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PLENARY SESSIONS ABSTRACTS (in order of appearance)
E. J. Lowe (University of Durham)

Inaugural Address -

Locke on Real Essence and Water as a Natural Kind: A Qualified Defence

 ‘Water is H2O’ is one of the most frequently cited sentences in analytic philosophy, thanks to the seminal work of Saul Kripke and Hilary Putnam in the 1970s on the semantics of natural kind terms. Both of these philosophers owe an intellectual debt to the empiricist metaphysics of John Locke's Essay Concerning Human Understanding, while disagreeing profoundly with Locke about the reality of natural kinds. Locke employs an intriguing example involving water to support his view that kinds (or ‘species’), such as water and gold, are the workmanship of the human mind. This is the point of his story about a winter visitor to England from Jamaica, who is astonished to find that the water in his basin has turned solid overnight, and proceeds to call it ‘hardened water’. Locke criticizes this judgement, maintaining that it is more consonant with common sense to regard water and ice as different kinds of substance. Putnam, by implication, disagrees. Deploying his imaginary example of Twin Earth—a distant planet where a watery-looking substance, XYZ, rather than H2O, fills the oceans and rivers—he maintains that common sense supports the judgement that XYZ and H2O, despite their superficial similarity, are not the same kind of substance, precisely because their molecular compositions are different. Here it will be argued that both views are mistaken, but that, in this dispute, Locke has more right on his side than his modern opponents do.
Tim Crane (University of Cambridge)

I–The Singularity of Singular Thought

A singular thought can be characterized as a thought which is directed at just one object. The term ‘thought’ can apply to episodes of thinking, or to the content of the episode (what is thought). This paper argues that episodes of thinking can be just as singular, in the above sense, when they are directed at things that do not exist as when they are directed at things that do exist. In this sense, then, singular thoughts are not object-dependent.
Jody Azzouni (Tufts University)
II—Singular Thoughts (Objects-Directed Thoughts)

Tim Crane (2011) characterizes the cognitive role of singular thought via singular mental files: the application of such files to more than one object is senseless. As many do, he thus stresses the contrast between ‘singular’ and ‘general’. I give a counterexample, plurally-directed singular thought, and I offer alternative characterizations of singular thought—better described as ‘objects-directed thought’—initially in terms of the defeasibility of the descriptions associated with one's thinking of an object, and then more broadly in terms of whether descriptions of the object or description-independent epistemic routes to the object are primarily operative in an agent's thinking.
Alan Millar (University of Stirling)
I—Why Knowledge Matters

 An explanation is given of why it is in the nature of inquiry into whether or not p that its aim is fully achieved only if one comes to know that p or to know that not-p and, further, comes to know how one knows, either way. In the absence of the latter one is in no position to take the inquiry to be successfully completed or to vouch for the truth of the matter in hand. An upshot is that although knowledge matters because truth matters this should not be understood to mean that knowledge matters because true belief matters.
Jonathan L. Kvanvig (Baylor University)
II—Millar on the Value of Knowledge

Alan Millar's paper (2011) involves two parts, which I address in order, first taking up the issues concerning the goal of inquiry, and then the issues surrounding the appeal to reflective knowledge. I argue that the upshot of the considerations Millar raises count in favour of a more important role in value-driven epistemology for the notion of understanding and for the notion of epistemic justification, rather than for the notions of knowledge and reflective knowledge.
R. M. Sainsbury  and Michael Tye (University of Texas at Austin)
I— An Originalist Theory of Concepts
We argue that thoughts are structures of concepts, and that concepts should be individuated by their origins, rather than in terms of their semantic or epistemic properties. Many features of cognition turn on the vehicles of content, thoughts, rather than on the nature of the contents they express. Originalism makes concepts available to explain, with no threat of circularity, puzzling cases concerning thought. In this paper, we mention Hesperus/Phosphorus puzzles, the Evans-Perry example of the ship seen through different windows, and Mates cases, and we believe that there are many additional applications.

Ruth Garrett Millikan (University of Connecticut)
 II—Loosing the Word-Concept Tie

Sainsbury and Tye (2011) propose that, in the case of names and other simple extensional terms, we should substitute for Frege's second level of content—for his senses—a second level of meaning vehicle—words in the language of thought. I agree. They also offer a theory of atomic concept reference—their ‘originalist’ theory—which implies that people knowing the same word have the ‘same concept’. This I reject, arguing for a symmetrical rather than an originalist theory of concept reference, claiming that individual concepts are possessed only by individual people. Concepts are classified rather than identified across different people.

Kathleen Stock (University of Sussex)

I—Fictive Utterance and Imagining
A popular approach to defining fictive utterance says that, necessarily, it is intended to produce imagining. I shall argue that this is not falsified by the fact that some fictive utterances are intended to be believed, or are non-accidentally true. That this is so becomes apparent given a proper understanding of the relation of what one imagines to one's belief set. In light of this understanding, I shall then argue that being intended to produce imagining is sufficient for fictive utterance as well.
Stacie Friend (Heythrop)
II—Fictive Utterance and Imagining II
The currently standard approach to fiction is to define it in terms of imagination. I have argued elsewhere (Friend 2008) that no conception of imagining is sufficient to distinguish a response appropriate to fiction as opposed to non-fiction. In her contribution Kathleen Stock seeks to refute this objection by providing a more sophisticated account of the kind of propositional imagining prescribed by so-called ‘fictive utterances’. I argue that although Stock's proposal improves on other theories, it too fails to provide an adequate criterion of fictionality. I conclude by sketching an alternative account according to which fiction is a genre.
Susan James (Birkbeck) 
I—Creating Rational Understanding: Spinoza as a Social Epistemologist
Does Spinoza present philosophy as the preserve of an elite, while condemning the uneducated to a false though palliative form of ‘true religion’? Some commentators have thought so, but this contribution aims to show that they are mistaken. The form of religious life that Spinoza recommends creates the political and epistemological conditions for a gradual transition to philosophical understanding, so that true religion and philosophy are in practice inseparable.

Eric Schliesser (Ghent University)
Abstract currently unavailable. Draft paper will be available on the Society’s website by mid-June. Schliesser’s final paper will be published in the 2011 Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society.
Alex Byrne (M.I.T)

I—Transparency, Belief, Intention

This paper elaborates and defends a familiar ‘transparent’ account of knowledge of one's own beliefs, inspired by some remarks of Gareth Evans, and makes a case that the account can be extended to mental states in general, in particular to knowledge of one's intentions.

Matthew Boyle (Harvard University)
II— Transparent Self-Knowledge
I distinguish two ways of explaining our capacity for ‘transparent’ knowledge of our own present beliefs, perceptions, and intentions: aninferential and a reflective approach. Alex Byrne (2011) has defended an inferential approach, but I argue that this approach faces a basic difficulty, and that a reflective approach avoids the difficulty. I conclude with a brief sketch and defence of a reflective approach to our transparent self-knowledge, and I show how this approach is connected with the thesis that we must distinguish between a kind of self-knowledge that is of oneself as agent and another kind that is of oneself as patient.
POSTGRADUATE SESSIONS ABSTRACTS (ALPHABETISED)
Paul Giladi (University of Sheffield)
Clarifying Hegel's General Critique of Kantian Idealism as a "Subjective" Idealism

In this paper, I argue that Hegel’s notorious claim that Kant’s formal idealism is subjective should be understood in the following manner: the subjectivism of formal idealism, for Hegel, consists in holding that the formal structure, order, and unity of empirical reality are derived from us and that thought and being are fundamentally separate from one another. In other words, Hegel sees Kant as incorrectly separating thought from being, by regarding the world as only having its structure by virtue of the application of certain forms, namely the Categories, which are derived from our cognitive constitution. The interpretation of Hegel’s critique that is offered here stands in contrast to those which take Hegel’s charge of subjectivism to be that Kant is a ‘phenomenalist’ or ‘Berkeleyean’, which is how Bird (1987) interprets  this critique.  
Thomas Hodgson (University of St. Andrews) 
Propositions, Structure, and Representation

Neo-Russellian theories of structured propositions face challenges to do with both representation and structure which are sometimes called the problem of unity and the Benacerraf problem. In §1 I set out the problems and Jeffrey King's solution, which I take to be the best of its type, as well as an unfortunate consequence for that solution. In §2–§3 I diagnose what is going wrong with this line of thought. If I am right it follows that the Benacerraf problem cannot be used to motivate the view that propositions are irreducible elements of our ontology.

George Hull (University College, London)
Nietzschean Genealogy as Diagnosis of Ethical Irrationality

Friedrich Nietzsche attempts to criticise moral values by uncovering how they came to be advocated and accepted. One reading of him says this is because he views a value’s genesis as the most reliable indication of its causal effects on human flourishing. This would mean there must be some standard of flourishing by which Nietzsche is judging the effects of a value’s being lived by, characterisable independently of the value itself. Such a standard is notoriously hard to extract from Nietzsche’s work. An alternative understanding of the idea that certain values promote human flourishing is that being guided by those values in one’s judgements and deliberations is part of what constitutes flourishing. Sense can then be made of Nietzsche’s genealogical criticism of moral values as an attempt to expose the irrationality of the judgements and evaluations guided by moral values, which putatively go towards making a successful human life. This form of criticism, of interest in its own right, can legitimately be attributed to Nietzsche. In particular, it is not contradicted by his attack on ‘the will to truth’.

Amir Konigsberg (Princeton) 
Epistemic Peerage and Further Reflections on Disagreement

Recent debates have centred on the normative influence epistemic peerage should have on the regulation of beliefs in cases of disagreement. A dominant position in this debate is that acknowledging an epistemic peer’s possession of a belief contrary to one’s own ought, in itself, to lead to the revision of one’s doxastic commitments. In what follows I aim to challenge and rethink the notion of peerage underlying the disagreement debate and thus reveal that the traditional view of peerage rests upon an idealized conception of similarly between disagreeing parities, and thus to show that the normative constraints derived from it are equally idealized. Constructively, I will suggest a commonsensical solution to the disagreement problem based on what I propose as a soft, more moderate conception of peerage. 
Eliot Michaelson (UCLA)
Justice for Unicorns

Dworkin (1996, 2011) has given a number of related arguments to the effect that meta-ethical skepticism ultimately collapses into first-order ethical skepticism. Here, I challenge this conclusion by illustrating how the meta-ethical skeptic can resist even the strongest version of Dworkin's arguments. I begin by precissifying what I take to be the best of Dwrokin's arguments and then introduce some logical machinery that will allow the meta-ethical skeptic to resist the thrust of this argument. I then discuss how Dworkin might counter such resistance by pressing a modified version of his argument against a supplemental thesis that the meta-ethical skeptic seems forced to take on. Finally, I demonstrate how this last version of Dworkin's argument can, at best, win a 'merely semantic' victory against the meta-ethical skeptic. I conclude that such a victory is hollow, since it fails to close off the substantive threat of meta-ethical skepticism.
Daniel Morgan (University of Oxford)
Is First-Person Thinking Subject to a Higher-Order Knowledge Requirement?
Many theorists of first-person thinking (e.g., Gareth Evans, Lucy O Brien, possibly Christopher Peacocke) believe that first-person thinking is subject to a higher-order knowledge requirement -- something like the requirement that if I am thinking about myself first-personally, then I will know that I am thinking about myself. In this paper, I argue that this idea is a mistake, and also explain why the mistake is a damaging one.
Christopher Nathan (University of Exeter)
Fraternity as a Non-Personal Good

The extent to which a group of people displays fraternity is, I argue, partly a matter of how the relationships among them are distributed. This has the implication that if fraternity is itself good, it is not necessarily good for anyone. It also invites us to consider more closely the relationship between fraternity and equality.
Peter West-Oram (University of Birmingham)
Henry Shue and the Basic Right to Health Care
Henry Shue’s position on the nature of human rights (Shue, 1980, p.9) provides useful insight into the discussion of the right to health care. His rejection of the classic positive/negative rights distinction (Shue, 1980, pp.36-37) and his formulation of a tripartite account of duty (Shue, 1980, p.60) provide an effective tool for analysing the needs of just health care policy. In this paper I provide a brief description of Shue’s model of basic rights and consider the implications of his view for the requirements of a right to health care.

SOCIETY FOR WOMEN IN PHILOSOPHY SESSION ABSTRACTS (APHABETISED)
Emma C. Bullock, University of Birmingham

Virginity as a Commodity
Recent reports in the British media have exposed an emerging trend in western sex work in the form of auctioning female virginity. To date there has been no philosophical enquiry into the ethical legitimacy of this specific form of prostitution. By consequence, the morality of such activity has not been formally assessed. Ethical analysis of the auctioning of virginity is important since it constitutes a unique form of prostitution invoking its own moral peculiarities and concerns. 
I address the ethical legitimacy of virginal prostitution by drawing upon a pertinent debate in prostitution ethics. Specifically, I mount the case that virginal auctioning constitutes a form of bodily commoditisation due to the physical and historical nature of being a virgin. Furthermore, and in light of this analysis, I claim that the free choice to sell one’s virginity is insufficient for rendering the practice ethical. The auctioning of virginity is shown to be a form of commoditisation at high risk of exploitation, in spite of whether or not it is freely chosen.

Nathaniel Adam Tobias Coleman, University of Michigan
The John Mayer Interview, or How to Start Dating Separately from your Dick 
When asked, in March 2010, by Playboy magazine, “Do black women throw themselves at you?”,the Grammy Award winning singer/songwriter John Mayer replied: “I don't think I open myself to it. My dick is sort of like a white supremacist. I’ve got a Benetton heart and a fuckin’ David Duke cock”. Immediately after what many thought to be a racist statement, John Mayer attempted to make amends: “I’m going to start dating separately from my dick”. This declaration seems promising, but it is not at all obvious how one should (or even can) go about dating separately from one’s dick.

First, I argue that Mayer should not start by trying to cultivate a new sexual attraction to black women. Second, I describe a stigmatising social narrative that has public status in our society. The content of the narrative restricts the types of relationship it is possible for a black woman to enjoy with a white man to relationships of unequal standing. Third, and finally, I argue how the John Mayers of this world ought to start dating separately from their dicks.

Ultimately, although Mayer's comments excited moral outrage, I argue that, for his interview, Mayer deserves moral congratulation. For his statements show that he has fulfilled what I call one’s duty to introspect and one’s duty to self-reflect on one’s own sexual preferences. I fault John Mayer only for failing to fulfil a third duty I argue that we each have: the duty to divest oneself of a socially-harmful sexual aversion.
Crystal L’Hôte, Saint Michael's College, Vermont (USA)

Forgiveness and Feeling
On a popular analysis, personal forgiveness is most fundamentally an affective change in the victim’s psychology, a change that takes place against a cognitively constant background.  This analysis can be found in thinkers as diverse as Butler, Riceour, and - more recently - Allais.  Although I endorse the basic structure of this popular analysis, which conceptualizes forgiveness as a change against constancy, I argue that (1) personal forgiveness is better understood as entailing a change in the victim’s psychology that is both affective and cognitive, and one that furthermore (2) takes place against a background of affective and cognitive constancy.  It is a consequence of this analysis that the dissociatively depersonalized or otherwise unfeeling victim of wrongdoing is no better-poised for personal forgiveness than the amnesiac.

Christina Rawls, Duquesne University

Intimate Materiality & Transgressing Gender Politics: Spinoza as Anonymous Translator for Margaret Askew Fell Fox
 The late Richard Popkin has done extensive research on the probability that seventeenth century Rationalist Benedictus Spinoza is the anonymous Hebrew translator of the mother of the Quakers, Margaret Askew Fell Fox, and her first pamphlets to appear in Holland the years surrounding the lens grinder's excommunication and afterward. Much debate has ensued since Popkin's thesis over twenty years ago, but adequate evidence as to how Popkin could be mistaken has not been provided. If Popkin is correct the outcome is that Spinoza's first publication was not the Principles of Philosophy of Rene Descartes...and was not on philosophy, but was instead possibly several anonymous Hebrew translations of the Dutch versions of Fell Fox's work appearing in Holland from 1655 onward. My essay offers further support for Popkin's conclusions, as well as evidence that this is one of the primary reasons for Spinoza's violent excommunication in 1656, a topic still debated today.
OPEN SESSIONS ABSTRACTS (ALPHABETISED)

Arif Ahmed (University of Cambridge)
Causal Decision Theory is false

Causal Decision Theory (CDT) cares only about the effects of an act, not its causes. It consequently recommends a bet that the agent is certain to lose, rather than one that she is certain to win. CDT is plainly giving wrong advice in this case. So it is false.  

Keith Allen (University of York)

Are Philosophical Disagreements Faultless?

Faultless disagreements have played an important role in recent discussions about predicates of personal taste (such as ‘fun’ or ‘tasty’). I argue that if disagreements about predicates of personal taste are faultless, then so are philosophical disagreements—including the disagreement about whether disagreements about personal tastes are faultless. I then briefly consider the consequences of this for philosophical theories motivated by reflecting on cases of seemingly faultless disagreement.
Marije Altorf (St. Mary’s University College, Strawberry Hill) 

Philosophy and the University: Socratic Dialogue and Education

This paper presents both the background to, and the results of a project supported by the Subject Centre for Philosophical and Religious Studies. The project (‘Socratic Dialogue in Education’) ran this year (2010-2011). The project aims to create a philosophical response to the dominant image of the university as a business, which is often unfavourable to the practice of philosophy. (See for instance Howie, and Hutchinson & Loughlin in Kenkmann 2009.) It does so by holding a number of philosophical dialogues on the nature of learning with both lecturers and students of philosophy. The project starts from the belief that the form and possibly content of the proposed dialogues will offer a way to reflect on the position of philosophy in higher education that resists the prevailing use of terms like ‘delivery’, consumer’, etc.. The method used to engage people in dialogue is the Socratic Method as first developed by Leonard Nelson and later developed by Gustav Heckmann and others.

István Aranyosi (Bilkent University)

Logical egalitarianism, existential relativity, and ontic deflationism

I offer an argument against the quasi-universal assumption of existence as an absolute notion. I point out that in the debate about being and non-existent objects between Russelian-Quineans and Meinongians existence is assumed to be absolute. My argument against this thesis is that if existence is absolute, then there is a skeptical scenario, the one according to which we and all our surroundings (world) are fictional, which we could not refute by appeal to any of the most recent and most sophisticated types of replies to the skeptical challenge. However, I argue separately that fictionality is not an alternative to our and our world’s existence whatsoever. Hence, existence is a relative notion. The argument establishes three interrelated theses: (Logical Egalitarianism) All objects and states of affairs in Logical Space have equal claim to being. [All objects on God’s drawing board stand as equal on that drawing board], (Existential Relativity) To exist means to-exist-relative-to-a-region-of-logical-space. [All objects on God’s drawing board exist-at-a-region-of-that-drawing-board], (Ontic Deflationism) An object, a, existing-relative-to-a-region-R-of-logical-space means R depicting a as being some way. I express this with the slogan: To be is to so-be. [The being of any object on God’s drawing board is the same as that object being so-and-so on that drawing board]. They together constitute my doctrine of Logicalism, the doctrine that there is nothing else to the world than its being a region of Logical Space. The doctrine is not to be confused with David Lewis’ Modal Realism, which is also based on existence as absolute. 

Steinvör Thöll Árnadóttir (University of Cambridge)

On The Grounding Problem 

It is widely believed that there are numerically distinct coincident objects (e.g. statues and lumps) that differ in their sortal and modal properties. It has been objected, however, that this view is untenable, as there could be nothing that grounds these purported differences. I argue that the believer in coincident objects should respond by insisting that the modal differences between coincident objects need not be grounded in the way the objector insists. The grounding problem presents no knockdown objection to coincident objects.
Gloria Ayob (University of Central Lancashire)

Referential Intentions: the Contextualist’s Challenge and a Critique of Kent Bach’s Intentionist Response

Utterances are the direct expression of speakers’ thoughts; this is what we naively suppose of utterances in general and of perceptual demonstrative utterances in particular. Stating the naive view slightly more theoretically, we may say that when a speaker issues a perceptual demonstrative utterance, she singles out a particular object in thought and intends to refer to it in a communicative exchange. This referential intention fixes the content of her demonstrative utterance. This view of utterance determination is called ‘intentionism’. The early David Kaplan and Marga Reimer challenge the intuitive view of the relation between thoughts and utterances, arguing that the content of perceptual-demonstrative utterances are fixed by features of the communicative context (in particular, the speaker’s demonstrations), rather than by any intention she may possess. This alternative view is called ‘contextualism’. In this paper, I outline a key argument that drives the contextualist view. I then critically consider an influential attempt by Kent Bach to defend intentionism. I suggest that Bach’s account is inadequate because it cannot account for the epistemic value that we ordinarily take demonstrative utterances to have. Furthermore, Bach’s proposed reference-fixing mechanism fails to secure the singularity of the content of such utterances.
Brian Ball (University of Oxford)
Two-Dimensional Semantics, Apriority, and Quantifying In

In this paper I argue that two-dimensional semantic theories like those of Chalmers (1996, 2006) receive no support from considerations surrounding the (alleged) epistemic operator “It is a priori that”. My objection involves quantifying in; it modifies an argument due to Quine (1961)
Jonathan Beale (University of Reading)
Wittgenstein on ‘The Nothing’: Carnap, Heidegger and Wittgenstein

Perhaps the most notorious proposition in the history of philosophy is Heidegger’s ‘the nothing noths’. This gained much notoriety through Rudolph Carnap’s vehement critique of Heidegger. Many other critiques have been made of this remark, and to this day if a philosopher needs a ready-made piece of nonsense for their purposes, this is the likely primary candidate.

 One apparent critique that remains unclear lies with Wittgenstein, who discusses this notorious proposition in an elusive remark from December 1932. The substance of Wittgenstein’s apparent critique is not clear; indeed, some have argued that there is not a critique at all, but rather an expression of sympathy towards Heidegger. This stands in direct opposition to the orthodox view, which holds that Wittgenstein’s position on Heidegger is essentially the same as Carnap’s.

In this paper, through discussion of the contributions made to the debate concerning this remark from James Conant, P. M. S. Hacker, Gordon Baker, Duncan Richter and James Luchte, I argue that the orthodox view is untenable and we should not read Wittgenstein as putting forward a Carnapian attack against Heidegger. Contra Carnap, Wittgenstein suggests that we need to imagine what Heidegger means in order to understand his remarks. The primary way of doing this is through attention to the context of Heidegger’s remarks. Through drawing on Stephan Käufer’s recent interpretation of Heidegger’s ‘What is Metaphysics?’ I undertake this task, and attempt to show that we can make sense of Heidegger’s remarks on the nothing once we turn to the context of those remarks. 

Tom Beament (University of Sussex)

Colour Autonomism: Responding to Byrne on Colour and the Mind-Body Problem

In recent years it has become common to compare the various positions in the debate about the ontology of colour with those in the mind-body problem.  None have done so more extensively than Alex Byrne in his ‘Colour and the Mind-Body Problem’ (2006) which gives an account of a possible Earth where it was the nature of colour, and not the mind-body relation, which preoccupied metaphysically minded philosophers.  However, noticeably absent from his alternative history are property dualist views, such as Davidson’s anomalous monism and so-called colour primitivism.  This is curious as John Campbell, a leading colour property dualist, draws comparisons with Davidson’s view in developing his ‘Simple View of Colour’ (1993).  This paper strengthens the analogy between mental, and colour, property dualism, and in so doing, provides positive arguments for colour property dualism, which some have claimed it lacks.

Stephan Blatti (University of Memphis)
A New Argument for Animalism

The view known as animalism asserts that we are human organisms. On this view, each of us is identical to a particular instance of the Homo sapiens species. The standard argument for this view is known as the “thinking animal argument.” Though compelling, this argument can be buttressed by an even less contentious argument that illustrates how the case for animalism piggy-backs on the credibility of evolutionary theory. In this paper, I present this new argument, show how it complements the standard argument, and answer a variety of objections.

Ben Blumson (National University of Singapore) 

A Never-Ending Story

Take a strip of paper with 'once upon a time there'‚ written on one side and 'was a story that began'‚ on the other. Twisting the paper and joining the ends produces John Barth’s story Frame-Tale, which prefixes 'once upon a time there was a story that began'‚ to itself. I argue that the possibility of understanding this sentence cannot be explained by tacit knowledge of a recursive theory of truth in English.

Gwen Bradford (Rice University)

Evil Achievements and the Principle of Recursion

This paper looks at the value of achievements by examining the implications of a highly plausible axiological principle, the principle of Recursion, according to which the pursuit of a good is itself good, and the pursuit of a bad is bad.  I consider three possible ways of understanding Recursion, and the implications of these construals for the value of achievements.  Doing so reveals not only a good way to account for the value of achievements, but also the best way to understand the principle of Recursion as an axiological principle.  Ultimately, I conclude that Recursion is best construed as an instance of genuine organic unity.  

Anthony Booth (University of Utrecht)

All Things Considered Duties to Believe

To be a doxastic deontologist is to claim that there is such a thing as an ethics of belief (or of our doxastic attitudes in general). In other words, that we are subject to certain duties with respect to our doxastic attitudes, the non-compliance with which makes us blameworthy and that we should understand doxastic justification in terms of these duties. In this paper, I argue that these duties are our all things considered duties, and not our epistemic or moral duties, for example. I show how this has the surprising result that, if deontologism is a thesis about doxastic justification, it entails that there is no such thing as epistemic or moral justification for a belief that p.

Simon Bowes (University of Sussex)

It All Adds Up: a counter argument to a counter argument against panpsychism (but not an argument for panpsychism)
It has been argued (e.g. by Galen Strawson) that panpsychism is the position to take on the place of consciousness in nature due to the inconceivability of eliminativism or emergentism; we don’t have to explain how consciousness arose, or arises, as it has always been there.  One problem for this argument is the composition problem – it’s hard to see how the ‘small minded’ particles that we are composed of can be combined to make one big one.  I will argue that this problem is not a real problem, that it seems like one because of an overly ‘selfish’ conception of subjecthood, but that the result of unproblematising composition actually allows us to see how emergentism might be the best explanation after all.  To this end, I will be deploying recent work by Aaron Sloman on virtual machines.
Jamie  Buckland (University of Reading) 
The Agent-Neutral/Relative Reasons for Action Dichotomy and the Personalizability-Feature of Practical Reason
Toni Rønnow-Rasmussen has argued that the agent-relative/agent-neutral reasons  for action dichotomy is undermined by what he refers to as the ‘Personalizability-Feature’ of practical reason. The Personalizability-feature holds that reasons can never be merely reasons or reasons period, they must always be reasons for an agent; they are always reasons for x to φ.  This, he argues, combined with the idea that reasons are mind independent facts, renders the notion of a neutral reason somewhat mysterious; a reason for an agent to φ which in no sense concerns the agent.  I want to suggest that Rønnow-Rasmussen’s formulation of the distinction misses a crucial element of relativity found in the content of a reason.   Reasons are indeed facts or states of affairs and they are indeed reasons for x to φ.  However, the fact which constitutes the reason for action does not have to involve essential reference to the agent in order for us to make sense of the reason.  Relativity can be found in the content of the reason – what the reason counts in favour of doing.  Capturing relativity in the level of content removes the apparent mystery surrounding neutral reasons and avoids metaphysical issues concerning the nature of agent-relative facts.
Darragh Byrne (University of Birmingham)

Phenomenal Justification and the Intuition of Distinctness

Advocates of the 'phenomenal concepts strategy' in the philosophy of consciousness (e.g. Loar, Papineau, and until recently, Tye) maintain that phenomenal concepts - i.e. concepts of *what it is like* which conscious thinkers deploy in introspective judgements about their experiences - are distinctive in various ways, and they argue that considerations involving these distinctive characteristics enable us to disarm various influential anti-physicalist arguments. Some of them go further, observing that whatever our views about the arguments, we have a profound and persistent *intuition* that phenomenal properties cannot be physical; and arguing that reflection on the distinctive characteristics of phenomenal concepts can be marshalled to not only to defuse the arguments, but also to diagnose why we have this false intuition. I criticise extant versions of this diagnostic analysis, and develop and defend a new one. Two components of my analysis are especially important. The first is a version of the idea (which I share, e.g., with Loar) that phenomenal concepts are constituted in part by recognitional abilities. The second, is my identification of a distinctive kind of epistemic justification exhibited by typical phenomenal beliefs.

Kieran Cashell (Limerick Institute of Technology)

Sensation, Representation, and Content

Perception is widely held to possess content in a way that corresponds to the propositional attitudes – i.e., the kind of thing referred to by (the “that clause” of) sentences.  Yet this semantic content is tacitly believed to be analogous to the subject-matter of pictures.  Accordingly, perceptions are confirmed as veridical (or otherwise) in the same way as a representation is judged as adequate (or otherwise) – by correspondence with facts.  The Representationalist Theory of Pain develops an account of sensation that naturalises sensory phenomenal content on the model of perception.  The assumption is that subjective qualities must be reduced to content if phenomenology is to be naturalised.  Representationalism must find a function for the seemingly irreducible experience we are apt to identify with the sensation itself; an object must be discovered that will ultimately be responsible for ontologically reducing subjective quality to the status of representational content.  According to Tye, the most ‘obvious naturalistic candidate’ for this is not the pain itself but rather “tissue damage.”  In this paper, I question the application of the representational theory of perception to sensation.  It is far from obvious that the experience of pain, while having an intrinsic (and perhaps irreducible) phenomenal quality (i.e., there is an ahedonic feeling that is identical to pain), possesses content (representational subject-matter referring to mind-independent properties).  I conclude that the reduction of phenomenological quality to representational subject-matter cannot flexibly be applied to sensation (and has failed in the case of pain).  

Timothy Chan (University of Oslo)
The Aim of Belief and Intentional Action

I present an argument in support of the claim that truth is a constitutive aim of belief.  A model for understanding constitutive aims is intentional action: in order for an act to be an intentional action of a certain type, the agent must see certain conditions as defining the success condition of the act, and be guided by this thought.  Constitutive aims are partly what define an intentional action, and are thus presupposed in moral or prudential assessments of an intentional action.  Such normative assessments therefore do not operate on the same level as, and cannot be weighed against, assessment of an action as successful or otherwise by the light of its constitutive goal.  A similar line of thought helps defuse some objections that have been made against seeing truth as a constitutive aim of belief.  I end by sketching an argument in favour of the thesis that truth is a constitutive aim of belief, thus understood, on the basis of the role played by belief in the rational explanation of action.
Timothy Chappell (Open University)

Moral certainties

Moore famously argued that a sceptical modus ponens in epistemology was best tollensed, since I have more reason to be certain that “I know I have hands” than I have to trust the argument that leads to the conclusion “I don’t know I have hands”. In this paper I explore, develop, and broadly endorse a Moorean anti-sceptical strategy in ethics. One pay-off—in my view a welcome one—is scepticism about systematic moral theory.

Leo K. C. Cheung (Chinese University of Hong Kong)

Ontological Variance and Hirsch’s Ontological Deflationism

Eli Hirsch argues that ontologists, like nihilists and compositionalists, perdurantists and endurantists, presentists and eternalists, are using different ontological languages whose existential quantifiers have different meanings.  This thesis of quantifier variance implies that their disputes are merely verbal and thus not substantive.  Only the languages which are ordinary language, and thus common sense ontology, should be adopted.

Ron Chrisley (University of Sussex)

Mental Content Defended

I analyse some recent arguments (from Hutto and others) against the idea of understanding the mind in terms of content.  Although I reject their conclusions, I use these arguments as a call for a re-clarification of the conditions under which content-based explanation is required or appropriate, and an investigation into the kinds of grounds we might have for believing these conditions are met in our own case.

Ioannis S. Christodoulou (University of Cyprus)

Inner speech and the enduring self

In the present paper, I relate the mental phenomenon of “inner speech” with the endurance concern, thus articulating a theory about what the nature of the enduring self may be like. As a matter of fact, the philosophical hypothesis I’m posing here, is in the current of a contemporary and generally accepted psychological research project, which has to do with the identification of the possible links between self-awareness and inner speech. 

As far as the philosophical dimension of inner speech is concerned, I define inner speech as “a role playing self-generated voice”. The voice that is being heard plays a certain role, since it represents the self which generates it. That’s why, every time we hear a certain kind of inner speech taking place, we have the feeling that the voice we hear has a certain tone, depending on the experience it is commenting on. Because of the various commentaries being repeated and reproduced, one might be justified to argue, I think, that the self – generated inner speech is a proof that the self in a way endures.
 
Demetra Christopolou (University of Athens)
Ramseyfying implicit definitions

This paper addresses the question whether implicit definitions can be characterized as analytically true. It firstly takes in account Horwich’s worries concerning the truth of sentences that are usually stipulated in order to accrue meaning to scientific terms. Then it argues that the truth of such sentences depends on certain presuppositions and, if further analyzed, that truth proves to depend on the truth of other sentences. More precisely, the paper attempts to show that the sentences that are used as the vehicles of certain kinds of implicit definitions are not analytically true since they bear a factual content. It makes use of a notion of analyticity that is based on Carnap’s considerations, according to which a sentence is analytically true if its truth does not depend on extra linguistic facts. The paper takes under consideration three kinds of implicit definitions, i.e. stipulations of scientific terms, mathematical systems of axioms and abstraction principles. It applies the Ramsey-Carnap method in order to split up each of them into two components, from which the first (the Ramsey sentence) has a factual content whereas the second (the Carnap conditional) is a meaning postulate. The paper concludes that the above three kinds of implicit definitions cannot be characterized as analytic since their truth depends on the truth of their factual components. However, Carnap conditionals are analytically true implicit definitions, since they implicitly define the meanings of the initial theoretical terms and no extra linguistic facts affect their truth. 

Anna Ciaunica  (University of Burgundy)

Conceptual Leaps: between the ‘Formal Cart and the Empirical Horse’

Recently, S. Blackburn (2009:24) pointed out that a striking feature of philosophy is what we may call the “link” problem between facts or properties or stuff at an unhappy level, and facts or properties or stuff at a happy level. The unhappy level gives us discomfort because the facts or properties of this unhappy kind seem not to fit well with what we take ourselves to know about our natural or physical world. To avoid this discomfort, we need to place them in a world we like, which means relating them happily, to facts or properties at a happy level.  According to Blackburn, a curious thing happens then: despite the fact that nowadays we have some very sophisticated conceptual tools like: the contingent a priori, a posteriori necessities, Ramsey sentences, counterparts, de se properties, higher-order properties, and two-dimensional modal logic, etc., yet, curiously enough, when the machinery grinds to a halt, the options seem to be left surprisingly close to where our great predecessors left them. That is to say: either we have God’s good pleasure to link them, which amounts to mysterianism, or we must find a priori or ‘analytic’ relations between the difficult stuff we want to understand, such as the mind, and the familiar stuff we suppose we do understand here, the physical. Now, it is clear that for a logical empiricist as Carnap and a priori physicalist as Jackson (1998) the link between the unhappy to the happy level is not only orderly, but necessary, and it can be rationally grasped. It is a priori. In what follows, my strategy will be to argue that even the “analytic” method inevitably bears on a conceptual leap, i.e. a mysterious connecting link between the “happy” and the “unhappy” levels.
My aim in this paper is to suggest an analogy between the early “semantic physicalism”, as Stoljar (2010) calls it, on the one hand, and a priori physicalism (Jackson, 1998) on the other hand. Both have in common, I shall claim, a very acrobatic attempt to connect the precariousness of the “unhappy” subjective truths to the apriority of the “happy” objective truths. This acrobatic attempt should be regarded as a “conceptual leap” failing to bound, via conceptual analysis, the logical and the empirical. It fails because there is nothing to be bound in the first place.
Ezra Cohen (University of Sussex)

False Identity
Julian Dodd advocates what he calls a ‘modest’ variety of the identity theory of truth, standing opposed to correspondence theories in taking facts to be identical with true propositions. His identity theory is ‘modest’ in that it rejects the view that facts are ‘worldly items’, but rather sees them as neo-Fregean Thoughts occupying the ‘realm of sense’. Crucially, his identity theory rejects the notion that true propositions are made true by some other, distinct entity. I will discuss Dodd’s opposition to correspondence theories of truth, which attacks the viability of facts, as thought of by correspondence theories, to serve a truthmaking role. Together with his modified Davidsonian analysis of the semantics of ‘that’, this provides the motivation for his identity theory of truth by prompting an alternate conception of facts, which he identifies with true Thoughts. I will argue that Dodd here provides insufficient motivation for the adoption of an identity theory. The reasons are twofold. First, the Davidsonian analysis is not unproblematic, meaning that more is needed to motivate the identity claim. Second, Dodd’s critique of correspondence theories only goes so far as to undermine the view that facts, as thought of by correspondence theories, can play an explanatory truthmaking role; it does not undermine the truthmaking role as such. I will further argue that Dodd’s conception of propositions as neo-Fregean Thoughts makes his identity theory incoherent, since it leads to an infinite regress. 

Yuval Cohen (University of Haifa)

Fortunate Misfortune: a response to Sainsbury

Should fundamentally bad childhood experiences, which ultimately lead to positive outcomes, still be considered bad? Is there a paradox of “Fortunate Misfortune” here, whereby the original events were both a misfortune and good-fortune? 

Saul Smilansky claimed that, although in retrospect we may be able to determine that certain events were good, overall, yet we cannot entirely avoid the paradox. R.M. Sainsbury has recently denied this, and claimed that the good and bad valuations relate to different aspects of the events, and thus there is no paradox. Sainsbury first employs a principle, M, by which we can assess the problematic events. Although a paradox seems to emerge from it, Sainsbury then dismisses this principle, as it appears to be at odds with common sense and familiar linguistic usage. The paradox is allegedly thus explained away.

I claim that Sainsbury’s way of diffusing the paradox is flawed, and an alternative, more appropriate principle than M could be constructed, according to his own observations. I suggest such a principle, and demonstrate that the paradox stands. The alternative principle is consistent both with the reasons that led Sainsbury to reject M and with the end-of-life retrospective view of the relevant events, which is crucial in this matter, and gives rise to the problem in the first place. We can thus look at the events in a way that incorporates all the important pertinent intuitions, without neglecting important aspects of the problem. 

I thus conclude that Sainsbury’s attempt to disperse the paradox fails.

John Collins (University of East Anglia)

Context and Variadic Functions
It is agreed upon by most contemporary philosophers and linguists that aspects of the context of an utterance are determining factors in the truth conditional content of the utterance (the what is said). Disagreement arises over what extra-linguistic factors are relevant and how any such factors are triggered or made salient by a given utterance. The use of meteorological predicates in so-called ‘weather reports’ has been the focus of much of the debate and will be my focus, too. A typical utterance of It’s raining, say, is construed as being about the particular location where the speaker makes her utterance. The utterance itself, however, does not contain a locative phrase, such as in Manchester, or here. The issue of dispute is how the context-sensitive construal is enabled. In this paper I shall offer some general reasons for a ‘contextualist’ solution in sympathy with the position articulated by Recanati (2002, 2004, 2010). I shall, however, question Recanati’s appeal to variadic functions as one way of dealing with weather reports. On both matters, my concern will be with the plausibility of understanding contextually determined elements of content as values of syntactically structured items. Such a position has little plausibility, but syntactic structure remains the locus of any semantic construal that is due to language itself (saturation) as opposed to wider cognition (enrichment); thus, putative free variables or thematically construed argument positions need to have a syntactic home if they are to be understood as mandated by language alone. The general position I commend, therefore, is that contextual determination of linguistic content is a real and rife phenomenon as the contextualists argue, but that no appeal need or should be made to narrow linguistic factors to accommodate it; in particular, Recanati’s (2010) sanguinity about variadic functions is misplaced.
Matthew Conduct (University of Durham)
An Unnecessary Commitment of Naïve Realism

Naïve realism is a view of the sensory experiences that we enjoy when perceiving that takes them to be immediately presentational of the objects that we perceive.  It is my purpose in this paper to dissociate naïve realism from an unnecessary and deeply problematic claim about the nature of phenomenal character.  It is frequently presented as though it is committed to the view that the phenomenal character of experience is simply constituted by the characteristics of the objects being perceived. This commitment to a particular view of how phenomenal character is to be understood is not, however, necessary for an adequate formulation of naïve realism. This unnecessary commitment makes the naive realist position appear less tenable than it actually is because of the possibility of illusion, and so, if there is space for a naïve realist account of phenomenal character that lacks this commitment the naïve realist would be well advised to try and fill it.

Raymond Critch (University of Vienna)

Two Types of Exclusionary Reasons

This essay demonstrates that there are, at least, two ways in which reasons can interact in the ways described by the Razian concept of an exclusionary reason. At the outset, I offer a brief explanation of what exclusionary reasons are and how they differ from other kinds of reasons. I then turn to the first of the two ways in which a reason can exclude countervailing reasons from consideration: by making them reasons of the wrong kind. I believe this case is clearest in epistemological uses of reasoning, but it should also apply well to practical rationality. I briefly defend the plausibility of this view by arguing against the idea that there are ‘types’ of reasons. I then turn to the second possible way a reason can exclude another from consideration: undermining its normativity while not eliminating its status as a reason. To explain this, I borrow an example from Mark Schroeder’s Slaves of the Passions,  that makes clear the connection between an individual’s desires and the normativity of their reasons. If a reason serves to undermine a desire, it will also undermine the normativity of reasons connected with those desires. They will still be reasons, but their impact will be excluded from consideration. I conclude by defending this approach from two charges. The first is that these excluded reasons are not genuine reasons, while the second is that they are not genuinely excluded.

Dimitrios Dentsoras (University of Manitoba)

Physics and Logic as Virtues

The essay investigates the mysterious Stoic claim that physics and logic are virtues. In seeming contrast with Socrates’ disregard for natural philosophy and sophistical arguments, the Stoics devoted large parts of their curriculum to these subjects. I examine some possible reasons for this choice. One reason for the study of physics and logic seems to be that they are instrumental to the exercise of virtue, by providing a criterion for selecting the most naturally preferable objects, and for making one steadfast in one’s decisions. But there is a further argument, having to do with the Socratic view that happiness consists in living the philosophical life. As part of living such a life, the Stoic virtuous person investigates physics and logic in a detailed manner, even when there is no apparent practical application of this knowledge. Logic and physics, therefore, are part of the virtuous person’s happiness, which the Stoics identified with the whole of virtue. I examine these different arguments and set them in opposition to the Peripatetic attitudes regarding the study of physics and logic. 

Esa Diaz-Leon (University of Manitoba)

Tye on the Phenomenal Concept Strategy

Michael Tye (2009) has recently offered a detailed reconstruction and criticism of the Phenomenal Concept Strategy (PCS). The PCS aims to refute an influential anti-physicalist argument, namely, the conceivability argument (prominently defended by David Chalmers 1996). There are different versions of the conceivability argument: the Zombie Argument (Chalmers 1996), the Knowledge Argument (Jackson 1982), and the Explanatory Gap Argument (Levine 1983). They all rely on the fact that there is an epistemic gap between the physical and the phenomenal and from this they infer that there is an ontological gap. The PCS, in a nutshell, claims that this epistemic gap can be explained in terms of the special features of phenomenal concepts, so it does not have to be explained in terms of (and therefore it does not have to entail) an ontological gap. Tye’s main argument against the PCS is as follows: “The phenomenal-concept strategy is in deep trouble. No one has yet managed to produce a plausible account of phenomenal concepts that gives them the features they must have in order to do the work needed to defend physicalism” (55-56). In this paper, my main aim is to examine Tye’s arguments against the PCS and argue that they do not succeed.

Nikk Effingham (University of Birmingham)
Mereological Nominalism Renewed

This paper is about the ontology of properties. It argues that mereological nominalism, the thesis that a property is identical a fusion of its instances, has been unduly ignored. It tackles three problems for such a view: the problems raised by Armstrong in the 70s; problems about properties being constituents of their instances (solved by instances by invoking a variant form of universalism where there are lots of multi-located objects); and worries about ontological dependence.

Matt Farr (University of Bristol)

Temporal Ontology on the Two-Time Framework
There is a recent literature against the claim that presentism and eternalism are substantially distinct metaphysical positions. This paper provides a new perspective on this ‘triviality’ objection by focussing on the dynamical aspect of presentism. I argue that a model incorporating only one temporal dimension lacks the sufficient structure to support both a unique, exclusive present moment, and the movement of this present moment to different times. However, this structure can be achieved on a model with two temporal dimensions. I present such a model and use it to provide new accounts of presentism and eternalism that differ in a metaphysically substantial  (structural) way, and argue that only if the (dynamic) presentist commits to ‘superpresentism’ can she maintain a genuine ontological dispute with the eternalist. I show that superpresentism has many virtues, such as providing a simple solution to the presentist’s grounding problem. However, I argue that superpresentism is subject to serious objections; for example it fails to do the necessary explanatory work that is usually taken to be a virtue of presentism. I argue that these criticisms are sufficient to reject superpresentism.  

Filippo Ferrari and Eugenio Orlandelli (University of Aberdeen)

Moderate neo-Mooreanism

The paper proposes a new neo-Moorean answer to the sceptical challenge that is able to avoid some of the major problems undermining Pryor’s dogmatism. We will show that the dogmatist structure of warrant seems all in all unable in granting the existence of clear cases of transmission failure. We argue that the reason behind this shortcoming is that Pryor’s Dogmatism does not respect the so called information-dependency constrain according to which every evidential warrant for a particular proposition is information-dependent on some kind of positive epistemic attitude toward some proposition. One interesting theories that respect this constraint is Coliva’s Moderatism, which main tenet is that experience gives us a warrant to believe an empirical proposition only conditional on a previous assumption of some general proposition, such as the proposition that there is an external world. Since for a Moderate, to assume a proposition does not require any kind of warrant for it, and so it is a weaker epistemic attitude than a belief, we argue that it is possible to elaborate an answer to the sceptical challenge that, by endorsing the moderate thesis, respects the information-dependency constraint in a way that, contrary to Coliva’s version of Moderatism, is compatible with a neo-Moorean position. Furthermore, by posing some normative requirement on what is permitted to assume, we show that the outlined strategy successes in allowing for clear cases of transmission failure.

Michèle Friend (George Washington University)

Presenting Pluralism in Mathematics

Pluralism is a position in the philosophy of mathematics, which is presently being developed. I shall not be defending pluralism. I shall simply be presenting a modus operandi of a version of pluralism. The version I shall present is a pluralism about foundations in mathematics, and the defender of which, insists that truth can only make sense within a mathematical theory. The pluralist holds the conviction that we do not have the necessary evidence to think that mathematics is one unified body of truths, or is reducible to one or two theories (foundations). 

Nevertheless, we notice that ZFC is taken as a reference point for a lot of mathematics. We set the pluralist to work answering the philosophical question. “Is ZFC really the best reference point for an arbitrary mathematical theory?” The pluralist wants to give a rigorous and defendable answer. The first thing to do is to make some of the terms more precise, namely: “the best” (according to what measure?), “reference point” and “arbitrary mathematical theory”. The pluralist answer to the question will be: a lot of logicians use ZFC as a reference point, but this is not necessary, or representative, of all mathematicians’ practice. Having gone through our careful exercise of making the question more precise, we will also understand a number of subtleties attending the answer, and we know how to elaborate on many of these, if called upon to do so.

Richard Gawne (University of Cambridge)
Rethinking the legacy of J.H. Woodger

Among contemporary philosophers of biology there is near universal agreement that the pervasive influence of logical positivism in the early part of the twentieth century created an intellectual climate which made it impossible to have fruitful philosophical discussions on biological topics.  It is often said that anyone seeking confirmation of this fact need look no further the decidedly ineffectual efforts of the era’s leading philosopher of biology, Joseph Henry Woodger.  My primary aim in this essay is to show that much of what has been said about Woodger in recent years is deeply flawed.  In particular, I will attempt to demonstrate that (1) he was once widely read, and (2) it is wrong to call him a logical positivist.
Laurence Goldstein (University of Kent)

The Sorites is a Straightforward Fallacy

For any competent individual who is the subject of a forced march Sorites experiment, there will be a ‘cut-off’ where he/she first calls a sample something other than F, having called all its predecessors in the series F. This is a consequence easily established mathematically and confirmed experimentally. The cut-off tends to vary from one trial run to the next. Neural processes, unavailable to consciousness, are responsible for an individual’s switching judgment between one member of the series and a neighbouring member. This is scientifically fascinating but nonparadoxical. That there are cut-offs for individuals does not imply that there is a cut-off simpliciter between (say) red and orange, or between wealthy and non-wealthy or between heap and non-heap. From the fact that a sample looks red to me and looks orange to you, given that we are both competent observers, it is fallacious to infer that one of us is wrong and that the sample is objectively red or is objectively orange. Something is red if there is massive agreement among competent observers that it is red. Where there is significant divergence among competent observers, there is no fact of the matter as to whether it is red or is orange; in fact, it is a category mistake to call it either. For vague predicate ‘F’, for some values of n, ‘If the nth sample is red then so is the (n+1)th’ is not false but is nonsensical. Thus the Sorites reasoning founders not on a false premise but on nonsensical ones.

Phillip Goff (University of Hertfordshire)

Do physicalists finally have a plausible theory of phenomenal concepts?

The first section of this paper offers a historical perspective on the last sixty years of the mind-body problem, according to which the central challenge for the physicalist has been to give a plausible theory of our mental concepts – particularly our concepts of conscious states – such that the satisfaction of those concepts is consistent with the truth of physicalism. Two constraints on a plausible theory of mental concepts are articulated. Firstly, it must explain why there is a conceptual gulf between the physical facts and the facts about consciousness (if it is indeed an implication of the theory that there is such a gulf). Secondly, it must account for our a priori knowledge of the nature of phenomenal qualities. It is suggested that semantic externalist theories of phenomenal concepts satisfy the first constraint but not the second. The second section of the paper focuses on Robert Schroer's recent hybrid (of semantic externalism and descriptivism) theory of phenomenal concepts. Although Schroer's theory initially seems to be able to satisfy both constraints, once we take into account the full extent of our a priori knowledge of the nature of phenomenal qualities, and the fact that (some of) this knowledge is not subject to doubt in the way that our perceptual knowledge is subject to doubt, it is clear that Schroer does not have an adequate account of this knowledge, and therefore does not provide us with a theory that satisfies the second constraint.

Abraham Graber (Iowa)

Is Act Consequentialism Conceptualy Incoherent?

The fundamental, though unstated, insight behind group action objections to consequentalism was the observation that vagueness poses a significant problem for consequentalism.  Group action objections to consequentalism foundered on empirical questions regarding the plausibility that group action scenarios presented genuine cases of vagueness.  This paper builds on the insight behind group action worries while moving away from empirical issues.  In this paper, I argue that, if it is possible for there to be genuine vagueness, be it semantic, ontological, or epistemic, act consequentalism is conceptually incoherent.  If genuine cases of vagueness are possible, one can link negative consequences to the vagueness in such a way that no negative consequence follows from any individual action; however, the concatenation of many actions is uniquely responsible for a negative consequence.  Under such circumstances, the act consequentalist is forced to say that every individual action was right, despite the fact that the concatenation of right actions resulted in a world worse than the world would have been had one acted wrongly.  This is to deny the founding principle of consequentalist, that intrinsic goodness is the fundamental moral property.
Lisa Grover (University of Witwatersrand)

The evaluative integration of local character traits

This paper will argue that John Doris’s use of the example of Oskar Schindler does not provide support for his view that people have a collection of narrow local traits that cannot often be evaluatively integrated into wider traits. Instead, I will argue that the example of Schindler offers a useful case study that demonstrates that a detailed narrative about an individual can reveal consistent, reliable traits. Even if an individual is not fully virtuous, possessing the unity of all the virtues, the sorts of localised trait behaviours identified by Doris can be evaluatively integrated under thick trait terms such as ‘courage’ and ‘generosity’. Further, I will argue that such a narrative is necessary for a full explanation of the events and that without this full explanation, a reliable evaluation of the events is not possible, so narrative is also necessary for evaluation of the events.

Marcello Guarini (University of Windsor)
Moral Cases, Moral Reasons, and Contributory Standards

A simple recurrent artificial neural network is used to classify moral situations.  An analysis of the network is undertaken for two reasons.  One is to show that state space models of similarity may be of some utility in understanding the nature of similarity at work in analogical reasoning in ethical or moral reasoning. The second is to show that an interpretation of the nature of moral reasons favored by thorough going moral particularists (such as Jonathan Dancy) is not easily applied to the network under analysis.

Patrick Hawley (Hong Kong University)
Reference by Matching 

This essay describes and defends a suﬃcient condition for a name to refer. 

According to the sound match proposal, a mere match of sound forms is suﬃcient for reference: if H is disposed to pay attention (in a certain way) when a name n is uttered, then an occurrence of n refers to H.

Robert Hopkins (University of Sheffield)

What Perky Did Not Show

Perky's famous experiments have been taken to show that at the limit perceiving and imagining (more precisely, seeing and visualising into seen space) do not differ phenomenologically. One way to block this result is to argue that the task Perky set her subjects raised the threshold for perception, so that they were not perceiving the stimuli she showed them. I argue that even if this strategy fails, Perky's cases cannot prove the conclusion many have wanted to draw. She showed her subjects, not the objects they went on to visualise, but crude pictures of such things. What they confused with visualising into seen space was thus, not perceptual consciousness of stimuli, but pictorial consciousness. Once we're clear about the nature of the latter, we can see that Perky's results reveal nothing very surprising at all.

Minyao Huang (University of Cambridge)

A “Definitionalist” Solution to the Sorites

In this paper I propose a “definitionalist” solution to linguistic vagueness by recognising the definitional character of the Sorites arguments. Taking both the sorites premises and its conclusion as potential definitions for a vague concept, instead of propositions, I illustrate the unacceptability of the universally quantified premise (n (Fan → Fan+1) on the grounds that it would define the concept expressed by F with no semantic value. That is, if a concept is so defined as to apply to every possible state of affairs, it is as meaningless as a void concept that cannot possibly apply to anything. Conversely, the negation of the universally quantified premise, viz. (n (Fan ( (Fan+1), is contended as a necessary condition for the meaningful constitution of the concept expressed by F. The central claim of the “definitionalist” view on vagueness is that it grounds the necessary truth of the boundary statement in the constitution of a system of meaningful expressions. By treating the boundary statement as a definition of the semantic system, the “definitionalist” view frees it from unnecessary ontological implications in the implausible forms of degrees, truth-value gaps, or unknowable ontic objects. Lastly, I explain the instability of the boundary in terms of the absence of convention governing its location, thereby construing vagueness as diverging experiences with the so-called borderline cases.
Alex Jackson (Boise State University)

Relativism without relative truth

I don’t think truth-relativism is the best version of relativism. The core relativist thought is that judges can ‘faultlessly disagree’ about such matters. More precisely, the relativist should be able to make the evenhandedness monologue. I argue that the truth-relativist account of the evenhandedness monologue is not coherent. I sketch a different kind of relativism, which is not subject to my objection to truth-relativism. 
Rasmus Thybo Jensen (University of Copenhagen)

Merleau-Ponty and McDowell on Perceptual Presence

If we emphasize the difference between our relation to the world in perception and the intentionality of judgements we run the risk of making it unintelligible how perception can justify our judgements. If we make perception too much like the judgements for which it is supposed to provide reasons, we risk obliterating the very distinction between perception and judgement. In both the works of Merleau-Ponty and McDowell we find a deliberate attempt to balance between these two pitfalls. In Merleau-Ponty’s early works the two extremes to be avoided are named empiricism and intellecualism, whereas McDowell identifies the dangers under the heading of the myth of the Given and coherentism. Despite the close kinship between their diagnostic approaches a number of authors have attempted to exploit Merleau-Ponty’s critic of intellectualism in order to demonstrate the shortcomings of McDowell’s conceptualist conception of perception. In this paper I focus on the aspect of Merleau-Ponty’s critique of intellectualism which I take to be most pertinent for a discussion conceptualism, namely his emphasis on the original unity of perceived objects. I argue that this unity is a problem for a conceptualist who thinks that the content of perception must be propositional and suggest that is it less obviously a problem for McDowell’s most recent version of conceptualism.      

Timo Juetten (University of Groningen)

Treating Persons as Things

In this paper I argue that in Kant’s practical philosophy there are two very different accounts

of what it means to treat a person as a thing. The first appears in the Groundwork, the

second in Kant’s analysis of sexual objectification in his Lectures on Ethics. I suggest that it

is a mistake to conflate these two accounts, and that this sometimes happens in discussions

of sexual objectification that draw on Kant’s practical philosophy and his analysis of

sexuality. In the remainder of the paper I examine the second account of treatment as a thing

in some detail and suggest that it may be useful for critics of sexual objectification.
Tomis Kapitan (Northern Illinois University)

Options and Epistemic Possibility

Recent work on the phenomenology of agency has largely ignored an agent’s sense of options, yet this attitude is central to the conception of ourselves as free and responsible.  What is the sense of options?   A plausible answer is that it consists of the agent’s feelings that his/her commitment to a course of action would be efficacious and is, as yet, possible.  The felt possibility has been subject to different interpretations, with some philosophers analyzing it in terms of consistency with all past circumstances (chiefly, libertarians like Searle), while others claiming consistency with what one knows or believes is all that is required (e.g., compatibilists like Dennett), a view that anchors the sense of options in our uncertainty.  Persuaded by the latter approach, I find its usual articulation to be subject to counterexamples.  I develop an internalist alternative of epistemic possibility, defend it against some recent objections, and argue that an agent’s awareness of an open future derives not so much from uncertainty as from a feeling of uncertainty.  Inspired by Kant’s claim that a rational being acts entirely under the “idea of freedom,” I motivate the generalization that all intentional behavior is antedated by a sense of options.

Andreas Karitzis (University of Patras)

Why Davidson is Not an Instrumentalist

In this short paper I question a line of argumentation leading to the rejection of Davidson’s analogy between reference relations and unobservables postulated by scientific theories for explanatory reasons. Williams and Schantz argue that the analogy is misleading shaping the illusion that Davidsonian theories of meaning are themselves explanatory while in fact they are not. The key-idea is that Davidson’s analogy does not hold for he is an instrumentalist and - like all instrumentalists - he rejects the independent from empirical evidence nature of postulated entities (reference relations) and thus the analogy, in which this independence is a prerequisite, fails. The point of the paper is that the analogy holds. My key-idea is that a conflation between two distinct dichotomies (empirical/theoretical level and sentence/word level) supports the idea that Davidson is an instrumentalist. Unfolding the fact that these two dichotomies do not coincide, a case has been made against Davidson’s construal as instrumentalist. Then, I delineate my view concerning the nature of disagreement at hand. I conclude stressing that similar objections are directed against Davidson’s metaphysical view about the nature of semantic facts; not the supposed instrumentalism of his approach.

Eleni Kaklamanou (Trinity College Dublin)

An Old Academic on how we perceive the external world

This paper examines Speusippus’ concept of cognitive sense-perception, found in Sextus Empiricus’ treatise Against the Logicians (M 7.145-6).  It attempts (a) to locate this concept within the framework of Platonism and to show to what extent it resembles, or differs from, the various views on perception and cognate subjects that can be found  in the Platonic corpus, and (b) to show that the concept makes philosophical sense in general. 

Marina Khilkoff-Boulding (Independent scholar)
The Essential Indexicality of Personal Ethical Demands

Rosalind Hursthouse  in “Virtue Theory and Abortion” draws attention to “ the way in which virtue theory has a sort of built-in indexicality”.  I argue that personal ethical demands are indexical in the sense that they point to a specific state of affairs involving both the agent and the context.  Most moral philosophers attempt to reach universalisable solutions which fail to take into consideration this indexicality. Well-intentioned philosophically naïve persons are problem-oriented.  An analysis of phrases used colloquially by non-philosophers in approaching an ethical problem reveals that their approach benefits from all ethical systems available. It seems that non-philosophers are better equipped to resolve personal ethical problems than committed moral philosophers.  Over- simplification or over-reductionism simply do not work when applied to ethical problems experienced in real life.  A broad version of Virtue Ethics such as argued by Rosalind Hursthouse embraces a holistic approach to ethical considerations which reflects the intuitive approach of the non-philosopher and is superior to rigid ethical systems.

Bon-Hyuk Koo (University of Bristol / Korea Military Academy)

Realists Need Not Flee: ‘Flight to Reference’ and Realism

In the debate regarding scientific realism, pessimistic meta-induction (PMI) is the argument that successful scientific theories in the past shows a historical pattern of referential discontinuity across theory change, a fact which leads to the inductive conclusion that present successful theories will follow suit. As reference is a necessary condition for truth, the realist replies so far include some detailed, hybrid semantic theories of reference that attempt to save referential continuity across theory change (Kitcher 1993, Field 1970/2001 among others). Bishop and Stich (1998) dubbed the kind of strategy ‘flight to reference’. A philosophical argument counts as 'flight to reference' if it resorts to an argument about reference in order to establish a particular conclusion other than referential, such as ontology or truth. Bishop and Stich claim that such arguments are fallacious because the crucial step from the conclusion about reference to the non-referential conclusion is undefended. I argue that realists need not flee, because their charge applies only to PMI. The realist replies are also affected but that does not undermine the realist cause because No Miracle Argument is immune to the charge.

Brian Leahy (University of Konstanz)

The Function of Mental Conditionals

Millikan’s teleosemantic program has successfully addressed several  challenges for theories of mental representation. However, one  standing problem for any theory of representation, the problem of  conditionals, has not yet been addressed in a teleosemantic framework.  This paper first demonstrates how the problem of conditionals takes on  novel contours within a teleosemantic framework: the challenges that  arise are somewhat different than those that arise within a Fregean  framework. I then offer an account of the mental representation of  conditionals within a teleosemantic framework. Thus the paper both  addresses a standing problem for Millikan’s theory and develops a  novel approach to the problem of conditionals.

Bob Lockie (University of West London)

The Epistemic Transcendental Argument against Determinism

This paper develops an epistemic version of the transcendental argument against determinism. The argument, in synopsis, is as follows: If determinism is true, then no-one can do otherwise – and therefore no-one can reason otherwise. Assuming that the ability to reason otherwise is necessary for someone to be epistemically irresponsible, no-one is then responsible for their intellectually wrong actions or unjustified, irrational, cognition. But if no-one is responsible for their unjustified cognition then no-one is epistemically justified either – in the intended, [deontologically-]internalist, sense. If no-one is ever, under any circumstances, epistemically justified (in the intended, internalist, sense) then one who contends that determinism is true is without epistemic justification. So, one cannot be epistemically justified in claiming that determinism is true. So, determinism is an intrinsically unjustified theory. Objections to this argument are flagged for more comprehensive treatment as and if they arise in discussion. Among these are: • Objections to epistemic deontologism. • Objections to the ‘ought’ implies ‘can’ entailment of epistemic deontologism. • Objections which work from the assumed adequacy of a soft-determinist treatment of this ‘can’. • Objections which work from a global asymmetry view (Wolf, Nelkin) to maintain that we may be justified even though we could not have done otherwise (notwithstanding that we could only be unjustified were we able to do otherwise). • Objections to the transfer principle in the consequence argument. • Objections which claim this whole style of argument is question-begging. • Objections from reasons-responsive compatibilisms.

Tom McClelland (University of Sussex)

 Salvaging the Ignorance Hypothesis: A Hybrid Response to the Problem of Consciousness
At the heart of the Problem of Consciousness is the apparent conceptual gap prohibiting any a priori entailment from the non-phenomenal to the phenomenal facts. Stoljar’s Ignorance Hypothesis (IH) promises to undermine this appearance. There only seems to be a gap because we are ignorant of certain non-phenomenal properties essential to the explanation of consciousness. I argue that IH is plausible iff it can satisfy two demanding conditions. The Ignorance Condition requires positive arguments that our current conception of the non-phenomenal world is impoverished. The Relevance Condition demands reason to believe that a conception of these properties would allow the conceptual gap to be overcome. I suggest that the Ignorance Condition should be met by employing Quidditism: the view that we know the structure of the world but not its intrinsic properties. Regarding the Relevance Condition, these unknown properties are plausibly relevant to explaining the qualitative character of a conscious state, but are irrelevant to the problematic subjectivity of consciousness. I argue that IH should still be deployed as half of a hybrid response to the problem. Self-representational theories of consciousness can plausibly account for the subjectivity, but not for the qualitative character, of consciousness. Combining such a theory with IH promises to offer a complete response to the problem.

Aidan McGlynn (University of Aberdeen)

The Varieties of Retraction

John MacFarlane has argued that only an account of assertion that takes the notion of commitment as central can be reconciled with a plausible account of retraction. Here his objection is shown to rest on an undefended and oversimplified conception of retraction. Some initial steps towards an improved conception are taken, which prove to encourage the idea that retraction—like assertion, on the account I defend—has its natural home within a taxonomy of speech acts that takes attitude-expression rather than commitment as its central notion.

Fergal McHugh (University College Dublin)
Elisabeth Costello, moral innovation and the human animal.

Cora Diamond’s paper, ‘The Difficulty of Reality and the Difficulty of Philosophy’ is a response to J. M. Coetzee’s 1997-1998 Tanner lectures. Diamond considers both Coetzee’s lectures and a set of responses to these lectures by philosophers, theorists and social scientists. Diamond cites a failure of the respondents to understand Coetzee as an example of how the ‘difficulty of philosophy’ might be mistaken for the ‘difficulty of reality’. Diamond’s treatment of Coetzee has also received comment from John McDowell and in this paper I examine how each thinker reads Coetzee’s work, specifically their treatment of his central character Elisabeth Costello. McDowell wishes to be sympathetic to Diamond’s reading of Coetzee’s work as attempting to confront philosophically aspects of reality that appear to resist our approach. However, McDowell fails to read the role Stanley Cavell’s notion of deflection plays in Diamond’s paper, specifically the refusal within this notion to see realism as tasked with defeating scepticism. I argue that the differences in their interpretations can be usefully analysed in terms of the framework of ‘epistemic injustice’ proposed by Miranda Fricker. I suggest that the terms in which traditional philosophy might deflect difficulties in reality might be identified with the structural prejudices proposed by Fricker. I conclude that an appreciation of these differences might help with a deficit in Fricker’s thesis, a positive account of how we might recognise moral innovation.

Will McNeill (University of York)

Seeing Embodied Mental Features

It is sometimes thought that if a mental feature were embodied, this would make plausible the idea that it could be perceived. If a mental feature is embodied, then it is possible for it to ‘reach out to the surface’. Perceiving such a feature would then be like perceiving an apple by perceiving its facing side (Green 2007), or perceiving an iceberg by perceiving its tip (Krueger & Overgaard 2010). Apples and icebergs are objects. To see an apple or an iceberg is to see an object. So Green and Krueger & Overgaard must accept that there is analogy between seeing objects and seeing mental features. Claims that someone has seen an object are sometimes opaque, sometimes transparent (cf. Jackson 1979: 157-9). If the analogy between seeing objects and seeing features holds, there should be transparent and opaque readings of the claim that you can sometimes see another’s mental feature by seeing an embodied part of it.  Here, I argue that neither reading helps to secure the plausibility of the idea that we might perceive some of another’s mental features.

Nikolay Milkov (University of Paderborn)

The Method of the Tractatus

A few years ago, a group of American philosophers, Cora Diamond and James Conant among them, suggested a resolute, or radical reading of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. These two authors claim that the Tractatus has a body, and a frame. Wittgenstein minded the frame seriously, whereas all the remaining propositions of the Tractatus, which belong to its body, are written tongue in cheek. To the frame of the work belong the Preface, §§3.32–3.326, 4–4.003, 4.111–4.112 and 6.53–6.54. In it Wittgenstein gave meta-theoretical instructions how to treat the rest of the book. The main idea of the frame is expressed in § 6.54 which reads: “My propositions serve as elucidations in the following way: anyone who understands me eventually recognizes them as nonsensical, when he has used them – as steps – to climb up beyond them. (He must, so to speak, throw away the ladder after he has climbed up it.).” This was the real message of the Tractatus. Diamond and Conant embrace austere conception of nonsense which claims that the propositions of the Tractatus are plain nonsense and nothing beyond that. In contrast, according to our interpretation, Wittgenstein claimed that we elucidate indefinables, or data, of any kind whatsoever. Indefinables are aesthetic, logical, religions, or practical objects. These are things that we wonder at, see sub specie aeternitatis, or simply beyond time. We cannot express or articulate them (we can articulate only states of affairs). Exactly such indefinables are suggested in the body of the Tractatus.

Todd Moody (Saint Joseph’s University)

The Importance of Being Alive
This paper is a discussion of the interests that different sorts of beings have, and don’t have, in continuing to be alive. Appropriate distinctions are made between living things, hypothetical indifferent sentient beings, interested sentient beings, and sapient beings. Indifferent sentient beings, if they exist at all, have experiences, but their experiences are neither good nor bad, neither aversive nor attractive. They are neutral in value. Interested sentient beings are sentient beings whose experiences are sometimes good and sometimes bad. Interested sentient beings have an interest in having good experiences and avoiding bad ones. Sapient beings are interested sentient beings capable of caring about their future conscious episodes. This entails that they are capable of representing those episodes, and themselves as subjects of them, to themselves. Only sapient beings can properly be said to have an interest in continuing to be alive beyond the present.

Michael Morris (University of Sussex)

Thought and Language

What is it to have a propositional attitude—to think something, or want something, or expect something, for example?  According to a natural kind of answer, it is fundamentally to stand in some relation to an entity which has a structure which is at least a counterpart to the grammar of a sentence.  This seems to force an awkward choice on us: either to have a propositional attitude is fundamentally to stand in some relation to a sentence, or there are entities other than sentences to which we can stand in appropriate relations which have some counterpart to the grammar of sentences.  But the former seems to require that only those who understand some language can think; and the latter requires us to make sense of the idea of a counterpart to the grammar of sentences distinct from the grammar of sentences.

The aim of this paper is to present an approach to propositional attitudes which does not suppose that having a propositional attitude is fundamentally standing in a relation to a grammatical or quasi-grammatical entity.  This requires a fresh account of what we are doing when we say that someone thinks something, or wants something, or expects something (for example).
Any such fresh account needs to meet at least these two conditions:

(i)
It must explain why propositional-attitude sentences should have the intensionality they do;

(ii)
It must explain how propositional-attitude sentences can be explanatory of behaviour.
The account I offer aims to be maximally superficial.  It proceeds in three stages:

(1)
It explains what we are doing when we make direct speech reports;

(2)
It explains indirect speech reports as transformations of direct speech reports;

(3)
It explains propositional-attitude sentences in terms of indirect speech reports.

I argue that this account does not make the truth of an attitude sentence depend on a subject standing in a relation to a non-linguistic entity which has quasi-grammatical structure, and it leaves it as a matter for a different kind of dispute whether someone who understands no language can think.

Julien Murzi (Ludwig-Maximilian-Universität')

Validity Curry

Paracomplete and paraconsistent approaches to semantic paradox both require that, in the light of Curry's Paradox, a theory of truth must be robustly contraction free; free, that is, of any 'contracting' connective, such as the classical (or intuitionistic) conditional. In this paper, I show that, although rcf theories may block the original conditional-involving version of Curry's Paradox, c-curry, they are ineffective as applied to its validity-involving counterpart, v-curry. Following Field (2008), it may be objected that the v-curry argument isn't really paradoxical, and that classical logicians already have the resources to show as much. I argue that Field's argument rests on an overly narrow, if not inadequate, conception of validity.

Bence Nanay (Antwerp/Cambridge)
Blur and perceptual content

Intentionalism about visual experiences is the view according to which the phenomenal character of a visual experience supervenes on the content of this experience. One of the most important counterexamples against intentionalism is the following. Seeing a fuzzy contour clearly and seeing a sharp contour blurrily have different phenomenal character but the same content (the objection was first raised by Boghossian and Velleman 1989). Hence, phenomenal character of perceptual experience cannot supervene on the content of this experience as in this example two perceptual experiences have the same content and yet they have different phenomenal character. I argue that if we accept a simple and fairly uncontroversial notion of perceptual content, then we have no reason to suppose that these two experiences have the same content. I then compare my proposal about blur with Michael Tye's and point out that although they share some important features, my proposal can give adequate answers to the two most important objections Tye's account faces.
Alasia Nuti (University of Genova)
The Helpless Goes to War: A Feminist Criticism of Just War Theory
Imagine being a man aboard a warplane. Imagine having to bomb a munitions plant behind enemy lines. Imagine knowing that your bombs will kill a lot of persons living nearby. When are you justified in pressing the fire button? 
Famously, this scenario provides both a typical application of the theory of double effect and the epitome of the ethical dilemmas faced by the jus in bello theorists. As influential as it may be, there seems to be something intuitively wrong with that: since we are dealing with an ethical question involving the death of many civilians, is not the viewpoint of the only soldier inadmissibly partial?  The aim of this paper will be to provide a feminist criticism of various jus in bello theories. To do so, I will make use of some descriptive concepts developed by Adriana Cavarero, one of the most important contemporary feminist philosophers, in her recent work on war. Cavarero argues that the perspective of the soldier, from which wars are usually described, must be abandoned in favour of the victim's point of view. Reinterpreting the descriptive analysis conducted by Cavarero as a normative argument, I will level a criticism at both the traditional accounts of jus in bello (centred on the principle of double effect) and its feminist reformulation, provided by Laura Sjoberg. By adopting the perspective of the victims as the standpoint from which to assess the justice of military actions, I will show how both the mainstream accounts of jus in bello and the feminist reinterpretation are affected by partiality and do not respect the value of each human being.  
The former will be proved to be heavily biased in favour of the warrior’s standpoint since the principle of double effect itself embeds a conception of hypothetical respect that will reveal serious flaws from both a normative and an epistemic standpoint. On the other hand, the latter, based on the refusal of the principle of double effect and on the attempt to keep together the value of civilian immunity and the justification for standard war actions, puts forward an alternative principle (the principle of empathetic war-fighting) that will be showed to have serious shortcomings in taking properly into account the value of human beings as single and separate persons. 
In conclusion, all the possible philosophical attempts to ethically justify any military action will turn out to be in apparently insurmountable difficulties. This outcome will be showed to be particularly glaring for any feminist approach to warfare.
Donnchadh O'Conaill (University of Durham)
Objective Perception

It is widely assumed that perception presents entities as objective; that is, as independent of whether or not they are perceived. Jennifer Church has recently defended an account of objective perception in terms of the imagination: we perceive entities as objective in virtue of imagining different perspectives on them while we perceive them. I shall argue that Church has not adequately defended this position, and that it cannot in fact explain how we can perceive entities as objective. 

Francesco Orsi (University of Tartu)

Moral Judgment, Sensitivity To Reasons, and the Multi-system View

In this paper I aim to critically examine the contribution that a certain psychological account of moral judgment, the multi-system view, can offer to the understanding of moral judgment. First, I introduce the notion of sensitivity to reasons. Then, I introduce the multi-system view as developed in particular by F. Cushman and J. Greene in a number of papers. According to this view, the best explanation of certain patterns of moral judgment in dilemma scenarios is that different psychological mechanisms are at work in moral judgment, and potentially conflict with each other. In particular, affective mechanims underlie deontological judgments, whereas “cognitive” ones underlie consequentialist judgments. I argue that such a view suffers from a problem of functional asymmetry between systems: affective mechanisms seem to respond to independently given non-moral inputs, whereas “cognitive” mechanisms do not. To this extent, it cannot claim to be an explanation of the sensitivity to moral reasons that is central to moral judgment.

Chris Ovenden (University of Manchester)

 Guidance Control and Taking Responsibility

Fischer and Ravizza (1998) have argued that an agent has control over their actions (of the kind necessary and sufficient for moral responsibility) whenever those actions issue from one of their own moderately reasons-responsive mechanisms. A mechanism here means simply ‘the way an action comes about,’ and an agent makes a mechanism their own on this view by taking responsibility for it, which involves their developing a certain set of attitudes towards the kind of behaviour which that mechanism issues. In this paper I give an analysis of this position and then present a counter example in which an agent takes responsibility for a moderately reasons-responsive mechanism and yet fails to have control over the behaviour it issues. I thereby argue that taking responsibility for a moderately reasons-responsive mechanism is not sufficient for control and moral responsibility. I conclude by offering a tentative suggestion as to what intuitions might better inform an account of control.

Rik Peels (University of Utrecht)

Tracing Culpable Ignorance

 In this talk, I respond to the following argument that has been  defended recently by several philosophers. If we are culpable for some   action, we act either from akrasia or from culpable ignorance. Akrasia,  however, is highly exceptional and it turns out that tracing culpable 
 ignorance leads to a vicious regress. Hence, we are hardly ever culpable  for our actions. I argue that the argument fails. Cases of akrasia may not be that rare when it comes to epistemic activities such as evidence gathering and working on our intellectual virtues and vices. Moreover,  particular cases of akrasia may be rare, but they are not exceptional  when we consider chains of actions. Finally and most importantly, we can  be culpable for our actions even if we do not act from akrasia or from  culpable ignorance, namely in virtue of our unactivated dispositional  beliefs.

Carlo Penco (University of Genova)

Donnellan’s Challenge

In this paper I try to find a reasonable answer to Donnellan’s challenge: accounting for the intuition that we may state something true with a referential description, even if nothing fits the description. I compare two attempts to face this challenge: Sainsbury 2004 and Almog 2004. First I point out an apparent contradiction in Sainsbury’s treatment of referential descriptions, concerning Russellian Truth Conditions. I conclude that the main flaw in Sainsbury’s proposal is to make referential descritions too much depending on what speakers “have in mind”. Then I assess Almog’s solution based on the suggestion of a metaphysical treatment “from above”, which gives a completely objective presentation of the correct use of referential descriptions. Almog wants to ground the correctness of referential uses in a cognitive bound between world and speakers, which precedes the use of any linguistic device. Although appeals to metaphysical facts instead of mental facts seem to give a better answer to the challenge, I suggest a solution which is an emendation of Sainsbury’s proposal: it is not enough that a speakers thinks that a description makes himself understood; we need the descriptive content to be epistemically contrained by external context and by inferential aspects of the lexicon. This step impose an epistemic intrusion in semantics, against the common attitude towards a strict connection between semantics and metaphysics. I conclude with a general point: to answer Donnellan’s challenge we need to take care of the normative and epistemological aspects embedded in linguistic competence and in linguistic exchange. 

Dean Peters (London School of Economics)

Is there a responsibility to “come out”?

 

It is common to talk of a person “coming out”, meaning revealing her homosexual orientation. Despite this widespread usage, and the enormous impact it has had on society, the topic has received surprisingly little philosophical attention. In this paper, I focus on the practice of coming out to the broader society, rather than to a like-minded subculture. I then provide a definition of the term that applies to various groups that suffer illiberal discrimination. I focus on the arguments in favour of coming out as a political strategy and so provide several reasons why coming out is likely to alleviate discrimination, including: its effects on public awareness; making those who have come out more effective advocates for justice; delegitimising unjust prosecution; and its role in increasing the effectiveness of activist groups. I then argue that members of oppressed groups have a responsibility to come out. I base this claim on the political effect of their coming out, combined with their responsibility as citizens to combat injustice in general. I then consider, and refute, two objections to this: that a right to privacy generally outweighs this responsibility; and that it is unfair for this responsibility to fall on those who are subjected to the injustice. Finally, I do suggest some circumstances where this responsibility may be diminished. 

David Phillips (University of Houston)
The Puzzle In Sidgwick’s Moral Epistemology
 
 I argue that there is a hitherto unrecognized (or not fully recognized) puzzle in Henry Sidgwick’s moral epistemology. The categories required to present the puzzle emerge from Sidgwick’s 1879 paper, “The Establishment of Ethical First Principles.” He there articulates two (“quite distinct”) kinds of argument that might be used by a proponent of one putative ethical first principle, in an argument against a proponent of some other, competing, putative first principle. In arguments of the first kind (call them “bipartite arguments”),

Kristopher Phillips and Seth Jones (University of Iowa)

Hume’s Unorthodox Meta-Ethics: Weak (Naturalistic) Objectivism and the Humean Condition

A greater part of the study of Hume’s moral theory has, in recent years, involved an attempt to understand Hume as fitting one or another of the current meta-ethical views.  While we ultimately think such a task is misguided, we do share a sympathy with some current Hume scholars who argue that Hume is a cognitivist.  In this paper, we hope to further a similar interpretation of Hume, claiming at least that he is not a non-cognitivist.  We do so by reading Hume as a systematic naturalist philosopher, and we appeal to the similarities between his moral theory and his broader theory of value, as seen in “Of the Standard of Taste.”  Additionally, our reading focuses heavily on Hume’s claim that he in engaged in a science of man, and we show how a consistent application of the Copy Principle can lead to a moral theory consistent with his broader philosophical project.  By interpreting Hume systematically, we hope to add further evidence to the claim that the traditional conception of Hume as an extreme moral subjectivist is incorrect.

Tudor Protopescu and Sergei Artemov (CUNY)
The Knowability Paradox, semantically 

Our goal in this paper is to analyse and clarify the concept of knowability expressed in the veriﬁcationist principle, all truths are knowable, F → KF. We analyse this principle as a scheme in a logical framework with the alethic modalities □ (necessary),  (possible), and the epistemic modality K. Modalities □/ represent, in an abstract way, the process of discovery. First we note the principle is not intuitively valid once F is allowed to change from true to false during the veriﬁcation process. We then provide a new semantical proof of the knowability paradox. This indicates that the classical understanding of the principle needs to be augmented by some features representing the constructive view of truth and knowability it is supposed to express. We argue that the principle is valid only for stable truths, those that remain true in the process of discovery. When stability is made explicit the knowability paradox disappears. 
Murali Ramachandran (University of Sussex)

Irrational Knowledge
Here is a paradox inspired by Williamson's argument against the luminosity of knowing. I look at you. I know that my perceptual abilities are limited: I know I can only estimate rather than establish your height by looking. I certainly can't know just by perception and logic alone how tall you are to the nearest centimetre. I stop knowing propositions of the form: you are taller than n cms for values of n well below your actual height. In other words, I know:

 

    (E)    For any value n where I know you are taller than n cms, you are taller than n+1 cms.

 

In this paper I argue that my belief that I know (E), together with certain principles of rationality, lead to absurd (undeniably false) beliefs. But, I insist that my belief that I know (E) is blameless as is the the line of reasoning leading to the absurd beliefs. This is not to deny Williamson's conclusion that for some value of n, I know that you are taller than n cms, but I don't know that I know. However, this is of no help with our paradox, I argue, because it does not impact on what I (blamelessly) believe that I know.  The moral I draw is that irrational knowledge is possible.
Dolf Rami (Kings College London)

Non-Standard Neutral Free Logic, Empty Names and Negative Existential Sentences

The topic of my paper is the semantic analysis of singular negative existential sentences that contain proper names as their grammatical subject. Firstly, I will introduce the stubborn problem that concerns this task as a clash of semantic intuitions concerning singular negative existential sentences. Secondly, I will distinguish on this basis three kinds of solution strategies to this problem. After that, I will point out one important advantage of a solution to this problem that makes use of either negative or neutral free logic. I will finish my paper with the discussion of several objections against a solution that makes use of negative or neutral free logic. This discussion will show that a certain version of neutral free logic provides a more plausible framework than standard negative free logic for the solution of our problem.

Huiming Ren (Zhejiang)
Is that Red?

I argue that Ball fails to show that without phenomenal concepts, the knowledge argument fails. I will not focus on whether Mary in her room can possess the concepts that we use to think about our experience, which I call ‘d-phenomenal concepts’. Rather, I focus on Ball’s claim that no knowledge argument can be developed on the basis of a situation where the protagonist knows all of the physical facts and also can entertain a belief content B involving d-phenomenal concepts. Ball argues that in such a situation, the protagonist would be able to infer B given enough physical information. I argue that in order to infer B, the protagonist must also have already acquired new knowledge that he/she cannot come to have unless he/she has or has had experience of the relevant kind. 

Louise Richardson (University of Oxford)

On our concepts of the senses

In this paper I defend the view that our concepts of the senses are not concepts of natural kinds: they do not exhibit the ‘division of labour’ that characterises such concepts, and the way in which we individuate the senses cannot be made intelligible independently of appeal to certain aims and interests. However, unlike Matthew Nudds’ conventional account of the distinction between the senses, on the account I offer phenomenal character plays a role in our distinguishing senses, and the significance of the distinction is not wholly third-personal
Ewan Rodgers (University of Sussex)

 Correspondence Beyond Idealism

In his article, 'Realism beyond correspondence', Michael Morris discusses the metaphysical implications involved in the adoption of a correspondence theory of truth. Morris's first claim is that a necessary condition in the adoption a correspondence theory of truth is the acceptance of a certain
amount of isomorphism between language, interpreted as a structure of representation, and the world, taken to be whatever it is that is thereby being represented. Following on from this, Morris claims that no justificatory reason can be given for accepting language-world isomorphism that doesn't threaten realism and, consequently, that the adoption of a correspondence theory of truth can only be justified from within a broadly idealist metaphysics. In response to this, my first aim in this paper is to question the perceived connection between correspondence theory and structural isomorphism by exploring the ways in which a correspondence theory of truth can be formulated without the need for such a commitment. Following on from this I hope to show how a belief in structural isomorphism in terms of the world and our linguistic representations of it can be justified from within realism, thereby illustrating how a commitment to both a correspondence theory of truth, as it is interpreted by Morris, and realism about the world, can be consistently upheld.
Richard Rowland (University of Reading)
A Connection Between Reasons For Action and Goodness and Value

In this paper I argue that normative reasons for action are connected to goodness or value in the following way: if there is a reason for an agent to f, then f-ing is good or of value.  I clarify the types of goodness and value that I believe reasons for action are connected to, and demonstrate that my thesis fits with standard cases of reasons for action, and does not presuppose a particular view of the source(s) of reasons.  I argue that this connection explains certain intuitive counter-examples to desire-, evidence-, and end-based theories of reasons for action, and fits with a co-variation between reasons for action and value that can be observed when we construct and modify examples.  I then consider two objections to the proposed connection between reasons and goodness and value.  One objection comes from cases of acts that there are reasons for particular agents to perform, but that are supposedly not connected to goodness or value.  I claim that the acts agents have reasons to perform in these cases are in fact good or of value.  A second objection derives from cases in which there are reasons for an agent to perform a particular act, but the agent can only perform this act from a motive that seems to make his performing the act not good or of value at all.  I suggest several ways of reconciling such cases with the connection between reasons for action and goodness and value that I advocate.
Fiona Roxburgh (University of East Anglia)
The Very Possibility of a “Kantian Naturalism”

​I establish the philosophical groundwork from which a modified or “quasi-” Kantian naturalism may be developed. My interest in Kant’s philosophy lies in those aspects relevant to issues within scientific rationality and cognitive science, and it is, therefore, from a commitment to naturalism that I approach Kant’s ideas. I outline some core principles of my preferred construal of naturalism, a significant feature of which is the objection to any metaphysical claims taking precedence over scientific findings or methodological parameters. Precisely because of Kant’s transcendental rather than empirical exploration of the conditions for the possibility of experience, Kant imposes metaphysical constraints of the sort deemed unacceptable under a commitment to naturalism. The task, then, is to establish how it is so much as possible to think of a naturalised Kantian position at all. Having explained the potential difficulty, I argue that such a naturalistic position is possible, if we reframe Kant’s project as the examination of conditions specifically for the possibility of scientific inquiry. I offer a brief justification of such modification. Subsequently, I explore some basic conditions under which science proceeds, and propose an approach from which we may resituate cognition with regard to the conditions for scientific inquiry; the latter considerations allow us to retain an updated version of Kant’s overall question, viz., how it is that scientific inquiry is so much as possible. In doing so, we achieve the foundations for the very possibility of a naturalistic, modified Kantian position. 

Talia Shaham (University of Haifa)
Is There a Paradox of Moral Complaint? 

Do victims of moral wrongdoing have moral grounds to complain if they have freely committed a similar wrongdoing in the past? Such a question explores the connection between the moral standing of complainers and their previous deeds.  According to Saul Smilansky two equally justifiable competing views create an antinomy with respect to the said question: As maintained by the first view, people lack moral grounds to complain about a moral transgression if they have freely committed a similar wrongdoing in the past. As per the second view, the moral standing of such complainers is affirmed. In this paper I present two arguments attempting to undermine Smilansky's alleged paradox presenting it as no more than a resolvable moral conflict: My Argument from Unjust Double-punishment focuses on cases whereby the complaining wrongdoers have already been sanctioned for their past transgression. This argument clearly determines the conflict in favor of the second view while separately also undermines Smilansky's line-of-defense in favor of the first view. In addition, my Argument from Distinct Examples challenges the validity of the alleged paradox, based on an alternative explanation of the seemingly paradoxical moral results.         

Saul Smilansky (University of Haifa)
Why Moral Paradoxes Matter: “Teflon Immorality” and the Perversity of Life

“Teflon immorality” (or TI) is immorality that goes on unchecked, where the wrongdoing is not stopped and the perpetrators remain beyond the reach of sanction, and often may continue in their immoral ways. The idea that the immoral often flourish and that this is morally (and legally) disturbing has been recognized since ancient times, presumably as long as humanity has been reflective. There are, for example, many forms of reaction to this reality already in the bible. The term Teflon immorality seeks to capture the “Teflon” effect involved, the idea that, in various ways, the immorality does not “stick”, so that it has triumphed or can even continue and flourish.
Much immorality goes on for practically important but philosophically uninteresting reasons: the criminals have greater resources than the authorities, or an unjust aggressor-nation has a stronger army than its neighbor whom it invades, or an individual cares more about doing bad things than those around him care about stopping him. We are all familiar with such matters. Sometimes, however, philosophically much more interesting things are going on, and Teflon immorality results from moral oddities and curiosities, such as moral paradoxes and perversions. This has remained largely unnoticed. While the oddity of this or that example has occasionally been noted, the more general phenomenon, the idea that immorality systematically triumphs because of moral paradoxes and perversions, has to the best of my knowledge not been seriously discussed. I will attempt a general and tentative survey of this topic. This should help us to deal better with the ever-present threat of TI, and show the importance of moral paradoxes and related phenomena. Only by paying attention to moral paradoxes, only by philosophically exploring this perverse side of life, can we understand what is really going on, and try to deal with it. 

Michael Sollberger (University of Lausanne)
Introspecting Other Minds

The main issue that I shall discuss in this paper is whether it is possible to introspect someone else’s mind as the mind of someone else. This question lies at the heart of the epistemological problem of other minds: how do I know that others have mental lives that are very much like my own? If I can inspect my own mental states but never those of others, what, if anything, justifies my belief in the mental states of others? Contrary to received philosophical wisdom, I shall argue that it is, indeed, theoretically possible to have introspective access to another’s mental state as her mental state. To support this, admittedly controversial, claim, I shall dwell on cases of inserted thoughts in schizophrenia and stress the key distinction between the owner and author of a thought. Whether a thought is mine is ambiguous as between two distinct aspects of mineness: it is mine because I am its owner, i.e., the one who has it, or it is mine because I am its author, i.e., the one who brings it about. I shall apply this distinction to the epistemological problem of other minds and highlight that under certain theoretical conditions, one can be said to truly introspect another’s mentality as the mentality of another. In fact, there is no a priori bar to our having introspective knowledge of the inner lives of other human beings. Finally, I shall emphasise in what sense this result bears upon our actual epistemic position vis-à-vis other minds
Ulrich Stegmann (University of Aberdeen)

Metaphors and Mechanisms

Metaphors are typically characterised as figures of speech in which one thing is represented as something else, as when the ocean (the metaphor’s topic) is spoken of as a conveyor belt (the source). Metaphors, it seems, bring to bear some of the source’s features to our understanding of the topic. The fact that only some of the source’s features are selected and deemed relevant in this process generates one of the central tasks for accounts of metaphor comprehension: understanding how some of the source’s features are selected at the expense of others. In this paper I argue that the ‘relevance problem’ can be significantly mitigated by drawing on what has been dubbed the ‘new mechanistic philosophy’ in the philosophy of science. I will suggest that many scientific metaphors work by invoking so-called ‘mechanism schemas’ (Darden. More specifically, scientific communities can use metaphors as tools for applying to the topic the schema a given community has of the source: speaker-hearers of predicative metaphors of the form ‘S is P’ apply P’s mechanism schema to S (where S is the topic and P the source). I then explore how the focus on mechanisms contributes to explaining both feature selection and their role in providing cognitive access to as yet poorly understood features of the world
Jussi Suikkanen (University of Birmingham)
Blaming the Past Generations

According to Bernard Williams, the more distant cultures are historically and culturally, the less willing we are to blame them for their bad actions. Because of this observation, we need an account of moral appraisals such as blame that fits the way in which we intuitively blame some past generations for their actions but not others. I will begin from Williams’s own theory of blaming the past generation, and then present Miranda Fricker’s criticism of that view. I will then explain and criticise Fricker’s own account. After that, I will focus on T.M. Scanlon’s work on blame. I will argue that Scanlon’s own theory of blaming the past generations is untenable. However, I will also try to explain why his theory of blame towards the presently living agents can be satisfactorily applied also to blame directed towards the past generations.
Ema Sullivan-Bissett and Paul Noordhof (University of York)
You Can Not Weigh the Aim of Belief

In this paper we discuss Owens' Exclusivity Objection against truth-aim accounts of belief, the conclusion of which is that construing belief as aim-directed is not explanatory given that the aim of belief does not cohere with our ordinary notion of aims; that is, it can not be weighed 
against or interact with other aims. We look to Steglich-Petersen's response to Owens which claims that the truth aim does allow for the requisite weighing for it to be thought of as a genuine aim. We make two points about Steglich-Petersen's response to make a case for why it does not work. Our first point is that the examples Steglich-Petersen uses to demonstrate his argument do not work because they employ a conception of the truth-aim within which lies a sufficiency claim; one not present in Owens' formulation; to whom he responds. Secondly, we make the point that deliberating over whether to form a belief about p is not part of the belief forming process, and as such when an agent enters into this process of deliberation, he has not, contra Steglich-Petersen, already adopted the truth-aim with regard to p.
Pär Sundström (Umeå University)
Troubles for the phenomenal concept strategy

The physicalist phenomenal concept strategy accepts that the reduction of consciousness gives rise to a peculiar "cognitive resistance" in the form of an "intuition of distinctness", "explanatory gap", "appearance of contingency" or "conceivability of dissociation", but urges that this resistance can be explained – or explained away – as a product of the special character of our phenomenal concepts of consciousness.  Importantly, the explanation does not invoke any deficiency in these concepts.  The concepts are special, but not by being deficient.  I shall argue that this strategy, which has attracted a large following in recent year, is not the most promising version of physicalism.  The argument will be developed around the following dilemma.  Either phenomenal concepts provide us with a "substantive" grasp of consciousness properties as they are "in themselves”, or they don't.  In the former case, we have, given the truth of physicalism, no reason to expect a peculiar "resistance" to the reduction of consciousness. The latter case divides into two.  Either (A) we have nonsubstantive grasp of consciousness, or (B) we have a substantive grasp of consciousness but not of consciousness as it is in itself.  In case (A), we again have no reason to expect a peculiar resistance to the reduction of consciousness.  Case (B) contradicts the assumption that phenomenal concepts are nondeficient.  The dilemma is directed at the phenomenal concept strategy, but not at physicalism.  I identify three alternative versions of physicalism, each of which can comfortably occupy some position on the dilemma.

Kirk Surgener (University of Birmingham)

What Hybrid-Expressivism Teaches Us About Metaethics
So called ‘Hybrid’ metaethical theories attempt to combine elements of non-cognitivist and cognitivist semantics for moral terms in order to solve problems that afflict each of these positions individually (E.g.: Ridge 2006, 2007, 2009; Copp 2001; Boisvert 2008; Bar-On and Chrisman 2009). The hope is, broadly speaking, that by adopting elements of each position we can provide an account of the meaning of moral terms which explains the special motivational powers of moral judgements (thereby underwriting some form of motivational internalism), and explains how the meaning of moral terms contributes to the meaning of more complicated utterances incorporating those terms (for example in conditionals – one of a set of problems that travels under the banner of ‘the Frege-Geach problem’), whilst respecting other plausible contraints on metaethical theorising. This paper argues that one attempt to do this – Michael Ridge’s ‘ecumenical expressivism’ – fails in these ambitions. It does not offer the expressivist a solution to the Frege-Geach problem ‘on the cheap’ which respects a broadly accepted constraint within metaethical debates. This failure indicates an implicit theoretical assumption made by metaethicists which deserves being brought to attention in the hope that it may help to make clear the terms of engagement within the area. 

Andras Szigeti (University of Lund)

The Question of the Normative Residue: Are Individualist Accounts of Collective Responsibility Morally Deficient?

Individualism is the view that moral responsibility can be ascribed to individual human beings only. This individualist account has been challenged in several ways. One collectivist strategy is to argue that the individualist account is morally deficient because it leaves a normative residue. Without attributing responsibility to collectives qua collectives there remains a “deficit in the accounting books” (Pettit). Nobody will be called to task for many kinds of harms the source of which appears to be the existence of collectives.

In this paper, I will reject this collectivist strategy by critiquing what is at present its most influential defense which is based on the analysis of judgement aggregation paradoxes. Many collectivists claim that these paradoxes entail that the collective can be blameworthy even if no individual member is. In these cases, the individualist may be guilty of creating a particularly large gap in the accounting books.

I argue that paradoxes of judgement aggregation generate no responsibility-deficit. Such cases do not necessarily involve culpable wrongdoing. And when they do, there will be individuals to be blamed for the wrongdoings. Granted, there may be other types of harm suffered in such situations, but these are not the result of culpable wrongdoing and so no responsibility can be ascribed for them (although they should be addressed in other ways). In short, either some individual is responsible for the harms suffered in such situations or no one is.

Edit Talpsepp (University of Bristol)

Essentialism, Darwinism and the theory theory

In my presentation I will introduce the clash between psychological essentialism and evolutionary theory. Psychological essentialism is the claim that people have a tendency to take some categories (including biological kinds) as essence-based natural kinds. Psychological essentialism is usually ascribed to children and pre-Darwinian systematicists. According to the anti-essentialist consensus among philosophers of biology, essentialism clashes with evolutionary theory and is something non- or prescientific that is abandoned in the course of individual cognitive development or history of biological science as the result of adopting evolutionary theory.

According to some suggestions, this process of ‘overcoming the essentialist categorization bias’ is similar in the domains of history of biology and cognitive development. I will analyse whether and which aspect of the theory theory we could apply to this parallel if it exists. (The theory theory is the view that we can compare individual’s cognitive development with scientific theory change.) I will claim that whether we can talk about the applicability of the theory theory to abandoning the essentialist category-related reasoning bias depends on which notion of ‘psychological essentialism’ we adopt and which aspect of the theory theory we are talking about.  

Chon Tejedor (University of Oxford)
Ethics and the Purpose of The Tractatus

In this paper, I explore Wittgenstein’s claim, in his letter to Ficker, that the purpose of the Tractatus is an ethical one. In my view, Wittgenstein does not intend his book to convey ineffable ethical insights by means of nonsensical propositions (e.g. the propositions of the TLP 6.4ff). I suggest instead that, for Wittgenstein, being clear about certain formal concepts – notably, those of proposition and thought – involves using signs in such a way as to reflect that all facts (including our selves and our desires) are fundamentally contingent. For Wittgenstein, this has, in and of itself, an important ethical dimension.  For becoming conceptually clear is coming to value facts in an absolute manner, in his view.

Nicholas Vrousalis (Université catholique de Louvain)
Causing Someone to Exist: Does it Make a Difference?

Does it matter that people are not brought into the world by storks? Those who cause other people to exist –procreators- can have two sorts of duties in virtue of their causal role: horizontal and vertical. Horizontal obligations are all those obligations owed by procreators to third parties –not their children- in virtue of their causal role. Vertical obligations are all those obligations owed by procreators to children in virtue of their causal role. Some political philosophers believe there exist no vertical parental obligations or, if they do, they are pretty minimal, and require only that the child be given a life worth living. After rehearsing some arguments for horizontal obligations, we argue that the argument against vertical obligations runs afoul of (i) plausible intuitions in non-identity problem cases and of (ii) a plausible ‘non-netting’ conception of harm. Our argument, if sound, supports more substantial vertical obligations, although it may, under certain conditions, be consistent with child abandonment.

Lisa Warenski (Union College)
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Securing Pluralism for an Irrealist Metaepistemology

An irrealist metaphysics for normative properties may be attractive those who think normative properties cannot be naturalized via reduction or given any plausible nonnaturalistic construal.  An irrealist account of normative properties also has the virtue of being able to explain normative disagreement.  But irrealist views are often developed in such a way that they do not have the resources to counter relativism, and for many, relativism is too high a price to pay for an attractive metaphysics and the promise of accommodating normative disagreement.

In this paper, I show how an irrealist metaepistemology might be developed in such a way as to block relativism but allow for pluralism.  On the version of epistemic irrealism that I favor, normative epistemic properties are understood as evaluative properties that reflect our basic norms of belief formation and appraisal.  To block relativism, one needs to identify admissibility conditions for epistemic norms, and I provide a blueprint for how this might be done.  I then show how one might secure pluralism for the target concept of warrantedness of belief, and I go on to give the conditions under which there would be absoluteness of judgment.  The resulting view is suitably naturalistic yet nonreductive.

Piotr Warzoszczak (University of Szczecin)

No Royal Road to Timid Modal Fictionalism

Timid modal factionalism promises to reconcile the following intuitions: (i) there are no possible worlds, (ii) modal facts are objective feature of reality, and (iii) possible-worlds discourse is a convenient device of revealing features of modal facts. A proponent of this view is obligated to provide ontologically uncommitting truth-conditions for possible-worlds statements, and this is sometimes done by assuming that they are accepted in the spirit of an appropriate game of make-believe (GPW). Moreover, she needs to give an account of the relationship between what is true in GPW and modal facts. I shall claim that modal facts are bundles of compresent universals and they get their representations in GPW. It seems to me that if the proponent of timid modal fictionalism aims to provide as fine-grained conception of modal facts as involved in our modal intuitions, then she needs to grant that one feature of universals cannot be expressed without engaging in GPW, namely the feature that they could have been exemplified by many individuals or many n-tuples of individuals. This feature plays a crucial role in preventing the conflation of two intuitively different possibilities into one, and hence it is indispensable for the whole project. Unfortunately, it presupposes what needs to be explained, namely that it is legitimate to move from what is true in GPW to what is true about modal facts.

Jan Westerhoff (University of Durham)
Foundation and Anti-Foundation in Ontology
Ontological foundationalism is the claim that existential dependence relations bottom out somewhere: even though most things depend on other things for their existence, some don't. This ontological rock-bottom constitutes the foundation of everything that exists. Anti-foundationalism in ontology denies the existence of any such unfounded foundation. Foundationalism is the majority view among contemporary ontologists, even though explicit arguments supporting it are not easy to find. In this talk I will attempt to answer two questions: 1. Are anti-foundational ontologies logically consistent? 2. How useful are they in developing ontological theories?

 
Nathan Wildman (University of Cambridge)

Problems with Serious Essentialism

There is a Neo-Aristotelian movement sweeping through metaphysics, and nowhere is the movement more perspicuous then in issues surrounding the metaphysics of essence. The vanguard was Kit Fine [1994], who assaulted the modal understanding of essence, and more recently E.J. Lowe [2008] has joined the battle as well. I find this ‘Serious’ brand of essentialism rather strange – I much prefer the old modal understanding of essence. To that end, I propose to here explore just what exactly ‘Serious Essentialism’ is. Let me be clear: I come to bury Serious Essentialism, not to praise it. To do so, I first present what I take to be the four core principles of Serious essentialism. This leads to two fleshed out versions of Serious essentialism, one each from Lowe and Fine. Both, I charge, fail to provide an explanation for why being a de re necessary property is a necessary condition for being an essential property, without which Serious Essentialism cannot succeed. 

Peter Wyss (Open University)

Emergence and Explanation

The notion of emergence is often used in connection to the mind–body problem, or more specifically in relation to the question of how consciousness connects to certain neurological processes. In these discussions, emergence has acquired something like explanatory power: it seems that we explain something when we say that consciousness emerges from brain function, or that mind emerges from matter. I find this intuition puzzling. Exploring what is now known as ‘epistemic emergence’, I argue that ‘explanations’ in terms of emergence are vacuous: at best, they make explicit our ignorance; at worst, they are incoherent. A sense for a residual explanatory punch can be rescued, however, but only if emergence is approached as a metaphysical relation. Invoking insights from so-called ‘British Emergentism’, I show how it is then possible to explain why emergents are new and irreducible.
Robert Zaborovski (Polish Academy of Sciences)
Some remarks on reason–emotion dichotomy & affective ambivalence

The issue of ambivalent feelings is an important one within the topic of affectivity. Ambivalence as such is a part of conflict topic, which, in turn, is often referred to in terms of reason–emotion dichotomy. This concept, as it seems, is a widely spread out one. Yet, a closer examination shows that it is problematic, since it contains two heterogeneous notions. Therefore they can hardly correspond with one other so far as they have no common denominator. For this reason, in order to grasp an inner conflict correctly (or any other as well) two opposing forces should be considered as homogeneous terms. 
On the other hand, once the homogeneity is identified, conflicting forces or agencies should concern the same object, be determined by the same circumstances etc. If not, we deal with what is taken to be a conflict without being so actually. They should be of similar ranks as well. Otherwise, either there is no conflict at all or a conflict is of short duration. In fact, the smaller the difference is, the longer the conflict lasts. Only in an extreme case, it results in an abiding ambivalence.

The paper will discuss a series of cases of conflict as well as of what is erroneously taken to be conflict in order to seize what conditions should be satisfied if we like to analyze an affective ambivalence properly. 
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