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Preface

P

In 2014, the Salzburg Conference for Young Analytic Philosophy is,
once again, joining the midst of these events. The title of the confer-
ence already reveals some details about the organizers, the contributors
and the conference's guiding principles. To avoid misunderstandings we
want to add the following remarks: (i) Because of the high number of
international participants, Salzburg stands for the location of the con-
ference only. (ii) One of the conference's distinctive features compared
to similar events is that we do not make any constraints regarding the
topic of presentations. (iii) On the contrary, every philosophical disci-
pline — as long as it is carried out in an analytic way — has its place at
SOPhiA.

S

By combining (ii) and (iii) we want to demonstrate, in contrast to some
voices which claim that Analytic Philosophy constrains our intellectual
life, that all traditional topics can be advantageously examined in Ana-
lytic Philosophy. It is our utmost concern to unite analytic philosophers
from all around the world (cf. (i)). This is also in the sense of Carnap,
who claims in his early work The Logical Structure of the World:

“The new type of philosophy has arisen in close contact with
the work of the special sciences, especially mathematics and
physics. Consequently they have taken the strict and re-
sponsible orientation of the scientific investigator as their
guideline for philosophical work, while the attitude of the
traditional philosopher is more like that of a poet. This
new attitude not only changes the style of thinking but also
the type of problem that is posed. The individual no longer
undertakes to erect in one bold stroke an entire system of



SOPhiA 2014

philosophy. Rather, each works at his special place within
the one unified science."

P

In spirit of this motto, we wish you an interesting conference, fruitful
discussions and stimulating thoughts.

The Organization Committee

The Organization Committee:
Albert J. J. Anglberger, Kevin Butz, Christian J. Feldbacher, Alexan-
der Gebharter, Markus Hierl, Laurenz Hudetz, Christine Schurz

Special thanks to our sponsors:

Center for Philosophy of Science Salzburg, GAP, GWP, KRTIERION
— Journal of Philosophy, Salzburg Country, Salzburg City, University
of Salzburg;
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Figures and Facts

TIMEFRAME AND GENERAL INFORMATION. From September 4-6 2014
the fifth Salzburg Conference for Young Analytic Philosophy (SOPhiA
2014) will be held at the University of Salzburg's Department of Phi-
losophy (Humanities). The conference is public and attending it is free
of charge. The official languages of the conference are English and Ger-
man. Contributed talks will be given by philosophy students (pre-doc).
The conference is hosted by members of the University of Salzburg's
Department of Philosophy (Humanities). The organizers can be con-
tacted via organization@sophia-conference.org.

S

MISSION STATEMENT. Within the conference, problems of all areas
of philosophy should be discussed. A topical focus is not intended —
the conference has no specific theme. The presentations should rather
set themselves apart by a methodological limitation to the tradition
of Analytic Philosophy by usage of clear language and comprehensible
arguments. The conference is meant to be a common effort to clearly
formulate critically assess some of the problems of philosophy. No indi-
vidual is expected to construct “a whole building of philosophy" all by
himself; rather, the conference hosts expect everyone, as Carnap pro-
poses, to bring the undertaking forward "at his specific place within"
philosophy.

P

PROCEDURE. About 120 participants are expected. There will be 81
talks. The speakers are from institutions of the following countries:
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, Germany, Hun-
gary, Italy, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Republic of Serbia, Russian Fed-
eration, Spain, Switzerland, The Netherlands, United Kingdom, United
States of America. There are three types of talks:

Plenary talks: held by invited speakers
Workshop talks: held by invited speakers

Contributed talks: held by contributed speakers


mailto:organization@sophia-conference.org
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INVITED SPEAKERS.

e Elke Brendel (University of Bonn): Disagreement and Epistemic
Relativism

e Winfried Loffler (University of Innsbruck): Formalization and
Wide Reflective Equilibrium

e Jeanne Peijnenburg (University of Groningen): Lewis, Reichen-
bach, and Fading Foundations

e Benjamin Schnieder (University of Hamburg): Aristotle's Insight
and the Modest Conception of Truth

WORKSHOP SPEAKERS.

Affiliated Workshop: Tense vs Tenseless Theories. New insights
to and applications of the philosophy of time

— Sonja Deppe (University of Landau): Ezperiencing Time in
Continuous and Discrete Ways

— Florian Fischer (University of Groningen): Tensed Language
of Science. Logic of Science and Reference to the Present
Moment

— Cord Friebe (University of Bonn): Time Direction, Time
Order, and the Presentist's View on Space-Time

— Johannes Grossl (University of Innsbruck): Introduction

— Thorben Petersen (University of Bremen): Reductionism
about Tense. Completeness and Ezxplanatory Metaphysical
Semantics

Affiliated Workshop: Social Epistemology and Joint Action in
Science

— Peter Brossel (University of Bochum) & Christian J. Feld-
bacher (University of Diisseldorf, DCLPS): The Veritistic
Value of Social Practices in Science: Peer Disagreement

— Anna-Maria Eder (University of Duisburg-Essen): Disagree-
ment and Division of Labour

— Cédric Paternotte (LMU Munich, MCMP): Common Belief:
Plain and Probabilistic

— Paul Thorn (University of Diisseldorf, DCLPS): Wise
Crowds, Clever Meta-Inductivists
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September 4th, 2014 (Thursday)

09:00-12:45

12:45-14:00

14:00-15:30

15:30-16:00

16:00-16:30

16:45-17:15

17:30-18:00

18:15-

Location

Affiliated Workshop Affiliated Workshop
Soja Deppe & Florian Fischer & Cord Friebe & | Peter Brossel & Anna-Maria Eder & Christian ].
Johannes Grossl & Thorben Petersen Feldbacher & Cédric Paternotte & Paul Thorn
Tense vs Tenseless Theartes. New insights to and | Social Epistemology and Joint Action in Science
applicalions of the philosaphy of fize Chair: Chrisfian J. Feldbacher
Chair: Florian Fischer & Thorben Petersen (English)
(English)
Lunch Break
Plenary Lecture: Opening
Elke Brendel
Disagreement and Episteaic Relativism
Chair: Chrisfian . Feldbacher
(English, Location: HS 301)
Coffee Break
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Philosophy of Religion
Ulrike Miirbe Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh Tomés Ondracek Stanisiaw Rucza]
One Step from Doing? How We Know What We | Kaplan, Rule Theory and T'- Why We Should Tuth and Science Faith a5 2 Cognifion and Faith as 2 Relationship
Are Doing in Tying, Acling, and Failure Reject Kaplan's Account of the First Ferson Chair: Alexander Christian Chair: Chrisfian J. Feldbacher
Chair: Alexander Gebharter Chair: Robert Schwartzkopff (English) (English)
(Germas) (Engist)
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Philosophy of Religion
Sabrina Coninx Jan Stépének Adam Pawe? Kubiak Johannes Gréssl
Jesse [ Prinz: Rescue of the Somatosensory Against Continwous and Topological Versions of | Must Null Hypothesis Significance Bster Get The Problem of Divine Evil
Theories of Emotions? Sorifes Paradoies Confused by Different Sampling Designs? Chair: Chrisfian J. Feldbacher
Chair: Alexander Gebharter Chair: Robert Schwartzkopii Chair: Alexander Christian (English)
(German) (English) (English)
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Philosophy of Religion
Michael Siegel Anna D'Andrea Philippe van Basshuysen Valerie Schult
The Dream of Disengaged Reason Frodices Can We Radically Interpret Nohuman Great Nagelian Reduction and Coherence In Conlrast to Witigensiein - Belief s Speakable
Monsters. Perceptieal Disorders as 2 (Spurious) | Apes? Chair: Alexander Christian Chair: Chrisfian ]. Feldbacher
Argument for Representationalism Chair: Robert Schwartzkopif (English) (English)
Chair: Alexander Gebharter (English)
(German)

Warm evening buffet




September 5th, 2014 (Friday)

09:00-10:30

10:30-10:45

10:45-11:15

11:30-12:00

12:15-12:45

12:45-14:00

14:00-14:30

14:45-15:15

15:30-16:00

16:00-16:30

16:30-18:00

18:15-

Location

Plenary Lecture
Winried Loffler
Formalization and Wide Reflective Equilibrium
Chair: Christian ]. Feldbacher
(English, Location: HS 301)

Short Break
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Ethics
Dévid Gabor Such Benjamin Sparkes Riske Manuel Schifiter Stefan Schlag
Does The Zombie Argument Depend on The Counterfactual Reasoning Reductive Deatand and Evidence for Climale Biomedical Moral Ex — R fion
Content of Concepis? Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh Models of an Argument
Chair: Aliredo Vernazzani (Engiish) Chair: Florian Fischer Chair: Svanfje Guinebert
(English) (German) (English)
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Ethics
Matthew Cull Arno Goebel Alexander Kremling Joseph Tarquin Foulkes Roberts
Can the "Theory of Mind" Hypothesis Survive, Indicative Conditionals, Probabilistic Relevance Action-Theory of Causation and Models Teating the Fnhancement Debale: Irrefevant
Given Insights Derived from the Study of and Discourse Structure Chair: Florian Fischer Distinctions i the Enhiancement Medicine Debate
Aulism? A Response to Hacking and McGeer Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh (German) Chair: Svanfje Guinebert
Chair: Alfredo Vernazzani (English) (English)
(English)
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Ethics
Jola Feix Katharina Felka Sam Careelmont Peter Koch
Perceiving Mentality in ifs Fxpression Presuppositions and Futh-Value Intuitions The Pitfall of Early Preemplion in Counterfsctual | Harm and Welfare in Medicine
Chair: Alfredo Vernazzani Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh Thearies of Causation Chair: Svantje Guinebert
(English) (English) Chair: Florian Fischer (Eaglish)
(Engfish)
Lunch Break
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Metaphysics & Ontology
Barttomiej Czajka & Jedrzej Groduiewicz Grzegorz Gaszezyk Niels Martens Patrik Hummel
Tacling Obyects. Face-Based Theory of I Defease of Model of Assertion as Undertaking | Comparativism About Mass What Possible Worids Do Nof Tell us about De
Singular Thoughts of 2 Commitment Chair: Florian Fischer Re Modality
Chair: Johannes Grossl Chair: Arno Goebel (English) Chair: Matthias Warkus
(English) (English) (English)
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Metaphysics & Ontology
Julia Telles de Menezes Michael Price Konrad Zaborowski Sebastian Krebs
On Deferential Concepts Frege and Gramematical Fpe Confusions Does a Sapiential Dimension of Science Exist? Why I Do Nof Understand Why there is Anything
Chair: Johannes Gross| Chair: Arno Goebel Some Remarks on Nicholas Maxwell's at All. Three Remarks on Inwagen's Probability
(English) (English) Couaception of a New Paradigm of Doing Scieace | Argument for the Necessary Fxisteace of
Chair: Florian Fischer Something
(English) Chair: Matthias Warkus
(English)
Philosophy of Mind Philosophy of Language Philosophy of Science Metaphysics & Ontology
René Basfon Robert Schwartzkopff Bastian Reichardt Karol Kleczka
What Does it Mean o Have Impiicif Prejudices? | 'The number of Jupiter's moons fs four’ as 2 Varieties of Naturalism Manifestation Argument and Onfological
Chair: Johannes Gréssl Higher-Order Ideality Statement Chair: Florian Fischer Commitiments
(English) Chair: Arno Goebel (German) Chair: Matthias Warkus
(English) (Engfish)
Coffee Break
Plenary Lecture
Benjamin Schrieder

Arisfotle’s Insight and the Modest Conception of Truth
Chair: Laurenz Hudetz
(English, Location: HS 301)

Warm evening buffet




September 6th, 2014 (Saturday)

09-00-09:30

00:45-10:15

10:30-11:00

11:15-11:45

12:00-12:30

12:30-14:00

14:00-14:30

14:45-15:15

15:30-16:00

16:00-16:30

16:30-18:00

18:15-

Epistemology Ethics History of Analytic Philosophy Metaphysics & Ontology
Jakob Koscholke Chengying Guan Anastasia Kopylova Francois Pellet
AT ical De for Pr The Wishful Thinking Problem for Coacept 25 an Act of Understanding and 2 Form and Function in the Metaphysics of
Measures of Coberence Nea-cognitivism: Does If Really Make Sense? Composite Meatal Term in W Ockham’s Mechanisms: Toward an Aggregative Definition of
Chair: Vlasta Sikimic Chair: Peter Koch Philosophy Mechanisms
(English) (English) Chair: Johannes Grossl Chair: Sebastian Krebs
(English) (English)
Epistemology Ethics History of Analytic Philosophy Metaphysics & Ontology
Francesco Praolini Jonathan Norbert Krude Luca Demontis Matthias Rolffs
Salely-Based Neo-Moorean Siance, Easy Knowledge of Value Against the Principle of Verificalion: Isaiah Berlin | Methodological Causal Pluralism
Kuowledge, and Assertabilify Chair: Peter Koch and Logical Positiviam Chair: Sebastian Krebs
Chair: Vlasta Sikimic (English) Chair: Johannes Grossl (German)
(English) (Eaglish)
Epistemology Ethics History of Analytic Philosophy Metaphysics & Ontology
Job de Grefte Alexander Christian Pefer Tarras Anna Nuspliger
Does Reflective Luck Undermine Knowledge? Iz it Rational lo Report Supposed Cases of Metaphor and Method — Witigeastein's Concept | No Verbal Dispule Without the Notion of
Chair: Vlasta Sikimic Scientific Miscondict? of Therapy Analyticity
(English) Chair: Peter Koch Chair: Johannes Grossl Chair: Sebastian Krebs
(English) (English) (English)
Epistemology Ethics History of Analytic Philosophy Metaphysics & Ontology
Pawel Zieha Frauke Albersmeier Dorothee Schmitt Mattia Sorgon
In Search of the Holy Grail of Epistemology AIn Defence of Extinclionisz Logical and M: Thought Es G jonal versus Teap Maximal
Chair: Vlasta Sikimic Chair: Peter Koch 1n Wittgensiein Four-Dimensionalism
(English) (English) Chair: Johannes Grossl Chair: Sebastian Krebs
(Eaglish) (English)
Epistemology Ethics Metaphysics & Ontology
Chrisfian Quast Lovro Savic Samantha Benneft
The Concept of Expertise: A Practical Explication | Futhanasia in Psychialry - A Case from Teaporal Contamination in McTaggart's Proof
Chair: Vlasta Sikimic Tealment Resistant Depression Chair: Sebastian Krebs
(English) Chair: Peter Koch (English)
(English)
Lunch Break
Philosophy of Mind Ethics Logic Philosophical Action Theory
Natalia Anna Pietrulewicz Leonardo Ebner Zuzana Rybaiikovs Matthias Warkus
Direct Perception and Naturalistic Infeationalify Corruption: An Institufionalised Fxceplion. From | Prior's Concepf of Possible Worlds: befween What, if Anvthing, is an Action Possibilily?
Chair: Michael Siegel Social Ontology to Normativity Witfgenstein and F wkasiewicz Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh
(Engish) Chair: Frauke Albersmeier Chair: Albert . Anglberger (German)
(Engfish) (Engfish)
Philosophy of Mind Ethics Logic Philosophical Action Theory
Daan Dronkers Svantje Guinebert Vlasta Sikimic Nicolas Lindner
Self-Beliefs: A Centered Wodd Semantics for A Life You Can Live With Remarks on What is Structural in Logic On some Serious Flaws in Searle’'s Conceplion of
Indexical Proposifions Chair: Frauke Albersmeier Chair: Albert J]. Anglberger Collective Infentions
Chair: Michael Siegel (German) (English) Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh
(English) (English)
Philosophy of Mind Ethics Philosophical Action Theory
Alfredo Vernazzani Alexander Samans Robyn Repko Waller & Russell Lawrence Waller
ions and Avarice and Appreciation Forking 2nd Noaforking worlds: A Challenge to
Chair: Michael Siegel Chair: Frauke Albersmeier Libertarian Accounts of Free Will
(English) (German) Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh
(English)
Coffee Break
Plenary Lecture: Closing
Jeanne Peinenburg
Lewis, Reichenbach, and Fading Foundations
Chair: Albert ] ]. Anglberger
(English, Location: HS 301)

Closing Dinner
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Disagreement and Epistemic Relativism

Elke Brendel

Z

he concept of disagreement has got some attention in the re-
2% cent, debate between contextualism and relativism. In partic-
A \, @ ular, there are situations where, on the one hand, people seem
o 5 to disagree, i.e. where a speaker A utters something which is
incompatible with what another speaker B says, but, on the other hand,
the asserted propositions seem to be only relatively true or sensitive to
certain contextual parameters. If, for example, the truth-conditions
of knowledge-ascriptions are determined by certain context-sensitive
standards of knowledge, as epistemic contextualists and epistemic rela-
tivists contend, how can speakers still rationally disagree about whether
somebody knows a certain proposition or not?

Before I address these questions, I will give a brief formal char-
acterization of contextualist and relativist semantics in general and of
contextualist and relativst semantics of knowledge ascriptions in partic-
ular. I will then provide a taxonomy of different types of disagreement,
as for example, substantial forms of disagreement, forms of faultless
disagreement and false disagreement. Besides clarifying the notion of
disagreement, a main aim of my talk is to argue that neither contex-
tualism nor relativism can account for certain important features of
disagreement concerning knowledge claims.

Section: Plenary

Language: English

Chair: Christian J. Feldbacher

Date: 14:00-15:30, September 4th, 2014 (Thursday)

Location: HS 301

T

Elke Brendel (University of Bonn, Germany)

Elke Brendel is professor for logic and fundamental research at the Uni-
versity of Bonn. Her main area of research and interest is within logic,
argumentation theory, epistemology, philosophy of language, and phi-
losophy of science. Before she went to Bonn, she held positions at the
Universities of Berlin, Leipzig, Mainz and the University of Northern
Illinois. Amongst other official agencies she is also vice president of the

15
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German Society for Analytic Philosophy (GAP). Recent publications
are "Wissen", de Gruyter, 2013, and "Contextualism, Relativism, and
the Semantics of Knowledge Ascriptions", Philosophical Studies, 2014.
E-Mail: ebrendel@uni-bonn.de

16
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Formalization and Wide Reflective Equilibrium

Winfried LofHler

ormalizations of natural-language texts are commonly re-
garded as a key tool in analytic philosophy. However, the
literature on the question of what exactly distinguishes "ade-
quate" from "inadequate" formalizations is surprisingly nar-
row. I address the special case of formalizing arguments and sketch
a conception according to which a formalization is adequate if three
groups of beliefs can be brought into a wide reflective equilibrium: (1)
the spontaneous guess (recalled from memory) about the argument's
structure and quality, (2) the evaluation of its structure and quality
in light of the formalization and (3) a stock of contextually relevant
background assumptions.

Section: Plenary

Language: English

Chair: Christian J. Feldbacher

Date: 09:00-10:30, September 5th, 2014 (Friday)

Location:  HS 301

g

Winfried Lofller (University of Innsbruck, Austria)

Winfried Loffler is professor for philosophy at the University of Inns-
bruck. His current work concentrates on logic, philosophy of science,
and philosophy of religion. He tries to connect the contemporary an-
alytic approach with insights of the aristotelian-scholastic tradition.
Besides philosophy he has also finished his studies in theology and law
(both MA). He is president of the Austrian Society for Philosophy of
Religion and guest lecturer at several universities, amongst others in
Uppsala, Zagreb, and Ljubljana. Recent publications are an introduc-
tion to logic, Kohlhammer, 2008, and introduction to the philosophy of
religion, WBG, 2013.

E-Mail: winfried.loeffler@Quibk.ac.at

17
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Lewis, Reichenbach, and Fading Foundations

Jeanne Peijnenburg

ccordmg to Clarence Irving Lewis (1883-1964), judgements of
the form 'x is probable' only make sense if one assumes there
- * to be a y that is certain (where x and y may be events, beliefs,

- or propositions). Without this assumption, Lewis argues, the
probability value of x will in the end be zero. Hans Reichenbach (1891—
1953) contests this idea, calling it 'a remnant of rationalism'. I will
explain the relevance of the Lewis-Reichenbach debate to contemporary
epistemology, concentrating on the phenomenon of fading foundations.

Section: Plenary

Language: English

Chair: Albert J.J. Anglberger

Date: 16:30-18:00, September 6th, 2014 (Saturday)

Location: HS 301

&

Jeanne Peijnenburg (University of Groningen, The Netherlands)
Jeanne Peijnenburg is professor of Theoretical Philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Groningen. Her main area of research is the explication of
the concept of probability in epistemology. Before she was associate
professor and holder of the endowed chair Philosophical Argumenta-
tion Theory and Analysis. Recent publications: "The Emergence of
Justification" (with D. Atkinson), The Philosophical Quarterly, 2013,
and "A Case of Confusing Probability and Confirmation", Synthese,
2012.

E-Mail: jeanne.peijnenburg@rug.nl

18
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Aristotle's Insight and the Modest Conception of
Truth

Benjamin Schnieder

ristotle famously remarked: That you are pale is true because
you are pale — but not vice versa. This Aristotelian Insight
on truth plays a major role in the recent debate about truth.
758 But it is controversial of how the Aristotelian Insight can be
accounted for.

In my talk, I use ideas from Kiinne and Schnieder in order to de-
velop, against the background of Kiinne's so-called modest conception
of truth, a rigorous derivation of the principle employing the logic of
grounding.

Section: Plenary

Language: FEnglish

Chair: Laurenz Hudetz

Date: 16:30-18:00, September 5th, 2014 (Friday)

Location:  HS 301

P

Benjamin Schnieder (University of Hamburg, Germany)

Benjamin Schnieder is professor at the University of Hamburg. His
main areas of research and interest are metaphysics and the philosophy
of language and logic. Before he was director of the Emmy Noether re-
search group Phlox at the Humboldt University Berlin and an assistant
professor at the University of Hamburg. Recent publications: "Expla-
nation by Induction?" (with M. Hoeltje and A. Steinberg), Synthese,
forthcoming, and "A Logic for 'Because"', Review of Symbolic Logic,
2011.

E-Mail: benjamin.schnieder@uni-hamburg.de

19
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Affiliated Workshop: Tense vs Tenseless Theories.
New insights to and applications of the philosophy
of time

Sonja Deppe & Florian Fischer & Cord Friebe & Johannes Grossl &
Thorben Petersen

ystematic and historical background. The question
whether it is possible to translate tensed sentences without
>0 P/ loss of meaning into tenseless ones is one of the main areas
OW=2%), of inquiry in the contemporary philosophy of time. Closely
related but still independent of this is the debate between presentists
and eternalists about the nature of time. Tenseless theorists believe
that tense can and should be eliminated. Adherents of a tensed theory
claim that this is (at least for some sentences) not possible.

David Hugh Mellor's account is (still) the basis for many accounts in
the tenseless theory camp. Mellor suggested that the meaning of a sen-
tences is a function from time points to truth conditions. Following this
idea, a sentence can have always the same meaning and nevertheless
different truth values. Arthur Prior on the other side is the godfather
of the tensers. His famous "Thank goodness"-argument centers around
the joy someone feels, when an important test is completed. According
to Prior, one must belief that the test is now completed to feel this
joy. It is not enough to say, that the test ends at 2:00 p.m. and that
2:15 p.m. is later than 2:00 p.m., because one knew that already before.

Aim of the Workshop. The goal of this symposium is to contest the
predominant tenseless theory. We will present a wide array of argu-
ments ranging from time experience, philosophy of science, philosophy
of physics to direct metaphysical insights.

Sonja Deppe focuses on the experience of time and the tension be-
tween discrete and continual ways of doing so. The continuos experience
of time, which Bergson takes to be more fundamental than our discrete
way of grasping its related parts, may very well only be captured by
tensed sentences (if at all).

Florian Fischer revisits the logic of science of Rudolf Carnap and
concludes that contrary to what Carnap himself argued, inter translata-
bility does not hold generally. Fischer uses Carnap's own conception

23
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of measurement processes to show that central sentences of the logic of
science can not be stated tenseless.

Cord Friebe presents an argument from physics for the tensed theory.
Only a rightly understood tensed theory takes direction of time as being
more fundamental than time order and closed timelike curves exist only
for spacetimes that possess a globally consistent time direction but not
a globally consistent time order.

Johannes Grossl will give an overview of the debate by introduc-
ing the terminology and related issues in metaphysics and philosophy
of language. He will make us acquainted with Arthur Prior's "Thank
goodness"-argument for the temporal irreducibility of tensed propo-
sitions and D. H. Mellor's opposing New Tenseless Theory of Time.
Eventually, he will present and shortly discuss different theories to ac-
count for cross-time reference, among those the theory of quasi-truths
by Ted Sider and the related Ersatzer Presentism advanced by Craig
Bourne.

Thorben Petersen directly attacks the view endorsed by Ted Sider
and Brad Skow who argue that a complete description of reality can be
given from an atemporal perspective, by showing that their premises
are not consistent.

Schedule.

e 09:00-09:30 Johannes Grossl: Introduction

e 09:35-10:15 Thorben Petersen: Reductionism about Tense. Com-
pleteness and Explanatory Metaphysical Semantics

e 10:20-11:00 Sonja Deppe: Experiencing Time in Continuous and
Discrete Ways

e 11:00-11:20 Coffe Break

e 11:20-12:00 Florian Fischer: Tensed Language of Science. Logic
of Science and Reference to the Present Moment

e 12:05-12:45 Cord Friebe: Time Direction, Time Order, and the
Presentist's View on Space-Time

e 12:45 Workshop Closing

24
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Abstracts.

Sonja Deppe: Experiencing Time in Continuous and Discrete
Ways

eflections on time, both in contexts of metaphysics and in
,".‘\\ experience of time, encounter a certain tension between con-
"{é’ tinuous and discrete aspects of time. On the one hand, we
2% experience time as continuously flowing; on the other hand,
we have a strong tendency to explain time referring to separate in-
stants of time, discrete objects, and their different states. In my talk, I
will present and explain an often neglected perspective on the matter,
namely the approach of the French philosopher Henri Bergson.

o

In his analysis of temporal experience, Bergson yields an under-
standing of the two aspects of time that leads to an overall picture of
time and our experience of it: For him, continuity is a crucial feature of
our experience of time, and even more, temporal continuity is a crucial
feature of our experience in general. Thereby, the temporal continuity
— the "duration" in Bergson's words — is directly connected with the
qualitative aspect of experience: The way I perceive a certain sound in
a piece of music — such as the harmonic resolution of a dissonance —
can't be understood by isolating the one sound from the others. The
present moment can't be understood by itself but rather as develop-
ing continuously out of preceding moments. Furthermore, continuity
is a basic feature in Bergson's overall view of temporal process-related
reality.

Up to this point it is true that Bergson takes a firm stand in favour of
a continuous view of temporal experience. At the same time, however,
he gives a detailed and interesting analysis of our tendency to cope
with our own durational experience in a way that introduces discrete
forms of access to time and to temporal processes. For him, it is the
context of acting that demands to "cut" the temporal continuity into
fixed objects of differentiated states, situated at instantaneous points of
time. Bergson compares the tendency to access temporal phenomena
in this way with the mechanism of a film camera, taking instantaneous
pictures out of the continuous progression of events to be filmed.

In his view, such a fragmentation of temporal processes does not
only happen in the context of our analytical reflection but already in

25



SOPhiA 2014

the context of our perception. After all we can say that this discrete
way of approaching temporal processing is a basic and very natural
part of our experience as well. So even if Bergson takes the continuity
of time for more fundamental, he sees both our continuous experience
of time and our discrete way of grasping it as related parts in the bigger
context of our being incorporated in temporal processuality.

After reconstructing Bergson's approach, I will consider its possible
implications for the contemporary analytic debates about time, and
show that it might open new perspectives on the reasoning about
experience and ontology of time. For instance, concerning the issue
of temporal passage, Bergson might help to bridge the gap between
certain contrary intuitions of experience and ontology.

Florian Fischer: Tensed Language of Science. Logic of Science
and Reference to the Present Moment

i)
o

his paper brings together two debates, which are interrelated
3 content wise, but have had (virtually) no impact on each
"é‘\‘;@" other. In contemporary philosophy of time the debate
o 5 between so called tensed and tenseless theory is one of the
main issues. Arthur Prior has famously argued that reference to the
present moment is both important for our actions and not translatable
without loss of meaning into just tenseless concepts and sentences.
This argument has been much contested since and the sufficiency of
a tenseless theory is open to controversy up until today. Independent
of this the status of indexical concepts for Rudolf Carnap's logic of
science has been subject to philosophical analysis. It is hard to pin
down Carnap's position on the importance of indexicality — and thus
reference to the present moment — since there is a certain tension
in his own writings. His early work up until "Der logische Aufbau
der Welt" differs in some important points from ideas he develops in
"Testability and Meaning" or his two level conception. So the first
goal of this paper is a reconstruction of Carnap's thoughts on tense
regarding the language of science. I will access not only Carnap's own
ouvre but also contrast him with other coeval philosophers, especially
Otto Neurath and Carl Gustav Hempel. The second goal then goes
beyond Carnap: I will argue for a tensed theory, i.e. I will try to show
that it is not possible to translate tensed sentences, which are located

B
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at the core of scientific language, into tenseless counterparts without
loss of meaning. I claim that tensed sentences and beliefs are needed
(in the style of an transcendental argument) to anchor the tenseless
physical relation of earlier/later. To do so, I will borrow an argument
which Carnap himself gives in the context of measuring procedures.

Cord Friebe: Time Direction, Time Order, and the Presen-
tist's View on Space-Time

>,» ccording to tenseless theories of time, time is essentially time
>\ order, characterized by the earlier-later relation between
events located in spacetime. Spacetimes containing closed
» time-like curves, however, do not have a globally consistent
time order but (only) a globally consistent time direction. It seems
that time direction is more fundamental than time order, which
apparently contradicts the spirit of any B-theory of time. It will be
argued that presentism, by contrast, provides an understanding of
"temporal succession" that is independent of an ordering relation
but conceived of as being a productive succession. The present,
continuously coming into being, is therefore essentially time direction,
namely directed towards existence. Construed this way, the tensed
theory of time copes better with general relativity than its tenseless
opponents.

Thorben Petersen: Reductionism about Tense. Completeness
and Explanatory Metaphysical Semantics

£ conjunction of (1) reductionism about tense, (2) completeness
and (3) explanatory metaphysical semantics, namely:

(1) Reductionism about tense: Temporally indexical sentences have
tenseless truth-conditions

(2) Completeness: A description of reality is complete iff every non-
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fundamental truth (or fact) is made true (or holds in virtue of) a
non-fundamental truth (or fact)

(3) Explanatory metaphysical semantics: Fundamental truths (or
facts) are explanatory as of non-fundamental truths (or facts).

This talk consists of three parts. I will begin by providing a brief history
of reductionism about tense, and locate the Sider/Skow-view in logical
space. In the second part, I argue that the Sider/Skow-view should be
rejected. This is because the set of propositions consisting of (1), (2)
and (3) implies

(4) Mlumination: Tenseless sentences are explanatory as of the con-
tents of tensed statements, which, on any reasonable interpreta-
tion of "being explanatory", is a proposition that is false.

Finally, I shall argue that this conclusion is (i) not in favour of dynam-
ical theories of time, show that (ii) the phenomenon of tense can only
be explained by taking into account that enduring substances change
and (iii) motivate what it means to deny that a complete description
of reality can be given from an atemporal perspective.

References
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Affiliated Workshop: Social Epistemology and Joint
Action in Science

Peter Brossel & Anna-Maria Eder & Christian J. Feldbacher & Cédric
Paternotte & Paul Thorn

orkshop aims & scope. Already from the beginning
on as formal disciplines, the demarcation between formal
philosophy of science and formal epistemology was never
. very strict. Although the former was and is mainly con-
cerned with the construction, justification, and growth of scientific
knowledge, whereby the latter deals more generally with problems
settled around the broad notion of knowledge, both disciplines aim
at normative models of rational belief and by this meet very often on
the same formal grounds. This linkage can also be observed easily by
considering current philosophy of science conferences' agendas, where
especially the number of contributions out of social epistemology is
heavily increasing. Within this workshop some of the links between
these two disciplines are considered in detail and discussed to some
extent.

Programme Summary. One way of joint action in science consists
in overcoming disagreements about the validity of statements by aggre-
gating the single points of view to a joint one. Within this workshop the
general conditions for such a joint action will be discussed by provid-
ing (i) some desiderata for- and consequences of an optimal aggregation
method, followed by (ii) the presentation of a fine-grained way of aggre-
gating single points of view to a joint one, and (iii) combine (i) and (ii)
for an optimization of joint action in science. In (iv) the investigation
is expanded to differences and bridge principles between quantitative
(as used in (i)—(iii)) and qualitative modes of belief.

Paul Thorn will present a meta-inductivist solution to Hume's prob-
lem of induction within the so-called best-alternative approach on in-
duction. Meta-induction is a specific method of strategy selection which
is to be shown optimal (not maximal and of course also not success-
determined, hence only best amongst the available alternatives) in the
long run within a prediction setting. This new approach to the tra-
ditional problem of induction bears also a number of implications for
problems in social epistemology. Amongst others, Thorn will show by
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means of simulations which conclusions one might draw for epistemo-
logical group performance evaluation.

In the second talk Anna-Maria Eder argues that standard monis-
tic Bayesian approaches to cases of so-called doxastic disagreement,
i.e. disagreement amongst epistemic agents in their evaluation of the
validity or probability of some proposition, are philosophically inappro-
priate. She will show then that in pluralistic Bayesianism by keeping
confirmation commitments and the grasped evidence separated, an ag-
gregation and revision of epistemic belief states in light of disagreement
becomes philosophically more appropriate.

The third talk will be given by Peter Brossel and Christian J. Feld-
bacher. They show how the meta-inductive approach—presented by
Thorn—and pluralistic Bayesianism—as presented by Eder—can be
combined in order to make the latter position even more stronger in
solving problems of joint action in science.

In the fourth talk Cédric Paternotte expands the investigation of
the first three talks by addressing the problem of bridging quantitative
modes of belief to qualitative ones and vice versa. Besides results
of formal investigations in this field he will also present some results
about the influence of pragmatic factors as, e.g., the degree of publicity
of events or the number of supporters of a specific thesis.

Funding. This workshop is supported by the German Society for
PhllOSOphy of Science (G\f’VI): Gesellschaft fiir \\f’issenschﬂftsphil()sophie)

Schedule.

e 09:00 Workshop Opening: Synopsis

e 09:10 Paul Thorn: Wise Crowds, Clever Meta-Inductivists

e 10:00 Anna-Maria Eder: Disagreement and Division of Labour
e 10:50 Coffe Break

e 11:05 Peter Brossel & Christian J. Feldbacher: The Veritistic
Value of Social Practices in Science: Peer Disagreement

e 11:55 Cédric Paternotte: Common Belief: Plain and Probabilistic
e 12:45 Workshop Closing
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Abstracts.

Peter Brossel & Christian J. Feldbacher: The Veritistic Value
of Social Practices in Science: Peer Disagreement

& he veritistic value of an agent's credences depends on the
47 diﬂ"erence between agent's credences in a proposition and
“ , the proposition's truth value. The less difference the higher
.‘ ) 5 the agent's veritistic value. There is manifold of a priori
arguments that an individual scientist's credences should obey the
probability calculus and that they should be updated by what is called
strict conditionalization; this maximizes the expected gain in veritistic
value.

Something similar holds for social practices in science: the aim of
these social practices is to increase the (expected) veritistic value
of the scientists' credences. In this talk we want to investigate
how the various social practices suggested in connection with peers
disagreement fare with respect to this aim.

Anna-Maria Eder: Disagreement and Division of Labour

v cientists specialise in order to divide up their labour and
so pursue their epistemic endeavours more efficiently. In so
" doing, they often rely on the testimony of fellow scientists.
, ;‘\JJA Such testimony may concern the collection and interpretation
of data, or the assessment of the data's relevance for the hypotheses
under consideration. Scientists trust the results of their colleagues and
consider the results to be relevant for their own epistemic states. The
questions then arise: What should scientists do when they disagree
with each other? Are they required to resolve their disagreement? If
so, how should they resolve their disagreement?

I shall argue that standard Bayesian approaches to answering the latter
question are philosophically inappropriate. This is—roughly—due
to the fact that they presuppose that agents' epistemic states are
best represented by the agents' credence functions alone. 1 will
suggest a new approach to the revision of epistemic states in light of
disagreement that is philosophically more appropriate. It presupposes
that agents' epistemic states are best represented by the agents'
reasoning commitments and the evidence available to them. In my
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talk I shall provide reasons for favouring the new approach. Some of
these reasons are given from the perspective of traditional individual
epistemology. They concern the representation of epistemic states in
general. Other reasons are given from the perspective of formal and
non-formal social epistemology. They concern, among other things,
the division of labour among scientists.

Cédric Paternotte: Common Belief: Plain and Probabilistic

- ecent analyses of common knowledge, building on Lewis'
seminal approach, have emphasised that it is not based on
S knowledge but on credence (probabilistic belief) — so that
3 (%é common knowledge is equivalent to high-degree common
belief. But can we determine what degree of common belief is high
enough to warrant common knowledge? Answering this question may
appear to necessitate a formalization of inductive reasoning (that
would establish when we treat strong beliefs as knowledge), which is
notoriously lacking. I explore another option, based on recent parallels
built between plain and probabilistic individual beliefs (Lin & Kelly
2012, Leitgeb 2013). I apply such approaches to cases of interactive
epistemology in order to determine how common knowledge is affected
by factors such as the degree of publicity of events from which it may
originate, and by the number of agents who witness it. I then discuss
the differences between the plain/probabilistic belief parallels in the
individual and in the collective cases.

Paul Thorn: Wise Crowds, Clever Meta-Inductivists

uch recent discussion, along with formal and empirical work,
- on the Wisdom of Crowds has extolled the virtue of diverse
and independent judgment as essential to the maintenance of
‘wise crowds'. In other words, communication and imitation
among members of a group may have the negative effect of decreasing
the aggregate wisdom of the group. In contrast, it is demonstrable that
certain meta-inductive methods provide optimal means for predicting
unknown events. Such meta-inductive methods are essentially imita-
tive, where the predictions of other agents are imitated to the extent
that those agents have proven successful in the past. Despite the (self-
serving) optimality of meta-inductive methods, their imitative nature
may undermine the ‘wisdom of the crowd' inasmuch as these meth-
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ods recommend that agents imitate the predictions of other agents. In
this talk, I present selected results from Thorn and Schurz (2012), il-
lustrating the effect on a group's performance that may result from
having members of a group adopt meta-inductive methods. I then
expand on Thorn and Schurz (2012) by considering three simple mea-
sures by which meta-inductive prediction methods may improve their
own performance, while simultaneously mitigating their negative im-
pact on group performance. The effects of adopting these maneuvers
are investigated using computer simulations.
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Language: English

Chair: Christian J. Feldbacher
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Kaplan, Rule Theory and 'I': Why We Should Reject
Kaplan's Account of the First Person

Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh

.~ simple rule, in context, is sufficient to provide both the mean-
>\ ing and the reference of all tokens of 'I'. Or so David Kaplan
would have us believe. To Kaplan 'I' is a 'pure indexical’
- whose meaning and reference can be fixed by a 'simple rule'
provided in context of the usage of a particular token of 'T'.

Kaplan's view is comprised of three claims: 1) A simple rule, in
context, is sufficient to provide the meaning and determine the refer-
ence of all tokens of 'I' (Rule Theory) 2) All tokens of 'I' are logically
guaranteed against reference-failure (The Guarantee) and 3) In the cen-
tral uses of 'I' tokens, one need not identify what is being referred to
(Independence). Call this view 'Purism'.

In this paper, I argue that Kaplan's account of the first person,
Purism, is false.

I begin by presenting Kaplan's view and the three claims that com-
prise it, as shown above. Kaplan's position is then contrasted with
Maximilian de Gaynesford's view, which maintains that 'I' is in fact a
'mixed /impure’ indexical.

I proceed to show that the logical relations between these three
claims are such that the truth of Rule Theory entails the truth of The
Guarantee and of Independence. The converse will also be shown to
hold: If The Guarantee and Independence are true then they entail the
truth of Rule Theory.

Due to the logical relations of the claims that comprise Kaplan's
position, all that is required to demonstrate the positions falsity is for
one to show either Rule Theory is false or that The Guarantee and
Independence are false. Isolating either Rule Theory or The Guarantee
and Independence and demonstrating their falsity would provide us
good reason to reject Kaplan's view: it would collapse.

I isolate Rule Theory. I argue that this claim in Kaplan's view
runs into trouble as soon as we try to cash out what this 'simple rule'
is. Kaplan's particular formulation, I argue, is especially problematic.
After demonstrating why, I reformulate the simple rule in such a way
that it is consistent with Kaplan's view but avoids the problems of his
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formulation.

Following de Gaynesford, I demonstrate that there is a deep ambi-
guity to be found in all formulations of the simple rule.

To demonstrate: take 'Uses of I refer to those who use them' as a
formulation of the simple rule posited in Rule Theory. Taking Ix for 'x
is a use of I', Uxy for 'x uses y', and Rxy for 'x refers to y' in the domain
of 'singular referring terms and their possible referents' this simple rule
is ambiguous between:

i. (Vo)[{z — (y)(Uyx A Rzy)]
ii. (Va)(Vy)[(Ix A Uyz) — Ray)
ili. (Vz)(Vy)[((Iz AUyx A (32)(Rzz)) — 2 = y)]

Does the simple rule imply: (i.) 'For every use of 'T', there is a user
to whom it will successfully refer?' (ii.) 'For every use of 'I' and for
every user of 'I'; the use will successfully refer to the user? Or (iii.)
'"For every use of 'I' which has a user and which succeeds in referring,
it will be to the user that the use refers?'

I proceed to argue that on both the weakest (i.) and the strongest
disambiguation (iii.) of the simple rule we have good reason to reject
Rule Theory.

Regarding (i.), I present a counter-example to this claim in which
we have a use of 'I'; which successfully refers, but its referent is not it's
user but it's producer. If Kaplan insisted on (i.) then his view would
only acknowledge an arbitrary set of 'I' uses. This is unsatisfactory
as we should expect it to be the case that if a 'simple rule' would be
sufficient to determine the reference of all tokens of 'I' then it should
acknowledge all cases of 'I' usage.

As for (iii.), I present a counterexample, similar to the counterex-
ample above. Insisting on (iii.) Kaplan would have lost the generality
of his account, which is crucial if one wishes to claim that a simple rule
is sufficient to determine the reference of all tokens of 'T'.

A possible response by Kaplan: let us get clear about the notions
of users and producers of 'I' tokens, after which we may successfully
formulate the simple rule. Let us revise the simple rule to read as: 'Any
use of 'T' refers to whoever produced/used it'. This could read either
as a conjunction of both 'producer' and 'user' or as a disjunction.
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Finally, I argue that this revision of the simple rule does not aid
Kaplan's view. If the revised rule was read as a conjunction then it
could not be true. This is because there are cases in which the user
and the producer of 'I' are distinct. As such, the simple rule could not
claim that the reference of 'I' is sufficiently determined by a rule, which
says that the referent is the user and the producer of 'T'.

Read as an inclusive disjunction, this revised rule would also not
provide us with what it purports to: that is, sufficiently determine the
meaning and reference of all tokens of 'I'. All we would have here would
be a narrowing down of two possible candidates for the referent of 'T'.
This is clearly insufficient to determine the referent of 'I'. Read as an
exclusive disjunction, I maintain this revised rule is still insufficient to
determine the reference of all tokens of 'T".

It appears that Kaplan's claim that a simple rule is sufficient in
context to determine the referent of 'I'; on every reading provided, is
false. For this reason, Rule Theory is false.

I conclude, firstly, by claiming that we should reject Kaplan's ac-
count of the first person (Purism) because, as demonstrated earlier, the
falsity of Rule Theory spells the demise of Kaplan's view simpliciter
and, secondly, by demonstrating how we can account for the intuitive
plausibility of Rule Theory without holding a Purist account of the first
person.
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In Defence of Extinctionism

Frauke Albersmeier

n order to advance the philosophical debate about animal
= rights as well as its political impact, Donaldson and Kymlicka
have presented an account of animal citizenship in Zoopolis
(2011). They dismiss the abolitionist, or extinctionist ap-
proach in animal rights theory as insufficient in its theoretical founda-
tion and disproportional regarding the means it promotes to prevent
domesticated animals from suffering abuse by humans. Among the
consequences of their counterproposal — granting domesticated animals
citizenship — is an increased pressure to justify any interference with
domesticated animals' reproductive activities. I this talk I attempt to
give such justification with reference to presumed interests of individ-
ual animals in the well-being of their children as well as interests of
the mixed-society to prevent overly demanding obligations towards its
members. Even while recognizing existing domesticated animals as cit-
izens, humans might be unable to fully meet their obligation to protect
the most dependent of them, and therefore be justified to condition-
ally subscribe to "extinctionism" and limit these animals' reproduction
to the extent of their ultimate extinction. Therefore, rather than up-
holding a strict opposition between any form of extinctionism and a
political framework for animal rights, out of reasonable concern for
the well-being of domesticated animals in the societies they have been
placed in, a qualified extinctionist approach should be incorporated into
the political framework developed in Zoopolis.

Mo
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Nagelian Reduction and Coherence

Philippe van Basshuysen

(5

wo related questions are investigated: first, how does a
S ‘_\ Nagelian reduction of one theory (T1) to another (T2) im-
o \, @ pact on the coherence of T1 and T2? And second, it can be
& s argued (cf. Dizadji-Bahmani et al. (2010)) that an increase in
coherence is one goal that drives reductionist enterprises; consequently,
the question if and how this goal is achieved can serve as an epistemic
criterion for evaluating a purported reduction.

In order to answer these questions, I give a probabilistic analysis
of the relation between the reduction and the coherence of theories.
Different measures of coherence have been proposed (e.g. Shogenji
(1999), Olsson (2002), Fitelson (2003)); I argue that the most promising
approach is axiomatic (cf. Bovens, Hartmann (2003)). However, since
there are counterexamples to each proposed coherence measure, we
should be careful that the analysis be sufficiently stable. It turns out
that this can be done.
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What Does it Mean to Have Implicit Prejudices?

René Baston

=—>ne of the most widely discussed concepts in social psychol-
[ ogy is the notion of "implicit prejudice". In contrast to ex-
). plicit prejudice, which are traditionally measured by ques-
““ tionnaires, implicit prejudice cannot be detected via intro-
spection. Indirect measures do not scale accessible mental states but
unconscious and automatic behavior. But what does it mean to have
implicit prejudices? Are implicit prejudices mental states like beliefs
about a social group or are they mental processes? The answer to these
questions depends on the following two questions: (i) What justifies the
ascription of mental entities? (ii) Which kinds of mental entities are
ascripted? First, I will outline the general approaches of indirect mea-
surement in social psychology. Next, (regarding i) Daniel Dennetts
intentional stance will be confronted with a criticism by Ramsey. Fol-
lowing this, (regarding ii) the most relevant mental structures used in
the literature to describe the concept of implicit prejudice will be ana-
lyzed and criticized: a) heuristics, b) deducitve fallacies and c¢) beliefs
(prejudice in a strict sense). Once these notions have been scrutinized,
the discourse between the research groups Banaji, Nosek and Green-
wald and Arkes and Tetlock will be analyzed. The investigation will
show that the discourse was kept alive due to conceptual misunder-
standings.
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Temporal Contamination in McTaggart's Proof

Samantha Bennett

n this paper, I argue for a novel analysis of McTaggart proof
= of the unreality of time by examining the linguistic frame-

2

b work of his exposition. I argue that insofar as McTaggart ex-
® pounds his proof for the unreality of time in natural language,
his argument is intrinsically self-undermining. Furthermore, such nat-
ural language is constituted of temporal locutions and tenses in the
indicative mood — that is, his language is temporally contaminated.
By expressing his proof in terms of such contaminated language, his
proof of the unreality of time is in fact self-undermining because of its
implicit presupposition of time in virtue of language. I shall exam-
ine what sort of self-undermining argument McTaggart falls prey to,
and precisely how it is problematic for his proof. Subsequently, I shall
consider the relationship between language and reality in terms of my
analysis. Specifically, I shall consider the reply that it is insignificant
that McTaggart's proof is self-undermining, because such an inconsis-
tency does not render time to be non-existent, but rather reality itself
to be incoherent. In virtue of this reply, I shall answer by consider-
ing Linguisticism, and hence arguing for the priority of philosophy of
language to metaphysics.
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The Pitfall of Early Preemption in Counterfactual
Theories of Causation

Sam Careelmont

» ounterfactual theories of causation gained fame by Lewis
g\‘g % and his possible world semantics. They recently revived
o {%)‘2)) in a new form using the structural equations framework.
\\\/@ Counterfactual theories of causation are challenged by
several classes of counterexamples, of which cases of preemption are
generally taken to be the most problematic. The aim of this talk is to
disclose the problematic status of counterexamples of early preemption
(subclass of cases of preemption). It will be argued that cases of
early preemption have been misguiding the research as they do not
constitute genuine counterexamples to any counterfactual theory of
causation. First, it is argued that early preemption is reducible to
forward event preemption, which occurs when one event preempt
another from becoming actual. Next, the counterexamples of early
preemption are evaluated as cases forward event preemption using
a possible world contemplation. This evaluation shows that at least
one of the counterfactuals which encode the cases of early preemption
makes little sense. The argument is backed up by its correspondence
to an improperly encoding of an indicative conditional as a subjunc-
tive one, following Lowe's analysis of counterfactuals. The defect
in the counterexamples of early preemption becomes particularly
relevant in the recent counterfactual theories of causation as they
etch the causal laws directly on counterfactual conditionals without
further semantic specification. Whence, the question as to which
form causal laws should have comes forward as an important issue for
any theory that wants to employ counterfactuals to explicate causation.

Main references:

— Joseph Y. Halpern and Christopher Hitchcock. Actual causation
and the art of modeling. In Heuristics, Probability and Causality:
A Tribute to Judea Pearl, pages 383-406. College Publications,
June 2010.

— EJ Lowe. The truth about counterfactuals. The Philosophical
Quarterly, pages 41-59, 1995.
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Is it Rational to Report Supposed Cases of Scientific
Misconduct?

Alexander Christian

+ cientific misconduct — i.e. the fabrication or falsification of
data and also plagiarism — results in the loss of epistemic in-
)" tegrity of research findings that can threaten society's trust in
)>=:%). science, hinders the research process and endangers the life of
human and nonhuman animals. Consequently, scientific communities
and scientific institutions have established rules for the proper han-
dling of supposed misconduct cases. One central duty in this context
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demands of every participant of the research process to report such
cases to the appropriate authorities. Both, the compliance with and
the omission of this duty, involve several problems for whistleblowers,
perpetrators and scientific institutions — beginning the individual risks
in terms of acts of retaliation against the whistleblower, the prevailing
risk of error or costs for illegitimate omission. I want to argue that it is
not rational to report supposed cases of scientific misconduct, neither
for a scientist — based on plausible assumptions about her preferences
and the institutional setting — nor with respect to the general aim of
safeguarding the epistemic integrity of research.

The first part of the talk gives an introduction to the problem of
whistleblowing in academic and industrial research. The second part
then provides an informal narrative of individual and institutional fac-
tors that lead to the erroneous omission or compliance with the norm of
reporting supposed cases of misconduct. This part is based on the on-
going debate of this topic in science and engineering ethics. Building on
this, the third part shows in a more accurate manner how the involved
decision processes and risk assessments can be modeled within a formal
framework. The last part discusses possible solutions and strategies for
their institutional implementation.
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Jesse J. Prinz: Rettung der somatosensorischen
Emotionstheorien?

Sabrina Coninx

n der Geschichte der Philosophie werden Emotionen meist
') als die ungebetenen Begleiter des Verstandes angesehen und
bleiben lange Zeit als arationale Phinomene unbeachtet. Erst
gegen Ende des 20. Jahrhunderts wird die herausragende
Stellung erkannt, die emotionale Episoden in praktischen Uberlegungen
und Entscheidungsprozessen einnehmen koénnen, und ihre Erforschung
wird, auch unter Einbezug der Ergebnisse neurowissenschaftlicher Stu-
dien, zunehmend intensiviert. In dem Versuch das Wesen der Emotio-
nen zu ergriinden, bilden sich zwei kontrire Strémungen heraus: Die so-
matosensorischen Modelle auf der einen Seite basieren auf der Vorstel-
lung, dass Emotionen Perzeptionen korperlicher und zerebraler Veran-
derungen darstellen. Die kognitivistisch ausgerichteten Konzeptionen
auf der anderen Seite nehmen an, dass Emotionen génzlich oder teil-
weise mit Kognitionen, wie Urteilen, Uberzeugungen oder Wiinschen,
gleichzusetzen sind oder zumindest in konstitutiver Weise von diesen
abhéngen.

In der bisherigen philosophischen Debatte hat sich die kognitivis-
tische Theoriefamilie als dominierend erwiesen, vor allem weil sie die
Eigenschaften der Intentionalitét und der Rationalitdt von Emotionen
durch deren Bindung an Kognitionen deutlich besser einfangen kann.
Die somatosensorischen Ansétze hingegen identifizieren das intentionale
Objekt einer Emotion mit den physiologischen Reaktionen des Organ-
ismus, nicht aber mit einem Gegenstand oder Sachverhalt der externen
Welt. Dies ist jedoch insoweit unplausibel, als dass sich Menschen
und Tiere typischerweise nicht vor ihrem eigenen Koérper fiirchten und
diese Form der emotionalen Bezogenheit daher auch nicht zu ratio-
nalen Handlungsweisen zu fiihren vermag. Dieses grundlegende Prob-
lem versucht der amerikanische Philosoph Jesse J. Prinz mithilfe seines
somatosensorischen Ansatzes der 'embodied appraisals' zu l6sen, dem
zufolge Emotionen zwar physiologische Verdnderungen registrieren, ver-
mittelt dariiber aber relevante Eigenschaften der Umwelt reprisentieren
und auf die entsprechenden externen Objekte bezogen sind.

Im Zuge des angestrebten Vortrages soll indes der Versuch einer kri-
tischen Auseinandersetzung mit Prinz' Konzeption unternommen wer-
den, um eine Antwort auf die Frage zu finden, ob es ihm tatséchlich
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gelingen kann, das fundamentale Problem der somatosensorischen The-
oriefamilie zu 16sen und diese als eine attraktive Alternative in der De-
batte zu verteidigen.
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Can the "Theory of Mind" Hypothesis Survive,
Given Insights Derived from the Study of Autism?
A Response to Hacking and McGeer

Matthew Cull

e \ﬂ‘ here is a problem within the philosophy of psychology which
5 Q‘J asks how we, as humans have the capacity to understand the
L"/ ‘\ . . .
behaviour of other humans. The dominant paradigm for ex-
s plaining how we achieve this is known as "Theory-theory",
or "Theory of Mind theory" (ToM). This paradigm suggests that the
individual imputes mental states to others in the mode of a scientific

A
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theorist positing unobservables (mental states) in order to explain ob-
served data (social behaviour). However, this model has not been un-
controversial. Both Tan Hacking and Victoria McGeer have produced
critiques of ToM based on the study and experiences of Autistic indi-
viduals. Whilst sympathetic to their position, I will show how Hack-
ing's critique of ToM falls to an argument presented by McGeer and
how McGeer's own argument against ToM itself suffers from an inter-
nal contradiction. I shall then present my own critique of ToM, which
draws on both Hacking and McGeer's work on "autistic autobiogra-
phy" in order to show the incoherence of the ToM model. Finally, I
motion towards how a different paradigm in the philosophy of psychol-
ogy might better be able to answer how we understand the behaviour of
others, without the incoherence and socio-political problems associated
with ToM.
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Tracking Objects. Trace-Based Theory of Singular
Thoughts

Barttomiej Czajka & Jedrzej Grodniewicz

t is common in philosophy of language and mind to distin-
& guish two ways of thinking about objects. The first one (de-
o » scriptive) is present when no specific individual is thought

® about (e.g.: "The shortest spy is fat"). The second one (sin-
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gular) is present when there is some specific individual that agent has
in mind (e.g.: "My brother is clever").

There is a long-standing debate on what exactly makes a thought
singular. One of the most recent voices in the debate is Sawyer (2012).
Sawyer defends a version of acquaintance theory, according to which
one can have singular thoughts about an object only if she perceives,
remembers or is told about it. Sawyer enhances it by allowing addi-
tionally acquaintance via exploitation of traces left by an object (in
her understanding a trace is any perceived effect of object's causal im-
pact). These conditions rule out the possibility of having a singular
thought about an object that thinker mistakenly believes to exist or
about fictional entities. However, it seems that there are significant
similarities in cognitive roles played by thoughts about particular ob-
jects, no matter whether these objects actually exist or not (cf. Jeshion
2010). According to Sawyer, to accommodate this observation we need
to introduce a distinction into: thoughts of merely singular form and
genuine (successful) singular thoughts.

Our critique of Sawyer develops a general intuition of Crane (2011)
that such a distinction cannot explain a cognitive role of singular
thoughts. In our opinion the insightful idea underlying Sawyer's trace-
based acquaintance can be pursued on the ground of a theory rejecting
acquaintance. We introduce such a competitive trace-based theory of
singular thoughts and present an advantage of our theory over Sawyer's
solution. As not committed to the aforementioned distinction our the-
ory gives a unified treatment of singular thoughts about both existent
and non-existent objects, at the same time dealing successfully with
other examples populating the debate on singular thoughts (Jeshion
2010).

References:

— Crane, T. (2011). "The Singularity of Singular Thought",
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume
LXXXV, pp. 21-43.

— Jeshion, R. (Ed.). (2010). "New Essays on Singular Thought",
Oxford University Press.

— Sawyer, S. (2012). "Cognitivism: a new theory of singular
thought?", Mind & Language, 27, pp. 264-83.
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Can We Radically Interpret Nonhuman Great Apes?

Anna D'Andrea

cocgm=— ver the past few decades a great deal of studies have been con-

%S»Q\ ducted on nonhuman great apes behaviour and the way they
@l interact with each other. Significant results have prompted
9“ 75 g p p

® 9 several hypotheses about the nature of their cognitive and
communicative skills, giving rise to questions about how these results
are to be interpreted. Some researches claim that nonhuman great apes
behaviour, and in particular their gestural behaviour, can be classified
as a form of communication and that these gestures show astonishing
similarities to the ones performed by humans. According to this line of
thought, studying such language-independent forms of communication
can help us to understand to what extent similarities between human
and nonhuman great apes are relevant and how this can throw light on
our evolutionary history.

The assumption that there are similarities between the communica-
tive acts of human and nonhuman great apes seems to imply that both
kinds of acts are interpretable, eventually even in the same way. If
this is correct, then a theory of radical interpretation, as we find it
Donald Davidson's work, should be applicable not only to humans, as
linguistic creatures, but also to nonhuman great apes. In broad terms,
Davidson's theory of radical interpretation is a theory about how to
make sense of the communicative behaviour of a speaker of an alien
language. It aims at explaining how it is possible to attribute a mean-
ing, i.e. a propositional content, to the utterances of a speaker of an
alien tongue. Thus the radical interpreter, who does not speak the
speaker's language and does not possess any prior knowledge (neither
of the content of the speaker's utterances nor of his beliefs), must re-
late the speaker's behaviour with some evidence present in the given
context, if he finds himself willing to understand the speaker. This
provides, or should provide, the interpretation of the communicative
behaviour in question.

In a bid to extend this theory it can be argued that if the behaviour
of nonhuman great apes can be regarded as communicative ("commu-
nicative" in the sense that I will explain throughout this paper), then it
can be radically interpreted. I suspect that this will not do. I therefore
attempt to show that there is no compatibility between nonhuman great
apes gestural behaviour and a theory of radical interpretation, similar
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to the one proposed by Davidson. In view of this, we might ask: how
is communicative behaviour to be defined? What are the conditions a
creature must satisfy to be a proper subject of radical interpretation?
Is the theory of radical interpretation only confined to humans, i.e. to
creatures that possess language? These questions are crucial for the
hypothesis of a radical interpretation of nonhuman great apes. Here I
will attempt to clarify these matters and, on the basis of an analysis
of Davidson's theory of radical interpretation, I want to show that this
theory cannot be extended to nonhuman great apes.

In the first section, I will present Davidson's account of radical
interpretation and explicate its necessary conditions. In this respect I
aim at emphasising the special place of language in the theory and in
particular the role it plays in communication.

In the second section, I will go into a few current positions on great
ape gestural behaviour, mainly raising the following questions: why
is great ape gestural behaviour a possible candidate for radical inter-
pretation at all? To what extent can this behaviour be considered
as communicative? Is the term communication an appropriate one,
when we talk about nonhuman great apes? It is in answering this last
question that I attempt to show that the notion of communication is
inadequate in this context and I will suggest to replace it with the one
of interaction. This is not meant to be an argumentative gimmick or
a mere dispute over words; rather, I want to draw an important dis-
tinction, best suited for both levels of explanation - the linguistic and
the nonlinguistic. Displaying the notion of communication will serve
to show the incompatibility between great ape gestural behaviour and
Davidson's theory of radical interpretation.

The third and last section, aims at bringing together what has
emerged in the previous sections. Here I will come to discuss con-
cretely the very central question of this paper: can a theory of radical
interpretation in Davidsons style be extended to nonhuman great apes?
I will propose two reasons that undermine this possibility:

1. The notion of communication implicit in radical interpretation is
necessarily linguistic, therefore it differs from the notion of communica-
tion used for explaining the gestural behaviour of nonhuman great apes,
which I suggest to call interaction. The advantage of redefining these
notions consists in equipping the empirical scientist with useful labels
for identifying and classifying different types of behaviour; it consists
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in providing notions with which he can productively operate.

2. Essential for the actualisation of radical interpretation is what I
will call the reversibility of radical interpretation and this condition is
not satisfied if the theory is applied to nonhuman great apes. The idea
is that what satisfies the criteria of an act of radical interpretation is a
sort of mutual dependence between the interpreter and the interpretee.
That is, the interpreter and the interpretee must be in a position of
exchanging their roles. This is what can guarantee a verification of the
interpretation.

My overall intention behind drawing this distinction is neither to
demonstrate that non- human great apes do not communicate, nor to
account for a blind anthropocentric view, which assigns to humans the
primacy over any other living being, rather I want to point to a termi-
nological difficulty and propose a solution to it. It is, however, my firm
conviction that language is an incredible resource for explaining human
behaviour and human cognition. We have no chance of knowing what
is really going on in the mind of others, but everyone of us certainly has
the possibility of externalise what is going on in ones own mind. And it
is language that enables this. To possess a language increases the way
of interacting with our fellow human beings, it makes communication
a fascinating phenomenon.
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Against the Principle of Verification: Isaiah Berlin
and Logical Positivism

Luca Demontis

saiah Berlin's relationship with analytic philosophy is a very
’=» meaningful issue in the history of the latter. As he frequently
recalls in his works, Berlin was a key figure in the debates
with authors such as John L. Austin and Alfred Ayer that
gave rise to the very influential "Oxford School of Philosophy". In
fact, before devoting to the history of ideas, he wrote several essays on
epistemology and philosophy of language, now collected in his Concepts
and Categories.

In this paper, we will first reconstruct Berlin's arguments against
the principle of verification, especially in the form that Ayer, in his
Language, Truth and Logic, inherited from the logical positivism of
the Wienerkreis. We will see how, in Berlin's opinion, the verification
principle owes its origins to two essential presuppositions:

1. Despite its apparent empiricism, it is an expression of the episte-
mological monism that Berlin attributes to the rationalist tradi-
tion of philosophy, whose aim is to find a systematic method for
the discovery of truth;

2. It underestimates the relevance of the influential metaphysics in
the construction of our conceptions of the world.

Given these premises, we will argue that:

a. Berlin's well-known dichotomy of monism and pluralism is, to
some extent, rooted in a reaction against the reductionism that
he ascribed to logical positivism. As he says, his criticism against
the principle of verification "has coloured everything else that I
have thought";

b. we can find very similar assumptions in post-positivism (i.e. the
historical change of paradigms, according to Thomas Kuhn), and
in the so-called post-analytical philosophy of authors such as Hi-
lary Putnam and Richard Rorty (i.e. pluralism and scientific
anti-reductionism).
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In short, the aim of this paper is to highlight the relevance of Berlin's
heritage in order to better understand what Erich Rech recently called
"The Historical Turn in Analytic Philosophy".
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Self-Beliefs: A Centered World Semantics for Index-
ical Propositions

Daan Dronkers

~ - ne of the central debates in contemporary philosophy of mind

*’ % is the discussion about self-understanding. Regardless of a
g, \@‘) specific account of self-understanding, at stake are questions
' ) about self-beliefs: beliefs one has about oneself. However
these self-beliefs have been found to raise difficult problems of their

own, and cannot easily be accommodated in a standard account of
belief.
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In this paper, it will be argued that self-beliefs are essentially index-
ical: a belief is a self-belief iff the indexical "he*" (which might be read
as "he" or "I", depending on the context) occurs in it. For example,
Caesar has a self-belief if Caesar believes he* conquered Gaul. On the
other hand, if Caesar believes Caesar conquered Gaul, then this is not
a self-belief.

There seem to be some difficulties in reconciling this account of
self-beliefs with the idea that beliefs are propositional attitudes; i.e.
that the objects of beliefs are propositions. The question arises what
propositions these indexical self-beliefs correspond to.

After considering Kripke-models with centered worlds for self-beliefs
proposed by Perry, Stalnaker and Lewis, which all turn out to be in-
adequate, an alternative account will be proposed. On this account,
propositions which are the object of self-beliefs are themselves indexi-
cal; propositions will be evaluated at centered worlds, with the center
indicating the reference of he*. In addition, a propositional calculus
with a belief operator will be introduced. It will be shown that on
this account, one can make sense of believes with occurrences of "he*",
even though "he*" was found (by Castaneda) to be unanalyzable in
coreferring terms.

Ultimately, it will be concluded that self-beliefs can be modelled
and understood in a model of beliefs that is only slightly different from
a ordinary model for non-indexical beliefs.
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Corruption: An Institutionalised Exception. From
Social Ontology to Normativity

Leonardo Ebner
s oo 1.1 How the "corruption-object" is done?

@({}\) Following the theory developed by J. Searle (1995) I propose
— to apply the formula "x counts as y in context c¢" to analyse

O\/ - characteristics of corruption. From the social ontology point

of view, we can argue that corruption has typical attributes of "social

institutions", here understood in the Searlian sense. This approach

reveals the relationship between the ontological and the normative

dimension of corruption.

1.2 How can we distinguish it from other forms of backscratch-
ing or favouritism?

The creation of an "institutional fact" needs that collective inten-
tionality assigns a function to a given "social fact" within a certain
context (an y in c); therefore, that it accepts the institutional role
of such fact. Concerning corruption, it is to define limits to what
can be considered an "acceptable" form of favouritism, nepotism and
abuse of authority: the function y of the object-corruption will be the
possibility of breaking the law in order to obtain benefits.

2.1 Is corruption always wrong?

These limits establish the boundary between what we can accept in
a liberal society and what is considered devoid of legitimacy in that
context. In this way, we move from the ontological dimension to
the normative extent. The ontological status of corruption contains
an implicit normative assessment: in a liberal society, corruption is
considered a fact wrong in itself, because it stands in opposition to the
core values of political liberalism.

2.2 Are there some exceptions?

The argument I advance in support of this thesis is the paradox of the
free rider. This kind of behaviour exemplifies the attitude we assume
toward corruption: although we recognise that it is an "institutional
fact" condemnable as such, we have the tendency to provide with
a moral justification based on utilitarian rationality, which aims to
achieve the greatest personal benefit possible. For this reason, we
accept corruption only as "institutionalised exception".
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Perceiving Mentality in its Expression

Jola Feix

ow do we access the mental life of another? It seems natural
> to say that we sometimes see another's anger in her face or
) hear her joy in her tone of voice. The perceptual thesis holds
bl 4 that one can indeed perceive some of another's mental states
directly, i.e. without recourse to further cognitive resources like infer-
ence or inner simulation. Put differently, the perceptual thesis is the
claim that one sometimes accesses the mental states of others directly
via perception.

The most popular defense of the perceptual thesis appeals to an
embodiment thesis according to which some mental states are partly
constituted by characteristic features of the bodily surface. The idea is
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that we are able to see a mental state like joy because it — partly — is
a surface level physical state (such-and-such movement of a face). The
embodiment claim is highly controversial and often said to be faced
with the threat of collapsing into behaviorism.

This paper provides an alternative defense of the perceptual thesis
that is independent of the embodiment claim. I proceed from argu-
ments for a rich picture of the contents of perception, according to
which one can see high-level properties like causal efficacy or being a
tree in addition to low-level properties like shapes and colors. By itself,
though, these arguments do not suffice for a defense of the perceptual
thesis. What we need in addition, I argue, is not the embodiment view,
but that some behaviors is expressive of the relevant mental states. In
my presentation I explicate the relevant notion of expression in order to
distinguish between bodily states and bodily expressions where only the
latter are bodily manifestations of mental states. I argue that expres-
siveness is a relational property of some bodily states but not others,
and that perception of the relevent relation affords perception of the
mental state.In combination with the relational account of expressions,
PT is defensible.
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account of the knowledge of other minds, and what a perceptual ac-
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Presuppositions and Truth-Value Intuitions

Katharina Felka

S o his talk is concerned with an intuitive contrast that arises
when we consider sentences containing empty definite descrip-
B~ =~ 5 tions. While a sentence like "The king of France is bald" ap-
S s pears to be neither true nor false, sentences like "My friend
was visited by the king of France", "Obama is the king of France" or
"The king of France exists" mduce clear intuitions of falsity. This is
surprising, for one might think that all of these sentences carry the
false presupposition that there is a unique king of France and should
receive the same evaluation as a consequence. Recently, some authors
have developed an account of this intuitive contrast (Lasersohn 1993,
von Fintel 2004, Yablo 2006, 2009). According to them, all sentences
that contain an empty definite description like "the king of France"
carry a false presupposition and thus lack a truth-value but for some
reason we still reject some of the sentences as false. I argue against
these accounts and develop a Strawsonian alternative that vindicates
our pre-theoretic truth-value judgments. According to the developed
account, the two types of sentences actually differ in truth-value, since
they differ in their presuppositions. Hence, pace recent literature, I
develop an account according to which our truth-value intuitions are
trust-worthy.

ot

(G
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In Defense of Model of Assertion as Undertaking of
a Commitment

Grzegorz Gaszczyk

)%

77NS
(Ol

he main purpose of my paper is to defend social theory of

X assertion. To do this I, first, analyze debate concerning so-

g cial nature of assertion, and, second, argue that we should
5 characterize assertion in terms of commitment.

Pagin (2004) introduces a method for producing simple counterex-
amples to social theories of assertion. They have a form of utterances
which do communicate its own social significance, but which, never-
theless, are assertions by the standards of these social theories (e.g.
Brandom 1994). In other words, we can not make an assertion by
using explicit performative utterances. Pagin argues that assertions
based on commitment fails the "inferential integration" test (explicit
performatives that count as assertions should be able to take the place
of assertions in inferences).

In this point, I will argue that Pagin's theory is insufficient on three
levels. Firstly, Pagin does not precise certain conditions which social
theory must fulfill for making an assertion and his method refute the-
ories which characterize assertions not wholly in social terms. I follow
Pegan (2009) in claiming that Pagin's method is open to possibility that
making an assertion involves intending some social effect, for example
committing oneself to the truth of what one asserts or conveying a cer-
tain kind of impression. Secondly, following Garcia-Carpintero (2013),
I defend view that explicit performatives are a kind of self-verifying
indirect speech act, and therefore could be use as assertions. Thirdly,
I show that there is another strategy to challenge Pagins problem with
explicit performatives by applying Brandom's idea of expresivism of
logical vocabulary. I show that we could pass inferential integration
test on the level of material inferences for which explict performative
utterances are sufficient.

Finally, I present advantages of this model compared with another
accounts to assertion.
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Indicative Conditionals, Probabilistic Relevance and
Discourse Structure

Arno Goebel

~a -1 the basis of notorious triviality results suppositionalists
%E»Q\ about indicative conditionals (IC) argue that the meaning
“if: ) ‘s . .- .. .
o \@’. of those conditionals is not propositional. Explicating their
o ) theory in a probabilistic framework, the probability of an IC
goes by the conditional probability of the consequent given the an-
tecedent. According to the suppositionalists, utterances of ICs do not
have propositions as their conventional meanings but express high con-
ditional probability and constitute conditional speech acts.

c

However, the suppositionalists' account of the meaning of ICs is
more than vague. Moreover, it is unclear how such an account could
fit into general frameworks of meaning and communication. Another
problematic aspect is the reiteration of the second paradox of material
implication in the suppositionalist framework: Certainty of the conse-
quent C validates all conditionals A>C with arbitrary antecedent A
with P(A) exceeding 0.

The intuition of natural language speakers regarding ICs seems to be
that there has to be a connection between antecedent and consequent.
In a probabilistic framework this connection can naturally be explained
by the notion of epistemic probabilistic relevance. Surprisingly, this is
ignored by the suppositionalists. Relevance measures to what extent
the increasing probability of one proposition raises, lowers or leaves
untouched the probability of another proposition.

In my talk I want to show that, first, with the notion of epistemic
probabilistic relevance it is possible to account for the intuitions of a
connection between antecedent and consequent. Second, probabilistic
relevance captures the dynamics of probability distributions and thus
should be understood as context change potential. Drawing on insights
from current dynamic semantic frameworks and their explication of
contexts, I would like to sketch a probabilistic model of discourse in
which the relevance of an asserted proposition drives the discourse
dynamics. In parallel to dynamic test conceptions of epistemic
expressions, indicative conditionals express relevance relations thereby
providing constraints on contexts with probabilistic structure.

69



SOPhiA 2014

Section: Philosophy of Language

Language: English

Chair: Farbod Akhlaghi-Ghaffarokh

Date: 11:30-12:00, September 5th, 2014 (Friday)
Location: ~ HS 302

S

Arno Goebel (University of Konstanz, Germany)
Arno Goebel (M.A.). University of Konstanz. 2011 Magister Artium
in philosophy and linguistics at the University of Frankfurt a.M. Major

interests in philosophy of language, belief revision, action and decision
theory, metaethics.

E-Mail: arno.goebel@gmx.de

Does Reflective Luck Undermine Knowledge?

Job de Grefte

n a recent work, Duncan Pritchard has begun on a thorough
' analysis of the concept of epistemic luck, its benign and mali-
, cious varieties, and the implications of different kinds of luck
® for knowledge. One of the central distinctions in Pritchard's
book concerns the distinction between veritic luck (the kind of luck
at play in Gettier-cases) and reflective luck, the kind of luck that re-
sults from our inability to reflectively distinguish between "benign" and
"Gettiered" cases of justified, true belief.

Pritchard develops a Neo-Moorean approach to eliminate veritic
luck from knowledge. Since neo-Mooreanism implies reflective luck,
however, this latter kind of luck cannot be eliminated from knowledge.
Nevertheless, Pritchard claims that this is not fatal for our possibility
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of having knowledge, for the Neo-Moorean approach secures the possi-
bility of externalist knowledge even in the presence of reflective luck.

So, Pritchard's position is that while the elimination of reflective
luck from knowledge is desirable, it is not essential. The main aim of
this paper is to cast doubt on this claim. It is argued that pure exter-
nalist knowledge, the only kind of knowledge compatible with reflective
luck, is a kind of knowledge that is uninteresting from an epistemic
point of view. This is so because, as Pritchard admits, pure external-
ist knowledge cannot be claimed. My main argument will be that an
analysis of knowledge that means that we cannot claim some of our be-
liefs to constitute knowledge will not enable us to make progress in the
project of maximising true beliefs while minimizing false belief, which
I take to be the primary epistemic goal.

The upshot will be that reflectively lucky first-order knowledge un-
dermines second-order knowledge, and thereby our ability to claim
knowledge. Thus, if we want to account for the value of the project
of epistemology, we need an anti-reflective luck condition as well as
an anti-veritic luck condition on first-order knowledge. Some further
implications of the view proposed are considered.
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The Problem of Divine Evil

Johannes Grossl

% The Problem of Evil" is a label usually applied to questions
like "Why does God allow infants to suffer?" or "Why does
God allow horrible massacres?" The existence of an almighty
5 loving God seems to be incompatible with certain instances
of suffering. But there is another "Problem of Evil", which has been
somewhat neglected. It could tentatively be called the "Problem of
Divine Evil", since the question is not why God does allow evil, but
why God perpetrates evil, and evil of a special sort, namely endless
suffering in hell. Can everlasting, endless suffering as punishment for
the actions of a finite being ever be morally justified? David Lewis
outlined a paper on the topic shortly before his death in 2001, which
was completed and published by Philip Kitcher and Michael Tooley in
2007. In my talk, I will examine and systemize Lewis' argument and
eventually scrutinize options to avoid his atheistic conclusion.

Undertaking this venue, I present a trilemma of divine evil: (1)
God is fair, i.e. he penalizes only in a way such that (i) the penalty is
adequate, (ii) actions of equal moral value are penalized equally, (iii)
actions of unequal moral value are penalized unequally. (2) Eternal
damnation is possible. (3) Eternal damnation is, in case it exists, in-
flicted by god. Common are rejections of the former two premises:
Divine Voluntarists such as Duns Scotus and Martin Luther openly
reject (1); Anselm of Canterbury, for instance, undermines (1) by lev-
elling and thereby annulling moral value. Today, many theologians
try to solve the problem by rejecting (2): However, the doctrine of
apokatastasis or the weaker all-will-be-saved theory, seem to be incom-
patible with (1), if they is not extended by a theory of cosmic justice,
purgatory, or reincarnation.

I will emphasize my analysis by focusing on a possible rejection of
premise (3): There are reasonable theories explaining why God is not
the perpetrator of eternal damnation and why it is logically impossible
for him to save those how either do not want to be saved or commit
other actions which make them incapable to enter into heaven. A cen-
tral line of argument in such theories is that God's offer of an eternal
loving relationship requires libertarian free will regarding the creature's
response to this offer. This line suggests a position what I call Strong
Voluntarism regarding Hell: A person can, similarly to what is assumed
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in respect to angels, reject God's offer of eternal salvation despite full
knowledge of the consequences. The dominating intellectualist tradi-
tion within Christianity, however, denies that persons can freely act in
such an irrational way, since people always strive for what they believe
to be a personal good. Therefore I want to promote a type of Weak Vol-
untarism regarding Hell which is strongly related to Aristotle's virtue
theory as well as to Peter van Inwagen's and Robert Kane's Restrictive
Libertarianism: During her life, a person can form her character in a
way such that she destroys her free will, so that she is inable to freely
accept (or inable to freely reject) God's offer after death. Accordingly,
it is logically impossible for God to allow certain people into heaven;
therefore God does not perpetrate eternal damnation and Lewis' ar-
gument of Divine Evil for the non-existence of a benevolent, almighty
God fails.

Section: Philosophy of Religion

Language: English

Chair: Christian J. Feldbacher

Date: 16:45-17:15, September 4th, 2014 (Thursday)
Location: ~ HS 203

&

Johannes Grossl (University of Innsbruck, Austria)

Johannes Grossl (Dr. theol., bakk. phil.). University of Innsbruck.
2007 baccalaureate in philosophy (Munich School of Philosophy); 2011
Diplom (University of Munich, master equivalent) in theology; thesis
about the application of Gddel's incompleteness theorems as an ar-
gument against functionalism. Since 2011 research assistant with the
Analytic Theology Project in Innsbruck. Theological PhD thesis on
Open Theism, completed in 2014. Philosophical PhD thesis on Presen-
tism in philosophy of time, in progress.

E-Mail: johannes.groessl@uibk.ac.at

73


mailto:johannes.groessl@uibk.ac.at

SOPhiA 2014

The Wishful Thinking Problem for Non-cognitivism:
Does It Really Make Sense?

Chengying Guan

o 1 his notable article "Non-cognitivism and Wishful Think-
‘o ing," Cian Dorr (2002) raises an objection against non-
,a cognitivism, which he implies is (1) as devastating as the
® famous 'Frege-Geach problem' and (2) independent of it,
namely, 'the wishful thinking problem.' The present paper explains
Dorr's argument and suggests that the recent researches have showed
that Dorr's argument fails because of an over-reliance on intuition. In
section one, I introduce what non-cognitivism and the Frege-Geach
problem respectively is, as the background knowledge. In section two,
I explain how Dorr argues that the wishful thinking problem may arise
following a successful solution to the Frege-Geach. In section two,
I explain two recent analysis on Dorr's argument (Budolfson, 2009;
Mabrito, 2013) and invoke them to demonstrate that the wishful think-
ing problem does not really make sense in the way that Dorr first thinks.
In section four, I discuss a possible strong objection to my thesis from
the angle of the proponents of Dorr and argue that this objection fails
too.
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Ein Leben, mit dem Du leben kannst

Svantje Guinebert

- ntrospektiv und beim Beobachten Anderer, im Alltéiglichen
Y=} sowie in sozialpsychologischen Experimenten - immer wieder
zeigt sich, dass Menschen zu Autoritétshorigkeit neigen und
® unter Autoritit z.T. Handlungen begehen, von denen sie
selbst behaupten, wenn es nach ihnen ginge, wiirden sie sie nie tun.
Die Frage, was genau ein autoritdtshoriger Akteur "falsch" macht, kann
einerseits unter Riickgriff auf eine normative Theorie zu beantworten
versucht werden, andererseits mit Fokus auf sein Verhéltnis zu sich und
seinen eigenen evaluativen Einstellungen. Letzteres und eine Analyse
solcher Handlungen fiihrt zur Unterscheidung zwischen Gehorsam und
Horigkeit: Wéahrend dies bei Gehorsam nicht der Fall ist, schreibt ein
horiger Akteur irrtiimlicherweise die letztinstanzliche normative Au-
toritdt einer anderen Person zu. Doch selbst wenn sich die Position
vertreten lasst, dass ein solcher Akteur damit gegen eine Pflicht gegen
sich selbst verstdist, stellt sich nicht nur die Frage danach, wie die Pflicht
zur Selbstzuschreibung von Autoritdt zu verstehen und zu begriinden
ist, sondern auch, was es genau beziiglich des Verhéltnisses zu den
eigenen evaluativen Einstellungen bedeutet. Hannah Arendt schrieb,es
ginge darum so zu entscheiden und zu handeln, dass man mit sich weit-
erleben wollen kann. Doch was heiftt es, Entscheidungen zu treffen und
Handlungen zu begehen, mit denen man leben kann?

In dem Vortrag soll eine eigene Lesart expliziert und zur Diskussion
gestellt werden: Mit sich selbst weiterleben wollen kénnen bedeutet,
dass die in den fiir die Person einschlagigen Lebensbereichen geltenden
Normen angenommen werden, so dass eine Person sich und anderen
nichts vormacht. Durch die Selbstzuschreibung letztinstanzlicher nor-
mativer Autoritét ist eine notwenige Bedingung erfiillt, um eine struk-
turierte Person zu sein. Strukturiert bedeutet hier, die Person kann -
im Gegensatz zum "Stultus", wie er von Seneca beschrieben wird - In-
tentionen bilden und befolgen; ihre Ziele und Pléane sind dabei jeweils
in einen normativen Rahmen eingebunden. Erhebe ich die Tatigkeit
an einer Universitdt z