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Keynote Abstracts 

Laurie Paul (UNC Chapel Hill) 
Monday May 26th - 11:15 - 12:15 (Filmzaal) 

Finkish Preferences  
I will discuss the problem of finkish preferences for subjectively rational decision-making in cases where the                
experience is dramatically new (epistemically transformative) as well as life-changing (personally transformative).            
I'll start by outlining the structure of the problem and showing why it creates trouble, and then I'll argue that the                     
problem arises for important life decisions such as choosing to get (or to avoid) a cochlear implant. Then I'll                   
discuss how to understand the problem by connecting it to the notion of revelation and the intrinsic nature of                   
experience, and argue that preferences about preference change may be able to solve the problem. 

Hanne Andersen (Aarhus) 
Tuesday May 27th - 09:30 - 10:30 (Filmzaal) 

The structure and development of contemporary science  
Science has developed significantly over the last century. Scientific research has grown increasingly             
collaborative, and today most new scientific knowledge is produced by groups in which multiple scientists               
collaborate in order to combine their knowledge, manpower, materials and other resources. More and more               
scientific research activities today cut across disciplinary boundaries in addressing complex problems that reach              
beyond what can be solved within the individual disciplines. At the same time, there is an ever ongoing                  
specialization in which new scientific specialties and disciplines continuously proliferate. Yet, these developments             
are not always reflected in philosophical analyses of scientific development. In this paper, I shall provide a new                  
account of the structure and development of contemporary science based on analyses of the cognitive resources                
employed in research activities and the epistemic dependence entailed by the distribution of cognitive resources               
among the scientists engaged in these activities. I shall argue that this account enables a deeper understanding of                  
the forces driving the development of contemporary science as well as the tensions that result from them. 

Igor Douven (Groningen) 
Tuesday May 27th - 16:30 - 17:30 (Filmzaal) 

Explanation and Inference 
In my talk, I present two new results regarding the so-called Inference to the Best Explanation (IBE). The first                   
result comes from a comparison of IBE with Bayes' rule in a social setting, specifically, in the context of a variant                     
of the Hegselmann-Krause model in which agents do not only update their belief states on the basis of evidence                   
they receive directly from the world but also take into account the belief states of some of their fellow agents.                    
So far, IBE and Bayes' rule have been studied only in an individualistic setting, and it is known that, in such a                      
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setting, both have their strengths as well as their weaknesses. I will show that in a social setting, IBE                   
outperforms Bayes' rule according to every desirable criterion. The second result concerns the descriptive              
adequacy of IBE. Experimental results are presented which show that people indeed attend to explanatory               
considerations in updating their degrees of belief. 

Max Velmans (Goldsmiths London) 
Wednesday May 28th - 09:30 - 10:30 (Filmzaal) 

Is the brain in the world or the world in the brain? 
Dualists and reductionists disagree about whether conscious experiences can be reduced to states or functions of                
the brain. However they agree that conscious experiences can be distinguished from the external physical world.                
However, in everyday life, what we normally think of as the “external physical world” is simply the phenomenal                  
world — and in terms of their phenomenology, external physical entities and events and our experiences of                 
those entities and events are one and the same. This suggests that the boundary between what we normally think                   
of as “conscious experience” and what we normally think of as the “physical world” is drawn in the wrong place,                    
with profound consequences for the dualist versus reductionist debate. Reflexive monism draws these boundaries              
in a different way, and in this talk I explore some of the consequences for our understanding of how                   
consciousness relates to the brain and physical world. Although I will do this in a simple way, the consequences                   
are complex, explored in depth in chapters 6 to 14 of Understanding Consciousness, 2nd ed. (2009). Useful                 
online sources include “Consciousness, brain and the physical world” (1990), “Reflexive monism” (2008), and              
“Reflexive monism: psychophysical relations among mind, matter and consciousness” (2012). 
 
 

Monday May 26th, 2014 
14:00 - 15:30 

Track 1: Philosophy of Science (1A10) 

The liberal and the stringent: How we can learn about the reliability of data mining               
methodology in economics 

Speaker: Willem van der Deijl 
Affiliation: Erasmus University Rotterdam 
 

Abstract 
Weakly- or non-theoretically guided empirical research has been a controversial topic since the early days of                
econometrics. Many early econometricians regarded any form of data mining unreliable and warned for “blind”               
data research. For a long time this tendency stuck with the discipline. From the early nineteen eighties on, a                   
number of researchers started to ask into question these methodological dogmas. A number of alternative               
empirical methodologies were developed in which theory played a much smaller role than before, I refer to them                  
as data mining methods. While controversial, this line of research was gladly picked up in the 1990’s by growth                   
economists. Due to a disappearance of theoretical consensus in this field, theoretically guided data research               
became infeasible, and staying clear of data mining methods became harder and harder.  
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Analytically, there are a number of issues that have been raised about data mining. In a first step, I discuss                     
these issues and argue that in some cases, such as the growth economics case, none of these arguments                  
satisfactorily show why data mining should not be used for gathering evidence.  

In a second step I move away from analytical argument and assess how we can learn about the efficacy of                     
data mining from simulation experiments. I describe a methodology for assessing these empirical methods used               
by Hoover and Perez (2004) and argue how it can help us learn more about the data mining inference in specific                     
contexts. I present my own results and conclude from them that while many caveats apply, data mining methods                  
may, under certain conditions be much more reliable than often assumed. [this will be the focus of the                  
presentation]  

In a discussion I draw attention to the opportunities such methods offer, and what it teaches us about the                    
relationship between theory and evidence. The conclusions offer perspectives for other cases in science where               
theory offers little guidance for empirics, such as the current climate science debates.  
 

 

Why scientific realism leads to theism 

Speaker: Calum Miller 
Affiliation: University of Oxford 
 

Abstract 
"Sceptical concerns about extrapolative inference in time and space seem to bedevil any neat account of scientific                 
epistemology. Similarly, the threats of global scepticism, instrumentalism and the underdetermination of theories             
by data form a confluence of attacks on the reasonableness of science. I give an analysis of these problems,                   
arguing that they are all reducible to the same basic issue, which is how orthodox scientific hypotheses can                  
reasonably be assigned a higher prior probability than empirically equivalent gruesome hypotheses. I then discuss               
some attempts to define this preference, arguing that the characteristic feature of scientific epistemology is the                
use of simplicity as an index of truth – call this [simplicity]. This emphasis on simplicity, though widely accepted                   
by scientists, has resisted precise analytic characterisation; I offer examples of such attempts, including              
explications of Occam’s razor and information-theoretic constructions. 
The second key question is how this preference, once characterised, can be justified. I argue that, on atheism, any                   
attempted justifications fail in virtue of circularity (or otherwise), as Hume anticipated. I also give a positive                 
argument for thinking that the probability of our orthodox hypotheses being true, given atheism, is very low.                 
The reason for this is that, on atheism, there is no reason to prefer the hypothesis, “all emeralds are green” to                     
the hypothesis “all emeralds are grue” – this problem can be extended to all orthodox scientific theories, and can                   
be augmented by the multiplication of gruesome predicates: gred, grellow, grown, and so on. Appealing to                
relevant symmetries and a kind of principle of indifference allows to achieve a relatively objective conditional                
probability. Conversely, on theism, we are led to expect a simple or ‘inductable’ universe. A variety of reasons                  
can be given for this: inductable universes allow us to have responsibility for other embodied agents and to                  
make genuinely moral decisions, which is a good thing. At the same time, theism posits an agent who is capable                    
of matching the theoretical preferences of his created embodied agents to the actual properties of the world. So,                  
supposing, contra radical sceptics, that science is indeed reasonable and epistemically successful, this datum              
thereby constitutes evidence for theism. 
Finally, I consider some objections. I argue that retreats to instrumentalism and other kinds of anti-realism reduce                 
to complete global scepticism and so are too epistemically expensive for most people. Other objections, a                
prototype of which is found in Mackie, include the objection that such an argument’s Bayesian structure implicitly                 
assumes the rationality of induction and so is circular. In response, I defend a kind of foundherentism where                  
[simplicity] and theism may be taken as foundational beliefs with little probabilistic tension, in contrast with                
[simplicity] and atheism, which have significant tension. It follows from all this that anyone who endorses the                 
reasonableness of scientific investigation – or, indeed, any other inductive program – commits themselves,              
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ceteris paribus, to the probable truth of theism. 

Understanding through counterfactual analysis modelling 

Speaker: Philippe Verreault-Julien 
Affiliation: Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam 
 

Abstract 
I consider how models, especially in economics, can yield understanding by way of counterfactual analysis.               
Models reputedly provide knowledge of the world because they represent it (Knuuttila 2011). Moreover, the               
knowledge they yield is considered to be necessary to explain phenomena of interest. On most accounts,                
explanation requires faithful representation, that what explains be true (e.g. Hempel 1965; Salmon 1984;              
Woodward 2003; Craver 2006). But the conundrum is that some models hardly fulfil this requirement and                
nevertheless appear to be explanatory. In the context of economic modelling, Reiss (2012, 2013) has called this                 
problem the 'explanation paradox'. Economic models either faithfully represent, or they are not explanatory, or               
explanation does not require faithful representation. But they can't both misrepresent and be explanatory if               
explanations require a true explanans. Usual solutions consist in either, 1) showing that idealisations aren’t               
necessarily harmful and don’t prevent faithful representation of the explanatory information (e.g. Cartwright             
1999; Mäki 2009; Hausman 2013), 2) denying altogether that models serve by themselves an explanatory               
function (e.g. Aydinonat 2007; Alexandrova 2008; Grüne-Yanoff 2009), or 3) amending traditional accounts of              
explanation so that faithful representation is no longer necessary (e.g. Cartwright 1983; Bokulich 2011; Kennedy               
2012). 
 
I argue for another option that might accord better with the prevalent accounts of causal explanations and with                  
the fact that modelling appears to yield epistemic benefits in the form of understanding. I claim that some models                   
provide counterfactual knowledge that contributes to our scientific understanding while not being explanatory.             
Explanatory understanding is itself often considered to be constituted by knowledge that allows to answer               
'what-if-things-had-been-different' questions (w-questions) (e.g. Woodward 2003; Grimm 2006; Ylikoski 2009).          
Grasping certain counterfactual dependencies allows to correctly infer what would have happened were things              
different. Explanations thus contribute to understanding because they yield such knowledge. But explanations are              
arguably not the only route to counterfactual knowledge (Lipton 2009; Khalifa 2013). 
 
Indeed, an underrated feature of non-representational models is that they do provide knowledge. Whereas they               
might not afford actual knowledge of target systems of interest, they may nevertheless afford counterfactual               
knowledge of causal or conceptual dependencies. This knowledge, while not explanatory in itself, might              
nevertheless contribute to our understanding since it allows to answer w-questions. Modelling can thus be seen                
as a kind of sophisticated analysis of counterfactual claims, which, for instance, are often deemed central in                 
accounts of causation. These counterfactuals help to establish possible difference makers even though they might               
fall short of establishing actual causes. We know that in a given possible world some factor of interest depends                   
on another, thus contributing to answer w-questions. 
 
My account satisfies two desiderata others may not. First, we need not commit to problematic defences of                 
idealisations or amend theories of explanation we regard as successful in order to account for the explanatoriness                 
of misrepresenting models. Second, since counterfactual knowledge affords a kind of understanding that is              
similar to what explanations provide, we need not deny the epistemic benefits those models seem to provide                 
despite the fact that they misrepresent. 
 

Track 2: Epistemology (1A11) 
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Why Maddy cannot have it both ways 

Speaker: Sander Verhaegh 
Affiliation: University of Groningen 
 

Abstract 
In her Naturalism in Mathematics, Penelope Maddy develops a novel perspective on the problematic relation               
between science, mathematics, and philosophy. According to Maddy, we should not try to justify mathematical               
knowledge from either a philosophical or a scientific point of view. Rather, we should accept that mathematical                 
claims can only be justified by means of the norms used by mathematicians themselves: 
 
mathematics is not answerable to any extra-mathematical tribunal and not in need of any justification beyond                
proof and the axiomatic method [...] my naturalist takes mathematics to be independent of both first philosophy                 
and natural science [É] in short, from any external standard (Maddy 1997, 184). 
 
In arguing that mathematics should be evaluated on its own terms, Maddy shows that mathematicians often                
decide problems using norms that strongly conflict with norms used in scientific and philosophical inquiry. 
 
Several scholars have argued that Maddy’s mathematical naturalism is vulnerable to at least two objections. First,                
she seems unable to answer the question of why mathematical problems are to be resolved exclusively by appeal                  
to intra-mathematical considerations. For even if it is descriptively true that mathematicians are not influenced by                
any external norms, this does not entail that their claims are thereby justified. If they were, then astrologists could                   
appeal to a similar argument in developing an ‘astrological naturalism’ (Dieterle 1999; Tappenden 2001). 
 
Second, Maddy’s account seems too deferential. For if mathematicians would collectively decide to reject the old                
maxim against inconsistency, and allow that both 2 + 2 = 4 and 2 + 2 = 5 could be accepted on the grounds that                         
it would benefit insecure math students, Maddy would have no grounds for protest if mathematicians would insist                 
that they were pursuing a legitimate mathematical goal (Tennant 2000). 
 
On two occasions, Maddy has responded to these objections. She argues that mathematics differs from astrology                
because of its essential contributions to science. And in response to the second objection, she argues that the                  
well-being of science is not left at the mercy of the mathematician’s whim because providing tools for natural                  
science is one of the overarching goals of mathematical practice (2007, 346-50). 
 
In this paper, I will argue that Maddy’s responses are deeply problematic because they threaten her core                 
commitment to mathematical naturalism. Maddy cannot have it both ways. She cannot reject attempts to justify                
mathematical knowledge from a scientific point of view and dismiss the problems she faces by an appeal to the                   
usefulness of mathematics in our scientific inquiries. I will argue that Maddy’s strict dualism between science and                 
mathematics collapses into a traditional scientific naturalism if she is to take the objections seriously. Finally, I                 
will show that this need not be a bad thing, because traditional variants of naturalism can also allow for                   
methodological diversity across disciplines. 

It’s Easy if You Try: Getting Knowledge from Imagination 

Speaker: Sofia Ortiz-Hinojosa 
Affiliation: Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
 

Abstract 
On some views, imagination cannot provide us with justification for knowledge of what is the case. It is either                   
insufficiently like perception to justify, or too much like an inferential process to do anything more than facilitate                  
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our access to prior justification. One objection is that imagination cannot justify a belief the way that perception                  
can because it is unconstrained by the world. Another objection is that imagination cannot justify like perception                 
because the content of imagination is ‘up to us’. These objections have previously been addressed by Amy Kind,                  
Magdalena Balcerak Jackson, and Timothy Williamson. However, a final objection is that the imaginative faculty               
is merely poaching previously-held beliefs and knowledge to yield justification, so it is those prior beliefs and                 
knowledge that do the justificatory work. That is, imagination is just enabling that poaching process. However,                
this paper argues that, insofar as imagination plays an epistemic role, it can play an evidential role and not a                    
merely enabling one. It can give us new premises for inferences, act as a substitute for perceptual justification,                  
and even serve as an immediate route to knowledge of certain kinds of truths. For example, it sometimes                  
provides justification for beliefs that are not derivable from the background beliefs guiding the imaginative               
exercise. It does this because it really can be a lot like perception. 

Matters Of Fact And Matters Of Taste: A Matter Of Context? 

Speaker: Pieter van der Kolk 
Affiliation: University of Groningen 
 

Abstract 
The recent debate about faultless disagreement focuses on disagreements in which neither party appears to be 'at                 
fault' (Kolbel, 2004), and which seem, as a result,rationally sustainable (Wright, 2006). Consider the following               
example: 
 
(1) Alice: Spinach is tasty. 
    Boris: No, spinach is not tasty. 
 
In such a case, it looks as if neither Alice nor Boris is mistaken in their respective claims. How could they be                      
wrong about how spinach tastes to them? Why should they in any way be a affected by the opponent's                   
conflicting opinion?  

The recent debate about peer disagreement, on the other hand, focuses on disagreements that are not                 
faultless, but faulty, in the sense that at it looks as if at least one of the disagreers must be `at fault', and which                        
seem, as a result, less rationally sustainable (Feldman, 2006; Christensen, 2007). For example:  
 
(2) Alice: There are six chairs in the room. 
    Boris: No, there aren't six chairs in the room. 
 
In this case, it seems that Alice or Ben must have made a mistake somewhere. How could they both be right? It                      
cannot be the case that there both are and aren't six chairs in the room. So it looks as if they should be at least                         
somewhat affected by a dissenting opinion here.  
        Now, the question of this paper is: what explains the difference? 
        A natural suggestion is to say that there is a relevant epistemic difference in 
the sense that (1) concerns merely a matter of subjective taste, whereas in (2) there is an objective fact of the                     
matter involved (Kelly, 2005). A comparable suggestion is to say that there is a relevant semantic difference in                  
the sense that sentences like (1) have truth values that are relative to a judge, whereas sentences like (2) have                    
absolute truth values (MacFarlane, 2007).  

In this paper I argue that neither explanation is entirely satisfactory. For one thing, we can still ask why it is                      
that (1) is a merely subjective, or relative matter, and (2) is not. But more importantly, I will show how neither                     
explanation can account for certain context-shifts in which (1) becomes an almost objective, but at least                
intersubjective (and not relative) matter, and (2) becomes an almost subjective, but at least not intersubjective                
(and not absolute) matter.  

As an alternative explanation, I want to suggest the following. The difference between (1) and (2) is not                   
categorical, but only a matter of degree. What is it that makes up the gradual difference? My suggestion: the                   
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amount of overlap between the semantic and doxastic frameworks of the disagreers. If there is sufficient overlap                 
between the disagreeing frameworks of Alice and Boris|that is, if they attach a sufficiently similar meanings to                 
their conflicting claims, and have sufficiently similar background beliefs, then both (1) and (2) can be                
disagreements that are faulty in the sense that Alice and Boris cannot both be right, at least one of them is                     
mistaken. But if there is sufficient disparity between the disagreeing frameworks of Alice and Boris, then both                 
(1) and (2) can be faultless disagreements, in the sense that Alice and Boris can both be right. 

Whether a disagreement involves an objective fact of the matter, or whether it is merely a matter of                   
subjective taste, I argue, is merely a matter of context. At the end of the paper I will go into the implications of                       
this contextualist picture for the debates about faultless disagreement and peer disagreement. 

Track 3: Philosophy of Language (1A12) 

Travis on Reference, Speakers and Semantics 

Speaker: Peter Ridley 
Affiliation: King's College London 
 

Abstract 
In `Speaker's Reference and Semantic Reference', Kripke introduces a distinction between speaker's reference             
and semantic reference. Kripke claims that referential expressions such as definite descriptions, proper names,              
and indexicals have a semantic reference, which they refer to in virtue of their meaning, and which provides their                   
truth-conditional content. Speaker reference is determined by a speaker's specific intention to refer to anobject               
on an occasion, even if the expression used is not conventionally used for such a referent. In `Reference,                  
Speakers and Semantics', Travis argues that there is a genuine natural language phenomenon of reference, in                
accordance with the judgments of speakers of English, but that neither of Kripke's notions capture this                
phenomenon. In my paper, I present some of Travis's arguments against Kripke's distinction, and consider their                
effectiveness, focussing in particular on the connection between semantic reference and the reference of proper               
names. I suggest that, although not discussed by him explicitly, Travis's reference is a phenomenon closely tied                 
to communication in a way that neither of Kripke's notions of reference are. 
 
Travis's arguments against the idea that the reference of proper names is determined by their semantics are                 
limited in their effectiveness because they mostly focus on the problem of shared names, which is avoided by                  
current accounts of proper names. In the main section of my paper I show how the spirit of Travis's objections                    
to semantic reference can be extended to criticize two modern views on proper names: the homophonist view,                 
and the indexicalist view. Homophonism holds that proper names refer tout court in virtue of a causal-chain                 
linking the name either to the object or to an originating baptism. According to homophonism, a name's                 
semantic content just is its referent, but they are able to avoid the problem of names having multiple bearers by                    
claiming that in fact these are merely multiple, homophonous names, which are individuated according to their                
causal history. Indexicalism is the view that proper names are context-sensitive expressions like indexicals or               
demonstrative pronouns, with a semantic character which takes particular contextual parameters as arguments,             
and returns a reference. 
 
I argue that semantic reference as described by homophonism fails to account for reference because its                
explanation for how reference is possible, given the existence of apparently shared names, does not turn on how                  
speakers actually use names to communicate. It results in the possibility of speakers being in a position whereby                  
they are semantically referring to a particular object, in virtue of their use of a name being causally connected to                    
it, but neither they, nor their audience, is able to distinguish the referent from multiple, equally plausible                 
candidates. Indexicalism fails to account for reference because it is in principle unable to provide the kind of                  
determinate contextual parameters to determine the correct reference in ever case of name use. 
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Truth-Conditions Not Required 

Speaker: Cameron Kirk-Giannini 
Affiliation: Rutgers University 
 

Abstract 
It is a feature of most contemporary approaches to natural language semantics that the semantic value assigned to                  
a sentence in a context determines a unique truth-condition for that sentence. This truth-condition is taken to                 
capture the meaning or content of the sentence—that in virtue of which it can play the kind of role sentences                    
characteristically play in linguistic communication. That the truth-condition determined by a sentence in a              
context is unique is not an incidental feature of this conception of natural language. It is precisely because each                   
sentence receives a single truth-condition that speaker and audience are able to coordinate their doxastic states as                 
the conversation evolves. If sentences in context were to correspond to multiple truth-conditions, coordination              
would quickly become a practical impossibility, and communication between speaker and audience would not be               
effected. 
 
I argue that most major contemporary approaches to natural language semantics are mistaken. For psychological               
reasons, a large class of natural language sentences—those containing quantifiers—cannot always be assigned             
unique truth-conditions in context. Assimilation of this fact into semantic theory requires a reassessment of               
standard conceptions of semantic content and communication. 
 
It is widely held that natural language quantifiers are characteristically restricted in the sense that the truth-values                 
of sentences containing them do not depend on the properties of all individuals whatsoever. Quantifier domain                
restriction is plausibly a semantic phenomenon that works by evaluating the quantified sentence relative to a                
domain which is antecedently restricted by a contextually-supplied property. The features of context that              
determine which property is supplied appear to include the intentions of the speaker to restrict her quantified                 
expression with a certain property. But the fact that the semantic contributions of natural language quantifiers                
depend on speakers' intentions gives rise to problem cases. Intentions need not correspond to single               
properties. When they do not, there is no unique property which can be said to act as the restrictor on the                     
domain of the quantifier in context, and the semantics does not deliver a determinate content for the quantified                  
sentence. 
 
To accommodate this fact, I propose that the common ground in a conversation (for our purposes, a set of                   
propositions) be replaced by a set of common grounds, one for each member of the set of truth-conditions                  
introduced by an indeterminate content. On this proposal, sentences in context are sometimes paired with sets                
of truth-conditional contents. 
 
I develop a practical theory of communication according to which conversation can proceed normally—contents              
can be expressed, assessed, and added to the common ground—all without having determinate truth-conditions.              
If my project is successful, the central importance accorded to the assignment of unique truth-conditions to                
sentences in context by most contemporary approaches to natural language semantics is not well-motivated. 

Explaining Causal Concepts: Fictional Genealogies and Practical Explication 

Speaker: Shyane Siriwardena 
Affiliation: Newnham College, Cambridge 
 

Abstract 
Huw Price’s (1993 (with Peter Menzies), 1996, 2007, Forthcoming) agency theory seeks to reveal the function                
of our present concept of causation by way of a fictional genealogy of that concept. The genealogical fiction is                   
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meant to arrive at a concept like ours by way of a naturalistic story about human beings with our basic cognitive                     
capacities and interests. Importantly, it is not Price’s intention to be at all revisionist about our concept of                  
causation; the intention is instead to tell a fictional story about the genesis and evolution of some concept, and                   
then to show that that concept is just the same as the concept of causation that we in fact employ. This constitutes                      
the Pricean project of “philosophical anthropology.” The difficulty is this: it is not clear why a fictional                 
genealogy should compel us to believe anything about our actual concept of causation. Thus, to the extent that                  
fictional genealogies are methodologically dubious, it would be advantageous to the agency theory to achieve its                
functional account of our causal concept by way of a different method. In this paper, I seek to offer just such an                      
account.  

In his 2010 paper, “On Saying that Someone Knows: Themes from Craig,” Klemens Kappel argues that it is                   
possible to give a functional explanation of a concept without doing so by way of a genealogical argument. I                   
argue that the agency theory is consistent with Kappel’s model of explanation, and as such, the former can                  
continue to offer a functional explanation of our concept of causation without appealing to a genealogical fiction.                 
I further argue that this strategy is preferable to that which supplements the agency theory with a factual                  
genealogy. Many of those currently attempting to construct such a genealogy do so by appealing to                
early-childhood psychology. I argue that this methodology is flawed, since it offers only a kind of ontogenetic                 
explanation; it explains only how certain individuals, who are immersed in a community of (causal-)concept-users,               
acquire a concept of causation. However, such an explanation does not account for the concept’s original                
formation.  

Finally, I close the paper by posing a challenge for any kind of functional account of our concept of                    
causation. Functional accounts demonstrate the usefulness of a particular concept; but, for any x, x’s being useful                 
does not suffice to explain x’s existence. Even if a functional account included a complete, anthropologically                
accurate factual genealogy of our concept—the construction of which is at best a remote possibility—such a                
genealogy would still not suffice as an explanation of the existence of that concept, as it would only explain how                    
the given came about. Thus, I conclude that even once the agency theory is stripped of its fictional genealogy,                   
and is construed as offering a Kappellian functional explanation of our concept of causation, it is still incomplete                  
insofar as it fails to explain the existence (rather than nonexistence) of that concept.  
 

 

Monday May 26th, 2014 
16:00 - 17:30 

Track 1: Metaphysics (1A10) 

The ontological status of quantum probabilities 

Speaker: Ronnie Hermens 
Affiliation: University of Groningen 
 

Abstract 
Conventional wisdom has it that quantum mechanics tells us the world is not deterministic, and that its causal                  
structure is inherently probabilistic or chancy. In this talk I will express some criticism against this wisdom.                 
Admittedly, quantum mechanics is a probabilistic theory.  
But on the ontological status of these probabilities the formalism is silent. I will investigate this status by tipping                   
on several issues in the foundations of quantum mechanics. This investigation will be biased towards the view                 
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that quantum probabilities are best understood as epistemic and subjective. That is, they reflect the degrees of                 
belief a rational agent may have concerning the outcomes of possible quantum measurements. 
 
Three main topics may be distinguished in the talk which will be loosely linked together.  
First I will go into the early history of quantum theory. The introduction of probabilities by Born and its relation                    
to the views of Einstein and Bohr. Second I will treat the relation between the dichotomy                
determinism/indeterminism and the question of the existence of objective chances.  
In particular I contest the idea that the existence of objective chances may be equated with the failure of                   
determinism. Thirdly I will apply these ideas to discuss the violation of Bell inequalities and argue that these                  
violations do not argue in favor of the existence of objective chance.  
The discussion of these three topics together are taken to indicate that an epistemic interpretation of quantum                 
probabilities is the most natural and favorable. 
 
However, the discussion up until then does not show that an epistemic interpretation of quantum probabilities is                 
without problems. Indeed, there are many of them lurking around the corner and (if time permits) I will discuss                   
three of them (with tentative solutions). First there is the worry that by denying quantum probabilities an                 
ontological status the same status is denied for quantum states, thereby opening the door towards anti-realism.                
Second, there is the question whether this epistemic approach really has the merits it claims to have, i.e.,                  
providing an interpretation of quantum mechanics in which locality is not violated and that doesn't suffer from                 
the measurement problem. And third there is the question of why epistemic probabilities in quantum mechanics                
conform to the Hilbert space structure of quantum probability (rather than e.g. the classical Kolmogorovian               
structure) and why they should have the numerical values prescribed by the Born rule.  

Real Irrealism about Colour 

Speaker: Laura Gow 
Affiliation: University of Reading, UK 
 

Abstract 
Although eliminativism about colours is a reasonably well-supported position - it has been defended by Galileo,                
Descartes, Locke, Newton and Boyle, and more recently by John Mackie, Larry Hardin, Barry Maund, Adam                
Pautz and Galen Strawson – it seems to me that many eliminativists retreat to a realist position about colour                   
properties in order to account for colour experiences once colours have been banished from the surfaces of                 
objects. In this paper I consider the commitments of a real irrealist view by extricating genuine eliminativism                 
from views which are categorised as eliminativist but are in fact, or so I will argue, realist views. The real irrealist                     
account I develop has interesting implications for our account of visual perception in general.  
 
The first part of the paper is introductory. Whenever we are faced with the possibility that some entity or                   
property may not have the ontological status it is assigned by common-sense, that it may have to be reduced or                    
eliminated altogether from our ontology, it is essential that we clarify our concept of the entity or property at                   
the very beginning of our investigation. For it is clear that the decision over whether to reduce or eliminate a                    
problematic property depends essentially on how we have defined that property. My analysis of our concept of                 
colour properties begins with the idea of ‘colour-as-we-see-it’. [Strawson 1989, forthcoming, Mackie 1976]. I              
also give a brief outline of the arguments eliminativists have given in support of their position.  
 
In the second part of the paper I describe various versions of eliminativism that have been proposed and argue                   
that each one is, in fact, a realist account. These views do not deny the existence of colour properties – they                     
merely relocate them. My explanation of why these so-called eliminativist accounts collapse into realist accounts               
is that it seems impossible to be an uncompromising irrealist about colour properties, whilst preserving (as we                 
surely must) a realist attitude towards colour experiences.  
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In part three I develop a genuinely eliminativist account of colour properties and explain how such an account can                   
be reconciled with realism about colour experiences. Briefly, if we are real irrealists about colour properties then                 
we deny that colour properties exist. Consequently, colour experiences should not be understood as relational               
phenomena: colour experiences cannot be relations to colour properties since, if we are real irrealists, there are                 
no colour properties to be the relata. This non-relationalist account of colour experiences has very interesting                
consequences for our account of visual perception in general. I argue that since the processes that lead to our                   
colour experiences are exactly those processes that lead to our shape-experiences and object-experiences, we              
should be non-relationalists about all visual experience. Visual experiences may be caused by a relation between                
our sensory receptors and the world, but the visual experience itself must be a non-relational phenomenon. 

The Comparison Objection and Scientific Truth 

Speaker: Marco Marletta 
Affiliation: University of Palermo 
 

Abstract 
In my paper I discuss the comparison objection to the correspondence theory of truth, referring to its                 
consequences for scientific knowledge. Roughly, the comparison objection states that, if the correspondence             
theory is right, we can compare our beliefs with reality to find out if they agree with the respective states of                     
affairs. But such direct comparison is not possible and therefore we conclude that, if we take the correspondence                  
theory for granted, we will not be able to explain knowledge. My paper is divided in three parts: 1) analysis of                     
the comparison objection; 2) discussion of its relevance to scientific knowledge; 3) distinction between the               
empirical and the ontological claims of science and rejection of the argument. The major weak point of the                  
objection is the idea that the correspondence theory of truth entails some kind of comparison between p (a                  
truth-bearer) and the respective fact; and that it requires independent knowledge of p and the facts. The                 
comparison objection states that we need p to have access to the piece of reality described by p and therefore we                     
cannot consider “the fact that p” an independent truth-maker of p. But the correspondence theory of truth does                  
not entail the existence of theory-independent truth makers. It affirms only that there is a certain kind of relation                   
between the truth-bearer p and the state of affairs described by p. For example, the comparison objection says                  
that Einstein’s concept of space is more similar to Aristotle’s space than to Newton’s space, and therefore it is                   
not clear what it means that the theory of relativity is closer to the truth than classical mechanics. But this                    
argument does not take into account the distinction between the empirical and the ontological claims of science.                 
The term “verisimilitude” has two meanings: at first, it refers to the intuitive verisimilitude of the theory, i.e. the                   
ontological similarity between the entities introduced by scientific theories and the entities which are “really               
there”. The comparison objection applies to this concept of verisimilitude, but, as regards ontological              
verisimilitude, we can accept the skeptical conclusion of the argument without rejecting the correspondence              
theory of truth. That is because, on the other hand, from a technical viewpoint, verisimilitude refers to the                  
difference between the true and the false empirical consequences of a theory. Here the comparison objection                
does not apply because no ontological comparison is involved in the empirical testing of scientific theories. In                 
fact scientific theories can be expressed by means of their Ramsey-sentences, which express the theoretical               
predicates of the theory by means of existentially quantified variables. The Ramsey sentence says that there are                 
some objects which are correlated to some experimental data through certain postulates. But it does not say what                  
those entities are. So, the fact that scientific entities do not mirror real entities is not a problem, since the                    
referential success of the theory is irrelevant to the truth of its Ramsey-sentence. 
In part three I develop a genuinely eliminativist account of colour properties and explain how such an account can                   
be reconciled with realism about colour experiences. Briefly, if we are real irrealists about colour properties then                 
we deny that colour properties exist. Consequently, colour experiences should not be understood as relational               
phenomena: colour experiences cannot be relations to colour properties since, if we are real irrealists, there are                 
no colour properties to be the relata. This non-relationalist account of colour experiences has very interesting                
consequences for our account of visual perception in general. I argue that since the processes that lead to our                   
colour experiences are exactly those processes that lead to our shape-experiences and object-experiences, we              
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should be non-relationalists about all visual experience. Visual experiences may be caused by a relation between                
our sensory receptors and the world, but the visual experience itself must be a non-relational phenomenon. 

Track 2: Meta-ethics (1A11) 

The challenge of ethics: naturalistic passages and normative choice  

Speaker: Jeroen Hopster 
Affiliation: Universiteit Utrecht 
 

Abstract 
Are attempts to naturalize ethics thwarted by the so-called ‘naturalistic fallacy’? Several variants of this fallacy                
exist, the most famous versions of which were articulated by David Hume and G.E. Moore. As Hume rightly                  
pointed out, ‘ought’-statements cannot be deduced from ‘is’-statements alone. I will argue that this insight can be                 
reframed as a ‘theorem of normative choice’: normative conclusions can only be derived when arguing from                
normative premises, which are ultimately subject to human choice. By themselves, facts do not suffice to provide                 
us with normative guidance; nonetheless, they clearly provide a repository for strengthening or weakening              
normative conclusions when arguing from a normative point of view. This, I submit, will be perfectly                
satisfactory to naturalistically minded thinkers.  
 
Contrary to ‘Hume’s law’, G.E. Moore’s ‘open question argument’ – which purports to show that the concept                 
‘good’ is unanalyzable – is unconvincing. However, I will present an updated version of Moore’s argument,                
which embodies the true challenge of normative ethics – as distinct from descriptive meta-ethics. Instead of                
regarding the question what ‘good’ means as fundamentally open, we had better regard the answer – which                 
specification of ‘good’ we should grant – as fundamentally open to debate. There is no ‘ultimate answer’ as to                   
whether ‘good’ should equate to ‘maximizing pleasure’, ‘contributing to human flourishing’, or ‘minimizing             
suffering’; there are only those participating in ethical conversation. The true challenge of normative ethics               
consists of collectively deciding upon the future course of our ethical project. 

The Demise of Moral Philosophy?  

Speaker: Said Saillant 
Affiliation: Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
 

Abstract 
Moral beliefs have come under evolutionary fire – and rightly so. In fact, those leading thecharge have not made                   
the case against our justification for moral belief as forceful as actual evolutionary considerations allow. I aim to                  
show that an adaptationist explanation of our moral psychology defeats our ultima facie justification for moral                
belief irrespective of one’s meta-ethical views. Indeed, if the argument works, it is hard to see how one could                   
justify any ethical view – let alone views on the nature or objectivity of morality. 
 
More precisely, evolutionary considerations concerning the evolution of our capacity for moral belief defeats              
our epistemic justification for holding moral beliefs. I argue that it is biologically unrealistic to suppose that the                  
genetic underpinnings needed for reliable moral belief formation would ever be naturally selected. In brief, since                
moral beliefs help produce behavior that is adaptive independently of their truth-value, the evolution of the                
moral belief-forming mechanism, from inception to present form, would have proceeded exactly as it actually did                
even in the absence of any moral reality.  
 
The argument under consideration differs from other evolutionary debunking arguments in that it does not rely                
on the assumption of moral realism and because it concludes that our epistemic justification for holding moral                 
beliefs is permanently defeated. I then consider and respond to various objections, many of which cause trouble                 
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for previous attempts to debunk morality (including non-evolutionary ones). Importantly, I argue against a              
Moorean reply on which the extent of our pre-existing justification for moral beliefs is such that evolutionary                 
considerations cannot justifiably cause us to doubt them. 
 
I end with a discussion of the epistemic predicament in which moral philosophers – both normative ethicists and                  
meta-ethicists – find themselves if the argument is successful. In light of the argument against our justification for                  
pre-theoretic moral beliefs, I cast doubt on the status of moral philosophy as the epistemically reputable field of                  
inquiry it purports to be. Unless the moral evolutionary debunking argument is somehow rebutted, whether the                
work of moral philosophers has anything of epistemic merit, includes anything of genuine cogency, is an open                 
question. Further, the only moral questions one can hope to answer concern the practical rationality of moral                 
action, since the argument defeats our epistemic, but not our pragmatic, justification for moral beliefs. I conclude                 
that evolutionary considerations do not only lead to moral skepticism, they can also lead to skepticism about                 
moral philosophy’s epistemic worth. 

Don't believe the hype: Evolution and Metaethics 

Speaker: Scott Robbins 
Affiliation: Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 
 

Abstract 
There has been much recent debate regarding the impact of empirical data from the field of evolutionary biology                  
and evolutionary psychology on the status of our moral beliefs. The authors who make use of this empirical data                   
claim to have created a significant problem for metaethical moral realists. Richard Joyce, for example, concludes                
that all of our moral beliefs lack justification - and therefore cannot be regarded as knowledge. Sharon Street                  
argues that if there was an objective morality then we would have to be extremely lucky to have the correct                    
moral beliefs - again, we are left with no justification for our moral beliefs (if moral realism is true).  
 
There are two sources of hype in these evolutionary debunking arguments (EDAs). The first stems from the                 
evidence in support of these claims. Sharon Street claims “the forces of natural selection have had a tremendous                  
influence on the content of human evaluative judgements” and Richard Joyce claims that there is empirical                
evidence for an “innate moral faculty” which gives us a “confirmed non-moral genealogy”. The second source                
of hype is that these EDAs target a specific conception of moral realism (not - first arguing that this is the only                      
way to interpret morality, and then claiming that if this version of morality is correct, then we have no moral                    
knowledge. The ad-hoc arguments against other metaethical realist views will not convince those who have               
argued for them.  
 
In this talk I will clarify what EDAs are (and are not) arguing against in the field of metaethics. Second, I will                      
show that the evidence does not support the hyped up conclusions offered by defenders of EDAs. Third, I                  
highlight the ways in which metaethics and moral philosophy can thrive even if the evidence supported EDAs’                 
claims regarding a non-moral genealogy of morals.  
 

Track 3: Philosophy of Science (1A12) 

The role of visualizations in the construction of mathematical explanations 

Speaker: Joachim Frans 
Affiliation: Vrije Universiteit Brussel 
 

Abstract 
There is a growing consensus that explanation in pure mathematics exists, and several philosophers have               
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formulated accounts in order to explicate this kind of explanation. The best-known proposals are provided by                
Steiner and Kitcher. Steiner (1978) introduces the notion of characterizing properties in order to to make a                 
distinction between explanatory and non-explanatory proofs. Kitcher (1989) argues that his unificationist model             
of explanation captures both scientific and mathematical explanation. 
 
Zelcer (2013), however, argues that the project of mathematical explanation differs significantly from the              
philosophical analysis of scientific explanation and that this leads to the conclusion that the term ""explanation"",                
as it is used by philosophers of mathematics, is in fact not applicable in mathematics. I do not agree with this                     
conclusion, but this entails at least we have to reconsider what mathematical explanation is and how we can                  
analyse its nature. My proposal is, instead of seeing explanation as an objective feature of a proof, to see                   
explanation as a product of a reasoning process. Explanation is, in this view, connected with the activity where a                   
proof is analyzed by deforming the proof, determining the significance of steps, recognizing similarities and               
dissimilarities with other proofs, etcetera. 
 
This view is not in contradiction with existing accounts of mathematical explanation. In the case of Steiner one                  
has to identify the characterizing property, which requires showing how the proof depends on the use of this                  
property and how other results are obtained by varying upon this property. Likewise, the unificationist account                
entails showing how argument patters are minimized. However, recognizing that explanation is in fact an               
activity, necessitates that not only the proof is taken into account. Especially the heuristics of constructing an                 
explanatory argument and the related background knowledge of the person who constructs this argument should               
be acknowledged as a crucial part, and should be further analyzed in order to clarify the nature of mathematical                   
explanation. This can lead to an account of explanation that does not face the problems suggested by Zelcer. 
 
Furthermore, an interesting question that arises from this view is what role non-formal methods in mathematics                
play in these heuristics or background knowledge. The ubiquity of computerized, intuitive, visual, analogical or               
metaphorical arguments in mathematical practice has been well documented. In this talk, I will argue that                
visualizations can play a genuine role in constructing explanatory arguments. The use of visualizations, such as                
visual proofs or explorations with dynamic visualization software, invites a person to step into certain activities                
such as recognize structures, solve problems, manipulate figures, highlight variation or non-variation of             
properties or discover relations. I will argue that these are effecient and unique tools for gaining exactly the                  
information that is crucial to construct a mathematical explanation.  

Methodology of function talk in Biology 

Speaker: Julie Mennes 
Affiliation: Ghent University 
 

Abstract 
Kaplan and Craver suggest that only one type of explanation has genuine explanatory import in biology, i.e.                 
mechanistic explanation. (Kaplan and Craver 2011) They do not see any viable alternatives to mechanistic               
explanation in this domain: covering law explanations have been subjected to numerous attacks, and dynamical               
explanations have recently also come under heavy fire (Kaplan and Craver 2011). Only Cummins-style functional               
explanations are ascribed some explanatory credentials by taking them as incomplete mechanistic explanations             
(Craver 2007; Piccinini and Craver 2011).  
 
Building upon Wouters’ classification of the different notions of biological function and their explanatory import               
(2003, 2007), I argue that there is an explanatorily relevant type of explanation in biology that is                 
non-mechanistic, i.e. design explanations. Design explanations are essentially non-mechanistic explanations that           
address the following type of contrastive why-question: why does item i have characteristic c instead of c’? For                  
example, ‘why are snake tongues forked (and not ‘non-forked’)?’ (Schwenk 1994). Design explanations answer              
such questions by looking for a certain biological advantage (in terms of fitness) that might be obtained by an                   
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organism via item i with characteristic c. This is done by means of a counterfactual comparison between an                  
organism  
where i has c, and a hypothetical organism which is similar in all respects, accept for i having c’ (Wouters 2003,                     
2007). 
 
I also point out that mechanistic and design explanations are not in competition, but complement each another.                 
They address different questions and, moreover, design explanations have instrumental value in meeting an              
important explanatory desideratum for mechanistic explanations: they are useful for mechanism discovery by             
supporting the identification and validation of role functions of activities or entities.  

Analysing physical causation 

Speaker: Inge De Bal 
Affiliation: Ghent University 
 

Abstract 
"The topic of causation has occupied philosophers of science for decades on at least two fronts. There is the                   
metaphysical question of whether there is a principle of causation in nature, and the epistemological question of                 
what role – if any – causation plays (or should play) in science and scientific theories. I will focus on the                     
epistemological question, more specifically in physics. 
Physics is, contrary to scientific disciplines such as genetics, not straightforwardly causal. The laws of physics are                 
both time-symmetric and formally symmetric (due to the mathematical equality in their formulation). But we do                
use these laws to intervene in the world. For example, Galileo’s laws on projectile motion were used in practice                   
to improve the efficacy of artillery. Such interventions are goal-directed, with an inherent asymmetry between               
cause (means) and effect (goal). This gives rise to a paradox: the laws are a-causal but we use them causally. 

Several philosophers focused on the a-causality of the laws. John Norton e.g. argues that causal notions have                  
no place in mature scientific theories, and “belong to earlier efforts to understand our natural world” (2007, p.                  
12). So for Norton, there is no paradox. He places causation inside a folk theory of science. Causation is but a                     
heuristic principle to understand the world in a less scientific way. The apparent causal nature of the applications                  
merely pertains to our worldview.  

I, on the other hand, propose a radically new way of dealing with the paradox. By focusing on applications, I                     
advocate a more substantial role for causal notions in scientific practice. In these contexts, causation is – in my                   
view – indispensable. I argue that the causal applications of physical laws (physical causation) contain important                
extra information about the world and deserve genuine attention. Whether causal claims are part of ‘mature’                
scientific theories is irrelevant; they are a fundamental part of our scientific and daily practice and constitute a                  
worthy research subject. 
In this talk I present a concept that allows me to make ‘applications’ less vague and more susceptible to analysis.                    
This concept is physical setup, which denotes a whole comprising at least two physical objects located in space                  
and time, where each object has at least one variable feature. There are two kinds of physical setups. Artefacts,                   
such as machines, are man-made. Others, such as waterfalls, occur naturally. By means of two case studies (one                  
artificial and one natural), I will show how the concept of physical setups can be used for the analysis of physical                     
causation and what makes it promising. My focus will be on selection and delineation criteria for these setups. 

Matthias Frisch has made a seemingly similar point about state-preparation. If time permits, I will discuss the                  
most important differences with my approach. 

This talk will thus not (yet) present a solution for the aforementioned paradox. For now it will provide a                    
fruitful search path for revaluing causation in physical contexts and for an appropriate reinterpretation of the                
paradox in question. 

Tuesday May 27th, 2014 
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11:00 - 13:00 

Track 1: Metaphysics (1A10) 

Abstract Priority Monism versus Classical Mereology 

Speaker: Jeroen Smid 
Affiliation: Lund University 
 

Abstract 
Schaffer (2010a) defends the view that the universe, or the cosmos, grounds all of its parts (i.e. Priority Monism).                   
He presents Priority Monism within classical mereology combined with a notion of grounding. In this paper I                 
argue that Priority Monism is incompatible with classical mereology, because the priority monist needs the               
universe to be something that is non-mereologically composed: duplicating the parts does not result in               
duplicating the whole. I argue that Schaffer's argument from emergence shows that the universe is something                
"over and above" its parts. However, this does entail abandoning the extensionality principle, which says that                
two different wholes cannot share all their proper parts. Abandoning extensionality means abandoning classical              
mereology - which makes it hard to secure the existence of an object that can rightly be called "the universe". I                     
conclude that Priority Monism is at odds with classical mereology, and various similar mereological systems.  

On the Metaphysical Possibility of Shoemaker’s World 

Speaker: Agnese Pisoni 
Affiliation: University of Genoa 
 

Abstract 
Many philosophers discussed and criticized McTaggart’s argument about time generically appealing to the             
“universally admitted” principle that “there could be no time if nothing changes”. Such a principle constitutes                
one of McTaggartian arguments’ premises. More generally, most philosophers seem to admit not only the               
triviality that if there is change, then there is time, but also that if there is time, then there is change. 
Sidney Shoemaker was the only one to openly challenge this commonly accepted view. In the famous article                 
from 1969 (see Shoemaker, S. (1969), Time without Change, «The Journal of Philosophy» 66(12), pp. 363-381),                
Shoemaker describes a possible world (SW) in which, we are told, time flows while nothing is changing. 
The well-known thought-experiment of Shoemaker works only denying the McTaggartian change properties as             
genuine properties, and, of course, Shoemaker can’t do otherwise. 
The goal of this work is to show that Shoemaker’s world is a metaphysically impossible world. I will consider his                    
premise that time relation properties are not genuine properties. I will provide reasons to think that this premise                  
cannot be fully satisfactory. If my analysis is right, the impossibility of (SW) will follow from the falsity of such                    
premise. 
According to Shoemaker, the inhabitants of (SW) are justified to think that a year has passed, on the basis of the                     
past evidence. But, I suggest, they will never think that the temporal relation properties are not genuine                 
properties. 
I shall ask: how could the inhabitants of (SW) justify (SW) unfreezing? If they adopt Shoemaker’s concept of                  
property as ‘causal power’ (see Shoemaker, S. (1980) “Causality and Properties,” in P. van Inwagen, ed., Time and                  
Cause: Essays Presented to Richard Taylor. Dordrecht, D. Reidel Publishing, pp. 109-135), and Shoemaker’s              
concept of identity for properties (i.e., properties with the same causal powers are identical), then they will never                  
think that temporal properties are not genuine properties because they should identify the power of unfreezing                
of the property “to be the cause at temporal distance” (p1) with the power of unfreezing of the property “to be                     
one year after the freezing” (p2). Consequently (p2) results to be a property as ‘causal power’, because (p1) and                   
(p2) have same causal power, which is the power of the unfreezing of (SW). 
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And if the inhabitants do not include the temporal relation properties as genuine ones, and the genuine                  
properties are the properties that cause a genuine change, then they must hold that nothing could produce the                  
unfreezing. 
In other words, either they accept that, once (SW) freezes, (SW) cannot unfreeze, because the McTaggartian                 

change properties are not genuine properties and then they cannot cause any types of change, and hence admit                  
that time does not elapse, or we are forced to accept the temporal relation properties as genuine. In both cases,                    
(SW), as Shoemaker described it, does not seem to be a possible world. However, even if (SW) may be a                    
logically possible world, if my argumentation is right, it is not a metaphysically possible one. 

Background independence for spacetime substantivalists 

Speaker: Juliusz Doboszewski 
Affiliation: Jagiellonian University 
 

Abstract 
The applications of the hole argument in the substantival vs relational understanding of spacetime resulted in                
philosophers producing numerous variants of spacetime substantivalism. These positions, however, are           
sometimes viewed with suspicion; one can worry that they are invented ad hoc to block the hole argument, but                   
do not provide an interesting metaphysical framework for interpretation of physical theories. 
 
In this talk I will discuss whether "post-hole" substantivalisms do exclude the principle of backgound               
independence (BI). Intuitively, background independent theories are those in which all structures are dynamical; if               
a theory contains physical fields which are the same in all solutions, then these fields are background structure.                  
Now, BI plays at least two roles in contemporary physics: 
 
(1) According to standard presentations, BI is a distinctive feature of general relativity (in contrast with, say,                 
earlier spacetime theories or relativistic quantum field theories, which are background dependent). 
(2) Is used as a guiding principle in (some approaches to) quantum gravity. 
 
Unfortunately, there is no consensus on how to phrase the principle itself (some forms of BI even do not apply                    
to classical general relativity!). I will review few formulations of BI - Anderson's program (BI = no absolute                  
objects), conditions of no dependencies, and a recent geometrization-based proposal - and comment on the link                
between substantive general covariance and background independence. Then I will justify the idea of looking at                
BI in context of substantivalism by discussing why BI is sometimes viewed as relational in spirit. 
 
It will turn out that the situation BI in the context of spacetime substantivalists is rather subtle. Certain                  
formulations of BI can be easily accounted for by substantivalists (for example by recourse to the notion of                  
geometric possibility). However, not all forms of substantivalism can account for gauge equivalence, which is               
crucial for some formulations of BI. Moreover, even those which do somehow account for gauge equivalence                
make use of modality and essential properties in a way which, I will argue, easily renders important aspects of                   
spacetime structure not dynamical. 

The Metaphysics of Emergent Spacetime Theories 

Speaker: Niels Martens 
Affiliation: Oxford University 
 

Abstract 
The debate about spacetime is usually portrayed as a dilemma. This would suggest that substantivalism claims a                 
single thesis T1 to be correct, with relationalism asserting ~T1. T1 is commonly taken to be that `spacetime is                   
primitive' (Pooley, 2013). However, relationalism does not merely hold that `spacetime is derivative' (~T1), but               

17 



 

adds that spacetime is derivative from matter. This leaves open the view that spacetime could be derived from                  
other (fundamental) degrees of freedom. This view is dubbed emergent spacetime (Carlip 2013); examples in this                
categorie include spacetime emerging from strings, quantum graphs (Konopka, 2006, 2008) and condensed             
matter systems (Bain, 2013). The debate is thus minimally a trilemma. 
All this suggests that the focus should not be only on the status of spacetime (ST), but also on the status of                      
matter (M). Adding a second thesis T2, `ST & M are ontologically distinct', one could prima facie agree or                   
disagree with T1 and T2 independently, resulting in a 2x2 matrix of categories, which contains dualistic                
substantivalism, supersubstantivalism, (dualistic) emergent spacetime and relationalism. Discussions of         
substantivalism in the literature often implicitly assume dualistic substantivalism, by implicitly adding T2 to T1.               
This suggests that emergentists and dualistic substantivalists have a lot of common ground, the former               
providing a constructive theory for the latter. Similarly, common ground may be found between              
supersubstantivalists and relationalists.  
Further theses concerning the relations between matter, spacetime and more fundamental degrees of freedom              
are being considered (particularly T3: `Matter is primitive'), leading to a distinction between at least three types                 
of emergent spacetime (EST): dualistic EST, super-EST and emergent spacetime and matter (EST&M).  
I argue that, insofar as versions of substantivalism are effective theories of corresponding versions of emergent                
spacetime, they fare equally well against the common philosophical arguments against substantivalism in the              
literature. Note that this implies that if a spacetime would emerge with primitive identities, sophisticated               
substantivalism (Pooley, 2013, 2014) can not be adopted as an escape against Leibniz shifts and the Hole                 
Argument. On the other hand, if spacetime emerges with an orientational structure this will strengthen the                
argument that parity violation in the weak interactions refutes relationalism (Earman, 1989; Author, 2012). It is                
the arguments from physics that favour emergent spacetime over substantivalism (Arkani-Hamed, 2013;            
Laughlin, 2013). It is concluded that the philosophical debate should focus on the new dilemma between                
emergent spacetime and relationalism. 
Further questions concerning emergent spacetime theories are put forward and applied to a case study, namely                
quantum superfluids:  
1. Is the theory a theory of Dualistic EST, Super-EST or EST&M? 
2. What notion of emergence is used, and how does this relate to the notion of emergence within the                   
relationalist approach? 
3. What happens to the notion of matter in the regime where spacetime does not emerge? 
4. What additional structure emerges compared to the standard construal of spacetime manifolds? A. Primitive               
identities? B. Orientational structure? 
5. Does emergent spacetime explain A) Lorentz symmetry, B) parity violation, C) the dimensionality of               
spacetime, D) inertial motion?  

Track 2: Philosophy of Mind (1A11) 

The Analogue Character of Vision 

Speaker: Tony Cheng 
Affiliation: University College London 
 

Abstract 
In the past two decades, there has been a huge debate concerning the content of visual experiences; in particular,                   
whether they involve non-conceptual content or not. A precursor of that debate concerns whether visual               
experiences are analogue in character. These two debates are not identical: the contrast of the earlier debate is                  
between analogue and digital, but with any understanding of digital, it is not the same as conceptual. For example,                   
many computers are digital, but they do not thereby possess conceptual capacities. In this paper I revisit this                  
earlier debate. The reason to do so is that there is certain character of vision, I shall argue, that cannot be                     
captured by the conceptual/non-conceptual distinction. The character is analogue understood in the sense             
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provided by Christopher Peacocke (1986/1989). This distinction between analogue and digital is significant in              
its own right, but it has important ramifications for recent discussions about visual experiences. For example,                
Ned Block (2007, 2011) has recently argued that visual consciousness overflows access and attention. In order to                 
argue for this position, he invokes the notion of ‘specific phenomenology.’ However, the only thing he says                 
about it is that it is ‘experience…as of more specific shape’ (2007: 489). This is far from enough if we want the                      
notion to do heavy theoretical work. Peacocke’s conception of analogue provides a good model for               
understanding specific phenomenology. In the Sperling experiment that Block relies on, we see a grid of                
alphanumeric stimuli briefly, and when they disappear there will be a cue indicating which row we are supposed                  
to report. Surprisingly, people do quite well in this task, even if there is a huge temporal gap (up to 300                     
milliseconds) between the stimuli offset and the cue. Block argues that in this case, people have specific                 
phenomenology for almost every item before the cue. But here arises a puzzle: how come that in the un-cued                   
row our experience can be neutral between, say, ‘E’ and ‘F,’ if we have specific phenomenology of that target?                   
Here Peacocke’s idea of ‘matching profile’ can help: because human discriminatory capacity is limited, we should                
not use ‘precise property experienced’ to characterise our experiences. Rather, within a range, we should still                
count the experience as veridical. That range is called ‘matching profile.’ Under normal circumstance, if one’s                
experience is neutral between ‘E’ and ‘F,’ we will probably say that one’s experience in question is not veridical,                   
since the visual acuity involved is quite low. However, since in the Sperling paradigm the stimuli appear only very                   
shortly, and they are quite complex (9-12 letters), it is very likely that in an un-cued row there would be an                     
experience that is neutral between ‘E’ and ‘F.’ In this case, the phenomenology is specific to some extent, since it                    
cannot decide between ‘E’ and ‘F,’ but it does rule out, say, ‘K.’ This conception of visual experience does justice                    
to the idea that specificity of vision comes into degrees. 

The Kripke-Ross Argument Against Naturalizing Thought 

Speaker: Antonio Ramos Díaz 
Affiliation: KU Leuven 
 

Abstract 
The philosophy of mind can be aptly described as a conjunction of three distinct problems: 1) the problem of                   
qualia (our conscious, phenomenal, qualitative feel and experience of the world), 2) the problem of intentionality                
(the aboutness or directedness of certain mental states) and 3) the problem of thought (meaning, concepts,                
judgments, abstraction, truth-preserving reasoning, etc.). Traditional arguments against naturalism in the           
philosophy of mind have for the most part focused on 1) and 2), although primarily on 1). There’s, however, an                    
old way of arguing against naturalism, based on the Aristotelian tradition, that does not appeal to qualia,                 
subjectivity or intentionality but rather to the intellectual activities of human beings. The relatively recent revival                
and contemporary refashioning by some analytical philosophers of this ‘older way’ can be called the               
neo-Aristotelian case against naturalism. Analytical neo-Aristotelians, however, focus on 3) and for several             
reasons. First, because on an Aristotelian metaphysics, there’s simply no reason why 1) and 2) if ontologically                 
irreducible to lower lever physical properties of the sort disclosed by physics must necessarily be immaterial, as                 
substance dualists and property dualists seem to think. Second, because the same cannot be said with respect to                  
3); for human judgmental understanding, of the sort displayed in logic and mathematics, seems to require features                 
that no entirely physical system can possess. The present talk aims to examine a specific, relatively unknown                 
argument for the uniqueness of human judgmental understanding. The argument under consideration has two              
main components: first, Kripke’s unpublished argument against functionalism which establishes the           
indeterminacy of the physical, i.e. of physical computing machines, with respect to incompossible formal              
descriptions (e.g. plus/quus); and secondly, James F. Ross’s own argument for the determinacy/determinateness             
of thought, which purports to establish that thought (e.g. valid reasoning) is determinate amongst incompossible               
formal descriptions and thus cannot be (wholly) a physical process. Ross’s determinacy of thought argument               
builds upon considerations already given by Kripke in his seminal book Wittgenstein on Rules and Private                
Language, and in not in any way on Kripke’s own purported refutation of functionalism which remains                
unpublished and wherein the formal indeterminacy of the physical is more rigorously argued for; but Ross’s                
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argument can be reinforced by it. If Ross’s argument, and Kripke’s own unpublished argument against machine                
functionalism, is sound and valid it shows that human judgmental understanding cannot be (wholly) a physical                
process and thus cannot be naturalized. A critical examination of the Kripke-Ross argument is the aim of this talk. 

Anti-Cartesian Theories of Consciousness versus Phenomenal Consciousness 

Speaker: Kinga Jęczmińska 
Affiliation: University of Warsaw and Jagiellonian University (Poland) 
 

Abstract 
The pre-given external world is traditionally juxtaposed with its internal mental representations that are supposed               
to reflect it. I argue that this juxtaposition reinforces a distinction between phenomenal qualities of subjective                
experience on the one hand and objective functional relations between objects as well as their formal objective                 
representations on the other hand. Rejecting the Cartesian approach helps to demystify phenomenal             
consciousness. 
 
According to the ancient ventricle theory, perception coming from the external world was projected on the                
walls of the ventricles. Following this theory, Descartes claimed that the soul interacts with the body inside the                  
pineal gland that he falsely believed to be suspended in the middle of the ventricles (Bennett, Hacker 2002). The                   
central point, where all data are put together and can be observed by an "internal eye" or a homunculus as though                     
inside a theatre, reinforces the division between the external world and its internal representations inside the                
mind.  
 
What constitutes a common feature of contemporary anti-Cartesian theories of consciousness is a departure from               
the Cartesian theatre as defined by Dennett (1991). Although some anti-Cartesian theories still employ a modified                
metaphor of a theatre, it differs significantly from Cartesian one since the theories reject the idea of any central                   
processor in which all information would come together. The modified metaphor of the theatre is employed by                 
the global workspace theory (Baars 1988, 1997, 2007, 2012) to account for the interaction between conscious                
and unconscious processes. Although the global workspace has often been associated with access consciousness              
as defined by Block (1995, 2005), both types of consciousness may actually be closely interconnected, e.g.                
phenomenal consciousness may constitute the categorical basis of access consciousness (Kriegel 2006). Thus,             
phenomenal consciousness could be investigated by science. 
 
Other anti-Cartesian theories not only abandon the idea of the Cartesian theatre with its central processor, but                 
also embrace the framework of embodied mind. These theories include enactivism and the sensorimotor theory,               
which reject the traditional notion of representation of an independent external world. Instead, they assume that                
the system enacts the world: the structure of the cognitive system and the world are inseparable from each other                   
(Varela, Thompson, Rosch 1993). The world is not passively contemplated by the cognitive system via internal                
representations but constitutes an external memory of the system (O'Regan 1992). The sensorimotor theory              
claims that the phenomenal feel could result from interaction with the world rather than be generated by the                  
brain itself (O'Regan, Noë 2001). Relations between sensory stimulation and action encoded in sensorimotor              
laws determine the quality of experience. The objective properties of sensory interactions – bodiliness,              
grabbiness, insubordinatess and richness – may amount to “what it is like” to experience something (O'Regan                
2011). Under this approach, phenomenal feel is not a mysterious feature of consciousness, but the result of an                  
active sensorimotor interaction of the whole body with the world. 

Curiosity as Desire 

Speaker: Zeynep Üsüdür 
Affiliation: University of Southern Denmark 
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Abstract 
What is curiosity? The epistemology of curiosity has not received much attention, but recently Whitcomb               
(2010), Kvanvig (2012) and Ilhan (2012) have given different descriptions of how to understand curiosity as an                 
epistemic motivation. The starting point of my presentation will be different attitudes to the conceptual               
deficiency argument (CFA) against desire-models of curiosity. CFA runs as follows:  
 
1) One can be curious while lacking an epistemic concept of what curiosity is directed at (e.g. achieving                  
knowledge (Whitcomb), understanding (Kvanvig), ostensible reference (Ilhan)).  
2) A desire is an intentional mental state with propositional content.  
3) Therefore curiosity cannot be a desire.  
 
While Ilhan and Kvanvig interpret premise 2 as implying that in order for desire to be present, one needs to                    
have some propositional mental content of the object of the desire, Whitcomb denies this.  
 
By claiming the contents of curiosity as questions rather than propositions, Whitcomb thinks it possible to                
maintain curiosity as a desire without having propositions as its content. Ilhan also interprets the content of                 
curiosity as questions, but does not think of curiosity as a desire (but rather as a mental state preceding such a                     
desire.). Kvanvig on the other hand rejects the view that curiosity is a desire arguing that curiosity results from                   
submental processing rather than overt cognition as would be required of the desire model of curiosity.  
 
I will argue that it does not make a difference to the argument of conceptual deficiency whether questions or                   
propositions are the contents of curiosity. In both cases curiosity needs conceptual capacities to display itself.                
The issue in question is not whether curiosity is a desire or not, but rather whether it is possible to understand                     
curiosity as an intentional mental state without any conceptual expression of the object of curiosity. 

Track 3: Philosophy of Mind (1A12) 

Towards a diachronic, interpersonal account of first-person authority 

Speaker: Fleur Jongepier 
Affiliation: Radboud University Nijmegen 
 

Abstract 
Avowals such as "I am thinking about my cat right now" are self-ascriptions that are, unlike many other                  
self-ascriptions, not based on evidence, inference of observation. In fact, it is argued, avowals appear to be made                  
on no basis at allÑthey are "groundless" (Bar-On 2004; see also Wright 1989). 
There are two promising models on the market that seek to explain the authoritative status of avowals: the                  
"deliberative" model of Richard Moran (2001) and the "neo-expressivist" model by Dorit Bar-On (2004). Both               
models seem to approach first-person authority as a distinctively intra-personal phenomenon and focus             
predominantly on presently entertained states. In contrast, I shall explore the inter-personal and the diachronic               
dimensions of first-person authority. I shall suggest that first-person authority is a function of one's capacities for                 
self-regulation and one's assessment of oneself as a member of "scorekeeping" practices. Recognition of this               
fact, I argue, inevitably involves seeing oneself not merely as a subject, but as an (empirical) person with his or                    
her own history of having succeeded or failed in one's avowed commitments. I finish by claiming that persons                  
can be said to enjoy varying degrees of authority, depending on their abilities to live up to their self-expressed                   
commitments and their ability to monitor their own deontic score. 

Knowing our Emotions: Does Transparency Do the Trick? 

Speaker: Naomi Kloosterboer 
Affiliation: Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 
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Abstract 

In this paper I critically analyze Richard Moran’s (2001) account of knowing one’s own emotions. Moran’s                
constitutive account of self-knowledge, which has been very influential in discussions on self-knowledge,             
depends on the transparency condition of belief. This implies that if knowledge of one’s emotions is to be                  
possible – as Moran claims it is – then the transparency condition should also be applicable to emotions. I argue                    
that this is not the case. 
According to Moran, we come to know our mental attitudes by making up our mind. For example, if someone                   
were to ask me whether I believe if it is raining, I do not have to look inside me to find evidence for the belief                         
that it is raining. Rather, I would just look out into the world whether there are signs of rain. Based on the                      
evidence outside of me, I would then make up my mind and believe that it is raining. The reason that in so                      
deliberating I can constitute self-knowledge follows from the transparency condition of belief. According to              
Moran, the questions ‘Is it raining?’ and ‘Do I believe that it is raining?’ are transparent, because we would, from                    
a first-person perspective, consider the same reasons in answering them, i.e. signs of rain (2001, 62). He states                  
that this is a consequence of holding one’s belief about whether it is raining to be determinable by one’s                   
reflection on whether it is raining (Moran 2012, 21). 
The question is, however, whether the transparency condition functions in the same way for all our attitudes. The                  
transparency condition works for belief, because beliefs aim at the truth (Moran 2001, 52). Emotions, I will                 
argue, are more complex (cf. De Sousa 2007, 328). To illustrate this, suppose that I were angry with a friend of                     
mine for forgetting an appointment. To see whether transparency works, we need to know the reasons that                 
could justify my emotion. So, the question is: what makes my emotion rational? First of all, for the emotion to be                     
rational, it must be true that my friend has forgotten the appointment (cf. Teroni 2007, 409). Secondly, we also                   
need an apt evaluation of the situation, e.g. that forgetting a date is offensive (ibid., 404). But there is still an                     
important element missing, namely that it should be offensive to me – it should matter to me whether or not my                     
friend forgets our appointment (cf. Helm 2009, 250-51). If I were the kind of person who forgets appointments                  
all the time, or someone who never minds if people forget appointments, it does not seem rational for me to                    
suddenly take offence when my friend forgets our date. This does not depend upon a fact outside of me. Rather,                    
it depends upon the kind of person I am, with certain character traits, concerns, plans, ambitions, fears,                 
vulnerabilities, relations to other persons, and so on. 
What does this mean for the application of the transparency condition to emotions? Since emotions should also                 
be true with respect to what concerns us, the way in which we answer the question ‘Is forgetting appointments                   
offensive?’ and the question ‘Is it offensive to me?’ do not seem to be the same. The answers to these questions                     
depend upon different reasons, because in deliberating about what to feel, I should take facts about my                 
psychology into account (cf. Jones 2004, 343-49). Thus, the transparency condition is not applicable to               
emotions. 
 

Schizophrenic Delusions and the Conditions for Self-Awareness 

Speaker: Pablo Lopez-Silva 
Affiliation: University of Manchester 
 

Abstract 
The discussion about the conditions for a person to be self-aware is far from solved. Some phenomenologists                 
and psychiatrists claim that a minimal form of self-awareness is intrinsically contained in the intentional structure                
of all conscious experiences (Parnas & Sass, 2001; Zahavi, 2005; Zahavi, 2011; Gallagher, 2012). Their main                
argument is that all experiential modalities through which intentional objects are given to consciousness possess               
a ‘sense of mineness’ i.e. they all are given as mine. This property has been also called: ‘for-me-ness’ (Zahavi,                   
1999); ‘my-ness’ (Frith, 1992), or ‘meishness’ (Billon, 2013). Here, the idea is that conscious experiences can be                 
structurally divided into two inseparable intentional dimensions: (i) Intentional objects (for example a tulip) and               
(ii) Experiential modalities that refers to the different ways in which a certain object can be presented such as                   
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remembering a tulip, thinking of a tulip, etc. On this view, the sense of mineness belongs to the second                   
dimension (Zahavi, 2005). Importantly, it is claimed that this phenomenal property would reveal the self as                
naturally contained in the way in which all experiences are given. Since it is held that no experience lacks the                    
sense of mineness, this property is the main condition for all phenomenally conscious episodes to involve                
self-awareness (Grünbaum & Zahavi, 2013). 
 
In this paper, I assess this argument by commenting on cases of thought insertion, one of the key symptoms of                    
schizophrenia (Mullins & Spence, 2003). People suffering from this schizophrenic delusion deny the sense of               
mineness for a certain thought that is usually attributed to an external agent (Mullins & Spence, 2003).                 
Consequently, this phenomenon provides evidence against the condition for self-awareness proposed by this             
view. After clarifying this debate, I evaluate the replies offered by the defenders of this view. Based on                  
conceptual and phenomenological counterarguments, I conclude that these replies fail to adequately deal with this               
pathological case. Therefore, the argument from the sense of mineness for human self-awareness should be               
rejected. Finally, I shall introduce an original definition for the sense of mineness i.e. as a relational judgement                  
that emerges as a result of the apprehension of the epistemic asymmetry that characterizes our access to                 
phenomenally available experiences. The notion of epistemic asymmetry refers to the fact that while others               
access to my mental states in 3rd person, I access to my own mental states in a private and special way (1st person                       
perspective). 

Beliefs of the Believer – Can Lewis and Stalnaker´s centered world theory 
accommodate a notion of self-understanding? 

Speaker: Daan Dronkers & Jacco Oosterhuis 
Affiliation: Utrecht University 
 

Abstract 
One of the central debates in contemporary philosophy of mind is the discussion about self-understanding.               
Whatever this self-understanding is, it is clear that it concerns beliefs about oneself; self-beliefs, however, have                
been found to raise difficult problems of their own, and cannot be easily accommodated in a standard account of                   
belief.  
 
In our paper we will argue that self beliefs are essentially indexical; from Caesar’s knowledge that Caesar                 
conquered Gaul we cannot infer that he believes he* conquered Gaul, where he* (Castaneda’s device) indicates                
that it is a self-belief. More precisely, we will show that only beliefs that have an occurrence of he* can be                     
counted as self-beliefs. The problem arises, then, what the objects of these beliefs are; if they are propositions (as                   
we take them to be), what propositions we should take these self-beliefs to correspond to. 
 
After considering accounts proposed by Perry, Stalnaker, and Lewis, all of which we do not find adequate, we                  
will expound an adapted account of self-beliefs on which the propositions believed are themselves indexical:               
beliefs with an occurence of he* will have as their objects indexical propositions. In addition, a propositional                 
calculus with belief operators will be introduced. It will be shown that with these, one can make sense of believes                    
with occurrences of 'he*', even though 'he*' is unanalyzable in coreferring terms. 
 
Ultimately, it will be concluded that, with slight adaptations, self-beliefs can be modelled and understood in a                 
model of beliefs that is only slightly different from the normal understanding. 

Tuesday May 27th, 2014 
14:00 - 16:00 
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Track 1: Logic (1A10) 

Comparing two formalizations of syllogisms using empirical data 

Speaker: Leon Geerdink 
Affiliation: University of Groningen 
 

Abstract 
The history of philosophy is rich in substantial syllogistic arguments (for examples, see (Novak, 2003)). But                
empirical evidence shows that naïve subjects differ greatly in their judgments whether a given argument is a valid                  
syllogism or not (Chater & Oaksford, 1999). Furthermore, if we compare the performance of these subjects                
against the standards of classical logic, we see that naïve subjects make many mistakes. Given the richness of                  
syllogistic arguments in the history of philosophy, and the fact that naïve judgments cannot be trusted,                
prospective students of philosophy need a reliable method which tells them whether a syllogistic argument is                
valid. 
 
In order to judge whether an argument is valid or not, philosophers need to determine whether an argument is                   
an instance of a valid argument scheme. Stenning & Van Lambalgen (2008) have pointed out that this process                  
consists of two essential components. People must first interpret the argument into a formal framework, which                
they call reasoning to an interpretation}, and only then can they determine whether an argument is valid or not.                   
Stenning & Van Lambalgen call this last process reasoning from an interpretation. Stenning & van Lambalgen                
also emphasize that people can, and do, interpret arguments in various ways. But can we determine which formal                  
framework subjects ought to be using? 
 
In this presentation I will present a case study where I discuss two possible formal frameworks which have been                   
used to study syllogisms: standard classical logic and algebraic logic (as it was developed in the 19th century by                   
e.g. Boole, Peirce and Schröder). Classical logic and algebraic logic differ in at least two substantial ways. First,                  
classical logic and algebraic logic assign different logical forms to syllogistic arguments. Second, classical logic               
and algebraic logic give different judgments about which syllogisms are valid.  
 
I will argue that the authors intentions should be central in answering the question which formal framework is                  
the correct evaluative framework to use. Therefore, in order to decide whether classical logic or algebraic logic                 
is a better formal framework with respect to syllogisms, I will compare the two formal frameworks to empirical                  
data concerning existential import and aboutness in natural language.  
 
By studying this historically interesting case, this presentation contributes to answering the question which              
criteria can be used to compare different formal frameworks people use in evaluating natural language arguments.  

Compositionality for Alethic Pluralists 

Speaker: Andy Yu 
Affiliation: Oxford University 
 

Abstract 
Alethic pluralism is the view that there are distinct truth properties, and in particular, distinct domain-specific                
truth properties. Unlike monists, pluralists deny that there is just one truth property—a generic one. However,                
while weak pluralists grant that there is *also* a generic truth property, strong pluralists deny this. 
 
The main motivation for pluralism is that it captures the supposed intuition that claims about different subject                 
matters can be true in different ways. Accordingly, for example, scientific claims such as "Gold has atomic                 
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number 79" have the correspondence truth property, mathematical claims such as "1+1=2" have the coherence               
truth property, and ethical claims such as "Murder is wrong" have the superwarrant truth property—where p is                 
superwarranted iff p is warranted and would remain warranted without defeat at every successive stage of inquiry.                 
More generally, claims from different domains are associated with different truth properties. A related              
motivation is that pluralism lets one adopt the most compelling truth theory one finds for each domain, without                  
having to be deflationist across the board simply because some domains call for a thinner truth property. 
 
In this paper, I focus on how strong pluralists can get a compositional semantics, and in particular, a                  
truth-functional one. There is a prima facie problem, because a standard truth-functional semantics seems to               
presuppose monism; if "Gold has atomic number 79" is true in one way and "1+1=2" is true in another way, in                     
what way or ways is the mixed conjunction "Gold has atomic number 79 and 1+1=2" true? This problem is one                    
of the two main problems that have been raised for strong pluralists—the other being how they can get a                   
standard account of logical consequence in terms of truth preservation. 
 
I consider some proposals in the literature—which, because of their sketchy nature, I try to make more precise.                  
One proposal holds that the truth properties and domains of complex sentences are grounded in but distinct                 
from the truth properties and domains of atomic sentences. However, I find this proposal unpromising, because                
it violates a plausible closure principle according to which logical combinations of sentences from a given                
domain remain within the same domain. Moreover, it is likely to result in an extremely non-classical logic, where                  
even the most basic of equivalences fail to hold; this is objectionable, because classical logic plausibly holds                 
across at least some domains, such as the mathematical and physical domains. Another proposal holds that the                 
truth properties and domains of at least conjunctions and disjunctions are inherited from the truth properties and                 
domains of their constituent parts. I find this proposal more promising and develop it further. However,                
although this proposal is more likely to respect the closure principle and accommodate a classical logic, there is                  
reason to suspect that the resulting semantics is not truth-functional or even compositional. 

Grounding and the normative role of logic 

Speaker: Diego Tajer 
Affiliation: University of Buenos Aires 
 

Abstract 
In this paper, I offer a new proposal about the normative role of logic. Broome (“Normative requirements"",                 
Ratio 12: 398-419, 1999) introduced the distinction between narrow scope and wide scope rational requirements.               
The paradigmatic Narrow Scope requirement for logic is the following:  
 
(Narrow Scope Validity) If you believe A1, ..., An, and A1,..., An imply B, then rationality requires you to believe                    
B. 
 
On the contrary, the paradigmatic Wide Scope requirement for logic is the following: 
 
(Wide Scope Validity) If A1,A2...An imply B, then rationality requires you to disbelieve one of A1,A2,...,An, or                 
believe B. 
 
In this paper, I will not discuss the big issue of the normativity of rationality; I will take for granted that                     
rationality has normative force, so we ought to follow the rational requirements. My aim will be to provide a                   
rational requirement for logic which is better than Narrow Scope and Wide Scope Validity.  
MacFarlane (""What (if any) is the normative role of logic?"", unpublished) and Broome (1999) have famously                
argued that the rational requirement for logic cannot be Narrow Scope Validity, because of the problem of                 
bootstrapping: given that logic is reflexive (A implies A), then (assuming that rationality has normative force) if                 
you believe A, you ought to believe A. This implies that one ought to believe everything one believes, which is                    
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very counter-intuitive.  
On the other hand, Wide Scope Validity cannot explain the rationality of reasoning processes. It is just a                  
consistency requirement, so it can never recommend to hold any belief in particular from other beliefs one                 
holds.  
This is why I will propose a new narrow scope criterion for logic. It is not based on classical logic but on a                       
proper sublogic of it, which was developed recently by Kit Fine under the name of Logic of Ground (“A Guide                    
to Ground”, forthcoming). This logic does not characterize implication but a relation of grounding. In my                
philosophical interpretation (which is similar but not identical to Fine's one), we say that A grounds B when if A                    
were true, then B would be true because of A. For example, “it rains” grounds “it rains or there is life on Mars”.                       
For this reason, the Logic of Ground is irreflexive (i.e. A never grounds A): it is always incorrect to say “A                     
because A”. Moreover, the Logic of Ground is transitive and includes particular rules for the connectives. I will                  
propose the following criterion: 
 
(Narrow Scope Ground) If you believe A1, ... , An, and A1, ..., An ground B, then rationality requires you to                     
believe B. 
 
This principle is better than Wide Scope Validity because it can account for the rationality of some reasoning                  
processes. It is also better than Narrow Scope Validity because it avoids the problem of bootstrapping. These                 
two are not the only advantages of Narrow Scope Ground. Additionally, the notion of grounding is 'relevant',                 
so the requirement I propose can explain better why one can believe P&¬P without being committed to                 
believing every sentence; and why believing P does not require you to believe all the tautologies.  

Hey Grounding, Meet Structuralism! 

Speaker: Li Kang 
Affiliation: Syracuse University (USA) 
 

Abstract 
A grounding fact involves the grounding relation. Suppose that A grounds B. The fact that A grounds B is a                    
grounding fact. Grounding primitivism is the view that some grounding facts are fundamental. This view is                
allegedly incompatible with Theodore Sider's purity principle, which says that a fundamental fact never involves               
anything nonfundamental. 
  
In this paper, I argue that grounding primitivism and purity are compatible. I do this by showing how to                   
incorporate purity into primitivism. I first show that purity does not imply that all grounding facts are                 
nonfundamental. Consider the fact that the grounding relation obtains. Since this fact does not involve anything                
nonfundamental, it is immune to purity. I then suggest the primitivist use her fundamental grounding facts to                 
ground other grounding facts. If not, her ungrounded grounding facts would be unnecessarily extravagant. After               
that, I present two objections to the primitivist¡¯s grounding connection between her fundamental and              
nonfundamental grounding facts. At last, I argue that a full-fledged structuralist view about grounding helps the                
primitivist reply to the two objections. The upshot is that, for the primitivist, the purity principle can be saved by                    
endorsing structuralism. 

Track 2: Philosophy of Mind (1A11) 

Preserving Enactive Intuitions: An alternative to Noë 

Speaker: Daniel Calder 
Affiliation: University of Edinburgh 
 

Abstract 
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In this talk I will argue that enactive theories in cognitive science can be subsumed by more recent, predictive                   
processing (PP) models utilising prediction error minimisation strategies. My critique focuses on the theory of               
perception offered by Alva Noë in his 2004 book, Action in Perception. I will discuss some serious flaws with                   
the enactive theory he proposes and show how these flaws are avoided by hierarchical, predictive models of                 
perception, but also that the revolutionary essence of enactivism is retained.Noë adheres to the strict empiricist                
notion that ‘all bodies appear to us as if painted on a plane surface’ (Hume, 1739/40, p. 56). This tenet is                     
necessary to facilitate the mechanism he offers us: that perspectival (P-) properties, viz. the way an object appears                  
from here (Noë, 2004, p. 82), are perceptually basic, and the orderly and regular change in P-properties as a                   
function of agential motion permits our sensorimotor system to generate full-blooded perceptions. According             
to Noë these P-properties are objective relational properties, and it is this quality that links percept to reality                  
(Noë, 2004, p. 83). For example, imagine a Frisbee is thrown towards you. For the enactive theorist, although                  
the image of the Frisbee is elliptical (its P-shape) we actually perceive it as a disc due to our sensorimotor                    
knowledge of how discs change in appearance as they move. We also perceive the disc as flying towards us                   
because the P-size of the object grows in our visual field. I will first argue that P-properties, as construed by                    
Noë, are not perceptually basic, due to evidence that has been gathered showing that depth perception is a basic                   
perceptual capacity, which contradicts Noë’s Humean position. I then show that denying P-properties as basic               
results in problematic ‘contradictory visual appearances’ (Siewert, 2006, p. 5). Finally, I will demonstrate that               
these problems stem from Noë’s failure to connect object and perceiver in the way he requires. Together, these                  
worries highlight a tension in Noë’s thesis, an incoherence in holding P-properties to be both objective                
relations and perceptually basic. I will show that treating P-properties as information about the scene being                
observed allows us to sidestep these worries. Though this move requires major concessions from the enactive                
theorist, when put in the context of a hierarchical predictive network, sensorimotor dependency is preserved. As                
it is this dependency that makes enactive theories enactive, the core of Noë’s framework remains in                
tact.Hierarchical predictive networks learn to process incoming information by forming hypotheses and making             
predictions based on them. Revision of these hypotheses takes place when input fails to match expectation. Jakob                 
Hohwy and Karl Friston make a strong case that the driving force in these models is error minimisation. Though                   
theory revision is one way to minimise error, another is to actively control incoming information. It is this core                   
aspect of the predictive framework that should satisfy enactivists. 

Enactivism, Moral Perception and the Scope Problem 

Speaker: Janna Van Grunsven 
Affiliation: The New School for Social Research (New York) 
 

Abstract 
In recent years, cognitive science has decisively shifted away from a representationalist approach to cognition.               
Roughly put, representationalism theorizes the world of the cognizer as a pre-given, value-neutral domain that               
exists externally to and independently from the activities of the cognizer. The cognizer, in turn, is thought to                  
relate to this external world through sensory input, which is translated into mental symbols through the                
computational capacities of a central processor. It is on the basis of these symbols, which represent the external                  
world, that a cognizer is capable of generating successful output, i.e. that it adequately solves problems posed by                  
an external world.  

This input-output picture of cognition, which rigidly separates perceptual input, cognition ‘proper,’ and              
action (the output), has been under pressure due to an increasing emphasis on the adaptive, skillful                
environment-responsiveness of living organisms. Insights from biology, robotics, dynamic systems theory and            
phenomenology suggest that this reliable environment-responsiveness is possible due to a tightly-coupled            
dynamic relationship between the organism’s brain, body and environment. Cognition, on this view, does not               
consist in skull-bound representations of a pre-given value-neutral world. Rather, it amounts to an ongoing               
dialogue between an embodied, living agent and its world - where the world is an irreducibly meaningful                 
environment shaped by the sensorimotor activities of a particular organism. 

The research project most emphatically committed to this new approach to cognition is enactivism. While                
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rapidly gaining recognition in the field of cognitive science, enactivism has been confronted with a pressing                
objection, sometimes termed the Scope Problem (Hutto and Myin, 2013). The Scope Problem states that while                
enactivism may offer a compelling account of the online, real-time environment-responsiveness of ‘simple             
robots and animals’, it “isn’t capable of explaining properly world-engaging, human forms of cognition” (Hutto               
& Myin, 2013, 46) The aim of my paper is to argue that enactivism circumvents this objection. 

My argument focuses on a particular inflection of the Scope Problem that asks whether enactivism can                 
illuminate the cognitive capacities required for moral knowledge and agency. Andy Clark, who is largely               
sympathetic to enactivism, expresses the worry as follows: “It is unclear how [enactivism] can do justice to the                  
fundamental ideas of agency and information-guided choice. Isn’t there a ... morally ... crucial distinction between                
systems that select actions for reasons and on the basis of acquired knowledge, and other ... systems that do not                    
display such goal-oriented behaviors? The image of brain, body, and world as a single, densely coupled system                 
threatens to eliminate the idea of purposive agency unless it is combined with some recognition of the special                  
way goals and knowledge figure in the origination of some of our bodily motions.” (2001, 134/5)  
Pace Clark, I show that this worry is unfounded, by turning to recent enactive research on social cognition. This                   
research suggests two things: 1) human cognizing agents maintain and expand their responsiveness to a               
meaningful environment through dynamic interactions with others & 2) this dynamic process, also referred to as                
participatory sense-making, requires that human agents always already perceive others as autonomous sources of              
value (Cf. De Jaegher & Di Paolo, De Jaegher & McGann & Di Paolo & Froese). This, I show, provides the                     
enactivist with resources to account for the specificity of human perceptual experience, which, when it is                
oriented at other human beings is fundamentally ethical. 

Enactivism, the brain, and neuroimaging 

Speaker: Annelli Janssen 
Affiliation: Utrecht University & Free University Amsterdam 
 

Abstract 
Cognitive neuroscience and its most popular technique - neuroimaging -, are not neutral on the question: "what is                  
cognition?" Whereas in the cognitive sciences, the brain is seen as an information-processing device which               
represents an objective, external world, enactivism offers an alternative view in which cognition is an interplay of                 
agent, body, and context. This paper investigates how the practice of neuroimaging would change if an enactivist                 
view of cognition is adopted. 
 
The so-called "perception-action-model" is central to cognitive neuroscience. In this model, humans perceive an              
external world by forming inner representational states, which are subsequently processed, and on the basis of                
which an action is performed. Enactivism, a movement which seeks to provide an alternative to the traditional                 
cognitivist information-processing model of cognition, states that perception cannot be seen as distinct from              
action. Perceiving is not an activity in itself, but is done in order to perform an action, or minimally in order to                      
help shape future actions. According to enactivists, the brain is a mediating organ, rather than the seat of the                   
mind. Neuroscientists should not try to localise encodings or representations of the external world in the brain.                 
The context in which we find ourselves has a profound influence on what sensorimotor patterns we use and need.                   
This profound difference in the cognitivist and enactivist approaches to perception, action, and cognition, raises               
the question what the consequences would be for the practice of neuroimaging if we adopt an enactivist outlook.                  
Would the conclusions drawn from neuroimaging data be different? 
 
In order to see the effect this idea of the brain has on the practice of neuroimaging, we need to make the relation                       
between mind and brain more explicit. I argue that enactivism's statement that the bodily and social context is                  
constitutive of cognition implies a different notion of supervenience. Whereas cognitive neuroscience generally             
proposes a strong supervenience of the mental on the physical - changes in the individual's mental sphere                 
necessarily imply changes in the brain -, enactivism holds that the mind is supervenient on the brain and its                   
bodily and social context. A change in cognition will therefore imply changes in the brain or its context.                  

28 



 

Conversely, the same mental phenomenon could be supported by different brain structures if accompanied by a                
significant change in the context. 
 
This idea contrasts sharply with a crucial paradigm in the practice of neuroimaging, which can be described as                  
reasoning on the basis of modularity - the notion that brain areas are specialised to perform a specific function.                   
Reasoning on the basis of modularity rests on the assumption that the same behavioural (sub)tasks will activate                 
the same brain area, regardless of the context in which they are performed. I argue that this reasoning only                   
works if a cognitivist notion of mental content is adopted. By discussing a recent neuroimaging study, I show                  
that the conclusions drawn in this research would be different on an enactivist view of the mind. 

Why Radical Enactivism is not Radical Enough: A Case for Really Radical Enactivism 

Speaker: Jasper van den Herik 
Affiliation: Erasmus University Rotterdam 
 

Abstract 
Radical Enactivism, as proposed by Hutto (2006, 2008, Hutto & Myin 2013), offers a radically non-intellectualist,                
non-representational account of basic cognition. Basic cognition does not depend on mental states that              
represent what the world is like, but is based on biosemiotics: creatures have proper functions to directly                 
respond to natural signs (worldly offerings). They are therefore – as whole, embodied organisms – intentionally                
directed towards these offerings. As the selectionist explanations of the objects of these proper functions are                
transparant, or extensional, this intentional directedness is not intensional: it does not have truth-bearing              
properties and is thus contentless. Radical Enactivism, however, is not Really Radical, that is, it is not wholly                  
opposed to the notion of content to explain cognition: ‘some cognitive activity – plausibly, that associated with                 
and dependent upon the mastery of language – surely involves content’ (Hutto & Myin 2013: xviii). According to                  
Hutto (2008), we can be intensionally directed at states of affairs by thinking in natural language. Cognition only                  
becomes contentful when the public symbols of natural language are used to stand for something else. By                 
composing sentences of subparts with referential or denotational content we can adopt propositional attitudes.              
Radical Enactivism thus proposes a break between the non-representational intentional directedness of basic             
minds and the linguistically mediated intensional directedness of linguistic minds. 
 
In this paper I challenge this distinction. Hutto’s (2008: 98) conception of language – as consisting of ‘abstract                  
amodal symbols’ – effectively disconnects our linguistic capabilities from the real-time dynamics of             
communication (cf. Love, 2004). As our language is unmistakenly symbolical, a different conception of a symbol                
is wanted. Raçzaszek-Leonardi (e.g. 2011) gives such a new conception – based on the work of the biologist                  
Pattee – that allows for the reconciliation of the embodied and interpersonal dynamics on the one hand and                  
linguistic symbols on the other hand. In talk, linguistic symbols are foremost physical symbols (soundwaves).               
The meaning of a symbol is the effect it has in regulating existing dynamics, by constraining the degrees of                   
freedom. This effect can only be explained by describing the historical selection processes, operating on               
different time-scales, that allowed for the replication of the physical symbol. This conception entails that the                
meaning of a symbol is underdetermined because it depends on the cognitive dynamics and other aspects that                 
regulate interpersonal dynamics in linguistic encounters, such as facial expressions, gestures, voice dynamics,             
joint attention, etc. Crucially, a symbol does not describe or specify the dynamics it has an effect on, and is thus                     
meaningless without them. Words, viewed by themselves – as second-order phenomenological constructs that             
emerge from first-order languaging dynamics – thus do not encode representations of things or events in the                 
world (Thibault 2011). I propose that Hutto's (2008: Ch. 4) account of off-line cognition, that is, cognition that                  
is not concerned with the immediate here-and-now environment, can be enlisted to explain the cognitive               
dynamics of linguistic communication. At least part of the effect of hearing others speak is the evoking of these                   
sensorimotor re-enactments, which Hutto coins recreative imaginings. When viewed this way linguistic            
communication is fully integrated with basic cognition, of which recreative imaginings are a function. This               
conclusion obviates the need for contentful cognitive activity, thereby making way for Really Radical              
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Enactivism. 

Track 3: Epistemology (1A12) 

Are basic beliefs conceptually possible? 

Speaker: Coos Engelsma 
Affiliation: University of Groningen 
 

Abstract 
Foundationalism is the traditional response to the epistemic regress problem. This problem concerns the way               
our beliefs are structured. Most of our beliefs are justified by other beliefs. Those other beliefs are justified by                   
still other beliefs, which are justified by again other beliefs, etc. According to foundationalism, this regress of                 
beliefs comes to an end in so-called basic beliefs: beliefs that are justified by something other than beliefs.                  
According to several coherentists, foundationalism cannot consistently account for basic beliefs, since even             
these supposedly basic beliefs stand in need of support by other beliefs. In my talk I discuss arguments for this                    
claim. I argue that most of such arguments provided in the literature are unsuccessful, but also present a new                   
argument establishing that putative basic beliefs do indeed rely on support of other beliefs. 
In the first part of my talk I discuss three arguments from the literature, and explain why they are unconvincing.                    
First, I consider the argument saying that one can only have a justified belief if one has certain conceptual beliefs                    
about the content of that belief. Second, I assess arguments which assume that one can only be justified in                   
believing something if one is able to show one is justified in believing it. Third, I discuss arguments which                   
presuppose that one can only be justified in believing something if one is justified in believing that one is                   
justified in believing it. I argue that these arguments all fail to establish that basic beliefs stand in need of                    
justificatory support of other beliefs.  
In the second part of my talk I shall argue that foundationalism, despite its ability to overcome the above                   
arguments, nevertheless cannot account for beliefs that are justified without relying on the support of other                
beliefs. I shall explain that a belief can only be justified by a reason or ground if it is also based on that reason or                         
ground. However, since a belief’s being based on a reason or ground involves the presence of a ‘connecting                  
belief’, I argue that any putative basic belief is (at least partly) justified by other beliefs. 

Interpreting the Problem of Induction: Howson and Reichenbach on Humean 
Scepticism 

Speaker: Emma Lowe 
Affiliation: KU Leuven (Belgium) 
 

Abstract 
The Humean problem of induction is often described as an insoluble, or even pseudo, problem. The challenge                 
that it presents to inductive logic has, in theory, enormous ramifications for the current scientific method. Two                 
significant attempts to respond to this challenge are those of Hans Reichenbach and, more recently, Colin                
Howson. The former offers a pragmatic approach to avoiding the consequences of Hume's problem, while the                
latter proposes a way of both defending Hume's recognition of the problem, and including it in a formal theory                   
of induction. I will claim that the approaches of Reichenbach and Howson can only be fully evaluated in light of                    
their understanding of the problem of induction - their respective successes are entirely dependent on their                
chosen interpretation of the problem.  
  
I will begin with a presentation of the major lines of interpretation of the Humean problem of induction. I will                    
then examine Reichenbach's answer to the problem, before tackling Howson's reply via an exploration of the                
Bayesian confirmation theory underpinning Howson's work. Finally, I will offer arguments in support of the two                
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premises central to my overall claim: firstly, that each response arises from distinct understandings of the                
problem of induction; and secondly, that a comparison of the successes of their respective theories cannot be                 
done apart from this recognition. It will then be highlighted that the further aim of my thesis is to highlight that,                     
in assessing all responses to the problem of induction, it is first necessary to explicitly identify both the                  
philosopher's interpretation of the problem of induction, and her understanding of the aim of inductive               
reasoning. 

On the ambiguity of 'being justified' 

Speaker: Job de Grefte 
Affiliation: University of Groningen 
 

Abstract 
What do we mean when we say that someone ?is? justified is believing some statement P? On the one hand, such                     
a statement seems to imply that there are grounds for believing P. On the other hand, however, the statement                   
can be taken to mean that the person in question has a certain relation to these grounds. A failure to appreciate                     
the difference between these different ways of interpreting the phrase ?being justified? underlies much confusion               
in present day epistemology. In this presentation I will develop the dependencies, as well as the differences                 
between these two senses of ?being justified?, in order to get rid of some of this confusion.  
I will argue that discussions about what kinds of things are grounds for our beliefs can be cashed out in terms of                      
one internalism-externalism distinction. Similarly, different positions regarding which relations we are to have to              
these grounds can be captured by another internalism-externalism distinction. It is important not to confuse the                
two distinctions, however, for the two distinctions do not entail each other. One can be an externalist about the                   
grounds of our beliefs, for example, while maintaining an internalist requirement for the relations that we should                 
have to these grounds. William Alston?s internalist externalism is an example of one such position.  
In the present literature on justification, the different distinctions between internalism and externalism are rarely               
explicitly recognized. I will argue that as a result, an important epistemological question is often overseen. This is                  
the question of how exactly the nature of the grounds for our beliefs impacts upon the relation that we should                    
have to these grounds in order to be justified. I will address this issue through an analysis of the material theory                     
of induction that has recently been developed by John D. Norton. As we will see, the material theory states that                    
inductive inferences are licensed by facts obtaining in particular domains only, instead of by the adherence to                 
formal schemes.  
I will argue that the material theory is thereby committed to an externalist account of the grounds for our beliefs.                    
However, Norton also seems to endorse an externalist position regarding the relation that we have to these                 
grounds. By thus explicating the material theory as a kind of externalist-externalism, it will become clear that                 
Norton faces problems in relating the facts that justify our inductive inferences to the reasons we have for                  
believing these facts. 

On the Epistemic Qualities of Narrative Fiction 

Speaker: Mathijs Gomperts 
Affiliation: UvA 
 

Abstract 
The idea that narrative fiction functions as a source of knowledge for readers of novels is widely accepted. The                   
narratives after all are almost always about human life, human problems and human emotions. It is therefore not                  
surprising that even though these narratives are made up, they supply us with knowledge about real human                 
existence. 
Considering however that knowledge is traditionally identified as being justified true belief, one problem poses               
itself unmistakably: the propositions in fictional narratives are not under any circumstance considered ‘true’. They               
are in fact wholly false, which is exactly what makes them fictional. How is it possible then that fiction can be a                      
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knowledge bearer, seen as knowledge is dependent on being true? 
The intuition that knowledge can in fact be found in fiction, it turns out, clashes with basic epistemology and its                    
need for truth. By going back to Thomas Nagel and Frank Jackson I tap into an alternative strand of knowledge                    
that places itself outside of propositional content and thus outside of truth and standard epistemic functioning. I                 
am speaking of knowing-what-it-is-like. 
By focussing on this alternative kind of knowledge I will propose in line with philosophers like Catherine                 
Wilson, Dorothy Walsh, Martha Nussbaum, and Gregory Currie that narrative fiction yields knowledge as to               
what some experience or situation is like for the person undergoing it. This kind of knowledge does not need                   
truth per se but does allow for criteria of authenticity. 
Finally I ask what properties of narrative fiction if not the content of propositions are responsible for                 
knowledge transfer between narrative and audience? With recourse to narratology I will show how specific               
modes of representation and elements of style function as epistemic agents or catalysts in fictional narratives                
parallel to the way propositional content does so in non-fiction. 

Wednesday May 28th, 2014 
11:00 - 12:30 

Track 1: Philosophy of Mind (1A10) 

Getting around Qualia  

Speaker: Bram Vaassen 
Affiliation: KU Leuven 
 

Abstract 
Any significant position in the mind-body debate will sooner or later be categorized as either qualiophobic or                 
qualiophilic. The goal of my article is to show that this polarization can be alleviated by taking a closer look at                     
the view on subjective experience underlying the 'qualiophobic' approach and the view on scientific explanation               
underlying the 'qualiophilic' approach. I will discuss Daniel Dennett as a proponent of the former approach, and                 
argue that his elimantivistic approach to qualia is not compatible with his realism concerning beliefs. 

According to Dennett the term qualia is based on confusions and only leads to more confusion. Qualia are                   
classically defined as (i) ineffable (ii) phenomenal and (iii) private 'feels'. Dennett notices that none of these                 
features are without problems. The alternative view he proposes can explain why our subjective experience seems                
to satisfy (i), (ii) and (iii) by referring to the complexity of our cognitive systems. Parallel to this proposal is the                     
claim that qualia are reducible in principle, as opposed to the classical, qualiophilic view of qualia as intrinsic and                   
irreducible. Dennett founds this claim with two theses: (1) It is not clear whether qualia refer to sensations or                   
judgments about our sensations and the empirical claim that (2) our behavior and beliefs play a more important                  
role for qualia than has been assumed by classic functionalists.  

However, the real difference between Dennett's approach and the qualiophile approach then lies in the                
opposition between 'actually satisfying (i), (ii) and (iii)' and 'seemingly satisfying (i), (ii) and (iii)' on the one hand,                   
and 'actually irreducible' and 'seemingly irreducible' on the other. Thus posed, the qualia problem isn't as hard to                  
get around as has been assumed up till now. Moreover, research in cognitive science confirm Dennett's empirical                 
theses and contest the qualiophilic view. Therefore I will argue that Dennett's approach is not as radically                 
different from the qualiophilic view as has been assumed by both Dennett and his opponents, and that his                  
account is compatible with research results from cognitive science which contest the qualiophilic account. 

To argue thus, I shall apply the arguments Dennett gives to argue for the existence of intentional states to                    
the concept of qualia as Dennett presents and demolishes it. 
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Neuroscience and Intentional Inhibition: How not to conceive of the Self in Self-control 

Speaker: Lieke Asma 
Affiliation: Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 
 

Abstract 
Recently, neuroscience is not only studying free will, but also intentional inhibition: The possibility to               
voluntarily decide not to act on our intentions. In this paper I will argue that the way in which intentional                    
inhibition is conceived of and studied by neuroscientists is highly problematic and is based on controversial                
assumptions about voluntariness, having control, and the relationship between mind and brain. Furthermore,             
although neuroscientists have recently criticized this conception of self-generated action as well, I will argue that                
the solutions they offer do not make clear how we exert control in those situations. 

To start, from neuroscientific experiments it is concluded that the brain ‘decides’ to act, instead of ‘I’, the                   
conscious self, because we become aware of the intention to act after the brain has already initiated the act (e.g.                    
Libet, 1985, 2010). According to Libet we do have some conscious control: We can intentionally inhibit the                 
action in the 200ms between the conscious awareness and the action. A central question is whether this decision                  
to inhibit is a voluntary conscious decision (Libet, 2010; Parkinson & Haggard, 2014).  

It is assumed that the inhibition is voluntary if no internal or external reasons play a causal role, but the                     
decision comes from ‘somewhere else’, namely the self (Schüür & Haggard, 2011, p. 1699). Furthermore, this                
decision should be freely initiated and not influenced by previous brain activity (Filevich, Kühn, & Haggard,                
2013). But, this conception of voluntary action is based on problematic assumptions about when a person is in                  
control. It is not how we understand self-control in daily practice or other areas of research. Self-control is about                   
being able to refrain from acting on an intention because there are reasons to do so. Without any beliefs,                   
attitudes, values, or environment factors playing any role in the decision we make, self-control comes down to                 
making a random decision. Also, if this decision made by the self cannot be related to previous brain activity,                   
what can this somewhere else the decision should come from be? It seems that the underlying assumption is that                   
for a decision to be voluntary, it should be made independent from the brain, for which a controversial position                   
regarding the brain-mind relationship needs to assumed. 

Recently, neuroscientists acknowledge that this definition of self-generated action as underdetermined is             
problematic (Schüür & Haggard, 2011). Although they provide alternatives, I argue that their solution does not                
help to understand in which situations the self is in control of the decision that is made. For example, Schüür and                     
Haggard (2011) redefine self-generated actions as actions in which qualitatively different factors play a role, and                
the action is the result of a complex integration of these factors. But what is it about these kinds of actions that                      
we are in control, that we are the author of the actions? Who or what is doing the controlling in these situations?                      
This remains unclear. 

Zhu on Ryle and Volitionism 

Speaker: Michael Lyons 
Affiliation: Trinity College, Dublin 
 

Abstract 
Much of the responsibility for the contemporary unpopularity of volitionism in the Philosophy of Action (which                
one could say vaguely amounts to the notion that a volition is a necessary condition of every action) is attributed                    
to Gilbert Ryle, and in particular to some arguments that he makes in ‘The Concept of Mind’ (1949, pp. 63-9).                    
These arguments in Jing Zhu’s words attempt to show that: “volition is a mystery, because we do not know how                    
to experience and approach it; that volitional experience or conscious will is an illusion, based on a widely held                   
but fundamentally mistaken causal inference between thought and action; and that volition is an inherently flawed                
concept that leads to an infinite regress.” (2007, pp. 266-267). 
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Whilst I think that Zhu gives very clear reasons to show why notions of mysteriousness or illusoriness are not                   
sufficient to completely undermine the volitionist account of action, I do not think Zhu manages to have the                  
same success with addressing the infinite regression argument, which in my view stands as Ryle’s strongest                
charge against volitionism. What’s fundamentally lacking with Zhu’s defence of the concept of volition against               
Ryle’s arguments is an acknowledgement of the philosophical significance of the regression, in dismissing the               
conceptual difficulties that arise from the concept.  
 
Ryle’s argument can be thought to amount to the following question: “if a volition is a necessary condition of                   
every voluntary action, then is the volition itself not a voluntary action?”. Zhu tries to argue no precise answer                   
to that question is needed in order to maintain a volitionist point of view as a whole, as long as a vague account                       
can be sketched (“on a restricted understanding of volition that functions to bridge the gap between thought                 
and (physical) action” (ibid., p.266)).  
 
However, this response really misses the thrust of the argument, which is that there is no possible answer to that                    
question. Since according to Ryle, any possible answer would entail either an infinite regression of volitions, or                 
just that volitions are involuntary, and both of these possible entailments are unacceptable, volitionism isn’t a                
defensible point of view. As much as Zhu claims that infinite regression arguments like this ought to be                  
dismissed entirely (ibid., p. 266), I am unsure that he has provided sufficient reasons to do so. 
 
What I shall first attempt to do is to give an outline of Ryle’s regress argument, and explain why it is that Zhu’s                       
response to it is not adequate. I will then try to provide what I think is the right kind of answer to this argument,                        
drawing in part from what Kant might well have said on the matter, so as to be able to both give a use for a                         
concept of volition in the Philosophy of Action, as well as a variety of ways it can be cashed out, depending on                      
what kind of work one thinks ‘volitions’ should be doing in accounts of action.  

Track 2: Philosophy of Science (1A11) 

Natural selection and emergent causality 

Speaker: Hugh Desmond 
Affiliation: KU Leuven 
 

Abstract 
Can one say natural selection ‘causes’ changes in population structure, despite these changes being wholly                

constituted by individual births and deaths? The proposed solutions to this problem have been between two                
extreme positions: at one end the position that natural selection is a genuine causal process (the ‘causalists’), and                  
at the other that it is nothing but a statistical consequence of the accumulation of underlying individual events                  
(the ‘statisticalists’). 

In this debate insufficient distinction has been made between two fundamentally different types of causality. In                 
brief, it concerns what Ned Hall (2004) elsewhere has called causality as ‘production’ and causality as                
‘difference-making’. Thus statisticalists have denied causality to natural selection because of an implicit reliance on               
local-deterministic causality, whereas causalists have relied on a broader more vernacular notion of causality (such               
as counterfactual or manipulationist causality). A source of confusion in the existing debate is that different                
contributions have inadvertently switched between the two different conceptions of causality without arguing             
for why either the one or the other should be used.  

In order to address this, I begin by exploring what statisticalism would look like if relying consistently on                   
narrow local-deterministic causality – in effect, a ‘radicalized’ statisticalist position. Statisticalists have previously             
pursued two strategies in response to causalist criticism: first to allow causal traits, and second to argue that                  
natural selection is non-causal even if one assumes manipulationist causality. However, I show that both forks of                 
this strategy fail, and hence one must either hold a narrow notion of causality as causal influence, or a broader                    
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notion of difference-making – but not a mixture of both.  
Nonetheless, other, more intractable problems surface here. First, the radicalized statisticalist needs to deal               

with causal drainage, since ‘fundamental’ processes are often themselves statistical aggregates of underlying             
processes. Second, identifying natural selection with statistical aggregates of fundamental events implies            
evolutionary processes are mere accidental regularities as opposed to nomic structures. Natural selection would              
then not only be void of causality, but also of explanatory value. 

To deal with these problems I introduce a novel type of causality called ‘emergent causality’. The key idea                   
here is that, in long term evolution, statistical trends approximate deterministic processes towards attractor              
states (adaptive traits). Thus, whereas at fine-grained levels the causality of natural selection appears in the form of                  
a bias towards reproduction or death, at coarse-grained levels natural selection appears in the form of a force                  
driving attractor dynamics. Natural selection thus emerges from a vague bias at individual level to a determinate                 
force at population level. From this idea I develop a working definition of emergent causality and show how it                   
solves the problems of radicalized statisticalism. I argue how it allows for a more fundamental position where                 
natural selection is a statistical accumulation of underlying events and where it yet can be deemed causal. 

What did we do in the lab? A reinterpretation of the data-phenomena distinction from 
the viewpoint of scientific practice 

Speaker: Irene van de Beld 
Affiliation: University of Twente 
 

Abstract 
How can we study the proceedings of scientists in the lab in a philosophical way? On the basis of this question I                      
will propose a reinterpretation of the distinction between data and phenomena first put forward by Bogen &                 
Woodward (1988). By data, they understand the directly observable measurement results of an experiment.              
Examples of data include bubble chamber photographs and patterns of discharge in electronic particle detectors.               
The phenomenon however, is what mostly matters to the physicist. Phenomena, for Bogen & Woodward, are                
scientific findings like the so-called weak neutral current or the decay of a proton. Phenomena are often not                  
directly observable, but Bogen & Woodward claim that evidence for phenomena is given by the data.  
However, several authors have stated that in Bogen & Woodward’s account the question of how phenomena can                 
be inferred from the data remains problematic (McAllister 1997, Schindler 2009). I agree with this critique and                 
will show by examples from my own research in nanotechnology that the inference of phenomena from data is                  
an important activity of scientific practice. Next, I will argue that the way in which Bogen & Woodward spell out                    
the data-phenomena distinction, resulting in overlooking the process of inference from data to phenomena, in               
fact relies on the realist position that Bogen & Woodward endorse. In my view, this underlying realist position                  
cannot do justice to scientific practice, exactly because scientists themselves cannot know beforehand whether or               
not the phenomenon that is being identified ‘really’ exists. I instead propose a reinterpretation of the                
data-phenomena distinction that attempts to refrain from any realist or anti-realist position altogether. As I will                
claim, only ‘bracketing’ questions about the nature of reality enables us to study the actual reasoning that takes                  
place in the process of phenomena identification. 
I will therefore present the following reinterpretation of the data-phenomena distinction. By data we must               
understand the directly observable measurement results of an experiment. Phenomena are then constituted as              
soon as we attach a scientific concept to the observed data. Thus, phenomena not only encompass concepts like                  
‘neutral current’ or ‘proton decay’, but also ‘noise’, a ‘baseline’ and other peculiarities of the experimental setup                 
that Bogen & Woodward wouldn’t count as phenomena. I will argue that this distinction does not pertain to any                   
realist or anti-realist position, as no difference is posited in advance between concepts due to nature in ‘reality’                  
and concepts due to disturbances in our experimental setup, apart from scientists’ deliberations themselves in               
which those differences arise. Thus, this distinction clears the way for a study of how scientists identify and                  
classify the phenomena in practice. As a first result of such a study, I will show that both existing theories and                     
beliefs about the experimental setup play an important role in the process of phenomena identification (see also                 
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Massimi 2007). To finish with, I will briefly reflect on the role of criteria for theory choice in this process, thus                     
clarifying further how my data-phenomena distinction could pave the way for a philosophical study of scientific                
reasoning in practice.  

So what actually is naturalism? 

Speaker: Marek Dziekan 
Affiliation: University of Łódź, Poland 
 

Abstract 
In my talk I would like to analyze the problems of contemporary naturalism, both ontological and                
methodological. I will argue that we still do not have an acceptable definition of ontological naturalism by                 
showing three of the most popular formulations (Negative - rejecting the supernatural, Positive - defining the                
natural as spatiotemporal, Indirect - accepting whatever science postulates as existing) and exposing their              
main shortcomings. I will also present two formulations of methodological naturalism (Scientific -science             
should only use naturalistic explanations, Philosophical - philosophy should be continuous with science) and              
argue that scientific methodological naturalism is simply a false and misguided claim regarding natural science.               
Science is not naturalistic by accepting a methodological constraint with respect to supernatural             
explanations, because there is no such need - supernatural explanations are usually(but not necessarily)              
rejected in the same way that many naturalistic explanations are, by assessing their theoretical value. It is also                  
worth noting, that scientific methodological naturalism requires a prior definition of a "natural             
explanation" which itself is dependent on the accepted definition of "natural". This is alerting, since that                
definition should come from ontological naturalism, so all the problems of ontological naturalism move              
along to the fundamentalsof scientific methodological naturalism. On the other hand there is the philosophical               
methodological naturalism, which faces its own obstacles -it might turn out to be impossible for philosophy to                 
be "continuous" with science and still be philosophy, if we are concerned about its method. Incorporating                
scientific facts into philosophy is also problematic, since philosophy is undetermined by science             
(scientific theories do not state metaphysical facts). Philosophical methodological naturalism is actually being             
revived by the projects of naturalized metaphysics (James Ladyman, Steven French, Tim Maudlin)and             
several works were published in this field in recent years.The conclusion will be that although it would seem that                   
naturalism is the most developed of contemporary philosophical movements, it is one ofthepositions that meet               
serious obstacles not because their main claims are problematic, but because it is actually hard to even                 
formulate these claims.  

Track 3: Epistemology (1A12) 

Epistemic two-dimensionalism and recognitional concepts 

Speaker: Jonas Werner 
Affiliation: Humboldt-Universität (HU) Berlin 
 

Abstract 
One of the main applications of two-dimensionalism is to establish a link between a priori conceivability and                 
metaphysical possibility. This link has been challenged by the Kripkean argument that some truths are necessary a                 
posteriori, although having a conceivable negation. The two-dimensionalist introduces the concept of primary             
possibility. A sentence is primary possible iff there is a possible world which is such that the sentence would be                    
true, if the world was the actual world. Considering a world as actual bypasses the problem that no counterfactual                   
world can make sentences like „Water is H2O“ true, because „water“ rigidly designates H2O. An epistemology                
for primary possibility is committed to the claims that (i) we have epistemic access to possible worlds, e.g. by                   
imagining them, and that (ii) we are able to determine whether they would make a sentence true, if they were                    
actual. In my paper I object to (ii). Proponents of (ii) have to argue that we know a priori for every possible                      
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world and every concept what would fall under the concept if the world was actual. I argue that there are                    
concepts which we apply by using certain recognitional mechanisms and without having to draw any inferences.                
Some of these concepts are such that we are incapable of determining their reference in a possible world                  
considered as actual without using the respective recognitional mechanisms. No amount of knowledge about              
actual instances of the concept could help us in doing so. Even if we were able to determine the essential                    
properties of a certain kind named by a certain concept, this wouldn't help because it is a core feature of                    
two-dimensionalism that it is primary possible that something which is not a member of the rigidly designated                 
kind could fall under the concept. The resultant dependence on the recognitional mechanisms undermines (ii)               
because these mechanisms are grounded in experience, and as a consequence knowledge gained by using them                
doesn't qualify as a priori. Additionally, we are not able to use them in imagined scenarios without problematic                  
idealization. It won't help the two-dimensionalist to argue that using the recognitional mechanisms is nothing but                
drawing implicit inferences. The notion of inference needed for this move is too broad to help the                 
two-dimensionalist because given this notion of inference not all knowledge gained inferentially qualifies as a               
priori. My account offers a way to resist conceivability-arguments for possibility without denying (i) and               
appealing to strong necessities. I can accept that all imaginable worlds are possible worlds, because the epistemic                 
failure committed in those arguments is that certain possible worlds are mistakenly believed to make certain                
sentences true when considered as actual.  

Occam's Datacompressor 

Speaker: Tom Sterkenburg 
Affiliation: Rijksuniversiteit Groningen 
 

Abstract 
The notion of Kolmogorov-complexity provides a quantification of how much we can possibly compress (i.e.,               
describe in a shorter way) a given sequence of data. As the name suggests, this compressibility is to reflect the                    
data sequence's complexity: the lower the Kolmogorov-complexity, the simpler the sequence.  
 
A parallel definition can be employed in the context of sequential prediction. That is, we can specify an idealized                   
prediction method that assigns future data elements a higher probability as they constitute a sequence that is                 
more compressible. Furthermore, under the assumption that the data is generated in a computable way, we can                 
prove that this prediction method will almost always converge to the best possible predictions. 
 
On the previous identification of compressibility and simplicity, this prediction method shows a bias towards               
simple continuations; and so it is customarily presented as a formalization and even justification of Occam’s razor                 
in science. This fundamental intuition has been taken over by more applied approaches in statistics, like the                 
principle of Minimum Description Length. 
 
In this talk, I will retrace the relevant argument for the justification of Occam's razor. I will then recast the                    
argument in Bayesian terms, thereby revealing the hidden assumptions and showing why the argument does not                
work.  

Wednesday May 28th, 2014 
13:30 - 15:00 

Track 1: Philosophy of Mind (1A10) 
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Radical Externalism and Collective Mental States 

Speaker: Timothy Kunke 
Affiliation: University of Edinburgh 
 

Abstract 
We often attribute knowledge to both groups and to individuals. Contemporary epistemology has focused               

almost exclusively on the individual as the proper subject of study. However, there is a debate brewing over                  
whether groups should be treated as proper epistemic subjects, and whether group knowledge attributions can               
be analyzed in terms of the beliefs or knowledge of the individuals of the group. By group knowledge                  
attributions I mean those sentences that seem to attribute knowledge to a group or set of individuals. Such                  
sentences might take as their grammatical subject plural pronouns like ‘they’ or ‘we’ or they may take proper                  
names like ‘Ford’ or ‘America’. So, the claim ‘They know that p’ where p is a true proposition is an example of                      
such an attribution and so is the claim “The American People know that p.” The question that will be asked in                     
this paper is whether we are, in these cases, attributing some kind of psychological state to a group or to the                     
individuals of that group. I will argue that a set of theses central to Timothy Williamson’s view on knowledge                   
imply the existence of what is sometimes referred to as “collective” mental states. The claim is that if                  
Williamson’s theses are correct, then some mental states are not only instantiated by individual subjects but also                 
by group-subjects. The novelty of the argument presented here should be seen as establishing an implication                
between a particular view in epistemology and a controversial view about group mentality. To my knowledge                
there is no view in contemporary epistemology other than Williamson’s that has such implications. Central to                
Williamson’s view is the idea that knowing is a prime mental condition. This paper argues that if we wish to                    
extend our epistemology to include collective entities such as groups as proper epistemic subjects, then if                
knowing is a prime mental condition, group knowledge must also be understood as a prime mental condition.                 
The result of this commitment is that group knowledge needs to be understood in terms of collective mental                  
states. However, it isn’t exactly clear how we should understand a prime mental condition for a group. One                  
possibility is to be a reductionist, and claim that mental state attributions to groups always reduce to the                  
individual level. Another possibility is that groups can sometimes instantiate a kind of collective mental state. It is                  
this latter, more controversial position, that I believe Williamson’s theses commits us to. Williamson’s view, I                
argue, is a kind of radical externalism about mental states, which has the controversial consequence of                
committing us to the existence of collective mental states if groups can be treated as proper epistemic subjects. 

I don't have mental properties 

Speaker: Frank van Caspel 
Affiliation: Open University in Nijmegen 
 

Abstract 
Most contemporary positions on the nature of mind (and its relation to our bodies) are committed to some form                   
of non-reductive (physicalist) functionalism with regard to mental properties. Our desires, thoughts and fears              
cannot be reduced to physical properties, yet, non-physical (functional) properties as they may be, they can only                 
be had by physical objects. 
 
Functionalism faces criticism for its inability to establish the causal efficacy of mental properties in relation to                 
our behavior. It appears that mental properties cannot be both (a) causally efficacious as well as (b) distinct from                   
the physical properties by which they are realized. The most damning argument against this possibility is known                 
as the exclusion argument or supervenience problem. So far, no solution to it has been produced that fully                  
satisfies both (a) and (b). This inability to explain mental causation elicits criticism because many authors feel that                  
however we choose to think of mind, it should be in such a way that it is causally relevant for our behavior. 
 
Functionalists are confronted with the supervenience problem as a direct consequence of the dualism between               
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mental properties and physical properties. In my talk I will analyze the cause of this dualism and suggest that it lies                     
with a widespread and largely unrecognized issue: the proprification of processes. Whereas reification involves              
making concepts into a thing, proprification (from Latin proprietas (property) and facere (to make)) signals cases                
in which phenomena (in this case processes) are (unjustly) made into, or thought of as, a property. 
 
Working from this angle, I will attempt to show that although mental functions/processes can be performed by                 
objects, they cannot be had by them - as properties can. The only properties we need to accept are the physical                     
properties that allow objects/organisms to perform mental processes. This view fits seamlessly with the              
physicalist intuition that the only causally efficacious properties are physical properties, whilst being compatible              
with the intuitive notion that our mental activities have bearing upon our actions. 

 

Anomalous Monism and the Problem of Mental Causation 

Speaker: Allert van Westen 
Affiliation: Utrecht University 
 

Abstract 
Donald Davidson’s anomalous monism has drawn much criticism. An especially strong criticism of Davidson’s              
non-reductionist monist standpoint has been proposed by Jaegwon Kim. Kim holds that, on anomalous monism,               
the mental does not have a causal role. I argue that a different interpretation of anomalous monism is not prone                    
to this criticism. If one sees Davidson’s theory in a more linguistic light, and as involving less ontological                  
commitments, the problem of mental causation for anomalous monism can be solved. This new interpretation               
sees anomalous monism as a theory not about the relations between things or events, but rather as a theory                   
about relations between descriptions. On this interpretation, monism must be considered as a thesis about               
events, and non-reductionism as a thesis about event descriptions. In line with this interpretation, a truth-value                
notion of supervenience between statements is proposed. With the linguistic interpretation and the truth-value              
notion of supervenience, anomalous monism becomes much more resistant to the problem of mental causation.               
This new interpretation does however have implications for the criteria of event-identity. 

Track 2: Metaphysics (1A11) 

The simplest argument for logical determinism 

Speaker: Jacek Wawer 
Affiliation: Jagiellonian University (Krakow Poland) 
 

Abstract 
Consider the simplest argument for logical determinism: 
 
1. If there will be a sea-battle tomorrow, then it is true that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow.                   
(Premise A) 
2. If it is true that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow, then it is necessary that there will be a sea-battle                      
tomorrow. (Premise B).  
3. Ergo: If there will be a sea-battle tomorrow, then it is necessary that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow.  
 
On the face of it, the argument (let's call it LD) does not appeal to any of the principles traditionally summoned                     
in the context of logical determinism like the principle of bivalence or the necessity of the past. However, given                   
validity of (LD) one can easily derive (Necessary A or Necessary ~A) from the law of excluded middle. We can                    
also derive (if A, then it was necessary that it would be A) from the basic principle of every temporal logic. I                      
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believe that something like (LD) is at the bottom of Aristotle's famous discussion of logical determinism in De                  
Interpretatione (18a28--19b4). 
 
Since (LD) has only two premises, and it is rather hard to deny the validity of hypothetical syllogism, there seem                     

to be only three available reactions: 
 
1. To accept that whatever will happen, will happen out of necessity. 
 
2. To reject premise (A). It is controversial though, since (A) seems hardly more then one implication of a                   
particular instance of the T-schema. Aristotle himself implicitly used it in his argument for (sic!) bivalence of                 
future contingents (ibid. 18b17--18b25). 
 
3. To reject premise (B). This option preserves bivalence of future contingents by severing the link between the                  
truth and necessity. Even though it seems the most natural thing to do, many philosophers were skeptical about                  
this idea. Most notably, J. Łukasiewicz firmly held that the ascription of a truth value to a proposition is                   
tantamount to the claim that it is necessary. 
 
 There are two main reasons supporting (B): 
1. Scope ambiguity: If we rephrase (B) like ``If A is true, then necessarily A is the case'' we might mistake                     
L(TrA -> A)  which is  valid with (TrA -> LA) which is not. 
 

The ambiguity is especially vivid in arguments like: If it is true that there will be a sea-battle, it cannot not                      
happen, so it has to happen. 
 
2. Extreme presentism: The claim that if A is true at present, there need to be, at present, a truthmaker which                     
makes A true. Together with a claim that the present is not alterable and fixed, we get the conclusion that if A is                       
true at present, it is unalterable and fixed. This intuition is triggered by phrases like ``already true'' or ``true                   
now'' (Try to replace ``true''  with ``already true'' in (A) and (B).) 
  
Aristotle recognizes both these reasons (19a23--19a39). Nonetheless,he accepts (A) and limits (B) to statements               

about the past and present. Consequently, we end up with the view that statements about the future are indeed                   
either true of false, but there is nothing at present which determines them to be one way or the other (they are                      
not ``already true''). I believe that it is the most reasonable answer to any form of logical determinism. 

The Charge from Psychology and the Project of Defining Art 

Speaker: Annelies Monseré 
Affiliation: Ghent University 
 

Abstract 
As within other philosophical projects, empirical psychological research purportedly has posed deep challenges             
to the methods and aims underlying the project of defining art. Most importantly, empirical studies have shown                 
that the concept ‘art’ is not a classical concept. Correspondingly, the concept does not allow for clarification in                  
terms of necessary and sufficient conditions. Moreover, definitions of art do not capture our ‘intuitions’ on                
arthood: they do not reveal the established application of art. A traditional counterargument against this so-called                
Charge from Psychology is that there is a distinction to be made between psychological and philosophical truths:                 
psychology tells us how we in fact do categorize art, while philosophy is supposed to reveal art’s metaphysical                  
nature. However, this distinction has been questioned, since the way in which the project is usually carried out,                  
namely by testing intuitions on what counts as art, is ill-suited to investigate the mind-independent reality.                
Additionaly, it is unclear how such an investigation into the metaphysical essence of art is even possible.                 
Therefore, so it is argued, philosophers of art should take the charge from psychology seriously.  
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In this paper, I will maintain that there is a distinction to be drawn between the philosophical and the                   
psychological project regarding the definition of art, without insisting on the metaphysical nature of the project                
of defining art and without ignoring the relevance of empirical studies. On the one hand, I will argue that,                   
indeed, if philosophers want to give a descriptive conceptual analysis of art, then they need to use all empirical                   
means available. Empirical studies do show us that a classical definition, with necessary and sufficient conditions,                
is impossible and that philosophers’ intuitions on what is art are inadequate to show how the concept of art is                    
applied. On the other hand, I aim to show that descriptive conceptual analysis is not the project (most)                  
philosophers seem to be pursuing. Although descriptivism, as in many other fields within philosophy, is mostly                
openly adhered to, virtually all proposals are revisionist, in the sense that they show us how we should use the                    
concept of art, not how we, in fact, do use the concept of art. Although there are methodological problems with                    
this false self-conception, namely using descriptive vocabulary and methods in order to justify a revisionist               
account, the revisionist project in itself is worthwhile pursuing. Empirical studies have shown that the concept of                 
art is hopelessly confused, unstable and showcases many arbitrary features. Therefore, there seems to be no                
reason not to propose new concepts for thinking about art. There is no clear motivation for descriptivism with                  
regard to the project of defining art: the identification problems the field of the arts struggles with will not be                    
answered by clarifying our confused concept of art, but rather by constructing more theoretically fruitful               
concepts.  

The limits of neuroscience. Lessons learned from neurotheology  

Speaker: Hans van Eyghen 
Affiliation: Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 
 

Abstract 
During the last two decades, neuroscientific inquiry into the phenomenon called religious experiences reached              
unseen heights. Echoing Andrew Newberg (Newberg 2011), this line of research is often called neurotheology.               
Attempts at artificial evocation by means of magnetic stimulation, for example Michael Persinger’s God helmet               
(Booth, Koren, and Persinger 2005), received wide media coverage. Much was also expected from neuroimaging               
(MRI, SPECT) (e.g. Beauregard and Paquette 2006 ). Some hoped that age-old questions about religious               
experiences, or religion in general, might finally be answered (d'Aquili and Newberg 1999). Some even argued                
that neuroscience could answer the question whether religious experiences had a divine origin or were mere                
natural phenomena (Alper 2008). This paper will argue that the results of neurotheology were not very relevant                 
for our understanding of religious experiences and that is likely that future neuroscientific research will not fare                 
any better. 
 
Some claims of philosophers who argued against the veridicality of religious experiences have been that they                
arise from a malfunctioning brain or that they often occur after fasting, long periods without sleep or                 
intoxication by drugs. Another important claim is that religious experiences can be explained as mere natural                
phenomena and thus do not require any reference to the supernatural. I will argue that none of these claims are                    
supported by neuroscience and indeed cannot be supported by neuroscience because they fall beyond its scope.                
Others have also relied on neuroscientific findings to argue for the veridicality of religious experience (Joseph                
2003). They have mainly claimed that neuroscience shows that the human brain is functioning properly while the                 
subject undergoes religious experiences. I will also argue that this claim is not supported by neuroscience either.  
 
From the previous discussion, I discern a number of limitations of neuroscience which render its relevance for                 
our understanding of religious experiences small. The main limitations are: neuroscience is unable to cope with                
the diversity of religious experiences; neuroscience suffers from methodological limitations (requires scanners,            
lab setting, …) because of which its scope is limited; neuroscience only reveals correlations and does not allow                  
conclusions about causation; neuroscience has failed to artificially evoke religious experiences.  
 
My provisional conclusion is that he findings of neuroscientific research are largely irrelevant for our               
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understanding of religious experiences since it does not add much to the debate about their veridicality. Since the                  
limitations of neuroscience are not limited to the study of religious experiences, they will also have effects for                  
neuroscientific study of other phenomena or experiences. I will argue that especially the limitations about the                
scope of neuroscience and its inability to track causations render the relevance of neuroscience very limited. 
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