8] von Wright, the founder of deontic logic as a formal discipline, adopts the
following Principle of Deontic Contingency :2

A tautologous [proposition] is not necessarily obligatory, and a
contradictory [proposition] is not necessarily forbidden.

From a formal viewpoint, this means that O> and O¬? should not be theo-
rems of a deontic system. Strengthening this principle, one may argue that, at
least from the perspective of a specific legal code, any obligatory (as well as
forbidden) proposition is neither a tautology nor a contradiction. The intuition
supporting this claim is that, otherwise, tautologies would be trivial obligations
and contradictions would be trivial prohibitions. For instance, the proposition
that it is obligatory either to pay taxes or not to pay taxes can be hardly re-
garded as a meaningful obligation. In accordance with the latter principle, one
may adopt the axiom ⌃g ^ ⌃¬g, shortened as rg, and the following definition
of O:

• Op =def ⇤(g ! p) ^ ⌃¬p.

The first conjunct reproduces Smiley’s definition and the second conjunct says
that p is false in at least one possible situation. As a consequence, one gets
O↵ ! O↵: all obligations are logically contingent. Furthermore, the axiom rg
says that g is a logically contingent body of laws: there are possible situations
in which all laws are fulfilled and possible situations in which at least one of
them is not fulfilled.

3 Formal results

Let Lg
⇤ be the standard modal language enriched with the propositional constant

g and LO the deontic language. I will denote by K

g
⇤ the minimal normal system

over Lg
⇤ and by K

g⇤
⇤ its extension with rg; the latter is the weakest normal

system for our reduction. It can be proved that K

g⇤
⇤ is characterized by the

class of all Kripke models of kind M = hW,R,G, V i where W is a set of worlds,
R ✓ (W ⇥W ) is an accessibility relation, G ✓ W is the interpretation of g and
8w 2 W (9w0 2 G(wRw0) ^ 9w00 2 G(wRw00)).

The central part of the talk will be devoted to the conjecture that the system
SO below is the deontic fragment of Kg⇤

⇤ :

• if ` ↵ ⌘ �, then ` O↵ ⌘ O�;

• (O↵ ^O�) ! O(↵ ^ �);

• O(↵ ! �) ! (O↵ ! O�);

• ¬O> ^ ¬O?;

• O↵ ! ¬O¬↵.
2
I replaced “act” with “proposition” in the quotation, in light of the approach of the rest

of this talk.

2



!
! 267 

 

In order to prove this conjecture I will use a translation function t : LO �! Lg
⇤

s.t. t(O↵) = ⇤(g ! t(↵)) ^ ⌃¬t(↵).

Theorem 3.1. If `SO
↵, then `Kg⇤

⇤
t(↵).

The proof consists in showing that each K

g⇤
⇤ -model validates the translation

of every SO-axiom and SO-rule.

Theorem 3.2. If 0SO
↵, then 0Kg⇤

⇤
t(↵).

The proof requires two steps. The first step consists in showing that SO is
characterized by a class of neighborhood models; the second step in transform-
ing any SO-model M into a K

g⇤
⇤ -model M⇤ s.t. M 2 ↵ entails M⇤ 2 t(↵). The

new model turns out to have a superset of the domain of M; furthermore, when-
ever for some world v in M, the set O(v) = {↵|M, v ✏ O↵} 6= ;, M⇤ includes
a v-excellent world, denoted by ve, and a v-awful world, denoted by va, s.t. g
and each ↵ 2 O(v) are true at ve and false at va.

The final part of the talk will be devoted to a discussion of some formal conse-
quences of the reduction proposed and an assessment of its conceptual pros and
cons.
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Pixelism: How to persist fictionally in five dimensions  
 

Fabio Patrone, University of Genoa 
 
Pixelism is the combination of three metaphysical thesis, namely exdurantism, mereological 
nihilism and counterpart theory. According to exdurantism – also known as “stage view” – 
entities are instantaneous stages that do not ultimately persist. Mereological nihilism is the view 
according to which no composite object exists or, in other words, for no set of entities there is 
such a thing as their mereological sum. Counterpart theory states that no entity exists at more 
than one world.  

 I suggest that pixelism is an elegant and coherent theory, which evaluates all the 
metaphysical phenomena of persistence, composition and modality in a homogeneous and 
consistent manner. In a pixel world, there is no identity over time and over possible worlds and 
nothing persists over more than an instant or a world. Entities can be univocally identified by a 
five-coordinates system (the three spatial dimensions, the temporal one and the possible worlds), 
and their relation is a counterpart relation both in different worlds and at different times or 
different regions of space.  

 I support this idea in three steps. First, I claim that exdurantist should be nihilist. It is 
interesting to note that, modulo universalism, there really are no reasons for an exdurantist to 
accept worms in her ontology. One may think, for example, that (i) if time is gunky – hence if 
there are no instants of time – there may be worms and gunky temporal parts, but no stages – 
which are instantaneous. Similarly, one may think that (ii) with the worms one could more easily 
make sense of propositions that seem to be about ourselves in the past and the future. However, 
at a closer look, these are not reasons for an exdurantist to accept worms in her ontology. Since 
they require (i) to do without instantaneous stages or (ii) to identify ordinary objects with worms, 
they are rather reasons for an exdurantist to stop being an exdurantist and become a standard 
perdurantist instead. 

 By endorsing nihilism, the exdurantist would be in a position to offer a unified treatment 
to the phenomena of spatiotemporal extension. In this world, populated exclusively by atomic 
entities, everything would be world- bound, time-bound, and space-bound. All appearances of 
extension through space and time would then be explained away in the very same manner, e.g. 
by appealing to a counterpart relation linking numerically different atomic entities, by 
paraphrasing away our talk about extension in terms of pluralities of atoms and their 
arrangements, or, again, by appealing to fictionalist accounts of the semantics of our everyday 
terms referring to allegedly extended entities.  

 Secondly, I claim that mereological nihilism is the spatial analogue of the above-defined 
exdurantism, and I also mention an argument from relativity to support the connection between 
the two theories. In fact, in a relativistic context, when a synchronic composite is shifted in a 
certain way, then it becomes a diachronic composite. That is to say, that there is not a real 
distinction between temporal composition and spatial composition. Third, I suggest that the link 
between radical exdurantism and mereological nihilism should be broaden to counterpart theory, 
which is their natural attitude towards modality. 
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Cognitive value and a new classification of indexicals 
 

Carlo Penco, University of Genoa 
 

Kaplan’s analysis of Frege’s theory of demonstrations, with his example of “that is identical with 
… that”, seemed to show a way of explaining difference in cognitive significance or informative 
value of identity with demonstratives; however, it has always been thought impossible to extend 
this analysis to other indexicals and in particular to pure indexicals like “I”. Textor (2015:12) 
gives an example supporting exactly this possibility: I arrive at the airport where a person is 
waiting for me, with the agreement we will use our mobiles to coordinate. At the arrival I pick up 
the phone and I begin saying “I…..”, when I spot the person waiting for me, and continue 
addressing him, face to face, with “…am I”. To understand the informative value of the identity 
statement “I am ... I” it is not enough to consider the ordered pair <I, NN> (or the hybrid 
proper name consisting of the words of the utterance and myself), but we need to take into 
account something more, two different modes of presentation of the speaker. Hence we might 
conclude that on the one hand the distinctive voice sound that I hear on the phone and on the 
other hand the direction of my gaze while uttering the sound “I” are the completions needed to 
understand properly the cognitive significance of the identity statement. These differences are 
missed in the object view of indexicals held by Kripke and Künne. Following Textor instead we 
are led to think that we might extend to pure indexicals Kaplan’s treatment of the informative 
value of identity statements with bare demonstratives. If the uttering itself of the pronoun “I” can 
be considered a kind of demonstration (following Künne 1992, Nunberg 1993 and Textor 2007), 
even more so the co-occurrence of the uttering and my gaze matching the eyes of the interlocutor 
is a kind of demonstration too. 
 
Revival of the sloppy thinker 
At least, notwithstanding the differences, Kripke, Künne and Textor all share a common 
suggestion: a proper theory of indexicals needs to insert a non-linguistic element in the expression 
of the thought. Given this common suggestion I wonder whether we may go back to an idea 
maybe too hastily rejected by Kaplan. Kaplan (1979, 1989a) treated expressions like “now” and 
“here” under the general tag of “demonstratives”: this seems suggesting that all indexicals have a 
demonstrative aspect. Even if something similar passed through his mind, he rejected it. In 
particular, Kaplan (1989a: 534) criticizes what he calls “sloppy thinker” (Kripke (2011) says that 
he probably identified Frege himself in this description, but more probably he was thinking of 
some Fregeans): the sloppy thinker adopts a demonstrative theory of indexicals where “I” is 
synonymous with “this person”, “now” with “this time” and “here” with “this place” (each 
associated with some demonstration). Kaplan considers, as a source of sloppy thinking, the 
“failure to distinguish between the cognitive significance of a thought and the thought itself” 
(1989a: 535). We have however seen that contemporary Fregeans do not fail to make similar 
distinctions. I wonder whether we are now in a position to express the point of the sloppy thinker 
without the consequences envisaged by Kaplan. Actually the idea of having a demonstration as a 
non-linguistic part of thought is common to Kripke’s and Künne’s treatment of demonstratives 
(see also Penco 2015). In what follows I will try to generalize this idea to all indexicals. If 
indexicals are treated, as the sloppy thinker suggests, as complex demonstratives, we would need 
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to take demonstrations as expressing part of the sense of an indexical. The move is not new and I 
will hint at two examples. 
 
Indexicals as complex demonstratives 
Tyler Burge was the first to hint at a treatment of indexicals as complex demonstratives working 
on Frege’s remarks in “Der Gedanke”. In his famous paper “Sinning against Frege”, he suggests 
expressing an indexical thought with the aid of acomplex demonstrative like “that G is F” where 
we would have an application of the concept F to an entity that is described, but “not completely 
individuated”, as Burge puts it, by the concept G. The pure demonstrative “that” or “this”, with 
its attached demonstration, fills the gap of what is missing in the descriptive component 
(represented by the character of the indexical). In this way, the indexical indicates a way of being 
acquainted with a non-descriptive sense, the sense of a demonstration introduced by the 
demonstrative in the context: “a hearer can note the contexts in which indexicals are applied 
(rather than having an idiosyncratically associated concept) and can utilize his notes to find the 
intended referent” (Burge, 1979: 239). 

This is coherent with a famous passage where Frege says that the linguistic expression is 
not enough to express a complete sense: to grasp the thought we need to know the accompanying 
circumstances and in particular “pointing the finger, hand gestures, glances” (Frege 1918: 64). 
These kinds of demonstrations seem to be essential to the expression and the understanding of 
the thought, completing the sense of indexicals. Interpretations that give indexicals only the role 
of constraining the reference (see, for instance, May 2006) avoid this particular aspect where 
Frege explicitly connects the understanding of a thought with non-linguistic features, as suggested 
by Kripke, Künne and Textor in developing their interpretations. 

While Burge gave just a suggestion of treating indexicals as complex demonstratives, a 
wider attempt was made by Corazza (2002, 2003), where pronouns like “she” and “he” are 
considered disguised complex demonstratives of the forms “that female” and “that male”. The 
main idea is to use the analogy between demonstratives and subordinate clauses of 
parentheticals; according to Corazza (who supports a direct reference theory of demonstratives, 
in contrast to theories that treat demonstratives as quantified expressions), a sentence like “that F 
is G” can be analysed as: 
 

That, who is F, is G. 
 

In this way, the utterance should be true if that is G, even if it is not F. Analogously “she is G”, 
which can be translated into a complex demonstrative “that Female is G”, can be analysed as 
“that, who is Female, is G”. This solution is studied to permit true assertions of “she is G” even if 
the subject is not a female. The point made by Corazza (2006: 190) is that “the success of 
reference does not rest on the referent satisfying the nominal part of a demonstrative”. This thesis 
is an example of how to accept a reductio of indexicals to complex demonstratives in a direct 
reference framework accepting a kind of inertness thesis (the predicate of a complex 
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demonstrative has no semantic role).34 
 
Demonstrations as part of reference rules 
As Textor (2007) remarked, demonstrations are conventional signs, depending partly on culture, 
and as signs they are endowed with sense and reference and certainly belong to the expression of 
a thought. If we use the term “demonstration” for different kinds of attention guiding actions (the 
terminology is suggested in Textor 2007), then the voice sound through the phone and with the 
direction of the gaze are two different kinds of demonstrations. Textor’s main point in his 2015 
paper on interpreting Frege is to give a central role to what he calls “use of circumstances”; 
coming back to his previous suggestion on demonstrations he comments: “if one takes a 
demonstration to be a pointing or a glance then demonstrations are just a special case of the use 
of circumstances of utterances to express thoughts” (2014: 24). But why not take the opposite 
direction? All uses of circumstances can be considered kinds of demonstrations, where the 
speaker, in his bodily attitude, behaves in a way to make salient an object, a time or a place. 

Textor avoids deriving this conclusion because he thinks it would make it impossible to 
maintain a distinction between indexicals and demonstratives. He remarks that the linguistic 
rules for indexicals do not make use of the notion of demonstration. However, on more careful 
analysis, the use of indexicals in a context of utterance always requires some kind of attention-
guiding action like a glance, a posture, a placement in space and time so as to make individuals, 
locations and times salient. This use of the term “demonstration” is coherent with the idea, 
entertained by Heck (2002: 10), that “one’s placement in one’s environment can affect the 
contents of the Thoughts one is capable of entertaining”. 

Therefore I suggest that speaking of “the use of circumstances” is another word for 
speaking of the analysis of gestural signs, pointing, glances, relative positions of bodies in the 
shared space and time, and most of Textor’s remarks on “uses of circumstances” may be 
translated into remarks on kinds of demonstrations. 

Eventually what counts is what Textor himself suggests: we need to distinguish the 
character of indexicals – that is, the lexical rules – from the specific reference rules, which allows 
the character to be put to work. Textor’s distinction is reminiscent of Dummett’s distinction 
between “significance” and “sense” intended as the way in which the referent is given. Maybe 
Kaplan’s early intuition of distinguishing between character and content made him 
underestimate the proper role of cognitive features of the use of demonstratives that he is trying 
to recover in his later writings (Kaplan 2012). Reference rules can be considered to belong to the 
cognitive aspect we need for supplementing the notion of character. Under this solution we may 
define a difference between indexicals and demonstratives (contrary to what Textor claims): with 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
34 However, Corazza’s view is not so strict; although he concedes that a complex demonstrative “that F” may pick an 
object even if it does not satisfy the nominal part “F”, the nominal part is always an aid to single out a referent and, 
“as such, it contributes to the expression of the background proposition(s)”. We might also give a stronger relevance 
to the nominal part, accepting that “that F is G” may be implicitly intended as “that x, that appears to be F, is G”, 
inserting an epistemic “default” aspect in the expression of the complex demonstrative (this is not so far from the 
stance held by Glanzberg-Siegal (2006) in their “weakened inertness thesis”). The main point of Corazza (2003), 
however, is to challenge King (2001), proposing – through the idea of two propositions expressed – a referentialist 
way of treating those complex demonstratives used without direct perception. In contrast, our problem is exactly the 
opposite: to treat perceptual complex demonstratives used to refer in a way that permits a quantificational reading 
supplemented with a demonstration (demonstration attached to the demonstrative term). 



!
! 272 

pure demonstratives, which typically are given with a demonstration, lexical rules seem to imply 
a hidden sortal; with pure indexicals, which contain a sortal, reference rules seem to imply a 
hidden or less explicit demonstration. Both indexicals and demonstratives require specific non-
linguistic parts connected to specific reference rules, where the non-linguistic part is given by 
kinds of demonstrations depending on the kinds of indexicals. The difference in the explicitness 
of sortals and demonstrations between lexical rules and reference rules help make a difference 
between indexicals and demonstratives (more on this later in § 4). What I propose would be, 
therefore, a variant of Textor’s solution, opening up the possibility of treating indexicals as 
complex demonstratives, accepting therefore the stance of the sloppy thinker (now = this 
moment; here = this place; and so on) where all referential uses of indexicals contain forms of 
more or less implicit demonstrations. Treating indexicals as complex demonstratives, besides 
suggesting a unifying formal treatment,35 may be developed in two directions: (i) clarifying the 
“cognitive” aspect of indexicals, recognizing a hidden demonstrative element in all indexicals; (ii) 
fostering a new analysis of the differences among indexicals, from the point of view of different 
modes of their referential rule. 
 
Gestures, sortals and cognitive significance 
Indexicals have the linguistic meanings they have (under the CCC structure): what is missing in 
this vision is an analysis of which procedures are applied when we use the standing meanings of 
indexicals to get the reference in context. Treating indexicals as complex demonstratives helps us 
understand some features of indexicals that we run the risk of forgetting in a pure model 
theoretical semantics. Summarizing the previous analysis, in complex demonstratives we need a 
sortal to understand what kind of things we are speaking about and a demonstration to direct our 
attention to what is spoken about. The sortal used and the kind of demonstration (which may 
directly refer to the individual in the context given only what kind of individual is referred to) 
seems to be two essential features of the cognitive significance of indexicals.36  

Considering the differences among different kinds of gestures or attention-guiding actions, we 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
35 Elbourne (2008) develops a formalization for indexicals inside situation semantics, treating them as individual 
concepts. For instance, “that F is G” should be translated into something like λs ιx (x=a & Fx &Gx) [where s is a 
situation and a is the name of the individual referred to in the situation]. According to King (2001, 2008), a 
demonstrative like “that” is a determiner like other quantifiers and therefore it contributes to propositions of a two-
place relation between properties (“that N1 is N2”, like any determiner “Det N1 is/are N2”, expresses a proposition 
of the sort [[R N1*] N2*], where R is a two-place relation and N1* and N2* are properties. However, his 
quantificational account claims that demonstrations have no part in the semantic of a quantificational account of 
demonstratives (2001: 28). Penco (2015), keeping the idea of a quantificational account, treats an expression like “I 
am F” as “[the x Speaker x] d Fx”, where d indicates the demonstration associated with the reference rule of “I”, 
and correspondingly with other indexicals. However, I am not interested here in different kinds of formalizations, 
but in the general principle that any treatment of demonstratives should answer the communication desideratum for 
theories of indexical reference. 
36 Something analogous is given in Nunberg’s deictic, classificatory and relational components of indexicals 
(demonstratives, however, have no explicit relational component). The deictic component corresponds to the 
demonstration and the classificatory component to the sortal. Nunberg (1993: 24), referring to explicit acts of 
pointing, remarks that, when used to resolve the identification of an indexical, a gesture can only be part of its deictic 
component, other parts being given by more complex relations among speakers. Given that I consider explicit 
pointing gestures as just one of the many kinds of essential demonstrations, including positions in space relative to 
objects in the environment, I tend to put the relational component in demonstrations that are always signs of 
complex relations among speakers, hearers and objects in the environment. In a different approach, Elbourne (2008) 
gives a formalization of Nunberg’s deictic and relational component. 
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may place them on a scale of progressive explicitness, from the less explicit (simple uttering or 
bodily postures in space) to the more explicit (direction of gaze or direct pointing gestures). But 
also the relation to the sortal predicate can be more or less explicit. In complex demonstratives or 
in particular words such as “today”, or “he” or “she”, the sortal is explicitly expressed (a day, a 
gender) while in “I” or in bare demonstratives the sortal is implicit: for “I” the implicit sortal may 
be “the speaker” or “the agent” or “the subject”, while for bare demonstratives like “this” and 
“that” the sortal is implicit and at least partially linked to the surrounding lexical items. We will 
explore these differences in what follows. 

A new strategy for classifying indexicals Leaving aside anaphoric uses, and considering 
demonstrations and sortal predicates as parameters for classifying the referential uses of 
indexicals, we may give the following rough chart in analogy with Perry’s classification: 

 

 
 

An explanation of the table may help summarize some of the points developed in the previous 
sections. In discussing this classification we cannot avoid comparing it with Perry’s classification; 
the fact that the two classifications do not coincide may reveal further differences among 
indexicals. 

The main difference from Perry’s classification concerns what are typically called “bare 
demonstratives”, assumed to be the prototype of direct reference expressions. They are 
characterized by some form of explicit demonstration (the meaning of “this” and “that” concerns 
a different position in space, a proximal and distal reference that is granted by relative positions 
of the speaker in space in respect of the object and the audience), and it is also difficult to deny 
that they are always linked to some implicit sortals, as Wittgenstein (1953: 30) insisted in claiming 
that you have to know something before asking a thing’s name – at least you need to have some 
general categories to distinguish a colour or a shape; Kaplan (1978) insisted that, when I use a 
pointing gesture, I point simultaneously to a person, his shirt, his jacket, etc. But while Kaplan 
just said that pointing is not enough and we need intentions, we insist on the fact that pointing is 
the expression of an intention that uses both the context of a sentence and background 
assumptions from the wide context. For the former we may remark that pure demonstratives 
always come in the context of a sentence, and the shorter sentences are in the form of imperative 
or questions like “Look at that!” or “Did you hear that?” In these basic cases we have an implicit 
sortal, at least a visible object or a sound (traditional scholars would distinguish a basic sortal 
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difference with “demonstratio ad oculos” and “demonstratio ad aures”). For the latter, 
background or wide context may provide further specification, making the reference of “that” 
vary depending on syntactic or semantic components: when I say, holding a book, “this is a very 
good writer” or “this is nicely written”, I am referring to the author of the book, or to the book 
itself; the sentence disambiguates the sortal under which “this” is used (see Nunberg 1993: 26). 
Nunberg suggests that to claim that the former, being a case of deferred reference, is deviant and 
derivative and only the latter is a correct use of bare demonstratives would be justified only by a 
prior acceptance of a strict interpretation of direct reference theory. But we don’t need this 
argument; think of “this is nicely written” and “this has a very nice cover” where the former 
refers to the book as content and the latter to the book as a physical object. It would be awkward 
to restrict the idea of a “proper” demonstrative to the latter. Summarizing, the need for sortal 
predicates implicitly attached to bare demonstratives, or the idea that the capacity to refer to 
things demonstratively rests on the capacity to classify them according to their kinds, is not an 
uncommon view, and can also be defended in respect of criticism of more standard sortalist 
views.37  

Therefore, in this setting, the elements that are furthest away from the so-called “pure 
indexicals” are not bare demonstratives, but complex demonstratives, where everything is 
explicit, demonstration and sortal. And this is coherent with the general suggestion on the 
possibility of expressing all indexicals in the form of complex demonstratives plus demonstrations. 
Besides, demonstrations as expression of intentions are the basis of the difference with definite 
descriptions (King 2001: 27). If we follow this lead, and also take bare demonstratives in a 
quantificational treatment, then the only pieces of language that express direct reference, without 
any conceptual mediation, would be proper names (something that is coherent with the primitive 
capacity of superior mammals to call individuals with a specific sound38). This view would 
amount to an interpretation of Frege opposite to the one held by May (2006: 491), who claims 
that in Frege’s settings indexicals do not require modes of presentations while proper names do. 
In contrast here indexicals require a mode of presentation, while proper names do not (referring 
to the example of Afla and Ateb, we have already remarked that Frege himself also presented 
examples compatible with a direct reference theory of proper names). 

 

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
37 See on this Dickie (2012), who defends a kind of sortalism about demonstrative references. 
38 According to Sayigh et al (1999) there is evidence that bottlenose dolphins use specific sounds to individuate the 
same individual through time. It is not yet a proper name shared in the community, but a prototypical example of 
the ability of directly referring to an individual. See also Janik et al (2006), and in general on sounds for individual 
recognition in animals Tibbets-Dale (2007). 
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One thing or less: Why every region is filled at most by one thing 

 

Nicola Piras, University of Sassari 
 

As famously stated by John Locke in his An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, it is 
impossible for two (or more) things of the same kind to occupy the same place at the same time 
(Locke 1690). This statement is nowadays known as Locke’s Law (LL). For a little number of 
philosophers, and perhaps for all the non philosophers, this thesis is so much intuitive that it is 
often assumed as a conceptual or necessary truth.  

 Nonetheless, many philosophers, for someone the majority (Spolaore 2012), believe that 
there are some counterexamples to LL. Philosophers who critic LL can be divided in two main 
categories: (i) those who believe LL is not actual and (ii) those who believe that perhaps LL is 
actual but it is not necessary.  

 Those who believe LL is not valid even in our world, usually argue it in two different 
ways. First, they hold that every region, if occupied, hosts at least two things: an object and the 
stuff of which it consists of (Wiggins 1968). Second, they say that every region can host an object 
and a many number of events, e.g. a ball, its rotating, its getting warm and so on (Davidson 
1969).  

 Those who believe that LL can be valid in our world, although it is not necessary, i.e. it is 
possible a world in which LL does not hold, argue that the matter of which a thing consists of 
may be penetrable (Zimmerman 1996; Sider 2000). If so, two objects can interpenetrate. In other 
words, two objects can coincide. Contrary to LL.  

 In this talk I will argue in favor of LL. My aim will be to show that LL is not only possible 
but also a necessary law. Clearly, LL would count as necessary only if one admits that both 
material objects and regions of space exist.  

 My presentation will be divided in three parts: in the first I will draw some definitions and 
axioms, generally accepted in metaphysics of space, in the second I will argue against 
counterexample of LL in the actual world, in the third, I will argue against who holds that LL is 
not necessary.  

 I will begin my defense of LL arguing against the counterexample to LL in the actual 
world: first against the counterexample due to Wiggins that holds that in every occupied region 
there are always two entities: an object and the matter of which it consists of. My way to escape 
from this argument is the following: speaking about objects and matter of which they consist of 
involves two different modalities. Objects are just de dicto entities, while matter is a de re entity. 
If this way to intend the entities turn out to be valid, LL is preserved. Then, I will argue against 
the counterexample due to Davidson that says that in every region can be located an object and 
an indefinite number of events. I will propose a very austere ontology that rules out events. If 
events do not exist, then the counterexample by Davidson is unsound.  

 Finally, I will argue against the counterexample to the necessity to LL, due to 
Zimmerman (1996) and Sider (2000), that images a possible world in which the matter is 
penetrable rather than impenetrable. I will argue that: if we assume a first order classical logic, 
then this counterexample is contradictory.  
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The limits of subjective consciousness 
A comparison between extended and enacted approaches to mind  

 
Giulia Piredda, IUSS Pavia 

 
In this paper I propose a comparison between two notions of “subjective consciousness”: one 
derived from the extended mind framework – and actually refused by the supporters of the 
extended mind hypothesis, Andy Clark and David Chalmers (1998; Clark 2008), and the other 
proposed by Alva Noë (2004, 2009), along with his idea of enactive consciousness.  

 While the extended mind framework and the enactive one are frequently considered 
allied in the battle against the Cartesian subject (see the definition of “extended mind outlook” in 
Horgan, Kriegel 2008), a legitimate question concerns their potential compatibility (Clark, 
Kiverstein 2009). This paper starts with an oriented presentation of the two approaches, 
highlighting some shared features and problems. The main shared idea is the so-called “presence 
as access”: the idea that cognitive or perceptual contents are present if they are accessible to the 
agent, and not only when they are occurrently entertained by her. With the words of Alva Noë 
(2004): “All you need is quick and easy access to the relevant detail when you need it”. Both 
approaches emphasize the role of potentialities and dispositions in the concept of “presence as 
access”, in comparison with the supremacy of the occurrent. Given this idea of “presence as 
access”, both accounts share the problem of the mark of the cognitive/perceptual, that is the 
problem of setting the line between what is “potentially cognitive/perceptual” and what is “non-
cognitive/perceptual”.  

 Despite having this main idea in common, the two approaches also display some evident 
incompatibilities, connected with functionalism, representationalism and the individuation of 
explananda. The main disagreement, though, regards the question of “extended consciousness”. 
According to the Extended Conscious Mind (ECM), the local material vehicles of some of our 
conscious experiences might include more than the brain. Extended Conscious Mind challenges 
a view about the location of the material underpinnings that enable the thought or experience to 
occur: it is accepted by enactivism and rejected by extended mind.  

 The problem of extended consciousness will be tackled from two perspectives. From a 
semantic point of view, I will wonder if the two notions of “subjective consciousness” the authors 
have in mind refer to the same phenomena. Given that consciousness comes in a variety of ways, 
like bodily sensations, pain and pleasure, visual experience, higher-order cognition, attention, 
introspection, it seems reasonable to ask if the authors refer to the same phenomena when they 
speak about consciousness. I think the answer is yes.  

 From an argumentative point of view, I will point out what I call an “argumentative 
oddity”, based on the fact that, on the Extended Conscious Mind:  

 

1.! Noë (and Hurley) arguments are analogous to the arguments used by Clark in favour of 
extended cognition (especially the ones based on synchronic/integration considerations);  

2.! Against ECM, Clark (2009) uses an argument his critics address to extended cognition 
(Adams and Aizawa’s causal-constitution fallacy).  
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As to point A, I will analyze the structure of the three kind of arguments used by enactivism to 
defend the extension of consciousness, which are:  

 

1.! Sensorimotor loops and variable neural correlates 

2.! Virtual representations  

3.! Dynamic entanglement  

 

I will observe that the structure of the arguments is the same as the one used by Clark and 
Chalmers to argue for the extended mind. So, I will wonder if Clark and Chalmers have some 
independent reason to block the extension of consciousness, which is not an “internal prejudice” 
toward conscious phenomena. My answer is no. The only considerations they offer are empirical 
conjectures. As to ECM, Chalmers (2008) offers a “quantitative” consideration, referring to an 
alleged not sufficiently high bandwidth, which would block in his opinion the extension of 
conscious phenomena. “Perhaps the physical basis of consciousness requires direct access to 
information on an extremely high-bandwidth. Our low-bandwidth conscious connection to the 
environment seems to have the wrong form as it stands” (2008, p. xii).  

 Moreover (point B), Clark (2009) exploits the argument of the “causal-constitution 
fallacy” – originally addressed to his extended mind framework by Adams and Aizawa (2008) – 
against the notion of “extended consciousness”. I think that, from Clark’s functionalist point of 
view, this strategy is flawed. (For the same reason, I think that the causal-constitution fallacy is 
not an efficacious argument against extended mind).  

 In conclusion, I believe that:  

 

•! Extended Mind and Enaction are not compatible.  

•! Clark and Chalmers do not have independent reasons to reject ECM, which is not 
internal prejudice. They just offer some quantitative hints on a qualitative question;  

•! Clark’s use of the causal-constitution fallacy against ECM is flawed;  

•! Clark (2009), rejecting ECM, stresses the diachronic/dispositional arguments for EM, 
while the synchronic/integration arguments would have been more ECM-oriented.  
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Fictionalism vs. Deflationism 
 

Matteo Plebani, Universidade de Santiago de Compostela 

 
Fictionalism and deflationism are two rival meta-ontological positions. There has been some 
debate in the recent literature between advocates of the two positions (Thomasson 2013, 
Contessa forthcoming, Yablo 2014b). The purpose of this paper is to try to advance the debate 
by reconsidering one objection against fictionalist strategies in metaontology presented by 
Thomasson (2013). 

According to deflationists, the existence of entities like numbers, propositions, properties, 
etc. can be established by ‘easy arguments’ consisting of (i) an uncontroversial premise and (ii) a 
rule allowing to transform the uncontroversial premise into a sentence entailing the existence of 
the relevant kind of entities. An easy argument for the existence of numbers, for instance, has this 
form: 
 

(1)! I ate two bagels. (uncontroversial premise) 
(2)! If I ate two bagels, the number of bagels I ate is two. (transformation rule) 
Hence, 
(3)! The number of bagels I ate is two. 
Hence, 
(4)! There is a number (namely two), i.e. numbers exist. 

 

Deflationist hold that (1) or an analogous premise should be accepted as an uncontroversially true 
empirical claim. (2) should be accepted by any competent speaker of English because the 
possibility of transforming a sentence of the form “there are n Fs” into one of the form “the 
number of the Fs is N” is a linguistic rule governing the use of the world “number”. 

Fictionalists reject ‘easy argument’ by distinguishing two readings of the sentence (3) (see 
Yablo 2010, Introduction). The literal content of (3) is that I ate two bagels and that there is a 
number, the number 2, numbering the bagels I ate. The real content of (3) is simply that I ate 
two bagels. 

According to fictionalists, the literal content of (3) entails (4), but it does not follow from 
(1), because from the fact that I ate two bagels it does not follow that the number 2 exists. The 
real content of (3), on the other hand, follows from (1), being identical to the content of (1); yet, 
the real content of (3) does not entail that numbers exist: (4) does not follow from (3), if (3) is not 
taken literally. 

Recently Amie Thomasson (2013, p.1039) has challenged the fictionalist distinction 
between the real and the literal content of sentences like (3). According to Thomasson the 
fictionalist: 

must hold that there is something more it would take for the ontological claim to be 
literally true than for the undisputed claim to be true [...] [But] What more could it 
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be supposed to take for the literal content to be literally true, than merely for the real 
content to be true? (Thomasson 2013, p. 103) 

One response to Thomasson’s challenge is to argue that the fictionalist can indicate which 
additional requirement must be satisfied for the literal content to be true, beyond the truth of the 
real content (Contessa (forthcoming)). 

Here I explore a different reply: to argue that the fictionalist need not assign different 
truth conditions to the literal and the real content in order to distinguish them. The distinction 
between the real and the literal content should be understood in terms of the two contents being 
about different subject matters: the real content of (3) is just about bagels, whereas the literal 
content of (3) is about bagels and numbers. 

One way to distinguish the real content of (3) from its literal content in terms of their 
different subject matters is to characterize contents as directed propositions (Yablo 2014a). A 
direct proposition is a pair consisting of a set of worlds |A| + a subject matter <A>. |A| is the 
set of worlds where the sentence A is true, whereas <A> might be understood as the sum of A’s 
verifiers and falsifiers, where verifiers and falsifiers are the reasons why A is true or false (I will 
sketch two ways to characterize verifiers and falsifiers more precisely). The key point is that two 
directed propositions might have the same truth conditions but different subject matters. In 
particular, the literal and the real content of (3) can be distinguished on the ground that whether 
there are numbers is part of the subject matter of the literal content of (3), but not of its real 
content, because the absence of numbers count as a falsifier of the literal content of (3), but not of 
its real content. 

Thomasson challenged fictionalists to find an intelligible way to distinguish the literal and 
the real content of typical utterances of mathematical sentences. The aim of this paper is simply 
to show that Thomasson’s challenge can be answered without assigning different truth conditions 
to the two contents. This per se does not entail that easy arguments are invalid in the sense of 
having true premises but a false conclusion. 

Nonetheless, distinguishing the subject matter of a sentence from its truth conditions 
allows to distinguish two ways in which an argument can be invalid: the passage from the 
premises to the conclusion can fail to preserve truth-value, or it can fail to preserve subject matter 
(Yablo 2014, Ch.7). According to the way of distinguishing real and literal content defended 
here, easy arguments involve a shift in subject matter and can thus be declared invalid in the 
second sense. The issue whether they are valid or not in the first sense is left open. 
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On impossible colors 
 

Kristina Pucko, University of Milan 
 
There are some colors that do not figure in our usual perception of the world. Such are, for 
example, reddish-green and yellowish-blue. The aim of this paper is to show that reddish-green 
experiences are not strictly speaking impossible and that there is no need to draw strong 
ontological conclusions from such revelation. The empirical enquiry about the reddish-green tells 
us why we normally do not experience such color and why it is possible in certain conditions. I 
claim that this does not tell us anything about the nature of reddish-green, but about our nature, 
that is, the way our system processes color.  

It has been argued (Westphal 2010, Broakers 2010, Wittgenstein 1980) that reddish-green 
experiences are impossible since there is something about reddish-ness and greenish-ness 'in 
themselves' that prevents us from seeing them together as a binary hue. Accordingly, reddish-
green is like a square-circle or a place in an Escher's print. I do not think we have good reasons to 
assume that reddishness and greenishness are cases of such kind.  

Consider the example of an impossible compound such as square-circle. Square and 
circle are mutually exclusive by definition: if something looks squarish it cannot as well look 
roundish. There is nothing about reddishness by definition39 that tells us that it cannot form a look 
of a binary hue with greenishness. Broakers (2010) claims that when we operate with concepts 
such as ‘red’ and ‘green’ we operate with concepts that seem to exclude each other, just like when 
we operate with concepts like ‘higher’ and ‘lower’. For example, in Max Escher’s print: “two 
places x and y can be such that x looks to be higher than y, and that x looks (when you consider 
other aspects of the picture) to be lower than y.”40 Reddish-green is not a case of impossibility 
such as one that can be found on the Escher's prints because: (i) definition of higher and lower 
exclude the same thing to be in both states at the same time in the relation to the same thing; (ii) 
the ‘Escher-effect’ works only once we see x in relation to other aspects of the print. Neither of 
these are part of the impossibility of something looking reddish-green.  

Although there appears to be nothing about the reddish-ness and greenish-ness that 
would prevent them to form a binary hue, we ordinarily do not experience anything as reddish-
green. We cannot even imagine something being of such hue.41 Now, if someone could 
experience something as reddish-green this would be a good reason to assume that reddish-green 
is empirically possible as well. I will show, reddish-green experiences are possible. The reason 
why we ordinarily do not encounter reddish-green is not because is it unimaginable. As Hardin 
(2014) argues, unimaginability of reddish-green is a weak ground to suppose impossibility. The 
absence of such experiences is due to the way our visual system works. According to the 
opponent-process theory (Hering 1920;1964, Jameson and Hurvich 1955), the visual system 
interprets the information from the activation of cones and rods through three opponent 
channels: red-green, yellow-blue and white-black. The response to the activation of one color 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
39 In the a priori sense.  
40 Broakers in Westphal, 2010, 254.  
41 Note that experiencing a reddish-green hue is not like experiencing autumn leafs where the color of the leafs looks 
like melting of red and green.  
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within one channel is opposed to the other. For this reason we do not experience anything as 
reddish-green or yellowish-blue.  

However, it has been shown that experiencing reddish-green is possible under certain 
circumstances. The perception of so-called impossible colors has been reported in the 
experiments made by Crane and Piantanida (1983) and by Billock and Tsou (2001/2010). While 
using an eye-tracker device for stabilizing an image on an observer’s retina, subjects were 
presented with two colored bars: one red and other green. Soon after simultaneously observing 
the bars, the boundary between the bars faded away and the visual system had to fill-in the 
washed-out area based on the color information of the two bars. Majority of subjects reported to 
experience a binary color constituted of red and green simultaneously.42 The most recent 
experiment on reddish-green experiences has been conducted by Livitz et al. (2011). As opposed 
to previous experiments, instead of eye-tracker the authors used induction displays where the 
participants had to determine the boundaries of chromatic zones in a red-green continuum. The 
observers in the experiment reported seeing reddish-green colors. The reports of the reddish-
green experiences stand as an evidence that there are other processes involved in experience of 
color in non-standard conditions.  

Why should we still talk about reddish-green as impossible? One reason might be that it is 
indeed impossible for opponent-processes to construct reddish-green experiences. However, I 
want to suggest another one: even if it is possible for something to look reddish-green in certain 
conditions that does not give grounds to assume that something can be reddish-green.   

Now, experienced properties that objects cannot possess are usually considered as 
problematic. Macpherson (2003) and Arstila (2005), for example, argue that the evidence of 
reddish-green experiences flies in the face of certain realists accounts on color. While Arstila goes 
as far as claiming that, the evidence reddish-green experiences straightforwardly supports color 
irrealism, Macpherson argues only that the evidence poses a problem for naturalist 
representationalism. This is because the representationalist argues that experiences with 
phenomenal character typically associated with redness represent that objective physical property 
which red objects share. Since there is no objective property out there that is being represented in 
reddish-green experiences, representationalist has no answers. Though I do not attempt to 
defend color representationalism, I suggest two ways the representationalist can explain the 
reddish-green experiences. First, the reddish-green experiences could be considered as 
representations of something being reddish and greenish, similarly (though not equally) as orange 
is yellowish and reddish. Second, the reddish-green experiences could be representations of an 
intentional inexistent (experiences can represent physical impossibilites, such as nonactual 
object). 

Drawing strong anti-realist conclusions solely on the basis of the reported evidence seems 
too daring, if not false. First, the supposed impossibility is for there to be a color and not an 
object that is experienced as reddish-green. Second, even if it is impossible (in standard 
conditions) for something to look reddish-green, this does not imply that there cannot be things 
that are reddish-green. It could be that we just cannot see things in their true color due to the 
limitation of our visual system. What the experimental evidence of so-called impossible color 
suggests is that color experiences are not always produced by opponent processing. It also shows 
that the impossibility concerns the functional framework of the color processing in standard 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
42 Others reported to experience a variety of different red and green patterns, but not reddish-green compunds. 
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conditions, this is opponent processing. It does not support the idea that reddish-green 
experiences are a priori or empirically impossible (in nonstandard conditions). Since the evidence 
of reddish-green experiences tells us more about the way our visual system works than about 
colors themselves, we are better off without drawing ontological conclusions solely on their basis. 
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Do pre-cueing effects entail the cognitive penetrability of early vision? 
 

Athanasios Raftopoulos, University of Cyprus 
 
 
In previous work, I argued that a stage of visual processing, namely, early vision, is not directly 
affected by cognition in the sense that its processes do not receive any cognitive feedback in a way 
that would justify the view that early vision draws on cognition as an informational resource, 
which is the essence of the claim that perception is cognitively penetrated (CP); early vision is 
cognitively impenetrable (CI). The motive underlying this thesis was the empirical findings 
suggesting that cognitively-driven attention directly affects perception only at the time scale of 
late vision that succeeds early vision. Recently it has been argued that the various pre-cueing 
attentional effects occur in the time scale of early vision and since the attention involved is clearly 
cognitively-driven, pre-cueing entails that early vision is CP. In the three parts of this paper, I 
defend against this criticism the thesis that early vision is CI.  

 In the first part, I argue that the philosophical discussion concerning the CP of perception 
was motivated by the view that owing to the cognitive effects on perception, perception cannot 
play the epistemological role assigned to it by empiricism because it does not provide a neutral 
ground on which to decide which of our cognitive schemes is true or false. Indeed, it is intuitive 
to think that perceptual experience provides defeasible evidence for beliefs, and that it does so 
directly without any intermediate mental states. Thus, perceiving p provides prima facie 
justification, i.e., rational support, for the proposition p. The most important consequence of the 
CP of perception, therefore, concerns the epistemological role of perception as providing the 
evidence that grounds perceptual beliefs; if perception is CP, perception’s role in grounding 
perceptual beliefs is undermined. CP may be epistemically damaging because it may create 
insensitivity to the distal stimulus, in a way that the percept may reflect more the conceptual 
framework of the perceiver than the environmental input to perception.  

 This sets the following condition for CP, the epistemic criterion for CP: If perception (or a 
stage of it) is cognitively influenced in a way that renders it unfit to play the role of a neutral 
epistemological basis by vitiating its justificatory role in grounding perceptual beliefs, perception 
(or a stage of it) is CP. If perception (or a stage of it) is cognitively influenced in a way that does 
not affect its epistemic role, it is CI.  

 In the second section, I argue that the epistemic role of perception centers on, but is not 
exhausted in, the percept, because it is the percept that ultimately grounds the belief whose 
content matches the content of the percept. The percept is formed in late vision because it 
presupposes that the object and its features have been identified and this takes place in late 
vision. It is, thus, late vision that delivers the most important item in the justification process. The 
details of the processes by which late vision forms the percept have been discussed elsewhere and 
I will not go to them here. It suffices to say that the epistemic role of late vision is affected by 
cognition and, thus, late vision is CP.  

 The epistemic role of early vision is determined by the fact that early vision retrieves from 
the distal visual scene information that feeds to late vision and is used for the formation of the 
percept along with the to semantic information made available in late vision by cognition. This 
information (the proximal image or stimulus) provides the “evidential” basis on which the various 
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hypotheses concerning the identity of objects in the visual scene that are formed in late vision will 
be tested. In other words, the role of early vision is to retrieve from the environment the 
information that will be used by late vision in order for the distal objects in the visual scene to be 
identified. As I have argued (Author), the contents of early vision consist in the proto-objects 
corresponding to the distal objects and their properties.  

 The task at hand is to determine whether the indirect cognitive effects on early vision 
affect its epistemic role, i.e., whether they intervene in the information retrieval process occurring 
in early vision in a way that diminishes the sensitivity of perception to the environmental data. If 
the extrinsic cognitive effects on early vision fail to affect its epistemic role, per the epistemic 
condition, the indirect effects do not entail the CP of early vision.  

 In the last part, I argue that the pre-cueing effects on early vision do not affect its 
epistemic role. In spatial pre-cueing, first, the anticipatory effects do not determine the percept 
since by pre-cueing enhances the responses of all neurons tuned to the attended location 
independent of the neurons’ preferred stimuli and keeps the differential responses of the neurons’ 
unaltered. In the case of object/feature pre-cueing, second, although the anticipatory effects 
enhance the activity of the neurons responding preferentially to the pre-cued object or feature 
increasing the likehood that they will be selected eventually for further processing, early vision 
still retrieves in parallel information concerning all the objects and features present in the visual 
scene so that these objects be individuated independently of whether they are targets or non-
targets. The pre-cueing effects on early vision, do not affect what information is retrieved from 
the visual scene. This is so because the cognitive effects do not affect the perceptual processing 
itself and do not influence the retrieval of information from a visual scene. It follows that the 
concepts that figure in the cognitive contents that guide the attention involved in pre-cueing do 
not affect the contents of the states of early vision and, thus, do not shape the information 
retrieved from the visual scene. This means that cognition does not affect the selection of the 
‘evidence’ or the information against which hypotheses concerning object identity will be tested 
in late vision. It follows that pre-cueing and the various cognitive effects underlying it do not 
affect the epistemic role of early vision. 
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Emotions and morality: Is cognitive science a recipe for ethical 
relativism? 

 
Massimo Reichlin, San Raffaele University 

 

According to contemporary (neuro)cognitive science, moral beliefs are decisively dependent on 
emotions. Not only they actively influence moral judgments, but they also seem necessary and 
sufficient conditions of them (Greene et al. 2001; Haidt 2007). Whether both theses have been 
substantiated enough, from an empirical point of view, is in fact controversial (Hindriks 2015); 
and whether the two theses show that any forms of moral rationalism in untenable is dubious as 
well (Sauer 2012). In any case, based on these empirical results, Jesse Prinz has suggested an 
original view on the nature of ethics, according to which a) moral concepts are essentially related 
to emotions (epistemic emotionism), and b) moral properties consist in emotional facts 
(metaphysical emotionism). This view, coupled with the cultural relativity of human emotions 
and sentiments, generates a powerful argument in favour of ethical relativism (Prinz 2006; 2007). 
The paper will argue against both epistemic and metaphysical emotionism.  

As for epistemic emotionism, several problems can be raised. A) The right order of 
causation need not be in all cases from emotions to judgments. It is true that we sometimes feel 
moral emotions that pop up without any cognitive interface, but these can hardly account for our 
whole moral experience. Many moral emotions, such as those related to resentment, anger or 
contempt, do depend on judgments on observed behaviour: it is only because we have a certain 
amount of information on previous facts, promises made, false declarations and expected 
consequences, justifying the judgments according to which action x is wrong, that we feel 
resentment or anger. And sometimes, when we happen to feel those emotions but realise that we 
don’t have sufficient reasons to ground them, we strive to bring our emotional states in line with 
our normative judgments. B) Prinz’ account does not rule out the possibility of expressing moral 
judgments without feeling the correspondent emotions. He himself acknowledges this possibility, 
adding that, in those cases, we nonetheless have a disposition to feel those emotions. Of course, 
there are judgments that are usually accompanied by emotions, or by a disposition to feel some 
emotions, but this does not demonstrate that accepting those judgments is to feel those emotions. 
As a matter of fact, when we express our opinions on hypothetical cases, or discuss of individuals 
who are remote from us, we often pronounce moral judgements with no emotional involvement. 
C) The emotionistic explanation of the difference between conventional and moral rules, based 
on the different level of emotional intensity between the two, is unpersuasive. In fact, it is at odds 
with the observation according to which some conventional rules, e.g. those related to bodily 
functions, are associated with an high level of emotional involvement, whereas some moral rules 
– e.g. those relative to promises – are felt less strongly. The rationalistic account, insisting on the 
principled reasons supporting the moral rules, compared to the contingent and merely historical 
reasons supporting the conventional ones, is definitely superior in accounting for this 
psychologically fundamental distinction. D) Although emotions are the usual path through which 
we acquire moral knowledge, autistic subjects seem to show that the capacity to feel moral 
emotions is not a necessary condition for moral judgment. In fact, a number of adult high-
functioning autistic subjects, though unable to feel empathy and understand others’ emotions, do 
show the capacity for authentic moral judgments; they do so basing on received or observed 
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rules, that is, through rational inquiry and relying on others’ testimony (Kennett 2006).  

The wrongness of epistemic emotionism weakens the case for metaphysical emotionism, 
although the two can be dissociated. Against the metaphysic account, in any case, it can be said 
that it does not account for the claim to objectivity that is proper of moral judgment. This 
account has peculiar difficulties with this element of the standard conception of morality, 
because, according to it, it seems that we simply cannot be wrong in our moral beliefs, since we 
can hardly be wrong in referring our emotions. While Prinz does try to avoid this conclusion, by 
adding that we should refer to our idealised sentiments, i.e., those moral sentiments that we have in 
conditions of perfect knowledge, careful reflection and absence of emotional biases, his account 
still suffers from the subjectivity of these moral sentiments: when all the non-moral facts are set, 
there is nothing more than we can do to solve our disagreements, but to admit that we live in 
different moral worlds. This is no real improvement on the standard, emotivistic explanation of 
moral controversies, which renders spurious or apparent our debates on right and wrong.  

Moral disagreement can be readily accounted for, on the other hand, if we accept some 
forms of moral realism or constructivism, according to which moral discussions concern not only 
empirical facts, but also the peculiar normative significance of such facts, that is, the relation that 
they bear to our reasons for doing certain acts, of accepting certain principles. Accepting a moral 
judgment does express the belief that some such fact x counts as a reason for doing A in 
circumstances C. Although it may prove difficult, in many cases, to reach some agreement on 
what our best reasons in fact are, moral concepts do refer to such reasons, including the reasons 
for feeling such pro-attitudes as emotions and sentiments.  
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Reasons for action: A suitable image of criminal intent? 
 

Fanny Elisabeth Rollet, ENS / Université Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne / Université Paris Ouest 
Nanterre La Défense 

 

Our concern is to examine the categories of action in criminal law and the standards of criminal 
responsibility, in light of concepts developed in and drawn from philosophy of action (especially 
from the philosophy of Donald Davidson). The introductory question could read as follows: what 
is the definition of a crime, and how is the structure of criminal responsibility really shaped by 
intentionality (or by its lack or absence)?  

To deal with the issue, and bearing in mind that the act or the omission involving 
criminal liability has got, as a hallmark, a requisite mental or moral element –strict liability 
aside,43 we would like to offer to the theory of offence a principle of intelligibility which is that of 
intentional action (or bodily movement caused by a combination of beliefs and desires, that is, 
done for a reason which causes it at the same time). Criminal law requires indeed, beside the actus 
reus (action with a damageable result), the establishment of a mens rea (or guilty mind), each kind 
of offence defining the particular mens rea which has to be proved beyond reasonable doubt to 
constitute the offence and entail conviction. In that sense, because of the doctrine of mens rea, 
the law is concerned with the state of mind of a defendant, and a bad act should be proportionate 
to a guilty mind just as an action properly said should be defined by its intention.  

However, in charging someone with a crime, one has yet to triumph over concurrence 
between various descriptions of his action, since an action (in the Davidsonian ontology) is first 
and foremost an event, and as such, can be picked out under various descriptions. Likewise, 
thanks to a re-description of the incriminated act, one might contract or expand the sequence of 
intentional action in time and space, i.e. retracting it by deducting consequences characterized as 
“adjacent effects”, or, to the contrary, dilating it by adding to the narrative sequence hidden 
goals able to redeem it, or some danger which could only be avoided by trespassing the law (for 
example, when the defendant claims to have driven recklessly only to escape from an objective 
danger threatening all passengers in his car), etc. This, of course, can be done so as to meet the 
best interests of the parties concerned, particularly when those new circumstances (the threat of 
death or bodily harm, among others) are taken into account as mitigating factors. The criminal 
law thus highlights and exacerbates the problem of what might be called “action sequencing”: 
that is, collecting separate fragments and rebuilding order by piecing them together, in order to 
make visible another action, endowed with a different legal meaning and to which are attached 
different legal consequences. As a result, action can be shifted from a liability regime to another.  

This is why our attempt to grasp the structure of criminal liability will naturally lead us to 
a first series of questions about the linguistic means whereby the criminal law states and sets out 
the presence of a mens rea, that is, of a criminal mind (if the person is to be found guilty) with 
which the agent did act, which can be of different levels depending on the severity of the offence: 
intention –which generally represents the highest degree of fault –, recklessness, negligence or 
gross negligence. In order to articulate optimally intention to crime, the criminal law resorts to 
some action schemes and to objective standards such as, for example, the standard of reasonable 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
43 Since the locution defines offences when mens rea is not required. 
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care used as a test in negligence law, or that of the reasonable person, though intention may at 
first seem to require a wholly subjective inquiry.44 All of these standards might make the rules 
governing assignation of criminal responsibility for a given action entirely specific.  

As the rationalization of actions in criminal law is continually subject to needs for 
effectiveness and speed and guided by the rule of precedent, the expression of agency is firmly 
geared towards judicial decision and always sentence-oriented. Moreover, if we want to assess 
criminal rationalizations, we should first retain as a working hypothesis the possibility that the 
criminal law may hide, under the cover of an appeal to reason and reasonableness, a discourse of 
authority on what an agent should be, and, in this case, the imposition of a certain kind of 
reasons for action.  

Secondly, and more importantly, we will concentrate on some figures of failure of action. 
Special focus will be on “incomplete” agency sequence and “abnormal” action, lying as far away 
as possible from the definition of intentional action –the latter not being defined or analyzed 
without the notion of intention, and being necessarily caused by its relevant reasons;45 
furthermore, intentional action is often thought of as “led” or “headed by a plan”. In this respect, 
how does the criminal law articulate in its specific language the failure of actions in reference the 
norm of intentional action, which is carried out and completed from beginning to end, and (at 
least partly) desired, designed and controlled? The notion of criminal attempt will first enable us to 
highlight the way in which the steps of an action resonate and are brought together to create an 
offence. In that case, indeed, the mens rea of the complete offence is entirely present, but the actus 
reus of the offence is present in what is known as “an incomplete but more-than-merely-preparatory 
way”. Therefore, the law of attempts may help us distinguish what is understood as nude criminal 
intention and what is considered taking action and “commencing its execution”.  

Excuse, for its part, causes this constitutive relationship between action and intention to 
weaken and blur. As a result, the action entitled to excusing conditions will accordingly be 
distanced from standard assignation of liability, sometimes by ways of invoking shared, unwanted 
or inflicted agency. The significant interest of the wide range of excuses is that, taking the 
question of intention into account, the inflation of certain types of excuses –and, to the contrary, 
the decline of some others – can have a great influence on the norm of action, but also on what is 
to be an agent according to the criminal law. The definition of the criminal agent is subject to 
possible grading and revision depending on what excuse is worth being examined. More 
specifically, we may apply a different scale in the case of addiction46 or indoctrination.47 This 
trend in case law could fruitfully be confronted to the renewal of interest for “character theories” 
in the theory of criminal excuses: are responsibility and excuses to be understood in terms that 
appear more and more “dispositional”, and what should be the consequence of such an 
evolution?48 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
44 Although the criminal law traditionally represses a “subjective” kind of responsibility (a state of mind), it doesn’t 
mean that it is wrong to establish what the defendant’s intention was by reference to an objective standard (that is, to 
what a reasonable person would have done or believed in such a case).   
45 The primary reason for an action being its cause for Davidson.   
46 (Yaffe : 2001).   
47 G. Yaffe, “Indoctrination, Coercion and Freedom of Will”, 2003, in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 67 (2), 
p. 335-356.   
48 R. A. Duff, “Virtue, Vice and Criminal Liability: Do We Want an Aristotelian Criminal Law ?”, 2002, in Buffalo 
Criminal Law Review, vol. 6, n°1 (April 2002), p. 147-184. 
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Hence, the emphasis on instances of “abnormal actions” underlying excuses and attempts 
is bound to provide us with an inverse image of the notion of plan and complete action –in a 
rather similar manner, Hart wrote that the mens rea could only be defined in a “negative” way, by 
the absence of excusing conditions. On the other hand, we are thus trying to provide a basis of 
comparison between the established legal and moral criteria of responsibility, given that 
numerous concepts are homonyms and common to both domains. Does the criminal law 
unequivocally rely on the concepts of “folk psychology”? All these perspectives of investigation, 
applied to strategies and techniques of incrimination, converge towards the nature of intention as 
a double marker of moral responsibility and legal punishability,49 and thus question law’s ability 
to create faults and offences of  its own.  

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
49 M. S. Moore, « Intention as a Marker of Moral Culpability and of Legal Punishability », 2011, in Philosophical 
Foundations of Criminal Law, Oxford University Press, p. 179.   
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Ethics and etiquette. On the moral status of manners 
 

Anna Rossella, University of Turin 
 

The theme of “manners”, meant as a broad domain, ranging from rules of conduct at the table 
and in a conversation to politeness in dealing with others in various contexts of social life, has 
been largely overlooked by contemporary philosophy. In those, sporadic cases, when it is 
mentioned, it is often used as a term of comparison to highlight the requirements that distinguish 
moral prescriptions within a normative framework. The perspective of those who believe there is 
a clear separation between ethics and etiquette is based mainly on the supposed irrelevance of 
issues concerning manners compared to the moral ones: Herbert Hart, who underlines the lack 
of importance of manners for the survival of society, and Philippa Foot, who considers etiquette 
issues such as trivialities we have no reason to pay attention to, are only the most prominent 
examples of the contemporary tendency to characterize morals and manners as separate 
normative spheres. But there are other well–known features of manners that seem to distinguish 
them from morals: the conventionalism of etiquette codes and the alleged inauthenticity that we 
usually charge them with. Despite the neglect of the manners topic and the apparently conclusive 
reasons for separating them from morality, several philosophers of the analytic tradition have 
focused their attention on manners as a moral problem, trying to explain why they retain a 
relevant presence in our lives, although they apparently lack the main features we associate with 
moral issues. Their basic common idea is that expressions of tact, courtesy and politeness are not 
reducible to morally neutral customs or to a system of socially connotated rules, but they should 
be understood as related to the moral commitments of individuals. Thanks to their contributions, 
we can try to reply to the skeptical view on the moral status of manners, showing how polite 
behaviour may be understood as a morally relevant kind of conduct. Here we want to take into 
account three probable objections to the moral importance of manners, that are based on the 
three corresponding and above - mentioned features commonly ascribed to manners. 
 

•! Firstly, we can reject the thesis of the irrelevance of manners if we are able to show that: 
a) manners play important roles in social life, as we can see in Hume’s account of the 
topic; b) manners also play a key role in moral upbringing, because the way we teach 
good manners to children is a means to get them closer to virtue and initiate them to a 
moral life; c) we have to view them not as reducible to rules about forks or knives, but as a 
broad continuum of regulated behaviour, and in this range the most important rules in 
manners are the ones prescribing how to avoid being impolite, rude and offensive, due to 
the disrespectful message inherent in a lack of courtesy. The idea is that manners are 
morally significant as long as they represent an outward and social expression of respect 
and of virtuous attitudes such as sympathy, gratitude or kindness. 

•! Secondly, focusing our attention on the symbolic meaning and the expressive function of 
manners also provides a way to understand the “conventional side” of manners as a 
feature that does not weaken their moral status. Although the specific etiquette 
conventions, that enable us to express certain moral commitments, may vary, their value 
does not. Therefore, manners require to reconsider the relationship between moral 
conduct and compliance with this kind of social norms: the fact that social conventions 
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about etiquette can be the vehicle to express moral commitments means that manners do 
not require the mechanical application of a rule to a particular case, but a mindful 
reflection on how to behave in a given situation. Such a reflection might lead to the 
apparently contradictory conclusion that in order to be polite we have to be rude, i. e. 
break the rules in that particular situation. 

•! In the end, what about the alleged insincerity affecting manners? The idea that morality 
is the expression of a man’s inmost character, whereas courtesy is a superficial veneer 
seems to be both a philosophical opinion and a common prejudice: at best behaving 
mannerly simply represents a case of “white” lies, and, at worst, it can be used to conceal 
a relevant lack of respect. To contrast these two scenarios we can defend the moral 
significance of manners: a) recognizing that, although a polite word or deed may not 
perfectly correspond to the agent’s feelings, behaving morally can sometimes mean 
putting aside the “full candor”, which could be offensive, and adopting a respectful 
appearance because, as Sarah Buss states, appearing respectful is actually necessary to 
fully respect someone; b) adopting a “moralized” conception of manners, based on the 
idea that an outwardly polite gesture should be dismissed from its moral value if it’s 
masking bad intentions, because being well-mannered, in the sense we have explained 
here, is possible only together with the valid moral commitments. 
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Conceptions of persisting things 
 

Carlo Rossi, University of Cambridge 
 

Ted Sider has claimed that “the central question of metaontology is that of whether there are 
many equally good quantifier meanings, or whether there is a single best quantifier meaning”.50 
This is a popular view in the current debate about metaontology: i.e. the debate about what is 
the best conception of ontology and ontological disputes. The view derives from Quine’s famous 
criterion of ontological commitment: that the commitments of a theory can be revealed by 
expressing its claims in the canonical notation employing the resources of first-order logic and a 
preferred collection of predicates (in Quine’s philosophy, these are the predicates of fundamental 
physics; but this is not essential to the Quinean idea of a canonical notation).51 Eli Hirsch and 
others have challenged the idea that there is one single understanding of quantification which 
can be used to articulate ontological disputes. 

For Hirsch, some ontological questions are “shallow’ or “verbal”, in the sense that 
different theories can simply appeal to different understandings of the quantifiers in the 
expression of their views, and that “each party ought to agree that the other party speaks the 
truth in its own language”.52 This is his Quantifier Variance thesis. Those who oppose Hirsch 
think that there is one best understanding of the quantifiers, and that quantifier variance is false. 
Hence Sider’s claim. 

The aim of this paper is twofold. At a more general level, it lays down an alternative 
metaontological framework to the widely accepted Quinean orthodoxy on the matter. It does so 
by arguing that even if we decide to express ontological views in terms of quantification, the 
important questions about ontology cannot be settled by selecting one particular interpretation of 
the quantifiers. These worries about quantification can be sidestepped by concentrating directly 
on existence and what exists. For the Quinean orthodoxy, ontological commitment is a property 
of theories: theories have commitments, as revealed in what they quantify over. An alternative is 
to see commitment as fundamentally an attitude of thinkers: people are committed to things in 
the first instance, not theories. Theories can come to be committed to things because of the 
commitments of those who believe or assert them. This paper will suggest that commitment 
should be understood in terms of what we should believe in Zoltán Szabó’s sense.53 

Ontological questions then, are questions about what we should believe in. Bur in order 
to address these questions, no particular conception of quantification is required. 

Szabó’s “believing in” aims to track ontological commitment and not other sort of 
attitudes. Believing in, in this technical sense, is an intensional verb and accordingly introduces 
intensional contexts. The corresponding mental state can be characterized on the basis of two 
ideas: (i) thinking in something and (ii) having a conception of it. Having a conception of a thing 
amounts to having a collection of beliefs about a thing or group of things. The representational 
content of a belief-in for Szabó is a term. Normally, he uses the abbreviation “[Fs]” for the term 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
50 Sider (2009: 397). 
51 Quine (1953a: 13, 1953b: 103). 
52 Hirsch (2009: 239). 
53 See Szabó (2003). 



!
! 295 

corresponding to the plural object Fs. Since belief-in aims to a correct representation of the 
world, the condition of correctness of the content of a belief-in ([Fs]) is given thus: 
 

Beliefs in [Fs] is representationally correct iff Fs exist and the conception of Fs is true. 
 

At a particular level, it aims to apply this alternative metaontological approach to the persistence 
debate and show it offers a better understanding of the dispute than the one provided either by 
standard ontological realists or ontological deflationists, such as the supporters of Quantifier 
Variance. Let us focus, for the sake of the argument and brevity, on Hirsch’s quantifier variantist 
proposal. Hirsch’s proposal comprises two speakers who speak two different languages: E-English 
and P-English. E-English is a language similar to ordinary English, spoken by those who endorse 
endurantism.54 To simplify things, Hirsch regards endurantism as the view that ordinary material 
objects do not have temporal parts and perdurantism as the view that ordinary material objects 
are mereological sums of their temporal parts. In EEnglish the sentences asserted about certain 
facts about material objects by perdurantists are false. Conversely, in P-English the sentences 
asserted about the same facts about material objects by endurantists about material objects will 
be false. Now, the dispute between two parties which disagree over a metaphysical matter can be 
verbally deflated if each side can interpret the other side as speaking a language in which the 
latter’s asserted sentences are true. In other words, each participant in a verbal dispute 
acknowledges that there is a plausible charitable interpretation of the language associated with 
the other side’s position which will make the position come out true. 

In the persistence debate, we have that sentences asserted in P-English by perdurantists, 
in which the quantifiers are restricted to objects acknowledged by perdurantists, are true, and 
sentences asserted by endurantists in E-English, in which the quantifiers are restricted to objects 
acknowledged by endurantists, are true. This implies that when we ask whether ordinary 
material objects are composed by temporal parts we will get a positive answer from P-English 
speakers and a negative answer from E-English speakers. But the speakers of each of these 
languages will be able to interpret what their counterpart is claiming so as to make it true in their 
own language. 

According to the alternative framework I have provided to understand ontological disputes, the 
ontological debate that takes place between endurantists and perdurantists is not a debate about 
quantifier meanings but really one about the conception we ought to have about persisting 
material things. Endurantists and Perdurantists believe in persisting material things in the 
technical sense specified in the paragraph above. Therefore, they are ontologically committed to 
them. Yet, this alternative metaontological framework establishes that for being ontologically 
committed to some Fs—in this case, persisting material things—we need more than the mere 
belief that there are some Fs or that some Fs exist. What we need is a conception of the Fs in 
order to have a correct representation of a particular aspect of the world. Here is where rival 
conceptions about the Fs come into play. Endurantism and perdurantism would provide us with 
competing conceptions of persisting material things. These rival conceptions are not entirely 
divergent: both endurantists and perdurantists have as part of their conceptions of persisting 
things that they exist at different times, that they persist through change, that the sort of change 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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in which they are often involved entails having incompatible properties, that no persisting things 
can have incompatible properties at the same time. Yet, they do differ in some substantial points: 
while endurantists hold that persisting things qua subjects of change remain numerically 
identical, perdurantists deny this; while perdurantists accept the existence of temporal parts and 
sums of them, endurantists at least deny the first tenet; while perdurantists hold that persisting 
material things have their properties and parts simpliciter, endurantists hold that it is a 
distinguishing feature of persisting things to have their properties and parts at times. This 
resulting picture, I argue, is much richer and sensitive to the complexities of the debate than the 
one offered by supporters of the Quinean orthodoxy. 
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What is pluralism: Institutions, obligations, individuals 
 

Ingrid Salvatore, University of Salerno 
 

The aim of this paper is to challenge the idea of pluralism, taken as the general position which 
opposes itself to some form of strong universalism. No less important, however, is the attempt to 
make sense of why pluralism, despite the problems it rises, sounds so convincing. 

It always struck me, when facing moral problems at the global level, that if you ask people 
whether we can judge, from a moral point of view, social institutions per se, you usually get a 
direct and unproblematic positive answer. It is common for us to think that genital mutilations 
are wrong; that it is unjust to prohibit young girls to get an education or to get them married at 
the age of six with men of sixties. On the other side, as soon as you ask people whether somebody 
living under that institutions and acting accordingly are then acting unjustly, judgements start to 
be unsteady. Not only we are not ready to extend the judgement we give of an institution to the 
action conforming to it, but sometime we are rather inclined to see people conforming to the 
institution they belong as feeling obliged to perform it, maybe in a sense not easy to specify. 

To accommodate these two not properly consistent intuitions, it seems quite obvious to 
assume that for us – as members of a given society – a foreign institution is wrong or unjust, but 
for people belonging to it things are different. 

Yet, from a theoretical point of view, it is all but easy to vindicate such a common 
pretheorethical intuition. Pluralism is the theory which promises to do that [Parekh, 2000; 
Sandel, 1984, 1998; Taylor 1985, 1995; Bilgrami, 2011]. 

However, to understand both the promises and the critiques, it is important to distinguish 
the notion of pluralism as it appears here from a different one, which also plays an important role 
in political philosophy. Pluralism, in fact, is also what liberals conceive as an essential feature of 
their theory. By liberals, pluralism is taken to be as an ineliminable internal phenomenon of 
liberal (just) societies, generated by the reciprocal recognition of our different, partially 
incompatible, comprehensive doctrines [Rawls, 2005]. Viewed as an expression of our value and 
freedom, such a reciprocal recognition is a fundamental aspect of what being liberals requires, as 
it is conveniently summarized by the Voltaire attributed motto: “I do not agree with what you 
have to say, but I'll defend to the death your right to say it”. 

Pluralism as it appears here, on the other side, is not the outcome of regulated coexisting 
individuals, each endowed with her own conception of the good, in one (liberal) society, but the 
result of many different societies emboding incompatible moral values. The difference couldn’t 
be more profound. 

Whether in the liberal picture, any society will be pluralist insofar as it will be just 
(namely, its basic structure will respects individual rights), when pluralism is conceived as a 
product of societies embodying different and incompatible moral rules, each societies in its inside 
is an essentially non-pluralist society, individual sharing, as member of the same community, not 
only a system of rules they do have to obey, but a system of meanings which inform their own 
conception of themselves and provide the source of their reciprocal obligations [Taylor 1985; 
Bilgrami, 2011]. 
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To say that pluralists assume an essentially non-pluralist conception of society is not to say 
that pluralists do not recognize disagreement. 

People leaving under a practice or an institution, sharing criteria for adjudicating their 
reciprocal obligations, as pluralists maintain, is perfectly compatible with room for disputes, 
changes, new solutions and even a certain degree of persisting differences in styles of life [Parekh, 
2000; Walzer, 1994]. 

It is to say, however, that, contrary to the liberal view of pluralism, there is not a 
principled, socially independent way to solve disagreements. For it is essential for a pluralist 
position that the way in which normative standards for assessing our disputes are established be 
internal to the society and not independently given [Walzer, 1994]. 

My claim is that whether this shapes pluralism as an intuitively convincing position, 
making sense of the idea that our reciprocal obligations always arise in the context of concrete, 
existing, societies, also is what makes the theory empty. 

I will try to show that the way in which pluralists try to construct their internal normative 
standard comes, in the last analysis, from a peculiar interpretation of the idea that meaning is 
nothing but a social practices or institutions [MacDowell, 1998; Taylor, 1995]. 

Seen as the basic material of our thinking, language is taken to be by pluralist as different 
from any other social institution, reflectively shaping a conception of ourselves. Whether 
language is seen a social practice in itself, it is the social practice through which individuals are 
entirely created. Genuine individuals, I would say. 

For in contrast with others institutions, language is seen as able to avoid a deterministic 
conception of individuals, leaving room for a genuine process of forming and acting on reasons. 
Meanwhile in the traditional idea acting on reasons is acting on principles my reason dictates, 
here reasons can only be socially constructed [Taylor, 1995]. 

But as I will try to show, this is an unfeasible way, which turns out in an endless process of 
constructing reasons, unable to provide any kind of normative standard. 

Either we come back to some kind of a priori criterion or we do have to give empirical 
constraints to the way in which our institutions can be constructed and our disagreements solved. 
Both the ways are essentially anti-pluralist, but I wil give arguments for the second, able to catch 
the original pluralist intuition on the social nature of our obligations. 
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Civil disobedience and quest for public interest  
 

Daniele Santoro, University of Minho (Braga)/Luiss University 
 

Civil disobedience is often justified by appealing to democratic values. Civil disobedients 
counterbalance the excess of executive power, highlight flaws in democratic procedures, and 
testify to the rights of minorities against the potential tyranny of majorities. In some versions of 
this argument, its justification refers to the notion of ‘public interest’. Yet, political theorists have 
shown scant attention, in the current debate, to the task of clarifying this notion. In this paper I 
argue that a proper understanding of this notion is crucial in justifying the democratic function of 
dissent.  

 I distinguish between two broad characterisations of ‘public interest’. According to the 
first characterisation — call it the aggregate view — ‘public interest’ is the sum of non- 
competing individual interests of the members of a polity. National defence and clean air are 
instances of public interest according to this view, for they are non-excludable, non- rivalrous 
goods in which individual interests have an equal share.  

 Yet, the aggregate view is unsatisfying in many ways, for public interest is not necessarily 
an interest over which individual members of a polity converge. Natural resources whose pool is 
depleted over long-term exploitation, the provision of social services when financial resources are 
limited, and also the safeguard of constitutional freedoms in times of emergency are all examples 
of goods over which individual or group interests may compete and come into conflict.  

 Can we make sense of a notion of public interest that does not appeal to the interests 
everybody has an equal share in? In what sense can an interest of a party be in the ‘public’ 
interest? I outline a different characterisation of public interest — the all-purposive view — and 
present two arguments in support of it.  

 First, something is in the public interest means inter alia that there is a presumptive interest 
of members of a ‘public’ in being informed about a given matter. Admittedly, this is only a 
presumptive interest: a public may dismiss the information as irrelevant, or simply be 
unconcerned with it. Still, the justification of an act performed in the public interest lies in the 
presumption of the potential public value of the information.  

 The second aspect concerns the content of public interest. I propose a characterisation of 
public interest as consisting of the set of rights that are all-purposive for the attainment of any 
social benefit. Public interest in this second sense does not consist in any specific distribution of 
social benefits, but in the core set of rights that supervise the arrangement of those benefits. A 
right is part of the core set constituting public interest when its obstruction or restraint precludes 
the enjoyment of any other right that figures in that set. We can define the core set of rights that 
constitute public interest as those rights which enable the enjoyments of more substantive rights 
or particular social benefits. For instance, the right to free speech, is one such right.  

 I will conclude by exploring how the all-purposive view can justify some specific instances 
of civil disobedience, namely whistleblowing and the disclosure of governmental secrecy.  
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I cannot be HOT: A vicious regress for higher-order theories  
 

Miguel Sebastian, Instituto de Investigaciones Filosoficas, UNAM 
 
1 Introduction 

Higher-Order theories of consciousness attempt to explain what it takes for a mental state to be 
conscious, rather than unconscious, by means of a higher-order state that represents one as being 
in the state in question. According to this family of theories, in having an experience, say, as of a 
red apple one is not merely aware of the red apple but also aware of oneself as being in certain 
state.  

 In this paper, I will focus on Higher-Order Thought theories [Rosenthal, 2005, Gennaro, 
2012, Brown, 2015]. I will show that they fall prey of a vicious regress due to the mechanism 
fixing of the first person pronoun deployed in the higher-order thought. 
 
2 I should be HOT: HOT and the essential indexical  
According to HOT theories, a mental state is conscious in virtue of the right kind (assertoric and 
seemingly non-inferential) higher-order thought to the effect that I am in certain state. For 
example, when one is having an experience as of red, one would entertain a higher-order 
thought to the effect that one herself sees red or that one herself is having a visual representation 
of red: the intentional content of the higher-order thought is something like I, myself, am representing 
red (Brown, 2015, Lau and Rosenthal, 2011). Consequently, undergoing any conscious 
experience requires a deployment of the first-person pronoun.  

 Rosenthal [2011, p. 28] stresses that the way we are aware of our own conscious states 
requires essentially indexical self-reference (Perry, 1979). The challenge for defenders of HOT 
theories is to show that there is a way to explain the required reference fixing mechanisms in a 
way that is compatible with the theory .  

 Despite the relevance of this question to evaluate the coherence of the view, it has 
received very few attention, being Rosenthal [2011] proposal an honorable exception. In the 
next section I am going to present his view and then argue that it leads to a vicious regress. This 
will let HOT theories unfounded.  
  
3 I cannot be HOT: a vicious regress  
According to Rosenthal, the HOT that I, myself, am in mental state M, represents as being in 
mental state M the very same individual who think that thought. The reference to oneself as such 
is grounded on the tacit identification of oneself as the thinker of the HOT: one refers to oneself 
tacitly as such, when one tacitly refers to something as the individual doing the referring.  

 According to Rosenthal, such tacit representation is explained by the conjunction of two 
elements. 
 

(1)! The HOT represents the pain as belonging to some particular individual S. 
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(2)! S is disposed to identify the individual the HOT refers to as the individual that has that 
HOT. 

 

This way, although the HOT does not represent the individual as the thinker of the HOT, the 
individual is disposed to make such an identification if the question arises of course, as Rosenthal 
stresses, such question seldom arises and the individual might never actually performs the 
identification in question. This disposition constitutes the tacit identification of the self required 
by the HOT, and essential indexical self-reference with it (2011, p. 30). Unfortunately, it is also 
this disposition what gives rise to a vicious infinite regress.  
 
3.1 Why there is an infinite regress  
I argue that if one is to identify the individual the HOT refers to as the individual that has the 
HOT, then it has to be possible that the HOT becomes conscious. According to the theory, this 
would require that it be possible that the subject has an unconscious third-order thought to the 
effect that one herself is having the HOT; a third-order thought which intentional content is 
something like I, myself, am in a state that represents that I, myself, am in a state that represents red. The 
third-order thought deploys the first person pronoun, which refers to the oneself in an essential 
indexical way. Therefore, the subject has the disposition to identify the individual the third-order 
HOT refers to as the individual that has that the third-order thought. But if the subject is to have 
such disposition then it has to be possible that the third-order thought be conscious. This in turn 
requires a fourth-order thought, that deploys the first person pronoun, which refers to the oneself 
in an essential indexical way,... and so on, ad infinitum.  
 
3.2 Why the regress is vicious  
If my reasoning is correct, the reference fixing mechanism of the self concept deployed in the 
higher- order thought, and the capacity to undergo phenomenally conscious experience with it, is 
then grounded on the disposition to have an infinite hierarchy of higher-order thoughts.  

 Beings like us have the capacity to have phenomenally conscious experiences, therefore 
the truth of the theory depends on whether beings like us, in the actual world or a sufficiently 
close one (those in which our cognitive capacities are the same as the one we have in the actual 
world), have the disposition in question. And whether we have or not we have such disposition is 
determined by the fact that, in the actual world or in a sufficiently close one, the hierarchical 
chain of disposition in question is manifested. So, there should be circumstances under which, in 
the actual world or in a sufficiently close one, we entertain a thought with the intentional content 
that I, myself, am in a state that represents that I, myself, am in a state that represents that ... that I, myself, am 
in a state that represents red.  
 However, if our cognitive capacities are limited then we cannot entertain the thoughts the 
theory predict we should have. This leaves the theory without foundation.  
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The philosophical significance of Frege’s Constraint 
 

Andrea Sereni, IUSS Pavia 
 

1. The purposes of Frege’s Constraint 
In recent debates on Fregean and neo-Fregean epistemologies of mathematics, much interest has 
been devoted to what Wright [2000] calls Frege’s Constraint [FC], i.e. the requirement, roughly, 
that the possibility of applications of a mathematical theory should be explained in the very 
definitions of the central notions of the theory. FC may decide between alternative accounts of 
arithmetic, e.g. between a (neo-)logicist and a structuralist one (Wright [2000]); and it may 
support one or another abstraction principle for the definition of real numbers (Shapiro [2000], 
Hale [2000], Wright [2000]). According to Neo-Logicists, Hume's Principle (HP; the principle 
defining the concept of cardinal number by stating that the number of F 's is equal to the number 
of G 's if and only if the F 's and the G 's are in one-to-one correspondence) successfully meet FC. 

A thorough analysis of FC is still lacking. The aim of this paper is threefold. Firstly, I 
discuss standard formulations of FC, claiming that they rely on assumption that make it too 
strong up to the point of being question-begging against opponents of Neo-Logicism. I therefore 
offer weaker readings of FC, a Moderate and a Modest one. Secondly, I show that on these more 
plausible formulations, FC can be met by structuralists, contrary to widespread opinion. Thirdly, 
I show that these weaker formulations are not too weak, by showing that they rule out both 
Frege's original foes, and the kind of definitions neo-logicists classify as “arrogant”. 
 
2. FC: robust, moderate and modest 
A standard formulation of FC is to be found in Wright [2000], where it is defined as the claim 
that: a satisfactory foundation for a mathematical theory must somehow build its applications, 
actual and potential, into its core into the content it ascribes to the statements of the theory 
rather than merely patch them on from the outside. 

The Robust reading Wright offers of FC entails that numbers are individual objects. As 
such, the constraint is unsatisfiable in ante rem  structuralism, according to which mathematical 
theories are about abstract structures. I suggest alternative interpretations of FC. A Moderate 
interpretation requires applicability to be explained in the definitions of the objects (not 
necessarily the numbers) a mathematical theory is about. Such objects may include structural 
objects (structures). A Modest reading only requires that applicability can be explained through 
the conceptual resources employed in the definitions of the central concepts of the theory in 
order to bestow sense to its statements. This does not assume that mathematical theories are 
about objects (either individual or structural) at all. 

 
3. FC between neo-logicism and structuralism 
I discuss four objections moved by Wright [2000] on the basis of FC to ante rem  structuralism: 
that for structuralists numbers have no individual essence beyond what is offered by a 
characterization of their structure; that structuralists cannot explain what numbers are numbers 
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of; that for structuralism the resources for explaining applicability must be additional and 
epistemically posterior to those involved in the definitions of the relevant numbers; that 
structuralists cannot explain how knowledge of simple arithmetical statements is acquired via 
displaying particular applications. 

I show how these objections can be met by structuralists once a Robust reading of FC is 
abandoned. Reply to objection three is particularly relevant. After rehearsing Shapiro [1997]'s 
characterization of structures, I submit that both in the explanation of the identity conditions of 
structures and in the explanation of the applicability of the corresponding mathematical theories 
the same conceptual resources are involved. Structuralists can thus meet both Moderate and 
Modest FC. 
 
4. Against the toothlessness objection 
Hale [2002] warns that too weak readings of FC may make it “toothless”, i.e. satisfiable by any 
account whatsoever. I submit that Moderate and Modest readings of FC are not subject to Hale's 
objection. 
 
4.1. FC and Frege’s foes 
FC must be compatible with three families of Fregean objections: 
 

1.! Objections to empiricists, which confuse “the applications that can be made of an 
arithmetical proposition […] with the pure mathematical proposition itself” (Frege 
[1884][§.9]); 

2.! Objections to formalists, especially in Frege [1893-1903], §.91, Vol. II, where it is claimed 
that “it is applicability alone which elevates arithmetic from a game to the rank of a 
science”; 

3.! Objections to Cantor’s and Dedekind’s definitions of the reals, where “any relation to 
measurement is either completely ignored or patched on solely from the outside without 
any internal connection grounded in the nature of the number itself” (Frege [1893- 
1903][§.159]. 

 

I show that both Moderate and Modest FC are consistent with these objections, so that they both 
allow ruling out as inadequate the accounts of mathematical theories delivered by Frege's original 
foes. 
 
4.2. FC and arrogant definitions 
Neo-Logicists maintain that HP is epistemically superior to other definitions of natural numbers, 
like that obtained by considering Peano's Axioms for arithmetic as implicitly defining such 
concept. Such other definitions are deemed as “arrogant”, in so far they require independent 
epistemic investigations to show that the concept introduced is instantiated. 

Building on Neo-Logicists' remarks, I show that at least a relevant sub-class of definitions 
are arrogant in that they are incapable of conveying the conditions for applicability of statements 
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involving the defined concept. I then submit that both Moderate and Modest FC rule out this 
sort of arrogant definitions. 

As a consequence of what is shown in §§ 4.1 and 4.2, Moderate and Modest FC can be 
defended from Hale's toothlessness objection. 
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What kind of kind is intelligence? 

 
Davide Serpico, Ph.D. FINO Consortium 

 

After a century of research, the issue concerning the nature of intelligence is still controversial. 
The standard model of intelligence derives from two scientific fields: psychometrics and 
behavioural genetics. Surprisingly, this model has not been much analysed under the light of 
cognitive science. Rather, psychometrics and cognitive science have widely different aims and 
methods.  
  Psychometrics analyses intelligence in quantitative terms, using psychological constructs 
like the IQ and the so-called g factor. Historically speaking, the existence of a general factor of 
intelligence has been hypothesized by Charles Spearman because intelligence measurements are 
positively related to each other. In light of this empirical phenomenon, known as “positive 
manifold”, several psychologists have accepted the existence of an underlying general mental 
ability (Van der Maas et al., 2006). 
 Behavioural genetics, on its own, investigates psychological traits following methods 
deriving from the genetics of quantitative traits, in order to understand the role of inheritance to 
determine individual differences. Like other quantitative traits, such as height and weight, 
intelligence occurs as a continuous range of variation within populations. In order to account for 
these traits, geneticists take on an additive polygenic model of inheritance: accordingly, several 
genes act additively on the phenotype – in our case, on the intellectual level. 
  Over time, the purposes of behavioural genetics and psychometrics have come to a 
convergence, arriving at a theoretical model which is still influential: after the adoption of the g 
factor by genetics research, a conception has been reached which accounts for intelligence as a 
highly heritable general cognitive ability. Such an approach takes g as the most important 
psychological variable (Jensen, 2012; Plomin et al., 2013) despite the widespread disagreement 
about its psychobiological meaning. Indeed, neither intelligence nor the g factor have joined the 
agenda of cognitive science. 
  Broadly speaking, while IQ is a “marker” for the individual intelligence level, the g factor 
is its psychological explanation: it represents a cognitive phenomenon that causes individual 
performances to IQ tests. Several authors hold that from a cognitive point of view there is not 
convincing empirical evidence to support the existence of g – except as a psychometric factor 
which arises from correlations between cognitive performances and interactions between many 
variables. 
  I consider this topic using philosophical lenses, that is the debate about natural kinds. 
Speaking about natural kinds allows us to evaluate the ontological validity of psychological 
constructs as real entities, independently from our scientific theories and categorizations. 
Adopting a realist standpoint, the g factor model is supposed to reflect the way in which cognition 
works on a biological level – suitable to carve psychological nature at its joints. 
  First, I analyse whether intelligence is a kind according to behavioural genetics. 
Intelligence is primarily considered a quantitative trait: something shared by every human being 
but expressed differently among individuals. Such a quantitative conception would hardly find 
room in natural kinds theory. 
  Second, I suggest that this model of general intelligence is counterintuitive from a 
cognitive point of view. Thus, I propose an HPC theory of intelligence in order to account for 
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intuitions coming from cognitive sciences. This model requires a cluster (IQ), some properties 
(test performances, cognitive processes and biological correlates) and a homeostatic mechanism 
(the g factor). 
  Finally, I point out some worries about the HPC model, suggesting that it is likely 
unnecessary to consider intelligence as a kind in any sense. The HPC theory is often considered 
inadequate in identifying those mechanisms which matter to pinpoint a property cluster (Craver, 
2009; Wilson et al., 2007). Rather, according to Boyd, the HPC theory is by definition unable to 
solve this issue, as it should be assigned to a strictly empirical research. So, it is an empirical 
problem to establish whether or not the g factor would be a good candidate to the role of 
homeostatic mechanism. If cognitive science deserves a role in this inquiry, then we should take 
in consideration the disagreement about the nature of g (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2012). If the 
opponents of g were right, then it would lack the homeostatic mechanisms so useful to ground a 
HPC theory of intelligence. It would not be a cluster, but simply a set of properties. 
  We might imagine a splitting strategy: subtyping to different kinds (e.g., specific cognitive 
processes) something that has seemed prima facie a unified kind (intelligence). Tests solving is due 
to many cognitive abilities and it is pointless to categorize them as a single thing. From such a 
view it seems more productive looking for genes that act on specific cognitive components, rather 
than genes that act on general intelligence. 
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My own experiences of my own body: Exploring a connection 
 

Carlota Serrahima Balius, LOGOS-UB 
 
Bodily sensations55 typically are mental states suitable to ground de se judgments: generally, 
subjects endowed with a conceptual system or language would express them by qualifying their 
content with a first-person indexical. Otherwise stated, in undergoing a bodily sensation one is 
typically aware of qualities that seemingly qualify a body that one takes to be one’s own. This is 
what authors in the literature formulate by saying that subjects typically have a sense of bodily 
ownership (SBO).  

However, the general notion of a sense of ownership is also used to refer to the fact that 
subjects typically self-attribute introspectively accessed experiences56. Indeed, again, subjects 
endowed with a conceptual system or language typically express the experiences they undergo by 
using a first-person indexical in the subject position – that is, they typically take the relevant 
experiences to be their own. Let us call this phenomenon a sense of experience ownership (SEO).  

This paper follows in the discussion about the grounds of the SBO. Yet, it finally suggests that 
such sense is constitutively dependant upon the SEO. As a matter of fact, both phenomena occur 
in normal proprioceptive experiences, as correspondingly revealed by the two tokenings of first-
person indexicals in proprioceptive reports in English, such as “I feel pain in my finger”.  

The different positions on the debate about the grounds of the SBO primarily aim at 
explaining what the awareness of the proprioceived body being one’s own consists of. I will 
devote the first part of the paper to arguing that their explanatory project should also aim at 
being epistemically, psychologically and empirically accurate. In the second part of the paper, I will 
sketch a proposal to be framed within so-called Phenomenal Accounts57 (e.g. Martin, 1995; 
Dokic, 2003; de Vignemont, 2013; Bermúdez, 2015) – namely the accounts that characterize the 
SBO in terms of a phenomenal dimension of our bodily sensations. In particular, I shall argue 
that the SBO is grounded on the type of properties that typically are represented in bodily 
sensations.  

Dokic (2003) puts forward a view of this kind – I will make the case for my proposal by 
critically discussing his arguments and finally supplementing his account. According to Dokic, 
bodily experiences are reflexive in that the properties they represent bear a constitutive relation 
with the very instantiation of the experience. However, he takes the relation itself not to be part 
of the content of bodily experiences. Therefore, his view falls short of grounding the SBO: even 
granting that the body that a given subject feels in bodily sensations is her own, her awareness 
that it is remains unaccounted for. Dokic’s proposal thus fails to meet, at least, the desiderata of 
epistemic and psychological accuracy. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
55 Bodily sensations include proprioception, sensations of balance, tactile sensations, pain and interoception. I will also 
use “proprioception” and “bodily experiences” to refer generally to all sorts of bodily sensations. 
56 For example, both senses of the notion of a sense of ownership appear, but are not explicitly distinguished, in 
Gallagher & Zahavi (2008): “[i]n schizophrenic symptoms of delusions of control or thought insertion, the sense of 
ownership is retained in some form ... The schizophrenic who suffers from these delusions will claim that his body is 
moving but that someone else is causing the movement; or that there are thoughts in his mind, but that someone else is 
putting them there” (160). 
57 The label “Phenomenal Accounts” is due to Alsmith (2014). 
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In response, I supplement his view by suggesting that, in bodily sensations, subjects are 
typically aware of the constitutive relation holding between the properties they experience as 
instantiated in their bodies, and their bodily experiences. Notice that if, for theoretical purposes, 
in all sensory experiences we distinguish the quale of the experience from what the quale 
represents, it seems that in ordinary language we refer to the latter when reporting exteroceptive 
sensations – we generally mean to attribute redness to external objects, for instance –, but to the 
former in (at least some cases of) bodily ones. If this claim is sound, it can be used as evidence in 
favour of our typical sensitivity to the fact that bodily sensations are about something that bears a 
special relation to the experience by which it is felt as instantiated. I will back up this view by 
arguing that it fares well with the desiderata announced. 

Crucially, a consequence of this proposal is that the following becomes a non-trivial fact 
about the phenomenology of bodily sensations: when a subject experiences a body as her own, she 
experiences it as belonging to the very experiencer of the relevant bodily sensation, while being aware 
that the experiencer is herself. Otherwise stated, I finally suggest that an account of the grounds of the 
SBO will ultimately lie on an account of the grounds of the SEO. This traces a connection 
between two obviously related but yet parallel debates, while suggesting a way of making sense of 
the idea that we feel our bodies as subjects rather than as objects. 
 
References 

Alsmith, A. (2014). Mental activity & the sense of ownership. Review of Philosophy and Psychology, Online first. 

Bermúdez, J.L. (2015). Bodily ownership, bodily awareness and knowledge without observation. Analysis, 75 (1): 37-
45. 

de Vignemont, F. (2013). The mark of bodily ownership. Analysis, 73(4): 643-651. 

Dokic, J. (2003). The sense of ownership: an analogy between sensation and action. In J. Roessler & N. Eilan (Eds.), 
Agency and self-awareness. Issues in philosophy and psychology (321-344). Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Gallagher, S. & Zahavi, D. (2008). The Phenomenological Mind. An Introduction to Philosophy of Mind and Cognitive Science. 
New York: Routledge.  

Martin, M. G. F. (1995). Bodily awareness: A sense of ownership. A J. L. Bermúdez, A. Marcel & N. Eilan (Eds.), 
The body and the self (267-289). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

  



!
! 311 

Varieties of evolutionary debunking arguments in metaethics 
 

Eleonora Severini, Sapienza University of Rome 
 

Evolutionism constitutes one of the most challenging puzzle for moral realism. A remarkable 
portion of the current debate in metaethics is indeed devoted to handle the explanation of our 
moral psychology stemming from evolutionary theory. The so-called Evolutionary Debunking 
Arguments (EDAs) are arguments that appeal to the evolutionary genealogy of our beliefs to 
undermine their justification (Kahane 2011). When applied to morality, such arguments are 
generally intended to undermine the realist accounts of morality (Gibbard 1990, Street 2006, 
Joyce 2006).  

As FitzPatrick (2015) clearly points out, “[evolutionism] is often held to provide a basis at 
least for debunking ethical realism by undermining the old-fashioned idea that there are objective 
and knowable ethical truths − truths that are both independent of our evaluative attitudes and 
capable of being known by us”. It is important to notice that there are two distinct, though 
related, claims: according to the first one, there are moral facts or truths that obtain 
independently of any preferred perspective (moral realism); according the to the second one, 
these moral truths are knowable and thus our moral beliefs can be justified or known to be true 
(moral knowledge).  

Most of the current debate on EDAs has focused only on the epistemological core of the 
question maintaining that, if moral realism is true and if selective pressures have heavily 
influenced the evolution of human capacities for moral thinking, we cannot have moral 
knowledge. Nevertheless, “[t]his by itself does not refute moral realism, but it leaves realists in the 
deeply unappealing position of being saddled with a thoroughgoing moral skepticism – a logically 
coherent position that contains about zero appeal” (Shafer-Landau 2012, p. 1).  

My point is that this is not the whole story and the debate on EDAs in metaethics relies 
on a confusion. There are in fact various sorts of EDAs and giving up either moral realism or 
moral knowledge depends on which sort of EDA we are referring to. Thus, the aim of this paper 
is to shed some light on such a debate distinguishing two different kinds of EDAs. In particular, I 
will take into account the distinction pointed out by Nichols (2014) between (i) process debunking 
and (ii) best-explanation debunking. Unlike Nichols, I will construe those arguments in 
evolutionary terms and I will examine each kind of arguments separately in order to show that 
the former may undermine moral knowledge while the latter may undermine moral realism.  

A further problem that has been neglected in the current literature is that these 
arguments clash with each other. The target argument that best-explanation debunking aims to 
debunk is moral realism but, at the same time, moral realism is one of process debunking 
premises. I will assess whether there is a way to settle that inconsistency and I will suggest that 
best-explanation debunking conclusion may be accepted while the process debunking conclusion 
should be met.  
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How to water a thousand flowers. On the logic of logical pluralism 

 
Maria Paola Sforza Fogliani, Istituto Universitario di Studi Superiori (IUSS), Pavia 

Andrea Sereni, Istituto Universitario di Studi Superiori (IUSS), Pavia 
 

What logic, or logics, are logical pluralists adopting, and which ought they to adopt, in advancing 
their view? These metatheoretical questions lurk behind much of the discussion on logical 
pluralism (LP), and have a direct bearing on normative issues concerning the choice of a correct 
logic, the attribution of meaning to logical vocabulary in different logics, and valid reasoning in 
general. They appear to be prompted even by such a well- known argument in the philosophy of 
logic as the Centrality Argument. Still, they commonly receive just swift answers – if any. Our 
aim is to tackle these questions head on, by clarifying which routes are available or advisable, and 
to express skepticism that any proposed way out is tenable.  

 Our main target question is: 

  
(Q) How many logics is the logical pluralist using when arguing in favor of her position?  

 

The Centrality Argument (cf. Boghossian [2000], Field [1996], Shapiro [2000], Wright [1986]) 
suggests that logic is central in every rational argument, and in particular both in revising and in 
justifying logic itself (so that any such attempt appears illegitimate). By the same token, logic is 
necessary also in arguing for LP; the Centrality Argument will thus at least force the logical 
pluralist to provide an answer to (Q). We discuss three strategies for reply to (Q): (a) no logic 
whatsoever, (b) one single logic, and (c) more than one logic.  

 Beall and Restall (2001) opt for (a), claiming that not all rational reasoning is governed by 
some logic. Although this may allow defending LP through something akin to Carnapian 
explications, we raise doubt that (a) is tenable.  

 As for (b), monism in the metatheory by adoption of some particular deductive logic 
appears hard to support: it’s unclear which logic this should be, and how to argue for it; nor it is 
easy to restrict oneself to super- valid (i.e. valid in all logics) inferences, since it’s obscure what is 
actually left in that category (cf. A. Varzi [2002]; for a discussion: Shapiro [2014], §4.2).  

 As a way out of this impasse, we discuss a form of modest pluralism which attributes, by 
means of a certain single logic L which has a given theoretical property p, some other properties 
p1, p2 ... pn to a plurality of other logics L1, L2 ... Ln. This also requires clarifying how logics should 
be characterized in order to be eligible for a pluralist view: LP has been advanced either as the 
claim that (i) more than one logic is correct/legitimate, or that (ii) more than one logic is true, or 
(iii) as some combination of the two. We survey the outcomes of these different claims and stress 
relevant fluctuations even within (i) and (ii).  
 Shapiro (2014) suggests that arguments for LP (his included) may not employ any 
deductive logic, being rather Inferences to the Best Explanation (IBE). We explore the 
consequences of conceiving Shapiro’s arguments as Indispensability Arguments, and then point 
to limitations for his metatheoretical strategy. IBE is not uncontested, and can be at odds with 
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some inductive logics, e.g. Bayesian Confirmation Theory; so either LP is abandoned when it 
comes to inductive logics, or some form of LP for inductive logics must be further defended.  

 Option (c) amounts to claiming that:  

 
 (LP') We can argue in favor of LP using different logics.  

 

But then again, how is one to argue in favor of (LP')? The same three options open up once 
more; assuming the third strategy is chosen again, an infinite regress of pluralisms threatens.  

 As many have stressed (e.g. Cook [2010]), metatheoretical issues are of the greatest 
concern for logical pluralists – and, by parallel reasoning, also for pluralists in other areas. As 
things stand, none of the conceivable routes for solving the metatheoretical problem at hand 
seem to lead to any satisfactory answer. Unless otherwise solved, it poses a heavy burden on the 
feasibility of logical pluralism.  
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Origins and concepts 
 

Daniele Sgaravatti, University of St Andrews 
 

Mark Sainsbury and Michael Tye (henceforth S&T) defend a theory of concepts they call 
“originalism”. The main ideas of originalism are the following: “Atomic concepts come into 
existence (and perhaps go out of existence): they are non-eternal abstract continuants.” (S&T 
[2012] p. 41; all page references to this work). Moreover, “Atomic concepts are to be 
individuated by their historical origins, as opposed to their semantic or epistemic properties” (p. 
40). S&T’s view also includes the rejection of these principles:  

 
P1 Identity of content is necessary for identity of concepts. If C1 and C2 are occurrences of 
concepts, and they have different contents, then they are occurrences of distinct concepts.  
P2 The logical relations between thoughts are determined by the concepts involved. For 
example, if a is a singular concept and F is a predicative concept, then an occurrence of Fa 
and an occurrence of not-Fa are inconsistent.  

 

I will argue that a modified version of originalism, which accepts these two principles, is more 
plausible than S&T’s view (of course this might still not amount to much, depending on how one 
thinks of the initial plausibility of originalism; I will not have space here for that kind of 
discussion).  

Originalism can reject P1 because it says that the individuation of concepts proceeds 
independently of their semantics. But this rejection is not mandatory. Even if having the same 
origin is necessary and sufficient for identity between concepts, having the same content can still 
be necessary. S&T reject this idea because of cases of reference shift. I will focus on an example 
that S&T find congenial. The word ‘meat’ in old English referred to all food, while in 
contemporary English it has of course a more restricted meaning. It seems plausible that there is 
one word, ‘meat’, which changed its meaning. S&T make the same claim about the concept 
MEAT, which therefore they regard as a counterexample to P1. Why do they exclude the 
possibility that the old concept changed into a new one? They write “the basis for this claim is 
simply the smooth history, the concept being handed on in ways that unquestionably make new 
users count as users of the concept, even if mistakes were made about its referent” (p. 72). 
However, we might just count this as a case of vagueness; it is vague when the new concept had 
origin. There is (or there might be) a smooth history of generations linking homo sapiens and some 
primate; but this is not decisive evidence that there is only one species. Moreover, on the view 
sketched by S&T, there is also a vague boundary between the cases in which the concept was 
used with the old content and the cases in which it was used with the new content. Whatever way 
we resolve this vagueness problem will provide an equally plausible story about the origin of the 
new concept.  

Rejecting P1 leads S&T to reject P2. Imagine a thought of the form APPLES ARE 
MEAT and one of the form APPLES ARE NOT MEAT which make use of the same concept 
MEAT; they could be both true, according to S&T. They admit that their view has this 
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consequence, but they reply that truth is a property of thought-tokens, rather than of truth-types 
(p. 180). This seems an ad hoc move. One would expect that thought-types that do not contain 
indexical or otherwise context-sensitive elements have a truth-value, or at least a content, that 
does not vary with context.  

P1 and P2 have some intrinsic plausibility. More importantly, their rejection seems to 
deprive concepts of an important role, that of determining content and logical relations between 
thoughts. For example, when I go through an argument in reasoning, and the same concept 
appears in different steps, P1 and P2 ensure that no equivocation has occurred.  

However, to defend the two principles fully, one has to deny that there are genuinely 
indexical or context-sensitive concepts, since two tokens of the same indexical concept could have 
different contents. This might seem a big step to take, but S&T (although as we saw they end up 
with a somewhat opposite view), already come very close to denying the existence of indexical 
concepts. They deny that there is a unique concept associated to context-sensitive terms like ‘I’, 
‘now’, or ‘that’. In other words, they deny that there is a single concept THAT, which applies to 
different objects, or a single concept I, which is shared between different subjects (similar views 
are defended in Millikan [1990] and Gauker [2014] – though Gauker is concerned with words). 
When I first see a certain object, I can create a specific THAT-concept, which has the purpose of 
allowing me, and possibly others, to think about that specific object, accumulating information 
and reasoning about it. Similarly, when a subject first has sufficient cognitive resources, she 
creates a specific I-concept, which has the purpose to allow the subject to think about herself; and 
so on.  

It is clear however that, while their referents differ, different THAT-concepts have 
something in common. S&T call what these concepts have in common a “template” (p. 51). The 
notion of a concept-template however may seem mysterious. And it seems to do a lot of work, 
particularly connecting the use of these concepts with action and cognition. To develop this 
notion further we need to consider the distinction between concepts and conceptions. A 
conception is, roughly, a way to use a concept. Even if possession of a concept requires the 
possession of some, perhaps minimal, associated conception, conceptions can differ between 
individuals, and they can contain mistaken information. What S&T talk about is really a 
conception-template, which is essentially, in this case, the capacity to create a demonstrative 
concept.  
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Analyze of city and citizenship by Aristotle 
 

Dr. Mohammadreza Shahidipak, Islamic Azad University Central Tehran Branch 
 

Most important issue of political philosophy of Greece is analyze of city as philosophical object. 
This object takes big dignity in history of analytic philosophy of Europe and Persian and Islamic 
and Christian and Jew philosophy in west and east of the world. Aristotle begins politics with 
discourse of city and citizenship. "He said: city [polis] is a species of association, and, secondly 
,that all associations, come into being for the sake of some good - for all men do all their acts with 
a view to achieving something which is , in their view , a good . This most sovereign and inclusive 
association is the city [or polis], as it is called, or the political association. "Regarding the 
cognizance of city, he has described the city as a complete gathering and therefore, city is the 
place of the premier, perfect and ruling power where the best form of birth and creation of man 
takes place." He said, we thus see that the city exists by nature and that it is prior of individual. In 
his opinion liberty and individuality is a natural and political part of city because he said, the 
man who is isolated, who is unable to share in the benefits of political association. "A major part 
of Aristotle’s book is related to Utopia and perfect city. He has specified the fundamental 
foundation and principle of Utopia and perfect city and this is the final definition of city by 
Aristotle with realistic approach. " He said, when we come to the final and perfect associations 
formed from a number of village, we have already reached the city or [polis]. this may be said to 
have reached the height of full self-sufficiency , or rather we may say that while it comes into 
existence for the sake of mere life , it exist for the sake of a good life. " Aristotle has started the 
second of politics with the theory of citizen and basic constitution. He tried his best to present the 
real and final definition of city that could shows its relation with fundamental constitution. 
According to his definition of city: city is a system and political gathering under the dominance of 
law and laws is always dominant on all the citizen. He has also utilized the term of sovereignty 
that is equal to power, control and force and compulsion. Therefore; city is a place and space 
amongst the communities that have more power and every individual is capable to achieve his 
desire. City is blend of gathering of all kind of people Athens and was formed from special local 
organization. In his third book of politics, he has described all aspects of personality of a citizen 
and has shown the democratic face of a citizen. In fact he has introduced the scientific, practical 
and experimental methods and a way to study power for the formation of city on the basis of 
democracy. ". He said in book I: “there is several form of democracy and the underlying of every 
democracy is liberty. "So he is the founder of political liberalism. He has described many physical 
characteristics of city and construction of the city in his eighth book of Politics and has spoken at 
length about the design of cities. For example; he has written about the proper place of temple 
and worship, squares, open atmosphere of bazaars and construction of houses in the city. He has 
also talked about the city that is appropriate for democracy or elitism. Aristotle in his book called 
"Principles of the rule of Athens" which is a kind of historiography Greek city, he has talked in 
detail about city and governmental organizations, country and judiciary and military system 
which are very important for the protection of democracy. He was the first to use the system as a 
new system that provides real ground for democracy and he called it the government of basic 
constitution and this system is consisting of oligarchy and democracy and these are the practical 
samples government and systems and for the formation of city on the basis of democracy and 
oligarchy. He has considered the basis of law and constitution on the basis of essence of city, 
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foundation and ground for the democracy. In his "Principles of the rule of Athens" he has talked 
about the change of Greek communities from tribal system into political cities in detail. He 
explained step by step the change of Greek communities into democracy. In the start of his 
discussion, he showed that how the democracy came into existence and how it gained real power 
by the invention of basic constitution in the city of Athens. He started his book with the story of 
downfall of Alcmeoids, a dictator family of the city of Athens, and has mentioned all historical 
incidents of the city of Athens in detail and has mentioned the conflict between the people and 
aristocrats ruler and said that all the people were slaves of a aristocrats family who were ruling 
them by system of oligarchy. He has introduced tools of democracy including foundation of 
political parties in the era of Clisthene and he has also mentioned the history of various dynasty 
of Greek and he has presented analysis between power of democracy and city-state. He has 
arranged a collection of terms about democracy, prosperity and downfall and he has introduced 
democracy as a tool of deliverance and a kind of operation for deliverance of communities from 
authoritarian and tyranny. 
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In-group favoritism and its implications  
for empathy and trust in interpersonal relations  

 
Sarah Songhorian, Vita-Salute San Raffaele University 

 
The literature on in-group/out-group categorizations shows that people dislay differential 
attitudes and behaviors when they have to face members of their own group or members of 
another one – for instance in cooperative or competitive games. In particular, it has been 
suggested that humans tend to be more prone to empathize and to trust members of their own 
group (e.g. Dasgupta 2004, Xu et al. 2009). Meta-analysis data also show that in-group trust and 
empathy – understood as the ability of recognizing basic facial expressions of emotions – can be 
augmented by intranasal administration of oxytocin (Van IJzendoorn, Bakermans-Kranenburg 
2012). The aim of this paper is to discuss these studies and understand what – if anything – they 
can teach us about our understanding of social and moral behaviors focusing in particular on 
their role on empathy and trust. If in-group favoritism – as it seems – can unconsciously 
modulate empathy and trust, favoring those belonging to our own group, it seems to constitute a 
bias to interpersonal, social, and political relations.   

 Moreover, several experiments have suggested that this preference holds even when 
groups are selected arbitrarily (e.g. Tajfel 1970, Tajfel 1974). If one claims that fairness in 
interpersonal relations can be achieved by our ability of perspective-taking – based upon 
empathy – applied to any individual regardless of whether she is a member of our own social or 
ethnic group or not, of whether she is affectively or physically close or distant (e.g. Slote 2007, 
Slote 2010, Batson 2011), then this piece of evidence constitutes good and bad at the same time. 
As for the bad news, it shows that our in-group favoritism can and is actually triggered without us 
knowing about it and even when there are no distinctive cues supporting it. For this reason, 
instances of this bias go far beyond those usually recognized and against which several policies 
have been implemented. And yet, this malleability of in-group favoritism can be also seen as an 
opportunity rather than a limit. Since it is so easily triggered even by simply dividing subjects in a 
lab experiment into two groups, it seems at least theoretically possible to manipulate the sense of 
belonging as to include people that were previously conceived as belonging to the out-group. So 
that if one aims at enlarging the scope of people with whom we empathize and who we trust, in-
group favoritism might be used as tool to obtain such an outcome. Batson and collaborators have 
to some extent tested this thesis (Batson et al. 1997). In their study they suggest that empathy 
towards a member of a stigmatized group leads to more positive attitudes towards the group as a 
whole.  

 In order to discuss the relevance of in-group/out-group categorization for our 
interpersonal relations, I will firstly provide working definitions of “empathy” and “trust”. 
Secondly, I will discuss the effects of in-group favoritism analyzing the results of experimental 
tasks involving in particular empathy and trust. Finally, I will focus on the thesis that these effects 
can be elicited even when groups are selected on meaningless basis. In fact, notwithstanding their 
obviously worrisome interpersonal consequences, these effects can also be seen as an opportunity 
if one believes empathy and trust – even though they are vulnerable to be biased – are desirable 
features of our social and moral interactions with others.  
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Ofra Magidor and the semantic problem of category mistakes  
 

Francesco Spada, UNIMORE, University of Modena and Reggio Emilia  

 

In a recent monograph on category mistakes, Ofra Magidor (2013) has widely argued that the 
traditional view that category mistakes are pieces of nonsense is to be rejected and replaced by an 
account of their infelicity in terms of pragmatic presupposition failure. In strong terms, Manuel 
Garcia-Carpintero has expressed approval by saying that her arguments “prove how 
sophisticated tools devised by philosophers of language and linguists allow us to put aside vague 
Wittgensteinian decrees stigmatizing discourses as nonsense” (2014)58.  

 In this paper I would like to distance myself from this attitude and argue that whether 
category mistakes are meaningful should still be open to question. Magidor’s arguments, first, are 
not without problems (see below); secondly, they fail to take up what strikes me as a basic 
challenge for those who think atomic category mistakes literally express propositions: if 
propositions have truth-conditions and to specify the truth-conditions of a sentence or a 
proposition is to say what must happen for it to be true, what is it that must happen for a 
category mistake (e.g. ‘The number two is red’) to be true? (I call this ‘the semantic problem of 
category mistakes’). I argue that unless a precise answer to this question is offered, the view that 
category mistakes express propositions cannot be said to be established. Magidor fails to answer 
this question – in fact, she ignores it – so her proposal is defective in this respect. 

 Magidor distinguishes two semantic approaches to the infelicity of category mistakes: the 
meaninglessness view and the MBT view59. According to the meaninglessness view, category 
mistakes are infelicitous because they are meaningless. According to the MBT view, they are 
anomalous because they either fail to express a proposition or they do express a proposition but 
are nonetheless truth-valueless. Magidor describes the meaninglessness view as the most popular 
and traditional approach to category mistakes. But when it comes to argue against it, it is not 
entirely clear which notion of meaning she wants to ascribe to those expressions. Often she seems 
to work with an intuitive, pre-theoretical notion of meaning; but, on one occasion, she explicitly 
construes meanings as Fregean senses – those senses which, on a Fregean approach, when they 
are expressed by sentences, may be objects of propositional attitudes like beliefs and desires and 
bearers of truth and falsity60. My contention is that if ‘meaning’ is to be equated with Fregean 
content – and, perhaps, ‘proposition’ is mainly used to refer to “singular propositions”61 – then 
none of the arguments against the meaninglessness view succeed. As I show, these arguments rest 
on intuitive claims that (i) are not easily acceptable anymore once meaning amounts to Fregean 
propositional (truth-conditional) meaning, and (ii) lose their significance in absence of a provision 
spelling out the nature of the supposed truth-conditions. If, on the other hand, the notion of 
meaning in play is neutral as to whether sentence meaning is propositional or not, then (at least) 
some of the arguments are sound, but trivial and irrelevant. They are trivial because we do not 
even need arguments in support of the meaningfulness of category mistakes given a liberal notion 
of meaning. There is no reason for denying that, e.g., the meaning of ‘Two’ can be composed 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
58  See also Szabò (2015: 292).  
59  Shorthand for ‘meaningful but truth-valuless’ view.  
60  Magidor (2013: 63).  
61  This is how the term is, in fact, mostly used in Magidor (2013: ch. 2-3).  
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with the meaning of ‘is red’ to determine the meaning of the sentence, if we allow for the fact that 
the output can be less than propositional (say, a Fregean propositional schema or skeleton)62. 
They are irrelevant because they are directed at undermining the meaninglessness view, but, as I 
show, many of those who Magidor mentions as supporters of the meaninglessness view in fact 
work with a propositional notion of meaning. More generally, I suggest that the relevant 
semantic question about category mistakes must be whether they can express propositions: for it 
is only when we seek to understand which proposition they express – what must happen for them 
to be true – that we can experience their distinctive phenomenology of infelicity.  

 In this respect, I argue that Magidor arguments against the MBT view are defective alike. 
These arguments also fail to address the semantic problem of category mistakes. Moreover, they 
rest on the thought that the MBT theorist is forced to accept propositions that are truth-valueless 
in this world or in some other possible world. This idea is criticized by Magidor via appeal to a 
version of an argument from Williamson suggesting that the idea of truth-value gaps easily leads 
to contradiction. I argue the version of Williamson’s argument is question begging, for it works 
only if one previously accepts that a proposition that is not true is false. Although I recognize the 
presence of a wider debate on truth-value gaps, I suggest that appeal to Williamson’s argument is 
here of no help to reject the MBT view.  

 Finally, I offer three speculative suggestions on how Magidor could respond to the 
semantic problem of category mistakes and point out that each one faces a serious difficulty. My 
conclusion is that the solution to the semantic problem of category mistakes – hence, the 
understanding of whether they express propositions – can only stem from a proper explanation of 
the “unity” of the proposition.  
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The moving spotlight(s) 
 

Giuseppe Spolaore, University of Padua 
Giuliano Torrengo, Centre for Philosophy of Time, University of Milan 

 

Time moves forward. That is, there is an objectively dynamic element in reality. As 
time goes by, new events become present, then they slide away and are replaced by 
still newer events. Presentness is not to be confused with (Quinean, unrestricted) 
existence: present, past and future things all exist. Rather, being present is something 
like having a special metaphysical status – being fully real, say. Present things are 
absolutely so, not just relative to a time, or to a temporal perspective, or the like. 
There is a unique privileged time or temporal perspective, the present. 

This is a reasonably fashionable narrative in the philosophy of time nowadays. It is called the 
moving spotlight account (MS). MS may be summarized as the conjunction of the following four 
tenets: 
 

Eternalism  Present, past, and future things all exist, 
Presentness  The time that is (subjectively) present is fully real, 
Uniqueness  There (absolutely) exists a unique time that is fully real, 
Change   What is fully real changes through time. 

 
The metaphor of a moving spotlight might suggest the existence of a ‘projector’ that casts a beam 
of light on the temporal series. This is not to be taken seriously. Full reality is a property of times 
(objects, events) that is directly tied to their intrinsic metaphysical status. No projector external to 
time exists. Besides, we assume that such a metaphysical status is necessary to ground experiential 
availability, in the sense that it must be appealed to in any complete explanation of a time’s 
experiential availability. No full reality, no experience. 

The connection between full reality and experience is important. According to MS-
theorists (e.g., R. Cameron, D. Deasy, M. Sullivan, B. Skow, P. Forrest), a key reason to prefer 
MS to B-theoretical eternalism is that it best explains the dynamic phenomenology of our 
conscious experience – the so-called whoosh of experience. Consider, for instance, the following 
quotation: 

[T]he motivation [for MS] that I like best appeals to the nature of our conscious 
experience. Of all the experiences I will ever have, some of them are special. Those 
are the ones that I am having NOW. All those others are ghostly and insubstantial. 
But which experiences have this special feature keeps changing. The moving spotlight 
theory explains this feature of experience: the vivid experiences are the ones the 
spotlight shines upon. As the spotlight moves, there are changes in which experiences 
are vivid. (B. Skow, “Relativity and the Moving Spotlight”: 677) 

The general idea should be clear enough. It is precisely because the spot endowed with	 a special 
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metaphysical status – what we call full reality –, along with its correlated experiential ‘heaviness’, 
moves along the timeline that the whoosh, the peculiarly dynamic phenomenology of our 
experience, exists. This positive story of why MS can account for the whoosh naturally comes 
with a negative story of why the B-theory cannot. B-theorists fail precisely because they take all 
times to be equally real. As far as what is fully real does	 not change through time, there is no way 
to explain why what feels fully real changes through time.  

In the talk we show that both the positive and the negative story – and anything 
resembling them for that matter – go astray. If MS is sufficient to account for the dynamic 
phenomenology of our experience, then also the B-theory is. In order to prove this, we envisage a 
new family of views in the philosophy of time. These views are ‘deviant variants’ of MS in that, 
intuitively, they agree with MS as to the existence of some moving spotlight, but disagree on the 
number thereof – viz., they are inconsistent with Uniqueness. We briefly discuss the objection 
that these deviant variants are conceptually incoherent. We contend that the objection is only 
sound if presentness and full reality coincide as a matter of analytical or conceptual necessity, a 
view that very few philosophers are willing to endorse nowadays. 

If MS has a special advantage over its deviant variants in accounting for the whoosh of 
experience, then the existence of one or more additional fully real time should make a difference 
in what is presently available to experience. In the talk we make a case that this is not so. In a 
nutshell, the point is that we have perfectly sound explanations of why (the events located at) past 
or future times are not now available to experience, which appeal to cognitive features and 
‘locality’ limitations, and not to the (putative) unreality of the target times. We conclude that, 
when it comes to accounting for the whoosh, MS has no special advantage over any of its deviant 
variants. 

Finally, we focus on one specific deviant variant of MS, which we call the sunshine view. 
The sunshine view is inconsistent with both Uniqueness and Change. Thus, assuming that 
MS accounts for the whoosh, neither Uniqueness nor Change is necessary to account for the 
whoosh. What is more important, the sunshine view is, by any reasonable standard, either 
identical or coherent with the B-theory. The long-standing philosophical prejudice, that a B-
theoretical framework – as opposed to an A-theoretical one – is essentially at odds with our 
experience of time, is therefore false. 
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Adequate counterpart translations 
 

Alex Steinberg, University of Zurich 
 

David Lewis’s Modal Realism—the theory whose central tenet it is that there is a plurality of 
concrete possible worlds much like the actual one, but spatiotemporally inaccessible—has not 
much initial plausibility going for it. Instead, it derives its attractions from the immense utility it 
promises in explicating all kinds of philosophical and everyday phenomena. One central such 
feat is supposed to be the analysis of everyday talk about what might be and what could not have 
been in terms of the plurality of worlds and their inhabitants. 

Lewis (1968) provided a translation scheme between (formal analogues of) natural 
language (NL) modal sentences and sentences in the modal realist language of Counterpart 
Theory (CT), which systematically pairs sentences with their modal realist analysanda. The 
Lewisian translation scheme thus furnishes a central motivation for believing in the modal realist 
picture of what there is—provided, of course, that it succeeds. 

At least since Divers (1999), it has been repeatedly claimed that the Lewisian translation 
scheme yields unwanted results in its application to cases of what Divers calls advanced 
modalizing. This has led to various modification proposals for the original scheme, sometimes 
accompanied by surprising pronouncements 

on modal matters such as that Modal Realism is contingent (Parsons 2012), that some 
propositions are amodal, i.e. lack a modal status altogether (Cowling 2011), or that some truths 
are impossible (Hudson 1997). The most recent example is Harold Noonan (2014) who argues 
that, even by the modal realist’s own lights, the Lewisian translation scheme is not strictly 
adequate, in the sense of pairing alleged translations that fail to be strictly equivalent. As a 
remedy, he proposes a modification of the original scheme that immediately leads to de dicto 
modal collapse into truth: whenever S is a (closed) sentence with no singular terms, ⌜S ! ◻S⌝ 
and ⌜S ! ◊S⌝ are derivable. But, says Noonan, the translation scheme is a necessary 
modification of the original Lewisian proposal, which retains its spirit but gains strict adequacy. 
Thus, surprising as it may be, we should reject de dicto contingency if we want to be modal 
realists at all. 

In the paper I argue that no surprising pronouncements on modal matters are called for 
for the sake of strict adequacy. For definiteness, I focus on Noonan’s (2014) presentation. In a 
nutshell, the argument runs as follows: the 1968 translation scheme, in effect, interprets the 
ordinary language quantifiers it translates as world-restricted. Noonan’s arguments rely on 
applying the scheme to theoretical sentences whose quantifiers the modal realist needs to 
interpret as unrestricted. But rather than yielding unwanted results, the Lewisian translation 
scheme is inapplicable in such cases. 

This consideration highlights the need for cleanly distinguishing between object and 
meta- language in the Lewisian translation project, NL and CT. But it does not resolve all 
puzzlement. For, the sentences that do not receive translations via the 1968 scheme still 
correspond to modal sentences formulable in natural languages. If Lewisian analysis ambitions 
are to be upheld, they should have translations in the language of CT. In a second step I propose 
an extension of the original translation scheme that applies to sentences of a language that 
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combines vocabulary from NL and CT, and is thereby able to handle the problematic cases as 
well. In essence, different clauses for quantifiers from NL and CT are introduced, where only NL 
quantifiers introduce a world-restriction. 

These clauses are shown to work together with the (unchanged) clauses for the modal 
operators to yield the right results. In effect, the proposal is a syntactic implementation of John 
Divers’s semantic idea to treat cases of advanced modalizing as redundant. Unlike Divers’s 
proposal, however, it is not dependent on controversial and somewhat ad hoc semantic 
pronouncements but only on the possibility of tracking quantifiers with different origins. 

In a third step, the proposal is defended against criticism. In particular, I argue (a) against 
a recent attack on a redundancy solution to the puzzles of advanced modalizing due to Mark 
Jago (forthcoming), (b) against Noonan’s complaint against solving the puzzle by highlighting a 
difference in quantifiers, and (c) against the charge that the proposal forfeits de dicto contingency 
through the backdoor. 
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Order-of-priority arguments against inferentialism and 
conventionalism  

 
Fredrik Stjernberg, Linkoping University 

 

Inferentialism about logical constants is the view that their meanings are fully determined by the 
introduction and elimination rules for them (Brandom 1994, 2000; Peregrin 2014). This view has 
some similarities with the conventionalism espoused by the logical empiricists, according to 
which logical truths are determined by conventions.  

 In ”Truth by Convention” (Quine 1936), Quine argued that not all cases of logical 
reasoning can be determined by convention, since we, in order to apply a convention, must use 
some logical steps that are not themselves determined by conventions. Logical truth cannot be 
fully explicated by appeals to conventions.  

 This argument has been taken as a decisive argument against conventionalism about logic 
(rightly so, in my opinion). It is a more contentious issue to what extent something similar can be 
argued against inferentialism. Attempts have been made.  

 Zangwill (2015) sees the following as a knock-down argument against all forms of 
inferentialism about logical constants:  

This [inferentialist] view of the nature of logical constants and of the meaning of 
logical words or concepts is subject to the following objection. The introduction and 
elimination rules are supposed to be norms for inference. If so, then like all norms, 
there must be something in virtue of which they hold. The trouble is that it is clear what 
these norms hold in virtue of. When we should infer in accordance with the 
introduction and elimination rules, it is because we are thinking in terms of 
conjunction or disjunction. We are not thinking in those terms because those rules 
apply. Inferentialism gets the direction of explanation the wrong way round. And it is 
not that there is an identity or a two-way mutual dependence. There is a one-way 
dependence of the inferential norms on the thoughts we have. (Zangwill 2015, pp. 
518f)  

and  

When we follow the rules that are allegedly constitutive of having logical constant 
thoughts, those actions are done for logical constant reasons. Hence logical constants 
explain inferential acts rather than vice versa. (520; see also fn. 4)  

In the subsequent discussion, Zangwill compares this argument with well-known arguments 
against inferentially grounded views of the meanings of the logical constants that are found in 
Prior and Harman (Prior 1960 and Harman 1986). Zangwill’s argument has more in common 
with Quine’s argument against conventionalism (Quine 1936) about logic, however.  

 Quine’s argument from 1936 is arguably a close relative to Zangwill’s argument. Zangwill 
holds that logical content cannot be determined by inferences – a place in the web of logical 
inferences has to be logically contentful in order to be a place in a logical web. The claim is that 
inferentialism doesn’t work, because if the inferentialist view is to work, we must have contentful 
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thoughts. Hence the content of the logical constants must come from somewhere else. We can 
call arguments of this type order-of-priority arguments.  
 Zangwill’s own take on this argument is that since inferentialism is incorrect, the logical 
constants must be expressions referring to “constituents of, or features of the world” (Zangwill 
2015, p. 523). This supposed choice between inferentialism and seeing logical constants as 
consituents of the world strikes me as a false dilemma, but in my talk, I will concentrate on the 
negative part of Zangwill’s argument. Do order-of-priority arguments show that we have to give 
up inferentialism?  

 In Peregrin (2014, pp. 218ff), the possible relevance of Quine’s argument against 
conventionalism is discussed, and Peregrin concludes that inferentialism is not vulnerable to such 
objections.  

 In my talk, I will be doing the following:  

First, I will examine certain differences between the arguments against inferentialism and against 
conventionalism. There are differences between conventionalism about logic and inferentialism, 
and these differences could be enough to show that inferentialism can be defended against order-
of- priority arguments.  

 Second, I will more directly assess how order-of-priority arguments against inferentialism 
fare. It will be argued that they don’t work. The inferentialist will hold that we can develop a 
language with a logical structure, without this being done from scratch. The contents of our 
logical thought are not fully given by inferential rules, certain states have a kind of prior content, 
and that is enough to dispel such objections (Peregrin 2014, pp. 218ff). This is in itself not enough 
to fully defend the inferentialist’s view, however – some questions about the contents of our 
logical thoughts remain.  

 These questions mainly concern two issues: the nature of the earlier, supposedly 
contentful, states that the inferentialist holds are sufficient for an inferentialist praxis to get off the 
ground, and how the properly logical part of the praxis is to be determined. Perhaps the 
inferentialist has overestimated the power of the rules involved in such practices. Even in highly 
developed practices, there will be indeterminacies and disagreements about what the rules for the 
terms used forces us to do. These indeterminacies and disagreements serve to make the notion of 
rules for our terms problematic.  
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Hybrid expressivism and the Frege-Geach problem 

 
Caj Strandberg, University of Oslo 

 
Introduction  
In metaethics, there are traditionally two types of views about the meaning of moral sentences: 
On cognitivism, ‘φing is wrong’ expresses a belief (not any attitude), whereas it on expressivism 
expresses an attitude (not any belief). The main problem for expressivism is the Frege-Geach 
problem. Recently, hybrid expressivism has been proposed:  
 

A sentence of the type ‘φing is wrong’ expresses (i) an attitude A and (ii) a belief to the effect 
that φing has a property B.  

 

Hybrid expressivism is claimed to be able to avoid the Frege-Geach problem. In the talk, I argue 
that the most influential version of it fails to do so.  
 
Expressivism and Frege-Geach Problem  
The Frege-Geach problem entails that a metaethical view needs to meet two constraints: 
 First: Moral sentences have the same meaning irrespective of whether they occur 
freestanding or embedded. Consider:  
 

(1)! Lying is wrong. 
 

Traditional expressivism states that (1) expresses a certain attitude towards the subject of the 
sentence: lying. Consider:  
 

(2)! If lying is wrong, then getting your little brother to lie is wrong. 
 

A person can accept (2) without having any particular attitude towards lying. Thus, on 
expressivism (1) does not have the same meaning when freestanding and embedded.  
 Second: Ability to explain the validity of moral arguments. (1) and (2) entail:  
 

(3)! Getting your little brother to lie is wrong. 
 

On expressivism, (1) has different meanings when it occurs freestanding and embedded. Thus, it 
cannot explain the validity of (1)–(3).  
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Belief Aspect of Moral Sentences  
It might be assumed that hybrid expressivism can avoid the Frege-Geach problem by referring to 
the belief aspect of moral sentences:  
 
(1*) Lying has property B.  
(2*) If lying has property B, then getting your little brother to lie has property B.  
(3*) Getting your little brother to lie has property B.  
 

Since someone who accepts (1*) and (2*) is committed to accept (3*), it might be thought that this 
explain the validity of (1)–(3).  
 However, the belief aspect is by itself insufficient for hybrid expressivism to comply with 
the two constraints, since moral sentences also express attitudes on this view. First, is unclear why 
(1) should be understood to express an attitude when it is embedded in (2). Second, a person who 
accepts (1*) and (2*) is committed to accept (3*). However, someone who accepts (1) and (2) is 
also committed to have a certain attitude on hybrid expressivism.  
 
Hybrid Expressivism  

According to the most prominent hybrid expressivism, a moral sentence expresses the same 
attitude when it is freestanding and embedded: an attitude towards all actions that have a certain 
property. It claims:  
 

A sentence of the type ‘φing is wrong’ expresses (i) attitude A towards all actions that have 
property B and (ii) the belief that φing has B.  
 

On this view, moral sentences would be analogous to pejoratives.  

 Hybrid expressivists state that, thus understood, their view satisfies the two constraints. 
First, a moral sentence expresses the same attitude when it is freestanding and embedded: 
attitude A towards all actions that have B. Second, validity can be explained by considering the 
two aspects of moral sentences. Belief aspect: A person who accepts (1) and (2) is logically 
committed to believe that getting one’s brother to lie has property B ((1*)–(3*)). Attitude aspect: A 
person who accepts (1) has attitude A towards all actions that have B. A person who accepts a 
complex sentence like (2) also has this attitude. Moreover, someone who accepts (3) also has this 
attitude. Thus, it is impossible to accept (1) and (2) without having the attitude expressed by (3).  
 I argue that this view interprets moral sentence in a way that makes it unable to satisfy the 
two constraints.  
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Freestanding Moral Sentences  
Hybrid expressivism is counterintuitive. If a person utters (1), we presume that she has a negative 
attitude towards the subject of the sentence (lying), not all actions that have a certain property B. In this 
respect, traditional expressivism is preferable to hybrid expressivism.  

 Moreover, it gets the explanatory direction between ascriptions of attitudes the wrong 
way around. If someone utters (1), we presume she has a negative attitude towards lying. If we in 
addition think she has an attitude towards all actions that have a certain property B, this is because 
we ascribe the first attitude to her, not the other way around. In this respect, there is an 
asymmetry between moral sentences and pejoratives.  
 

Complex Moral Sentences  
Hybrid expressivists fail to explain why we should think that complex moral sentences express an 
attitude towards all actions that have a certain property B.  

 Consider a person who accepts (1). On hybrid expressivism, it is the fact that the action 
has property B that constitutes her reason for having attitude A towards it. Consider a person 
who accepts (2). She is not committed to thinking that there are any actions that are wrong, 
which entails that she is not committed to thinking there being any actions that have B. In that 
case, she is not committed to thinking that there are any actions towards which there is reason to 
have attitude A. It is then unclear why we should assume that she needs to have attitude A 
towards such actions. There is then a further asymmetry between moral sentences and 
pejoratives.  
 

Validity  
Hybrid expressivism fails to explain the notion that a person who accepts (1) and (2) is committed to 
have the attitude expressed by (3) because she accepts (1) and (2). This notion means that if she 
does not have the attitude expressed by (3), she has committed a mistake. On hybrid expressivism, 
it is impossible for a person to accept (1) and (2) without having the attitude expressed by (3), 
since she already has it. Thus, it is impossible for her to commit a mistake in not having the 
attitude expressed by (3). This is further shown by the fact that this account has various 
undesirable implications I will develop in the talk. 
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Consequentialism and its demands: The role of institutions 
 

Attila Tanyi, University of Liverpool 
Andras Miklos, University of Rochester 

 
It isn’t saying much to claim that morality is demanding; the question, rather, is: can morality be 
so demanding that we have reason not to follow its dictates? According to many, it can, if that 
morality is a consequentialist one. Why is this? And what can we say in response to this demandingness 
objection?  

 Our starting point is that the objection can be employed against any form of act- 
consequentialism (henceforth: consequentialism), that is, against any theory that holds that 
whether an act is morally right or wrong depends only on its consequences. What exactly does 
the objection say? It is built upon two pillars: one, that consequentialism is excessively demanding 
and, two, that an adequate morality shouldn’t be excessively demanding. Consequentialism 
requires the agent to promote the good until the point where further efforts would burden the 
agent as much as they would benefit others. However, the situation that determines what would 
be best overall is far from ideal: today’s world involves, for example, significant levels of poverty 
that prevailing levels of charitable donations are insufficient to eradicate. At the same time, so the 
objection assumes, most people have a firmly held judgment that this cannot be right, that people 
should not be required to sacrifice their lives for morality. This is the second pillar of the 
objection. Its function is to ground a constraint on admissible moral theories requiring them to 
avoid excessive demands. If they do not, the conclusion follows that these theories should not be 
allowed to guide people’s conduct.  

 The above depiction of the objection, however, is not precise enough. The charge comes 
in four forms: the moral (some consequentialist demands are excessive); the rational (some 
consequentialist demands are unreasonable); the epistemic (consequentialism requires us to be 
all-knowing); and the motivational (consequentialism requires us to be moral saints). It is our 
contention that a switch in focus on institutions helps with all four forms of the objection, but in 
the paper, in the absence of a proper theory of reasons that we could employ, we are not 
concerned with the rational version of the objection.  

 The core idea of our approach is to direct attention to the ability of institutions to reduce 
– moral, motivational, epistemic - demands on individuals. Accordingly, we call our view 
institutional consequentialism. Institutional consequentialism builds on one of the influential ideas of a 
non-consequentialist thinker: John Rawls. Adapting Rawls’s point about social justice to 
consequentialist morality, we hold that a division of labour is justifiable: the demanding moral 
principles regulate the design of a basic institutional structure, whereas individuals ‘only’ have the 
duty to set up and maintain these institutions. This idea clearly goes some way to tackle the 
demandingness objection since, arguably, even in our present world, setting up and maintaining 
consequentialist institutions would be not nearly as demanding as applying the principles 
ourselves. Concerning the second half of this claim, institutional consequentialism can help us 
with the demandingness objection in (at least) three ways. Institutions economize on the time and 
attention spent by individuals on the pursuit of consequentialist goals. They also remove some of 
the motivational burdens in making and executing decisions. They thus allow individuals to lead 
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personal lives. We discuss each claim in the paper devoting a full section to them.  

 There are, furthermore, good reasons supporting institutional consequentialism which are 
compatible with the consequentialist goal and are not rooted in the independent moral status of 
non-consequentialist values. First, as Rawls emphasizes, the basic institutional structure of society 
can make the necessary background adjustment that individuals cannot and should not be 
expected to make. Second, institutions determine the content of consequentialist morality for 
individual agents: they coordinate the collective pursuit of consequentialist goals when individual 
duties cannot be specified without prior institutional assignment. In the paper we spell out these 
two lines of reasoning in two separate sections.  

 We hope that the above considerations suffice to make the case for institutional 
consequentialism as a response to the demandingness objection convincing enough. Assuming 
that this is so, we then spend some time on clarifying the exact nature of institutional 
consequentialism. In particular, we put forward two versions of the view. As a two-level 
consequentialist, one can hold that institutions, although ultimately judged by an act-
consequentialist criterion rightness, apply general rules of the ‘summary’ kind and legal norms 
since these are the rules that produce the best consequences overall. Or, as a rule-
consequentialist, one can argue that institutions are to apply general rules that also determine 
which of their acts are right or wrong. The choice between these two versions is complicated, 
since the literature on the two consequentialist views to which we marry institutional 
consequentialism is vast. In the paper we briefly assess these options, arguing for the two-level 
version as our preferred alternative.  

 So far we have described the demandingness objection to consequentialism, introduced 
institutional consequentialism as a response, and further elaborated upon the exact structure of 
the view. In the remainder of the paper we consider problems with our view. From the literature 
on Rawls’s theory of justice, two objections seem to have clear relevance for us. First, Liam 
Murphy has argued that demandingness considerations will not give us what he calls dualism: The 
Rawlsian idea that different principles apply to institutions and to individuals. And, the thought 
is, we need dualism in order to substantiate the present response to the demandingness objection. 
Second, consequentialism, unlike, for instance, the Rawlsian system appears to be a monist 
theory in Murphy’s sense: the same criterion of rightness applies to individuals as to institutions. 
Hence the dualist idea that is taken to underlie the present response to the demandingness 
objection may not be justifiable in the case of consequentialism, whether or not the objection can 
lead us to dualism.  

 In the paper we respond to both objections in detail. In response to the second, taking our 
clue from Samuel Scheffler, we argue that dualism is only problematic for consequentialism on a 
specific, moral reading of the idea of a division of labour. In response to the first, we argue that 
we do not need to claim that the demandingness objection is what justifies dualism for the 
consequentialist. As we saw, there are enough good reasons to support dualism independently of 
demandingness considerations. 
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Logical pluralism and the objection of mixed inferences 
 

Elena Tassoni, University of Bologna 
 

In this paper I consider an account of logical pluralism formulated by Beall and Restall and claim 
that it is subject to an objection. This objection is an analogous of the socalled mixed inferences 
objection, which has been raised by Tappolet (1997) against alethic pluralism. 

To put it roughly, logical pluralism is the thesis that there is more than one notion of 
logical validity. This thesis has been held, among others, by Beall and Restall (2000; 2001; 2006). 
In particular, Beall and Restall (2006) offer a model-theoretic account of logical pluralism, in 
which validity is defined via the so-called Generalized Tarski's Thesis: 
 

GTT: An argument is validx iff, in every casex in which the premises are true, so is the 
conclusion. 

 
Depending on how ‘casex’ is specified, GTT admits different precisifications. In addition, Beall 
and Restall introduce three core features that any legitimate account of validity must have: 
Necessity; Normativity; and Formality. According to Beall and Restall, any precisification of 
GTT which exhibits these three features is a legitimate account of validity. Therefore, there are 
different, equally good notions of logical validity – and hence different, equally good logics. In 
particular, taking cases to be specified as worlds, situations, and constructions deliver, 
respectively, classical, relevant and intuitionistic logic. 

Recently, philosophers interested in alethic pluralism – i.e. the thesis that there is more 
than one truth property – have begun investigating whether alethic pluralism might be connected 
with Beall and Restall's logical pluralism. For instance, Michael Lynch (2006: 94-95) and Nikolaj 
Pedersen (2014) both provide arguments to the effect that, if one endorses alethic pluralism, then, 
given some plausible assumptions, one ought to be a pluralist about logical consequence as well. 
In short, the arguments claim that, if one endorses that there are different truth properties, which 
characterize different propositional domains – i.e. subject matters; regions of thought – then 
these properties will pick out different logics governing the different propositional domains. For 
instance, propositional domains characterized by a correspondence, representational truth 
property will be governed by classical logic; whereas propositional domains characterized by an 
epistemic, non-representational truth property will be governed by intuitionistic logic. Thus, 
alethic pluralism seems to deliver a domain-specific version of Beall and Restall's logical 
pluralism (DLP). 

Tappolet (1997) considers “mixed inferences” as an objection to alethic pluralism. I argue 
that it is possible to construe an objection of mixed inferences also against DLP. Consider, for 
instance, the following inference: 
 

(1)! Either Sherlock Holmes lives in Baker Street or the sun is shining 
(2)! The sun is not shining 
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(C)!Sherlock Holmes lives in Baker Street. 
 
Premise (1) is a mixed compound proposition – i.e. a compound whose atomic components are 
propositions belonging to two different domains (Tappolet 2000). In particular, suppose the first 
component belongs to the propositional domain of fiction, whereas the second component – and 
thus premise (2), which is its negation – belongs to the propositional domain of middle-sized non-
fictional objects. If one endorses DLP, then one will take different logics to govern the domains of 
fiction and of middle-sized non-fictional objects. Suppose that these domains are governed, 
respectively, by relevant logic and by classical logic. Therefore, the above inference posits a 
problem for the endorser of DLP: which logic should one use to evaluate the inference? Note that 
the inference is an instance of disjunctive syllogism, which is valid according to classical logic, but 
invalid according to relevant logic. Thus, the choice of the logic one uses to evaluate the 
inference will determine whether it is valid or not. 

Moreover, I argue that it is possible to raise a similar objection, which in the paper I call 
“mixed argumentative steps objection”, to Beall and Restall's logical pluralism. Consider the 
following inference X, which is valid according to intuitionistic logic. 

 

(1)! σ �(α�β) 
(2)! σ 
(C1)!α�β 

 
Consider now another inference, Y, which is valid according to classical logic. 

 

(3)! Not-not-α 
(C2)!α 

 
Suppose now that we later employ (C1) and (C2) – i.e. the conclusions of the inferences above – 
as premises of a further inference Z: 

 

(C1)!α�β. 
(C2)!α 
(C3)!β. 

 
Z is an instance of Modus Ponens, which is valid both according to classical and to intuitionistic 
logic. But if we use intuitionistic logic to evaluate the inference, (C2) is not true. For it is deducted 
by employing LEM, which is not a logical law of intuitionistic logic. [Therefore, according to the 
intuitionist, the argument is unsound because one of the premises is false.] According to Beall 
and Restall, an inference can turn out valid or invalid depending on what we take to be a case. It 
seems plausible that, in a certain context, one takes cases to be constructions and correctly infers 
(C1) from (1) and (2). Also, it seems plausible that, in a later context, one takes cases to be worlds 
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and infers (C2) from (3). Can one then infer (C3) from (C1) and (C2)? Clearly, the question 
depends on what are cases in this context. The trouble is that it is not clear which kind of cases 
one has to consider. Since different kinds of cases deliver different accounts of validity, and 
different accounts of validity correspond to different logics, we are once again stuck with the 
question: which logic should one use in order to evaluate the inference? 

In the paper I consider some possible replies that endorsers of DLP and Beall and 
Restall's pluralism might provide against these objections. For instance, Lynch (2009) suggests 
that the endorser of DLP might hope to deal with the objection of mixed inferences by appealing 
to a logical modesty principle (MP). According to MP one should use the ‘weakest’ – in an 
extensional sense – of the logics in play. I contend that neither this nor other arguments allows 
the endorser of (the accounts considered of) logical pluralism to sidestep the objection. 
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Emotion, imagination and time 
 

Cain Todd, Lancaster University 
 

This paper looks at emotional and imaginative distortions of temporal perception. Although 
familiar anecdotally, emotional distortions of temporal experience (e.g. ‘time seems to slow down 
during a traumatic episode of fear/stress’) have been little studied either by psychologists or 
philosophers. Examining recent psychological and philosophical explanations of the phenomena, 
due primarily to the work of Sylvie Droit-Volet and Ian Phillips, I argue that the nature of 
emotional experiences and their connection to attention poses problems for these accounts, as 
well as the supposed transparency of temporal experience (Soteriou). I then look at some ways in 
which imagination too can be held to distort temporal experience, and of the role of attention in 
such distortions. I conclude by noting some broad implications for thinking about the nature of 
temporal perception. 
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A simple argument against physicalism  
 

Alfredo Tomasetta, IUSS, Pavia 
 

Many people are ready to subscribe, quite unproblematically, to the following idea: 
  
 (Common Belief – or, for short, CB)  

One is only able to know what an experience is (its nature or essence), if one has or has 
had that experience. 

 
Or, in other words: 
  

If one knows what experience E is (its nature or essence), then one has or has had E.  
 
For example, if one knows what pain is, then one is feeling, or has experienced, pain. In this 
paper I argue that CB, being a very intuitive and deeply rooted idea, offers a strong prima facie 
reason to reject physicalism (or materialism) concerning the conscious mind.  

 My point is quite simple: physicalism requires the falsity of CB. This is easily seen when 
one considers standard materialistic theories of the mind. According to the identity theory, for 
example, for every kind of mental state M, there is a kind of neural state N such that M is 
identical with N. As the usual philosophical fiction has it, the kind pain is identical with the kind 
C-fibers firing – pain and C-fibers firing are one the same kind of thing. If this theory is true, then 
the nature of pain can be known without having experienced any pain: this is because pain is 
identical to a brain state, and the nature of a brain state can of course be known even when the 
brain has never been in that state. Therefore, according to the identity theorist – who is a 
paradigmatic materialist – CB is not true. I intend to argue that the same goes for behaviourism 
and for any form of functionalism – the most popular type of physicalism today. I further argue 
that all of this is no accident: materialism, by its very nature, seems to require the falsity of CB. 
As Howell (2013) has recently noted, the idea that the natures of conscious mental states can be 
known without instantiating those very states is a principle adhered to by all kinds of materialist 
philosophers, and indeed an implicit (and sometimes explicit) part of the physicalist worldview 
(see also, for example, Dretske 1995, and Lycan 2015). So it seems quite correct to say that, 
according to materialists, the nature of an experiential mental state E is (in general) knowable 
without having had E itself, and hence that materialism implies the falsity of CB. So one has an 
obvious anti-physicalist argument:  
  

Premise 1)  
 CB is true.  
 Premise 2) 
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 Physicalism implies the falsity of CB.  
 Conclusion  
 Physicalism is false.  
 

Now, to my mind there are no objections to Premise 1) that are independent from physicalism. 
So one has to focus on the second premise. 

 Premise 2), as I said, seems to express a non-controversial commitment of any materialist 
doctrine worthy of the name. And yet, given that this premise, if accepted, would render 
materialism incompatible with such a widespread and plausible belief as CB, one might think 
that it should be rejected after all. Perhaps it is not really the case that every form of materialism 
concerning consciousness requires the negation of CB: perhaps one can believe in both 
materialism and CB. But how can this be? As far as I can see, there are three strategies one may 
think of as viable: 1) the appeal to phenomenal concepts (see, for example, Papineau, 2002), 2) 
Howell’s (2013) subjective physicalism, and 3) Russellian monism (see, for example, Alter, 
Nagasawa, 2015). However I argue that they actually are not viable options, and so that Premise 
2) is strongly warranted. But if this is so, given the overwhelming prima facie plausibility of CB 
itself, it follows that the falsity of physicalism is prima facie overwhelmingly plausible.  
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Is cultural neurophilosophy possible? 

 
Serdal Tümkaya, Middle East Technical University 

 

Philosophy is not like modern natural sciences. Their methodologies are quite different. Natural 
sciences are supposed to be working with universally accepted methods. In physics or chemistry, 
you cannot opt for giving up the experimental testing of theories. There is no reasonable way of 
doing natural science without using mathematical tools. In contrast, modern philosophy is 
conducted in several and sometimes conflicting ways. Besides exotic philosophies, in the Western 
world, we have at least four major philosophical methodologies: continental, analytical, 
postmodern, and natural philosophies. In this work, I present my own perspective on the 
question of how to do philosophy in the most productive way. My answer is that we should get 
closer to the sciences in general, but to the brain and behavioral sciences in particular. I put hard 
efforts to find the possible meanings of these claims made by many naturalists. Giving a special 
role to the brain and behavioral sciences within the sciences in general is unique to the marginal 
camp of neurophilosophy. I, also, defend the idea that brain and behavioral sciences deserve this 
specially assigned role in a limited sense. In fact, the Churchlands, the founder parents of 
neurophilosophy, too, used the term neurophilosophy in a limited sense, but their limits are still 
much wider than what I present here. That is, my argument, though heavily depends on and 
follows the ideas and the line of reasoning developed and argued for by the Churchlands for the 
last four decades, is more relaxed than their position. By the expression ‘more relaxed’ I have no 
intention of asserting that my approach is moderate or less marginal than the Churchlands’. 
What I mean is that brain and behavioral sciences should be thought in a wider sense. For example, 
some branches of archeology, anthropology, evolutionary biology, and psychology are to be 
regarded as brain and behavioral sciences. Though some may think that this is trivial, it is not. 
The neuroscience is the science of brain and the nervous systems. These are not common organs, 
but “The brain and the nervous system are our most cultural organs”(Lende & Downey, 2012). 
That is my utmost reason for offering a cultural neurophilosophy. 
 Before having described cultural neurophilosophy, let me explain what is 
neurophilosophy as I construe it. Neurophilosophy proposes that in order to illuminate 
philosophical problems, we should study the structure and functioning of nervous systems. It does 
not mean that all philosophical puzzles can be solved by neural sciences, but means that some or 
many of them could be solved, revised, or eliminated by brain and behavioral sciences. 
Consciousness, the nature of representation, personal identity, the self, free will, ethics and 
human nature are arguably the most suitable philosophical topics to which brain and behavioral 
sciences can make remarkable contributions. It is vitally important to note that neurophilosophy 
is not an abstract call for or principled conceding of the importance of neurosciences for 
philosophy. The founders of neurophilosophy, Patricia and Paul Churchland, have already made 
many concrete attempts to link neuroscience with philosophy. They, especially, explored the 
impact of scientific developments on epistemology (P. M. Churchland, 2012; P. S. Churchland, 
1987), philosophy of science (P. M. Churchland, 1989), morality (P. S. Churchland, 2011), 
consciousness (P. S. Churchland, 1983, 1994, 1997, 2002). That is to say, being a 
neurophilosopher requires applying available brain studies to philosophical problems. Otherwise, 
what you do would not be defending neurophilosophical approach, but be having a position 
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compatible with neurophilosophy. In the same way, my proposal, cultural neurophilosophy, should 
not be taken as merely granting the importance of social scientific works to understand philosophical 
problems, but should be taken as a promise to really apply the relevant social scientific work to 
neurophilosophical analyses. Now I shall proceed to explain what cultural neurophilosophy is.  
 To a first approximation, cultural neurophilosophy is the thesis that to have meaningful 
solutions to philosophical problems, which could only be understood by studying nervous 
systems, which is our most cultural organ, this neural study must be synthesized with social and 
cultural sciences. Let me briefly explain what I have in mind with the phrase of social and cultural 
sciences. Even the most commonly known social sciences are hard to list here, but some are the 
following: economics, politics, sociology, anthropology, archeology, psychology, cultural and 
gender studies, criminology, demography, geography, communication sciences, business, law, 
public administration, history and linguistic. The most common feature of all these sciences is 
that they are about social structures and inter-personal relations. Since all of them are about 
society and individual, we can say that they are the natural parts of human sciences. Thus, the 
unity of reality forces us not to restrict ourselves to any single major division of sciences, such as 
natural, formal, or social. Now I come to the point of this work: is the current form of neurophilosophy 
compatible with this line of reasoning? My answer is that it is not, but it could be reformulated so 
as to be compatible with my understating of the unity of reality.  
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Inferentialism and experience: A semantic problem 
 

Giacomo Turbanti, University of Trento 
 

This paper investigates the significance of the defeasibility of observational reports for the 
inferentialist semantic enterprise. 

Inferentialism is a theory about how to understand conceptual content: according to the 
inferentialist, conceptual content has to be understood primarily in terms of inferential relations 
among concepts. Many criticisms have been raised against such an enterprise. John McDowell, 
for instance, believes that a purely functional definition of conceptual contents falls short of 
providing a proper characterization of the sense in which they are about how things are in the 
world. As a collateral part of his criticism against Robert Brandom’s normative inferentialism 
(Brandom, 1994), McDowell pointed out an interesting paradox in the inferentialist analysis of 
empirical content: 

In the conceptual activity I am mainly concerned with, that of making observational 
judgments, what matters is the rationality exemplified in judging whether things are 
thus and so in the light of whether things are (observably) thus and so. The content of 
the item in the light of which a judgment of this kind has its rational standing is the 
same as the content of the judgment itself. The only inferences corresponding to the 
rational connection in question would be of the “stuttering” form, “P; so P.” 
(McDowell, 1998, p. 405) 

I contend that rather than a “stuttering” form of inference, 
 

p, therefore p 
 

is a quite respectable instance of the identity axiom. No matter how trivial it might sound, in 
many calculi this is necessary to define the deducibility relation that is intended to be formalized. 
But how trivial it actually is from the inferentialist point of view? What is its inferential 
significance in different logics? Is it really valid in anywhere? For instance, bilattice-based logics 
(Avron, 1996) are a typical example in which a certain form of identity fails—notice that an 
algebraic semantics for Relevance Logic can be given in terms of bilattices (Belnap, 1976). A 
bilattice is a structure that can be seen as a doubly partially ordered set: 
 

 
 

In algebraic semantics deducibility is standardly represented in terms of the ordering relation. So, 
intuitively, a bilattice-based algebraic semantics is just suitable to represent a logic in which two 
inferential perspectives interact. In effect, in certain inferential frameworks, where different 
inferential perspectives are considered, even identity inferences are defeasible. 

There are several ways in which defeasibility can be construed. In an epistemological 
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sense, defeasibility is usually explained in terms of partial information. Thus, for instance, non-
monotonic inferences are construed as representing reasoning from  a somehow epistemically 
defective knowledge base, so that the addition of new information may not only allow for new 
inferences to be drawn, but also invalidate inferences drawn before. The inferentialist, however, 
may also read defeasibility in a semantic sense. If contents are defined as inferential roles then 
defeasible inferences determine contents that vary dynamically by interacting with other contents 
in different contexts. From a technical point of view, the main difference between the 
epistemological and the semantic interpretation concerns the account of the defeased inference. 
Notice that, for an inference to be now defeased, it must had been valid in some context. So 
generally speaking an inference can be said to be defeasible if it is valid in some but not in every 
context. An inference being defeased in a given context does not tell against the validity of the 
inference in other contexts. Things change if contexts are organized into some preferential order. 
Then, if an inference is defeased in a better  context we tend to look at it as somehow defective. 
That is exactly what happens in the epistemological interpretation of defeasibility, in which 
contexts are ordered according to the amount of information that is available in each of them. In 
such framework, it is reasonable to point out that if an inference can be defeased in a better 
epistemic context then it is not really  valid after all. The point, however, is that it is not obvious 
at all how contexts should be ordered on a semantic interpretation of defeasible inferences. 

Indeed there are two senses in which inferential relations can be construed as defeasible 
from an inferentialist point of view. First, it could be argued that the inferential relations that 
define certain conceptual contents are intrinsically defeasible. This is all but a preposterous idea. 
Empirical concepts just provide a paradigmatic example. These concepts are embedded in a 
network of nomological relations whose validity essentially involves a number of potential 
defeasors. Thus Galileo, for instance, came to define the law that describes the behavior of falling 
objects in gravity fields just by abstracting from potential defeasors like friction. In general, which 
potential defeasors are relevant  to the validity of nomological inferences depends on the context 
in which the concept that they define is applied. 

In the framework of Brandom’s normative inferentialism there is also a second sense in 
which the inferential relations that define conceptual contents can be construed as defeasible. It 
deals with the interaction between the different perspectives of the discursive practitioners who 
keep each other’s deontic score of commitments and entitlements. Brandom’s normative analysis 
of discursive practices is perspectival through and through: each practitioner keeps the score of 
her peers in the context of her additional commitments. And of course there is no privileged 
perspective, so that the inferential relations that are established by discursive practitioners are 
defeasible to the extent at which they can be considered from another deontic perspective. This 
means that the determination of conceptual contents is defeasible as well. In this second sense, 
defeasibility can be shown as resulting from the attempt of drawing inferences as from different 
perspectives. 
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“To see another as human”: emotional correctives and imaginative 
engagement as a way to defeat stereotype-based emotional reactions 

 
Maria Silvia Vaccarezza, University of Genoa 

 

The purpose of my paper is to show, partly in the wake of Miranda Fricker’s work, that (i) 
stereotype-based emotional reactions can be the source both of moral faults and of social 
injustices, as well as of unfair decisions at a political level, and conflicts; (ii) they should be 
counteracted by means of emotional correctives and the development of moral imagination 
conceived both as a moral and as a political virtue. Stereotypical views, such as seeing members 
of a minority group as perverted, or dangerous, bring about distinctive emotional reactions such 
as disgust (e.g. towards homosexuals), unreasonable fear (e.g. towards immigrants), etc. They 
have therefore a moral effect, in that “these distorted images may block a true appreciation of the 
reality of another person” (Blum 2012, 316). To put it another way, we could say with Taylor 
that stereotype-affected perceptions bring about “non-recognition or misrecognition” that “can 
inflict harm, can be a form of oppression, imprisoning someone in a false, distorted, and reduced 
mode of being” (Taylor 1992, p. 25). Such moral consequence, in turn, makes any dialogue and 
any social cohesion impossible (cf. Nussbaum 2010), especially among groups that identify with 
different substantive values, to which they are wholeheartedly committed (sexual purity, national 
identity, etc.). 

However, stereotype-based emotional reactions may have also a direct political effect, in 
terms of social injustice. Just like many contemporary Americans stereotypically see homosexuals 
as disgusting, according to Blum, White Americans and other non-Black groups, often see Black 
people as violent, lazy, angry, intellectually weak; furthermore, they think of the paradigm 
welfare recipient as the lazy and undeserving Black woman (Blum 2012, 316). This is why such 
stereotype bearers show passive acceptance of the weakest welfare state in the advanced 
industrial world. Nussbaum 2010 underlines how disgust has been seen in the past by many as a 
“reliable guide to lawmaking”, e.g. in Britain in the 50s, when deciding whether to keep same-sex 
practices illegal or to decriminalize them; and is still seen as such today, perhaps in subtler ways 
(see pp. 13-14). Finally, such lack of recognition (moral effect) and social injustice (political effect) 
are at the basis of an increasingly harsh social conflict. Two main examples of such a conflict are 
the - often violent – debates over same-sex marriages and the hostile attitudes towards 
immigrants. All of these social conflicts lead, again, to contrasts in the political sphere, since they 
tend to fire up the political debate so to influence the will of the legislator. And this is precisely a 
good reason why the fire burning around these issues should be extinguished as soon as possible, 
so to lead to fair and just decisions. 

How, then, can this source of conflict be defused? That is, how might we defeat 
stereotypes, so to prevent them from causing distorted social emotions, that in turn cause not 
only conflict, but also a morally unacceptable lack of recognition among fellow human beings (cf. 
Chappell 2014)? 

My answer consists in pointing primarily to emotional correctives. However, before 
exploring how to counterbalance distorted responses, l step back to the account of emotion I am 
making use of. The account of emotions I adopt here is a “moderate cognitivist” one, to be 



!
! 346 

contrasted both with a neo-Jamesian account, that makes emotions blind guts that guide reason, 
and with a hyper-cognitivist neo-Aristotelian account, that fundamentally equates emotions with 
judgments. According to a moderate cognitivist view, especially if we take an empirically 
informed version of it, emotions are intentional states that depend on the agent’s conceptual 
equipment, but in turn they can orient cognition, due to their nature of “concernbased 
construals” (Roberts 1988). In order to be scientifically acceptable, I think moderate cognitivism 
should be combined with the results of the enactive mind approach (cf. Colombetti 2014), 
according to which we should overcome the dichotomy between body and mind, reason and 
emotions, and see how these elements always cooperate so to produce reactions and actions of a 
unitary human being. 

What’s the meaning of these insights in moral psychology for the issue at stake? I claim 
moderate cognitivism about emotions can give us an important hint of the direction we need to 
take in order to handle the issue at stake. Namely, it can suggest us that, (i) emotions cannot be 
equated to judgments: therefore, they’re not always reliable, can be distorted and crystallize into 
serial reactions. Unlike extreme cognitivists, for example, I think moderate cognitivism can admit 
moral dumbfounding, and account for the role it plays in accepting stereotypical views and 
refusing to question them; (ii) nonetheless, emotions are very often reliable guides to 
understanding the world and acting on such understanding; therefore, the main way we should 
counterbalance distorted emotions (and the stereotypes underlying them) is via emotional 
correctives, such as sympathy, empathy, compassion and indignation. 

Finally, I will claim that in order to develop such corrective emotions, a fundamental 
capacity is required: namely, that of moral imagination, which has been indicated by many (e.g. 
Murdoch 1997) as the source of an attentive and just attitude towards others, and that can be 
cultivated through art, literature and the mass media. Thus, what has been called “imaginative 
engagement” (Nussbaum 2010) will prove to be a genuine political virtue, and a key to develop 
pro-social emotions so to face the conflicts our society is tormented by. 
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Testing the causal theory of reference 
 

Massimiliano Vignolo, University of Genoa 
Filippo Domaneschi, University of Genoa 

 

The goal of our paper is to present the results of an empirical survey that confirm in part the 
causal/historical theory of reference. 

Philosophers of language are engaged in the construction of a system of notions to be 
employed in the scientific explanation of language usage and communication. With respect to 
semantic notions, one of the main questions on which philosophers have focused their attention is 
the following: 
 

(i)! In virtue of what do our linguistic expressions refer to what they do? 
 

The typical philosophical debate around this question is the dispute between the descriptivist 
theories and the causal/historical theories of reference of proper names. Machery et al. (2004) 
have attacked the methodology of philosophers of language by assuming that it is ultimately 
grounded on the evidential role of intuitions. With regard to semantic notions, philosophical 
theories about reference determination are correct to the extent that they are confirmed by the 
semantic intuitions of competent speakers. If a theory of reference entails that in a given scenario, 
an expression E refers to an entity O, then the theory is confirmed if competent speakers have the 
intuition that in that scenario the expression E refers to the entity O. If competent speakers have 
the intuition that the expression E does not refer to O, then the theory is disconfirmed. 

In Machery et al.’s view, philosophers of language endorse the methodological principle 
called the method of cases, which is here reformulated with regard to question (i) as follows:  
 

The Method of Cases: the correct philosophical theory of reference for an expression E is 
the theory that is best supported by the intuitions that competent speakers have about E’ 
reference. 

 

This methodological principle requires that intuitions be spread uniformly among different 
speakers and across actual and possible cases. Machery et al. (2004) put in doubt the truth of this 
presupposition. First, they noted that traditionally philosophers have exclusively relied on their 
own intuitions. Second, they tried to show with an empirical survey that semantic intuitions vary 
interculturally among speakers in different linguistic and cultural communities. In a series of 
experiments, they tested ordinary speakers’ semantic intuitions in cases modelled after Kripke’s 
Gödel/Schmidt argument against the classical descriptivist theory of reference of proper names. 
Machery et al. say that the empirical data they have collected show that speakers in different 
linguistic and cultural communities do not share the intuition that the name “Gödel” refers to 
Gödel, as it is used by the hypothetical speaker in the counterfactual scenario. Machery et al.’s 
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conclusion is that the philosophical methodology is severely flawed because it employs the 
method of cases, which in turn presupposes the uniformity of semantic intuitions among 
competent speakers. But competent speakers do not share the same semantic intuitions. 
Philosophical theories turn out to be baseless with regard to the kind of evidence that 
philosophers employ to support them. Machery et al.’s experiments have generated two main 
strands of reactions on behalf of philosophers. Some commentators have strongly denied 
Machery et al.’s view that semantic intuitions play a crucial role in Kripke’s refutation of classical 
descriptivism. They say that Machery et al.’s attack to the methodology in philosophy of 
language started from a mistaken interpretation of Kripke’s Gödel/Schmidt argument. 
According to these philosophers, the evidence in favour of Kripke’s refutation of classical 
descriptivism does not come from polling philosophers’ or ordinary speakers’ semantic intuitions, 
but fundamentally from the error and ignorance argument and the immunity from mistake 
argument. These philosophers argue that the target of Machery et al.’s attack is misplaced. 

Some other philosophers agree that the polemic target of Machery et al.’s empirical 
surveys is misplaced but are nonetheless concerned with the challenge raised by experimentalists. 
Such philosophers have taken seriously the idea that experiments might have an evidential role in 
philosophy of language. Devitt (2011) and Martí (2009) have pointed out that the experiments 
conducted by Machery et al. do not elicit the kind of data that are relevant for the theory of 
reference. Devitt and Martí’s objection is that Machery et al.’s tests invite participants to think 
about how a hypothetical speaker uses a name and prompt participants to reflect on how they 
think reference is determined. However, data about how participants think reference is 
determined are not relevant for philosophers of language who try to explain in virtue of what a 
proper name refers to its bearer. Asking participants to reflect on whether the character of the 
vignette uses the name “Gödel” to talk about Gödel or Schmidt might be indicative at most of 
the participants’ inclinations towards ways of theorizing about reference determination. But it 
does not reveal any aspects of the real phenomenon that philosophers are interested in, namely 
reference determination. 

Devitt and Martí make a further step. They regard as legitimate the idea that 
philosophical theories of reference can be tested by experiments. However, they claim that 
experimentalists should test theories of reference not against semantic intuitions but against the 
reality that semantic intuitions are about, i.e. linguistic usage. In Devitt and Martí’s view, the 
evidence for a theory of reference comes from the empirical study of the reality the theory is 
about, and that reality is linguistic usage. Linguistic usage consists in performances of competent 
speakers, their production and understanding of sounds and signs in communication exchanges. 

We agree that empirical surveys might add evidence for or against philosophical theories 
of reference and we also agree with Devitt and Martí that experiments should test linguistic usage 
and not semantic intuitions. We will present a series of experiments, which we have conducted by 
a survey on the ways speakers understand people proper names, geographical names, natural 
kinds names and artefact names. We will discuss the extent to which the results of our 
experiments count as evidence for the causal/historical theory of reference and draw some 
general considerations about the role of experiments in philosophy of language. 
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Why (and how) evaluation may compromise  
epistemic pluralism – and why (and how) we should care about it  

 

Marco Viola, IUSS Pavia, Università Vita-Salute San Raffaele Milano 
 

While some form of evaluation has ever been employed in science (e.g. peer review, hiring), 
evaluations of research and of researchers (ERRs) have recently assumed a more prominent roles 
in many countries as a consequence of the adoption of new models of governance. According to 
these models, the quality of the output of both researchers and their institutions is measured, and 
political issues such as the eligibility of a researcher for the academic career or the public funding 
of institutions (Hicks 2012) crucially depends on the outcome of such measures. However, 
concerns have been raised about the risk that such evaluation may be menacing epistemic 
pluralism (EP) by penalizing the existent heterodox research programmes and discouraging the 
pursue of new ones. It has been proposed that this may happen because of some epistemic bias 
(EB) favouring mainstream research programmes.  

 In this paper, I claim that  

 

1.! EP is desirable and should be preserved.  

2.! ERRs may menace EP because they may be affected by some EB.  

Therefore,  

3.! In order to preserve EP, we need some strategy to dampen EB. 

 

Here is an overview of my plan for these three points:  

 
1. EP is desirable and should be preserved  
First, I disentangle EP from other kinds of pluralisms and define it as follows:  

 
[EP] simultaneous co-existence of rival research programs dealing with some common set 
of phenomena.  

 

Then, I briefly review some literature in social epistemology dealing with the desirability of EP 
and the conditions that may preserve it (Kitcher 1990; Strevens 2003, 2013; Zollman 2010; 
Weisberg & Muldoon 2009).  

Eventually, I discuss two ‘traditional’ epistemological arguments for EP: 

  
Prudence: se can’t foresee in advance which research programme is more likely to produce 

interesting findings.  
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Convergence: if a plurality of independent research programmes converge on a same 
result, it is more robustly vindicated.  

 
2. ERRs may menace EP because they may be affected by some EB  
Gillies (2008) raised serious concerns about the RAE, an evaluation exercise in UK based on 
peer review, claiming for instance that it wiped out pluralism in economics (2012). In his opinion, 
peer review is flawed by an EB that he calls researcher’s narcissism, i.e.  

an individual researcher believing quite strongly that his or her approach to research 
in the field is the best one, and most likely to produce good results, while the other 
approaches are less good and less likely to produce any good results (Gillies 2014, p. 
8).  

 In order to assess if Gillies’ concerns are vindicated by some empirical findings, I browse 
in the literature on bias in three kinds of ERR: peer review, bibliometric rankings and academic 
hiring. In doing so, I find hints about the existence of EB that may favour a mainstream research 
programmes over its rivals.  

 However, few studies tried to disentangle EB from other kind of bias (e.g. institutional 
prestige, nepotism), and even less succeeded at it. Therefore, a sceptic may argue that the 
evidence for the existence of EB is not conclusive.  

 In response to such an objection, I claim that (1) the existence of EB is intuitively assumed 
by most researchers; (2) EB is vindicated by an inference to the best explanation from some 
discontent surrounding the Italian evaluation exercise: accordingly, the burden of (dis)proof lies 
on the shoulder of those who want to deny EB.  

 
3. In order to preserve EP, we need some strategy to dampen EB  
As long as they are flawed by EB, ERRs may compromise EP. Nonetheless, science cannot do 
without any kind of ERR, since we need some criteria to allocate some finite resource (such as 
tenure track positions, or research grants). Still, we can and should try to improve the 
institutional design of ERRs so to constrain EB. Proposals advanced in order to do so include: 

  

•! a pluralistic composition and a rapid turnover of the evaluation panel (Bonaccorsi 2015);  

•! constraining the use of bibliometrics (Hicks et al. 2014), or avoiding it at all (San 
Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment, http://www.ascb.org/dora/);  

•! avoid both peer review and bibliometrics, thus shifting the whole burden of evaluation on 
the moment of hiring (Gillies 2008, Osterloh & Frey 2015);  

•! not centralizing the whole research funding into a single funding agency (Travis & Collins 
1991);  

•! introduce some random noise (i.e. ‘lottery’) in the allocation of research grants (Avin 
2015).  
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While no single strategy may eschew all the risks for EP, I claim that combining some of them 
may help policy makers of science to hedge those risks.  
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Unconscious content: What is it like to think that P when there is 
nothing it is like? 

 
Daria Vitasovic, Centre for Philosophy of Time, University of Milan 

 

Many have come to argue recently for the Phenomenal Intentionality Thesis (PIT). PIT can be 
best defined as intentionality constituted by phenomenal character, or more precisely, a 
reduction of intentional concepts to phenomenal experiences. Regardless of the different stances 
on the specific nature of PIT, its proponents agree that it is the fundamental kind of intentionality 
in a twofold sense. First, it is the fundamental because it is the intrinsic, phenomenal 
intentionality as opposed to the extrinsic, non-phenomenal construal of intentionality. Second, it 
is fundamental because it is the only genuine form of intentionality and other, non-phenomenal 
kinds of intentionality, derive their content from it.   

One of the main intuitions for PIT is content determinacy that phenomenal properties 
secure; ‘…there is a determinate fact of the matter about what you are thinking and what you 
mean by your utterance, because there is something it is like to think a determinate thought and 
to make an utterance that expresses that thought.’ (Horgan & Graham, 2012, p.339). If PIT is 
true, then the phenomenal properties guarantee content determination. On the other hand, 
externalist theories are understood in terms of tracking intentionality to the features of the 
subject’s environment. There is a mapping relation between the subjects’ mental state S and an 
object in the environment O, which serves as a stimulus that reliably causes S. However, there 
may be numerous stimuli that cause S, beside O. For example, my representation of a lime can 
be caused by a lime or by an immature lemon. This inability to distinguish representations from 
misrepresentation in the subject’s inner mental state is the disjunction problem. However, the 
challenge is not just to explain why the representation is the representation of a lime, as opposed 
to immature lemon, but also why that particular representation, as being such, has any 
determinate content. Thereby, if one accepts PIT, one avoids these externalist worries of tracking 
intentionality to something external to the mental state. Phenomenal properties are the decisive 
set of properties for content determination; what representations represent is determined by the 
what-it-is-like character when we experience them.      

One of the challenges in construing intentionality in PIT terms is explaining the content 
determination of unconscious thoughts. If intentional mental states are constituted by their 
phenomenal character, then explaining unconscious mental states is prima facie a serious issue 
for the view. The issue comes down to the incompatibility of PIT with the claim of Unconscious 
Intentionality (UI):  
 

(PIT) Intentional contents are reducible to phenomenal character. 
(UI) There are genuinely intentional unconscious states. 

 

Thus, there are two ways one can proceed when considering UI: (1) deny genuine intentionality 
to unconscious states, or (2) argue that PIT and UI are compatible. 
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(1) seems plausible. One can argue that unconscious states do not exhibit genuinely 
intentional content since they suffer from content indeterminacy which is fixed by phenomenal 
properties.  By accepting this view, one accepts that:  
 

(i)! Phenomenology is necessarily conscious; hence  
(ii)! Intentionality is necessarily conscious.  

 

While (1) is a tenable view, my primary goal in this talk is to bite the bullet and argue for (2), 
i.e. the compatibility of PIT and UI. Again, there are two ways one can proceed. Most biters 
agree on (i), however do not agree on (ii). More precisely, they argue for some relation of 
derivation of unconscious intentional states from conscious phenomenally intentional states. 
Since phenomenal intentionality is the fundamental kind of intentionality and every other kind 
derives from it, there seems to be no serious issue. This is the derivative unconscious 
intentionality (DUI) – unconscious states do not exhibit genuine phenomenally intentional 
content, but get their content determinacy from other phenomenally intentional states, hence 
they are intentional in the derived manner.  

The other option is to deny both (i) and (ii). Phenomenology is not necessarily conscious; 
hence unconscious states are genuinely phenomenally intentional. The concept of unconscious 
phenomenology is not a contradiction. This, on the other hand, would be the un-derivative 
unconscious intentionality (Un-DUI) – unconscious states exhibit genuine phenomenal 
intentionality; hence they get their content determinacy directly from phenomenally intentional 
character un-derivatively.  

I argue that denying the Un-DUI would be abandoning the program; hence, I argue that the 
only way one can proceed, if one wishes to remain within the PIT framework, is to argue for 
unconscious phenomenal intentionality. I will consider Searle’s potentialism (1991) and Kriegel’s 
interpretativism (2011), two proposals for derived intentionality. I argue that both proposals, in 
addition to being vulnerable to plausible counterarguments, are not consistent with PIT and are 
not cases of genuine intentionality. Next, I will consider Pitt’s proposal for Un-DUI 
(forthcoming); I call it the awareness dualism model, which rests on Dretske’s distinction between 
object-awareness and fact-awareness. I argue that Pitt’s proposal is equally external and 
problematic as it does not involve any notion of the self as a ground for experience, since the 
cognizer, on his model, has no immediate involvement in the mental state. 
 
References:  
Horgan T. & Tienson J. (2012) Phenomenal Intentionality and Content Determinacy. In. R. 
Schantz (ed.) Prospects for Meaning. De Gruyter, 321-344.  
Kriegel U. (2011). Cognitive Phenomenology as the Basis of Unconscious Content. In T. Bayne 
& M. Montague (eds.), Cognitive Phenomenology. Oxford University Press, 79 - 102. 
Pitt D. (2004.) The Phenomenology of Cognition or What Is It Like to Think That P? Philosophy 
and Phenomenological Research, Vol. 69, No. 1, 1 - 36.  
Pitt D. The Quality of Thought, forthcoming with OUP.  



!
! 356 

Searle J.R. (1991). Consciousness, Unconsciousness and Intentionality. Philosophical Isssues, Vol. 1, 
45 – 66. 

Strawson G. (2008). Real Intentionality 3: Why Intentionality Entails Consciousness. In: Real 
Materialism and Other Essays. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 279 - 297. 

  



!
! 357 

Epistemological contrastivism and knowledge of facts 
 

Giorgio Volpe, University of Bologna 
 

Epistemological contrastivism is the view that (propositional) knowledge is not a binary relation 
of the form Kap, but a ternary relation of the form Kapq, where q is a contrast class of 
alternatives an agent a must be able to rule out in order to know that p – out of the contrast class 
q. Leading con-temporary contrastivists like Jonathan Schaffer and Walter Sinnott-Armstrong 
assume that (proposi-tional) knowledge is knowledge of propositions, but this is not essential to the 
position, and in this paper I consider a version of epistemological contrastivism according to 
which (propositional) knowledge is knowledge of facts.  

Versions of the view that (propositional) knowledge is knowledge of facts (rather than 
propositions) have been defended by philosophers like Edmund Husserl, Bertrand Russell, Zeno 
Vendler, Terence Parsons and, recently, Keith Hossack. In this paper I offer no positive 
argument on behalf of the view, but consider whether a suitable version of epistemological 
contrastivism can provide an answer to an objection that is frequently made to it, namely, that it 
cannot do justice to the referen-tial opacity of knowledge ascriptions. The problem is easily 
explained by way of example. It is that if (i) the fact that Superman can fly and the fact that Clark 
Kent can fly are one and the same fact, and (ii) knowledge is a two-place relation between an 
agent and a fact, then it is impossible for Lois Lane to know that Superman can fly and ignore 
that Clark Kent can fly – which it obviously is not.  

One may reconcile the referential opacity of knowledge ascriptions with the idea that 
(proposi-tional) knowledge is knowledge of facts by denying (i). This will involve rejecting the 
assumption that any two facts that are made up of (or involve) the same constituents arranged in 
the same way are one and the same fact. However, one may well be reluctant to reject this 
assumption, and indeed many philosophers would rather reject (ii) – they would maintain that 
(propositional) knowledge is a two-place relation between an agent and a proposition. This, of 
course, would not be reconciling the referential opacity of knowledge ascriptions with the idea that 
(propositional) knowledge is knowledge of facts, but rather rejecting the idea that (propositional) 
knowledge is knowledge of facts by pointing to an unacceptable consequence it seems to entail. 
Insisting that knowledge is a two-place relation between an agent and a proposition is not, 
however, the only way to deny (ii). Another way is to endorse the contrastivist claim that 
(propositional) knowledge is a three-place re-lation between an agent, a fact and a contrast class: if 
q ≠ r, it may well be the case that Kafq and not-Kafr.  

Let us see how this applies to the Superman/Clark Kent case. Suppose that our (super) 
hero has not yet proposed to Lois Lane. The contrastivist account of the circumstance that Lois 
Lane knows that Superman can fly and ignores that Clark Kent can fly (even though the fact that 
Superman can fly just is the fact that Clark Kent can fly) will turn on the claim that there are two 
different contrast classes that need to be attended to here. And indeed there are: Lois Lane knows 
that Superman can fly because she can rule out such alternatives as that Superman can only walk 
and run, or that Superman can only walk, run and swim. She does not know that Clark Kent can 
fly because she can-not rule out such alternatives as that Clark Kent can only walk and run, or that 
Clark Kent can only walk, run and swim: the evidence she has simply does not enable her to do so.  
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Someone might object that, Clark Kent and Superman being one and the same person, if 
Lois Lane can rule out such alternatives as that Superman can only walk and run, or that 
Superman can only walk, run and swim, surely she can also rule out such alternatives as that 
Clark Kent can only walk and run, or that Clark Kent can only walk, run and swim? But this is not 
so, because in an epistemic context being able to rule out an alternative means something like 
having adequate evi-dence against that alternative. And which alternatives the evidence possessed by an 
agent counts against depends on the way the agent represents to himself (or herself) the 
alternatives in question. Lois Lane is able to rule out such alternatives as that Superman can only 
walk and run, or that Su-perman can only walk, run and swim, while she is not able to rule out 
such alternatives as that Clark Kent can only walk and run, or that Clark Kent can only walk, 
run and swim, because she ignores that Clark Kent and Superman are one and the same person. 
As a consequence, she fails to recog-nize that the possibility that Superman can only walk and 
run is the possibility that Clark Kent can only walk and run, and that the possibility that 
Superman can only walk, run and swim is the possi-bility that Clark Kent can only walk, run and 
swim, and so fails to recognize that the evidence that counts against the possibilities that concern 
Superman also counts against the possibilities that con-cern Clark Kent.  

(The point comes out even more straightforwardly if the contrastivist view is formulated 
in terms of contrasting propositions rather than of contrasting possibilities; for the proposition that 
Super-man can only walk and run is manifestly different from the proposition that Clark Kent can 
only walk and run, and the proposition that Superman can only walk, run and swim is manifestly 
differ-ent from the proposition that Clark Kent can only walk, run and swim.)  

I conclude by briefly considering a related view which is suggested by some passages of 
Fred Dretske: the view that (propositional) knowledge is a two-place relation between an agent 
and a contrastive fact. 
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Grounding and abstraction 
 

Luca Zanetti, Unversity of Bologna 
 

Regardless of how the abstract-concrete distinction is drawn, mathematical entities are 
traditionally conceived as paradigmatic cases of abstractness. Platonism about mathematics is 
known to raise, however, a number of philosophical issues. But irrespective of whether platonism 
is a tenable view, Gideon Rosen has recently argued that most of the anti-platonist concerns are 
mitigated if mathematical entities, even if not concrete, are nonetheless derivative from concrete, 
non-mathematical ones, where derivation is understood in terms of metaphysical grounding 
between worldly facts. Therefore, the platonist should agree with the nominalist that there are no 
mathematical facts at the fundamental level of reality; but the nominalist might concede, and so should 
the platonist, that mathematical facts are grounded in, or obtain in virtue of, empirical facts. In 
this paper we aim to characterize a suitable notion of grounding for Fregean abstraction 
principles.    
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In defense of ‘epistemological disjunctivism’ 

 
Paweł Zięba, Jagiellonian University in Cracow 

 
The aim of this presentation is to defend the idea known as ‘epistemological disjunctivism’ (ED) 
from a number of objections which have been recently raised in the literature. 

ED is endorsed as either reductive (JTB) or non-reductive (Knowledge First) account of 
perceptual justification. Duncan Pritchard promotes his version of reductive ED as ‘the holy grail 
of epistemology’ (Pritchard, 2012). The way this metaphor is typically understood is that if ED 
can be shown to accommodate the intuitions standing behind both epistemic internalism and 
epistemic externalism, the impasse between these two mutually exclusive standpoints can be 
finally resolved. 

However, internalists and externalists complain that ED cannot properly validate their 
intuitions. According to Brent Madison (Madison, 2014), reductive ED fails to accommodate the 
internalist intuition that our perceptual beliefs and the corresponding beliefs of our BIV-
counterparts are equally justified. Christoph Kelp and Harmen Ghijsen (Kelp & Ghijsen, 2016) 
argue that reductive ED struggles to incorporate the externalist intuition that cognitively 
unsophisticated believers (e.g. small children, non-human animals) can have knowledge. 
Although doing justice to this intuition is not a problem for non-reductive ED (cf. Millar, 2010), 
Ghijsen (Ghijsen, 2015) points out that explaining justification in a nonreductive fashion 
inevitably neglects one intuition which both internalists and externalists happen to share. 
Namely, it involves rejecting the possibility of providing a reductive account of knowledge. The 
critics conclude that ED is not worthy of the 'holy grail of epistemology' sobriquet. 

In response to this conclusion, I suggest reading the 'holy grail' metaphor in a slightly 
different way: ED is 'the holy grail of epistemology' insofar as it delivers viable solutions to 
problems generated by both internalism and externalism, not necessarily insofar as it satisfies the 
intuitions of both internalists and externalists. The essential value of ED consists in providing an 
account of perceptual justification which does not force us to choose between epistemic 
responsibility and factivity of justification (cf. Pritchard, 2012). Thus, whether ED is the ‘holy 
grail’ depends on whether sufficient support can be given to the claim that perceptual 
justification can be both accessible and factive. It is only to be expected that if such support can 
be given, it is going to undermine the intuitions prompting that perceptual justification cannot be 
both accessible and factive. 

Contrary to what Madison (Madison, 2014) seems to suggest, those intuitions are 
ultimately shaped by the views the objectors hold in other areas. For instance, whether one 
succumbs to the New Evil Demon intuition (i.e. the idea that perceptual beliefs of our 
counterparts in the Demon World are as justified as our own perceptual beliefs) might turn on 
one's views on (i) how mental content should be individuated (cf. Pritchard & Kallestrup, 2004) 
(ii) whether there are such things as hinge commitments and if there are, what their nature is (cf. 
Pritchard, 2016), and (iii) the nature of sense perception, as the plausibility of ED correlates with 
the plausibility of naïve realism. 

Objections to ED are usually aimed at particular formulations of this claim. For example, 
Kelp and Ghijsen (Kelp & Ghijsen, 2016) argue that Alan Millar's non-reductive ED (cf. Millar, 
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2010) has two untoward consequences: (i) knowledge does not entail justified belief and (ii) 
justified belief entails knowledge. They also bring up the ‘benighted cognizer’ scenario in order to 
show that Millar's account is unable to acknowledge an important epistemic difference between 
two subjects both of whom believe falsely, but for different reasons. 

However, it is possible to extract a common denominator of various versions of ED. Such 
core claim of ED is compatible with both reductive and non-reductive ways of investigating 
knowledge. It is also immune to Williamson's criticism of ED (cf. Williamson, 2000), as it can be 
properly expressed without the employment of disjunction. It states that no single evidence could 
justify both my perceptual belief and the corresponding belief of my envatted counterpart. Since 
my evidence is based on a perception, it is both externally grounded and accessible solely 
through introspection. No hallucination can provide me with such evidence. 

Thus understood, the core claim of ED is too general to give in to ‘ unsophisticated 
believers’ objection, as the notion of evidence used here is broad enough to cover both 
‘sophisticated’ and ‘unsophisticated’ cases of perceptual knowledge. Moreover, it can be shown 
that the core claim of ED is comprised by Knowledge First epistemology, at least insofar as 
Knowledge First epistemology is concerned with perceptual knowledge. Although the objections 
to particular versions of ED might succeed, they fall short of its core claim. 
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When the affordances disappear 
Comparing explanations of optic ataxia  

 

Silvano Zipoli Caiani, University of Florence 

 

Since Gibson introduced the concept of affordance (Gibson, 1979), the role of the motor skills in 
perception has become an active topic of research in several areas of cognitive science. According 
to Gibson, there is no need to invoke internal representations and causal mechanisms to explain 
an agent’s ability to perceive action possibilities in the environment. In light of this assumption, 
Gibson’s ecological psychology is consistent with the dynamical systems theory of cognition, 
insofar as it allows for covering-law explanations that avoid reference to informational states and 
causal processes (Chemero, 2009). Over the last few decades, however, contrary to Gibson’s 
original view, several studies have exploited the concept of affordance within a computational 
framework, thus setting out a brand new approach to the perception of possibilities of action 
(e.g., Cisek & Kalaska, 2010; Thill et al., 2013 for reviews). Notably, the dual stream model of 
vision (e.g., Milner & Goodale, 1995) served as a first approximation to the manner in which 
agents compute visuomotor information in the environment. According to this model, visual 
perception consists of integration of two specialized subsystems: the ventral system, which 
performs processes associated with object identification and intentional planning, and the dorsal 
system, which performs processes associated with perceiving affordances and guiding actions.  

 The aim of this paper is to defend the explanatory virtue of a computational account of 
affordance perception by providing arguments to overcome the traditional reluctance to extend 
the concept of affordance beyond the boundaries of the dynamical systems view. To this end, I 
focus on the explanatory advantages of adopting a mechanical framework in cognitive science. I 
maintain that an ecological-dynamical approach to perception of affordances provides a valuable 
description of how agents interact with action opportunities in the environment, whereas a 
computational view provides an explanation for why they have such an ability in addition to why 
this ability can be lost.  

 This amounts to arguing for a distinction between two well-known styles of explanation, 
the covering-law explanatory paradigm and the casual theory of cognition, respectively.  

 This paper is divided into three main parts. In the first part, I introduce the dynamical 
systems account of visual affordance, and I then show how a covering-law model of explanation 
applies to this case. In the second part, I introduce the computational account of affordance and 
provide a detailed description of the sensorimotor matching mechanism that allegedly underlies 
the perception of possibilities of actions. Finally, in the third part, I compare the two options, 
assessing their ability to address the case of optic ataxia, a condition in which patients with a 
lesion in the posterior parietal cortex are no longer able to perceive the affordances of objects. 
After an introduction to the anomalous behavior of patients suffering from optic ataxia, I discuss 
the explanations provided by the dynamical and the computational theories of affordance. 
Thereafter, it will be clear that the computational model of affordance perception provides an 
explanation that is not available to the dynamical systems view. Indeed, while the dynamical 
systems approach is limited to offer a correlational account, which is based on the lawful 
covariation of bodily, behavioral and environmental variables, the computational approach 
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provides a causal account, which explains why such a covariation occurs. More precisely, by 
focusing on the case of optic ataxia, I argue that the dynamical systems view is only able to 
describe the correlation between a lesion in a particular area of the parietal cortex and the 
patient’s inability to take advantage of the affordances in the environment. Differently, the 
computational view is able to explain such a correlation by means of a particular visuomotor 
mechanism, wherein the parietal cortex plays a crucial role.  

 The major difference between the dynamical systems explanation of affordances 
perception and the computational one is the degree to which the latter provides information that 
is available for purposes of manipulation and control in non-standard cases. As Woodward (2003) 
notes, it is precisely this feature that makes it possible a distinction between descriptive and 
mechanical knowledge. A dynamical-systems explanation provides descriptive knowledge that, 
although it may be used as a basis for predictions and classifications, does not provide 
information relevant to explain why manipulating internal factors or conditions of the system will 
produce changes in the behavioral outcome. By contrast, a computational explanation offers 
mechanical knowledge, which provides an account of why a target system is expected to behave 
in a certain way under a much wider set of initial conditions and under a more diverse range of 
interventions on the components of the mechanism (Kaplan & Bechtel, 2011; Craver, 2007). It is 
precisely in light of this consideration that optic ataxia is an optimal case study to assess the 
dynamical and computational approaches to affordances perception.  

 To resume, the value of this proposal is twofold. First, it offers an explanatory argument 
for extending the concept of affordance beyond the boundaries of the dynamical systems 
framework. Second, it provides a detailed description of the mechanism underlying the 
perception of action possibilities in the environment.  
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