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Zum inzwischen zehnten Mal findet der internationale Kongress der Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie e. V. statt.
Das diesjährige Rahmenthema »Plurality in Philosophy and
Beyond – Vielfalt in der Philosophie und darüber hinaus«
ist ein klassisches Thema der Philosophie, das bereits in der
Antike diskutiert wurde. Gleichzeitig ist es ein Thema von
hoher Aktualität, das gegenwärtig zunehmend an Brisanz
gewinnt.
Auch die Philosophie ist mit einer Welt konfrontiert, die
durch eine weitreichende Pluralität gekennzeichnet ist. Es ist
eine Welt, in der Kulturen, Religionen, Moralvorstellungen,
Lebensformen, sexuelle Orientierungen, Ethnien und Staaten,
aber auch Interessen, Meinungen und Theorien im Plural vorkommen. Und auch wenn diese Vielfalt meistens wertvoll und
bereichernd ist, kann sie auch Polarisierung und Ausgrenzung
mit sich bringen und damit zu einer Quelle von Spannungen
und Konflikten werden. Eine Philosophie, die sich diesen Herausforderungen intellektuell und institutionell stellt, ist deshalb für die Gesellschaft ein großer Gewinn.
Die Stärke der Philosophie liegt dabei aber nicht in vermeintlich einfachen Antworten, sondern gerade in der ernsthaften Auseinandersetzung mit Pluralität. Dazu gehören
eigene Methodenvielfalt und sorgfältiges Abwägen der Argumente.

Gerade innerhalb der Analytischen Philosophie gibt es eine
Vielfalt von Methoden – von der Begriffsanalyse bis zur Experimentellen Philosophie. Und manche klassischen philosophischen Theorien zerfallen unter dem scharfen Blick der Analyse
in heterogene Vielheiten.
So wird die Philosophie von einer doppelten Pluralität
geprägt: der Pluralität einer komplexen Wirklichkeit und der
eigenen internen Pluralität. Darin liegt eine besondere Herausforderung, aber auch eine besondere Chance.
Die Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie e. V. hat sich
somit – wie schon in den Jahren zuvor – ein überaus spannendes und aktuelles Thema ausgesucht, das im Rahmen von Kolloquien, Buchsymposien und Podiumsdiskussionen mit Expertinnen und Experten aller Fachbereiche und aus aller Welt
diskutiert werden soll. In diesem Jahr werden weit über 300
Sprecherinnen und Sprecher aus fast 40 Ländern erwartet, die
nicht nur die gesamte systematische Breite des Faches repräsentieren, sondern auch über Fachgrenzen hinweg arbeiten.
Ich danke den Veranstalterinnen und Veranstaltern für Ihr
Engagement im Vorfeld und bei der Durchführung der Tagung.
Ich wünsche allen Teilnehmerinnen und Teilnehmern einen
erfolgreichen Kongress, viele interessante Gespräche und Diskussionen und spannende Impulse für ihre weitere Arbeit.

Isabel Pfeiffer-Poensgen
Ministerin für Kultur und Wissenschaft des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen
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Greeting
Isabel Pfeiffer-Poensgen

This is the 10th time by now that the International Congress
of the German Society for Analytic Philosophy takes place.
This year’s general topic »Plurality in Philosophy and
Beyond« is one of the classic topics in philosophy which was
already discussed in the ancient world. At the same time this
topic is of high current relevance and presently gaining more
and more significance.
Even philosophy is confronted with a world that is more
and more characterised by a wide-ranging plurality. It is a
world in which cultures, religions, moral ideas, ways of life,
sexual orientations, ethnic groups and states, but also interests, opinions and theories exist in the plural. And even if
this plurality is mostly valuable and enriching, it may implicate polarisation and exclusion and thus become a source of
tensions and conflicts. Therefore a philosophy which meets
these challenges intellectually and institutionally is of great
benefit for the society.
However, here the strength of philosophy is not to find supposedly simple answers, but to deal with plurality seriously.
This includes the plurality of its own methods as well as the
careful consideration of the arguments.

In particular in analytic philosophy there is a plurality of
methods – ranging from concept analysis to experimental philosophy. And many classic philosophical theories are split into
heterogeneous multiplicities under the sharp eye of analysis.
Thus philosophy is characterised by a double plurality: the
plurality of a complex reality and its own internal plurality.
This poses a particular challenge, but also offers a particular
opportunity.
As in the years before, the German Society for Analytic Philosophy has selected a very exciting and current topic, which
is to be discussed within colloquia, book symposia and panel
discussions with experts from various fields and from all over
the world. This year well over 300 speakers from nearly 40
countries are expected, who do not only represent the whole
systematic range of the discipline but also work across disciplines.
I would like to thank the organizers for their commitment
in planning and hosting the congress. I wish all participants a
successful congress, many interesting talks and discussions as
well as inspiring impulses for your future work.

Isabel Pfeiffer-Poensgen
North Rhine Westphalia Minister of Culture and Science
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Geleitwort
Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,
im Namen der Universität zu Köln begrüße ich Sie herzlich zum
10. Internationalen Kongress der Gesellschaft für Analytische
Philosophie! Ich freue mich, dass eine so bedeutende Tagung
in diesem Jahr an unserer Universität stattfindet. Mein besonderer Dank gilt den Organisatoren, den Professoren Thomas
Grundmann und Joachim Horvath, dem Vorstand der Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie und dem Team des Lehrstuhls für Erkenntnistheorie, Wissenschaftstheorie und Logik
unserer Universität.
In den kommenden Tagen werden mehr als 300 Sprecherinnen und Sprecher aus insgesamt 37 Ländern vortragen und
diskutieren. Sie sind dafür in die richtige Stadt gekommen:
Köln ist ohne Frage ein Ort zum Philosophieren – das wussten
bereits mittelalterliche Denker wie Albertus Magnus und Thomas von Aquin. Ich wünsche Ihnen, dass Sie sich hier wohlfühlen und eine angenehme und anregende Zeit verbringen!
»Vielfalt in der Philosophie und darüber hinaus« – dieses
Veranstaltungsthema bietet meiner Einschätzung nach genügend Stoff für intensive Diskussionen. Es geht Ihnen dabei
um eine doppelte Pluralität: einmal um jene unserer immer
komplexeren Wirklichkeit, und einmal diejenige der Methoden
und Ansätze in der Wissenschaft und in Ihrem Fach.
Das deutsche Wort Vielfalt lässt sich auf verschiedene Weisen ins Englische übersetzen: Sie haben sich für die Übertragung plurality entschieden. Andere Möglichkeiten wären diversity oder variety gewesen. Solche Entscheidungen sind nicht
ohne Konsequenz: Anders als das relativ neutrale plurality,
besitzt diversity heute eine positive Konnotation. Variety dagegen könnte eher einen Eindruck von Beliebigkeit erwecken.
Dies zeigt bereits das Spannungsfeld, in dem sich Ihr Thema
bewegt: Pluralität selbst kann sich sehr unterschiedlich auswirken und verschieden wahrgenommen werden.
Wissenschaftliche Forschung ist meines Erachtens in ihren
Methoden und ihren Ansätzen notwendig plural. Diese Plu-

Univ.-Prof. Dr. Axel Freimuth
Rektor der Universität zu Köln
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Univ.-Prof. Dr. Axel Freimuth
(copyright Simon Wegener)

ralität kann nach außen hin allerdings leicht als Beliebigkeit, ja Widersprüchlichkeit wahrgenommen werden. Schnell
entsteht der Eindruck, dass sich jede beliebige Aussage wissenschaftlich begründen oder falsifizieren ließe, je nachdem,
welche Methode und welcher Ansatz genutzt werden. Das
ist nicht immer leicht zu vermitteln. Im schlechtesten Fall
schwächt es das Vertrauen in die Leistungsfähigkeit von Forschung und Wissenschaft. Wenn wir uns heute mit einem vermeintlich ›postfaktischen Zeitalter‹ und ›alternativen Fakten‹
konfrontiert sehen, beruht dies meiner Überzeugung nach
zum Teil auf einer solchen gesellschaftlichen Wahrnehmung
von Forschungsergebnissen und wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnissen.
Die Pluralität als ein Kernelement von Wissenschaft verständlich zu machen und zu erklären, gehört meiner Überzeugung nach zu den zentralen Aufgaben von Wissenschaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftlern, auch und gerade von Philosophinnen und Philosophen. Wir als Forschende müssen unser
eigenes Tun in die Gesellschaft hinein verständlich vermitteln
und den Menschen in verständlicher Sprache erklären, was wir
tun. Hier müssen wir als Wissenschaftler besser werden. Ich
würde mich sehr freuen, wenn GAP.10 auch hierzu beiträgt.
Das Gebot zur Kommunikation gilt auch innerhalb der Wissenschaft. Oft ist die Pluralität ein Gewinn – etwa bei erfolgreichen interdisziplinären Kooperationen. Sie kann jedoch auch
zu erbittertem Richtungsstreit oder gar der Unfähigkeit führen, miteinander zu kommunizieren. In diesem Fall verstehen
Wissenschaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftler einander buchstäblich nicht, weil sie keine gemeinsame Sprache mehr finden.
Pluralität darf aber auch in der Wissenschaft nicht zur Apathie gegenüber dem Anderen führen. Das Streben nach dem
Gemeinsamen, dem Verbindenden und der Vermittlung ist
ebenso notwendig. Dieser Weg führt über die wissenschaftliche Diskussion und den Forschungsdiskurs.
Für Ihre Zeit in Köln wünsche ich Ihnen daher genau solche
fachlich weiterführenden Diskussionen.

Greeting
Ladies and gentlemen,
on behalf of the University of Cologne, I wish to welcome
you to the 10th International Congress of the Society for
Analytical Philosophy (GAP). I am very pleased that such a
prestigious event is taking place at our university this year.
My special thanks go to the organizers, Professor Thomas
Grundmann and Professor Jan Horvath, the Executive Board
of GAP and the team of the department for of our university.
Within the next days, over 300 speakers from 37 countries
will present and discuss their papers. You have come to the
right place for this: Cologne sure is a great place for philosophy – even medieval thinkers like Albert the Great and Thomas
Aquinas knew that. I hope that you will have an agreeable
stay and a good time.
»Plurality in Philosophy and beyond« – this topic of yours
surely gives a broad room for fruitful discussions. By this, you
are addressing plurality in a double sense: the plurality of our
more and more complex reality on the one hand, and the plurality of methods and perspectives within the Philosophy, the
Humanities and the Sciences on the other.
As a translation into German, you chose Vielfalt in der
Philosophie und darüber hinaus. The German word Vielfalt
could have been translated into English in different ways as
well, e. g. diversity or variety. Such decisions are not superfluous: in contrast to the more neutral plurality, diversity
today has a rather positive connotation. Variety on the other
side could transport an impression of arbitrariness or contingency. This shows a key aspect of your topic: plurality can
have very different effects and can be seen in very different
ways.

Univ.-Prof. Dr. Axel Freimuth
(copyright Simon Wegener)

In its methods and perspectives, scientific research is
necessarily plural. But this plurality is not always easy to convey to the general public. It can easily be misunderstood as
arbitrariness or even contradictoriness, especially by outsiders. One could get the wrong impression that any statement
could be both scientifically proven and falsified, depending
on which method and /or perspective is chosen. As a consequence, scientific research then is regarded merely as a matter
of opinion. This weakens the societal confidence and trust into
scientific capacity and competence. In my opinion, this is one
of the reasons why scientists today are confronted with a socalled ›post-truth era‹ or ›alternative facts’.
Therefore, it is one of the crucial tasks for any scientist,
and especially philosophers, to explain and convey plurality
as a key element of scientific research. We as researchers have
to talk to the people about what we are doing more often
and in a way that is easy to understand. There still is potential for improvement for us all. I would be glad when GAP.10
contributes to this, too.
The precept of communicating also refers to the Sciences
and the Humanities themselves. Plurality often has a benefit –
like in successful interdisciplinary cooperation. But it can be
the reason for severe disagreement, too. In the worst case,
it causes an unability to communicate when scientists don’t
understand each other because they don’t find a commen
ground to start from. Within the Sciences and the Humanities, plurality neither may lead to apathy toward the other.
Striving for connections, for a common ground and understanding, is equally crucial. And this can be reached through
academic discussion.
I hope you will have such fruitful discussions during your
stay here in Cologne!

Axel Freimuth
Rector of the University of Cologne
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Geleitwort
Prof. Dr. Thomas Grundmann

Liebe Kongressteilnehmer_innen,
wir möchten Sie sehr herzlich willkommen heißen zum 10.
internationalen Kongress der Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie, GAP.10, der in diesem Jahr erstmals in Köln stattfindet. Mit seiner Weltoffenheit, intellektuellen Aufgeschlossenheit, einer bis ins Mittelalter zurückreichenden Tradition
als internationaler Wissenschaftsstandort, und mit der fast
sprichwörtlichen Kölner Lebensfreude und kulturellen Vielfalt
mitten im Herzen Europas ist Köln ein geradezu idealer Ort, um
in den kommenden Tagen über Pluralität innerhalb und außerhalb der Philosophie nachzudenken, angeregt zu debattieren
und fruchtbar zu streiten. Wir möchten dabei ganz besonders den diesjährigen Frege-Preisträger Dieter Birnbacher von
der Heinrich-Heine-Universität Düsseldorf begrüßen. Herzlich
willkommen heißen möchten wir auch die Träger_innen des
Wolfgang-Stegmüller-Preises 2018. Die Stifterin des Preises,
Margarete Stegmüller, ist in diesem Jahr überraschend und
viel zu früh verstorben. Neben aller Trauer über diesen Verlust freuen wir uns, an ihrer Stelle ihre Tochter Ingrid Hellenbroich begrüßen zu dürfen, die den Stegmüller-Preis weiterhin
großzügig fördern wird. Begrüßen möchten wir außerdem die
Träger_in des De Gruyter-Preises 2018 und das Team des preisstiftenden De Gruyter-Verlags unter der Leitung von Serena
Pirrotta.
Der diesjährige Kongress GAP.10 steht im Zeichen des Pluralismus. Die moderne Welt ist offener denn je für eine Vielzahl von unterschiedlichen Lebensformen, Lebensweisen und
Lebensorientierungen, zugleich wird sie aber auch erschüttert
von Krisen, extremen Ungleichheiten und einem zunehmenden Ringen um die Vorherrschaft zwischen Kulturen, Religionen und Nationen. Eine zeitgemäße und verantwortungsvolle
Philosophie muss sich daher der Bereicherung, aber auch den
Herausforderungen stellen, die von dieser Pluralität ausgehen.
Die Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie hat dies in den
vergangenen Jahren verstärkt getan, indem sie sich auch an
großen gesellschaftspolitischen Debatten, wie z. B. zur Flüchtlingskrise, mit rationalen Argumenten beteiligt hat. Die Analytische Philosophie ist aber auch selbst pluralistischer und
offener geworden. Wenn man bedenkt, dass bis vor wenigen
Jahrzehnten die logische Analyse der Sprache die allein zuläs-

Prof. Dr. Thomas Grundmann
Präsident der GAP und Kongressleiter
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Jun.-Prof. Dr. Joachim Horvath

sige Methode der Analytischen Philosophie war und dass ein
großer Bereich der traditionellen Philosophie als Anhäufung
von Scheinproblemen galt, dann ist der gegenwärtige methodische Pluralismus, der von experimenteller Philosophie bis
formaler Logik reicht, genauso überraschend wie die thematische Breite der gegenwärtigen Analytischen Philosophie, die
von Metaphysik über Existenzphilosophie bis hin zur Bioethik
reicht. Wie die Analytische Philosophie mit der Pluralität der
Welt, aber auch mit ihrer eigenen Pluralität umgehen soll,
darüber werden wir in den kommenden Tagen eine Vielzahl
spannender Debatten führen. Für die gelebte Vielfalt dieser
Debatten werden über 300 Sprecher_innen aus über 35 Ländern sorgen. Der diesjährige Kongress wird neben traditionellen auch ganz neue Formate wie Podiumsdiskussionen und
Buchsymposien anbieten, die Sie durch Ihre aktive Teilnahme
mit Leben erfüllen können.
An dieser Stelle möchten wir auch zahlreichen persönlichen
und institutionellen Förderern und Unterstützern von GAP.10
unseren Dank aussprechen, ohne die ein Kongress dieser Art
nicht gelingen könnte. Unser besonderer Dank gilt dabei der
Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft, der Universität zu Köln,
der Fritz Thyssen Stiftung, dem Kölner Gymnasial- und Stiftungsfonds, der Demokratiestiftung der Universität zu Köln
und allen weiteren finanziellen und organisatorischen Förderern. Ganz besonders hervorheben möchten wir auch noch den
Beitrag einer Vielzahl von ehrenamtlichen Unterstützer_innen,
die als Gutachter_innen der über 550 Einreichungen oder der
zahlreichen für Preise nominierten Bücher und Artikel sowie als
Sektionsleiter_innen, Mitglieder des Programmkomitees, Organisator_innen oder Chairs einen unschätzbaren Beitrag zum
Gelingen von GAP.10 geleistet haben bzw. in den kommenden
Tagen noch leisten werden. Last but not least möchten wir
uns bei den Mitgliedern des Organisationsteams vor Ort, AnnaMaria Eder, Sophia Fazio, Judith Reichert, Carina Schleeweit,
Nicola Thomaschewski, Marius Waldau und Christina Walter
ganz herzlich für ihre unermüdliche und zuverlässige Unterstützung bedanken.
Wir wünschen Ihnen allen einen spannenden, anregenden
und philosophisch wie auch persönlich gewinnbringenden
Kongress GAP.10!

Jun.-Prof. Dr. Joachim Horvath
Geschäftsführer der GAP und Kongressleiter

Greeting
Prof. Dr. Thomas Grundmann

Dear conference participants,
we welcome you to the 10th international congress of the
Society for Analytic Philosophy, GAP.10, which takes place
in Cologne for the first time. With its cosmopolitanism, intellectual open-mindedness, a tradition as an international academic venue that dates back to the Middle Ages, and with
the almost proverbial Cologne zest for life and cultural diversity right in the heart of Europe, Cologne is an ideal place
to reflect, discuss and fruitfully argue about plurality both
within and outside philosophy in the coming days. We would
particularly like to welcome this year’s Frege Award winner
Dieter Birnbacher from Heinrich-Heine-University Düsseldorf.
We would also like to warmly welcome the winners of the
Wolfgang Stegmüller Award 2018. The donator of the award,
Margarete Stegmüller, died this year, unexpectedly and far too
early. While mourning over this loss, we are still pleased to
welcome her daughter Ingrid Hellenbroich, who will continue
to generously support the Stegmüller Award. We would also
like to welcome the winner of the De Gruyter Award 2018 and
the team of the award-granting De Gruyter publishing house,
led by Serena Pirrotta.
The topic of this year’s GAP.10 congress is pluralism. The
modern world is more open than ever to a variety of different
lifestyles, ways of life, and life orientations, but at the same
time it is shaken by crises, extreme inequalities, and a growing struggle for supremacy between cultures, religions, and
nations. A timely and responsible philosophy must therefore
live up to the potential but also to the challenges that come
with this plurality. In recent years, the Society for Analytic
Philosophy has more and more contributed to major political
debates, for example, concerning the refugee crisis, on the
basis of rational argumentation. But analytic philosophy itself
has become more pluralistic and open as well. Considering
that the logical analysis of language was the only permissible
method of analytic philosophy until a few decades ago, and

Prof. Dr. Thomas Grundmann
Präsident der GAP und Kongressleiter

Jun.-Prof. Dr. Joachim Horvath

that large areas of traditional philosophy were considered to
be an accumulation of pseudo-problems, the present methodological pluralism, which ranges from experimental philosophy
to formal logic, is just as surprising as the topical range of
current analytic philosophy, which spans from metaphysics
to existential issues to bioethics. How analytic philosophy
should handle the plurality of the world, as well as its own
plurality, will be the topic of many exciting debates in the
coming days. Over 300 speakers from more than 35 countries
will ensure the diversity of these debates. This year’s congress
will offer traditional as well as entirely new formats, such as
panel discussions and book symposia, which you can help to
bring to life with your active participation.
At this point we would also like to express our gratitude
to numerous personal and institutional sponsors and supporters of GAP.10, without whom a congress of this kind could
not succeed. Special thanks go to the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, the University of Cologne, the Fritz Thyssen
Foundation, the Kölner Gymnasial- und Stiftungsfonds, the
Demokratiestiftung of the University of Cologne and all other
financial and organizational supporters. We would like to particularly highlight the support of a large number of volunteers who, as reviewers of more than 550 submissions or the
numerous books and articles nominated for awards, as section
editors, members of the program committee, and organizers
or chairs have made an invaluable contribution to the success of GAP.10 – and will continue to do so over the next few
days. Last but not least, we would also like to thank the members of the local organizational team, Anna-Maria Eder, Sophia
Fazio, Judith Reichert, Carina Schleeweit, Nicola Thomaschewski, Marius Waldau and Christina Walter, for their tireless and
reliable support.
We wish you all an exciting, inspiring and philosophically
as well as personally rewarding congress GAP.10!

President of the GAP and congress chair
Managing Director of the GAP and congress chair
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Aussteller / Exhibitors
Die folgenden Verlage präsentieren während GAP.10 ihr Sortiment im Foyer des Hörsaalgebäudes:
The following publishers are presenting their books during GAP.10 in the foyer of the lecture building:
Brill Rodopi – www.brill.com
De Gruyter Verlag – www.degruyter.com
Klostermann Verlag – www.klostermann.de
mentis Verlag – www.mentis.de
Metzler Verlag – www.metzlerverlag.de
Reclam Verlag – www.reclam.de
Springer Verlag – www.springer.com

Partner / Partners
Die Ausrichtung von GAP.10 wurde ermöglicht durch die finanzielle Unterstützung der folgenden Organisationen
und Einrichtungen:
GAP.10 has been made possible by the financial support of the following organizations and institutions:
De Gruyter Verlag /De Gruyter Publishing House
Demokratie-Stiftung der Universität zu Köln
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) / German Research Foundation
Fritz Thyssen Stiftung /Fritz Thyssen Foundation
Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie (GAP) / Society for Analytic Philosophy
Kölner Gymnasial- und Stiftungsfonds
Margarete Stegmüller
Springer Verlag /Springer Publishing House
Universität zu Köln /University of Cologne

DFG-Informationsveranstaltung
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 12:05 p. m.–1:05 p. m. Hörsaal A2
Die Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) ist – gemessen am Finanzvolumen – die größte rein wissenschaftsgeleitete Forschungsförderorganisation in Europa. Als Selbstverwaltungsorganisation der Wissenschaft in Deutschland dient sie der Wissenschaft in all ihren Zweigen durch die finanzielle Unterstützung von Forschungsvorhaben, durch die Förderung der Zusammenarbeit von Wissenschaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftlern und durch die Förderung des wissenschaftlichen Nachwuchses. Auch
die Philosophie profitiert in hohem Maße von der Forschungsförderung durch die DFG. Doch wie genau funktioniert diese
Forschungsförderung?
Ziel der Veranstaltung ist es, über die Fördermöglichkeiten der DFG mit besonderem Fokus auf die Philosophie zu informieren.
DFG-Fachreferent für Philosophie Dr. Niklas Hebing und die Mitglieder des DFG-Fachkollegiums Philosophie Prof. Dr. Hans
Rott und Prof. Dr. Ralf Stoecker werden u. a. folgende Fragen erläutern: Wie beantragt man DFG-Förderung für philosophische
Forschung? Wodurch zeichnet sich ein guter Antrag aus? Welche Förderlinien empfehlen sich für welche Arten von Vorhaben?
Wie sind die Prozesse der Beantragung, Begutachtung und Auswahl philosophischer Forschungsprojekte organisiert? Welche
Kriterien sind hierbei wichtig? Wie stellt die DFG die Unabhängigkeit, Fairness und Qualität der Begutachtung sicher? In welchen
Förderlinien sieht die DFG die Philosophie eher unterrepräsentiert? Zudem soll über mögliche inhaltliche und strukturelle
Forschungstrends und Forschungsperspektiven bei der Förderung philosophischer Projekte durch die DFG diskutiert werden.

Präsentation: VolkswagenStiftung
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 12:05 p. m.–1:05 p. m., Hörsaal D
Ziel dieser Veranstaltung ist es, über wichtige Fördermöglichkeiten der VolkswagenStiftung im Bereich der Philosophie zu
informieren. Dr. Sebastian Schneider (Förderreferent, Philosophie) wird u. a. erläutern, welche Förderinitiativen sich für Projekte
aus der Philosophie eignen und dabei auch etwas zur Beantragung, zu Begutachtungsprozessen sowie zu wichtigen Kriterien für
die Auswahl der Projekte sagen.

SWIP Empfang
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 12:20 p. m.–1:20 p. m., Hörsaal D
Ziel dieses Treffens ist es, die Society for Women in Philosophy Germany (SWIP Germany e. V.; http://swip-philosophinnen.org/)
vorzustellen und miteinander informell ins Gespräch zu kommen. Ein kleines Buffet wird angeboten.

Präsentation: Alexander von Humboldt Foundation
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 12:05 p. m.–13:05 p. m., Hörsaal E
Ziel dieser Veranstaltung ist es, über die Fördermöglichkeiten der Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung (AvH; https://www.humboldt-foundation.de/) insbesondere für Forschungsaufenthalte in Deutschland bzw. im Ausland zu informieren. Dr. Steffen
Mehlich, Leiter der Abteilung Förderung und Netzwerk, und Walter Denk, Leiter des Referats Geistes- und Gesellschaftswissenschaften, werden die entsprechenden Förderprogramme vorstellen und Hinweise zum Ablauf und zu Kriterien der Beantragungsund Auswahlverfahren geben.

Präsentation: Philosophie filmisch vermitteln
Tipps, Tricks und Erfahrungen mit Erklärvideos im Internet
Sascha Benjamin Fink & Michael Pohl
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 12:05 p. m.–13:05 p. m., Hörsaal D
Seit Mitte 2017 betreibt die GAP einen eigenen Youtube-Kanal, der philosophisch Interessierte auf unterschiedlichen Niveaus
anzusprechen versucht. Jedes GAP-Mitglied kann hier Beiträge einreichen. Besonders beliebt bei Zuschauern sind kurze, animierte
Erklärvideos. Die Herstellung solcher Erklärvideos kann leicht Studierenden als Leistungsaufgabe übertragen werden. In diesem
einstündigen Workshop werden praktische Tipps und Tricks vermittelt, um solche Erklärvideos mit möglichst wenig Aufwand
und Geld, aber möglichst viel Charme herzustellen. Der Workshop umfasst eine Darstellung des gesamten Ablaufs: von der
Erstellung eines realistischen Zeitplans, dem Aufbau einer Redaktion, Skriptarbeit (und dem Unterschied von akademischem
Schreiben und Schreiben fürs Hören) über praktische Animationsarbeit und Einsprechen bis zur Nachbearbeitung im Schnitt.
Ziel ist es, einen realistischen Einblick in den Aufwand zu geben, Hilfestellung zu bieten, wie die wichtigsten Fehler sicher zu
umschiffen sind, sowie zur Anfertigung eigener Filme in Studentenprojekten zu ermutigen.

Präsentation: Fritz Thyssen Stiftung
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 12:05 p. m.–13:05 p. m., Hörsaal F
Die Fritz Thyssen Stiftung ist die erste große private wissenschaftsfördernde Einzelstiftung, die nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg in
der Bundesrepublik Deutschland errichtet wurde. Ausschließlicher Zweck der Stiftung ist nach ihrer Satzung die unmittelbare
Förderung der Wissenschaft an wissenschaftlichen Hochschulen und Forschungsstätten, vornehmlich in Deutschland, unter
besonderer Berücksichtigung des wissenschaftlichen Nachwuchses. Die Fritz Thyssen Stiftung unterstützt zeitlich befristete
Forschungsprojekte, junge, promovierte Wissenschaftler durch die Vergabe von Stipendien, kleinere wissenschaftliche Tagungen
und die Publikation der Resultate von Forschungsarbeiten, die mit Mitteln der Stiftung erarbeitet wurden. Hendrikje Gröpler,
zuständige Referentin für das Fach Philosophie, informiert über die Fördermöglichkeiten im Bereich der Philosophie, stellt die
entsprechenden Förderinstrumente vor und gibt Hinweise zum Ablauf und den Kriterien des Beantragungs- und Auswahlverfahrens.

HIGHLIGHTS 2017/2018
PHILOSOPHIE BEI DE GRUYTER
Thomas Grundmann
ANALYTISCHE EINFÜHRUNG IN DIE
ERKENNTNISTHEORIE
2017. 2., überarb. u. erw. Aufl.,
XIX, 469 Seiten, 10 Abb.
Broschur
€ 29,95 [D] / RRP US$ 34.99 / RRP £ 27.00
ISBN 978-3-11-053025-4
eBook
*€ 299,– [D] / RRP US$ 343.99 / RRP £ 272.00
PDF ISBN 978-3-11-053027-8
ePUB ISBN 978-3-11-053030-8

2018. Ca. 400 Seiten
Broschur
€ 24,95 [D] / RRP US$ 28.99 / RRP £ 22.50
ISBN 978-3-11-059000-5
eBook
*€ 250,– [D] / RRP US$ 290.00 / RRP £ 227.50
PDF ISBN 978-3-11-059063-0
ePUB ISBN 978-3-11-059068-5

Dieter Birnbacher
TOD

Florian Fischer
NATURAL LAWS AS DISPOSITIONS

Grundthemen Philosophie
2017. VI, 186 Seiten
Broschur
€ 24,95 [D] / RRP US$ 35.00 / RRP £ 22.50
ISBN 978-3-11-053344-6
eBook
€ 24,95 [D] / RRP US$ 35.00 / RRP £ 22.50
PDF ISBN 978-3-11-053449-8
ePUB ISBN 978-3-11-053352-1

Philosophische Analyse / Philosophical
Analysis 76
2018. Approx. 160 pages
Hardcover
RRP € 86,95 [D] / US$ 99.99 / £ 79.00
ISBN 978-3-11-059526-0
eBook
RRP € 86,95 [D] / US$ 99.99 / £ 79.00
PDF ISBN 978-3-11-059484-3
ePUB ISBN 978-3-11-059290-0

Wenceslao J. Gonzalez (Ed.)
PHILOSOPHY OF PSYCHOLOGY:
CAUSALITY AND PSYCHOLOGICAL
SUBJECT
New Reflections on James Woodward’s
Contribution

Stefan Fischer
THE ORIGIN OF OUGHTNESS
A Case for Metaethical Conativism

Epistemic Studies 38
2018. vii, 286 pages
Hardcover
RRP € 86,95 [D] / US$ 99.99 / £ 79.00
ISBN 978-3-11-057393-0
eBook
RRP € 86,95 [D] / US$ 99.99 / £ 79.00
PDF ISBN 978-3-11-057605-4
ePUB ISBN 978-3-11-057398-5

degruyter.com

Gerhard Schurz
LOGIK
Grund- und Aufbaukurs in Aussagen- und
Prädikatenlogik

Practical Philosophy
10/2018. Approx. 295 pages
Hardcover
RRP € 99,95 [D] / US$ 114.99 / £ 91.00
ISBN 978-3-11-060072-8
eBook
RRP € 99.95 [D] / US$ 114.99 / RRP £ 91.00
PDF ISBN 978-3-11-059978-7
ePUB ISBN 978-3-11-059925-1

Fünfter Studierendenkongress für Philosophie / Fifth Student Conference in Philosophy

Fünfter Studierendenkongress für Philosophie /
Fifth Student Conference in Philosophy
Die Bundesfachschaftentagung Philosophie und die Gesellschaft für Analytische Philosophie richten gemeinsam den fünften
Studierendenkongress für Philosophie aus. Die folgenden Vorträge dieses Kongress sind unter der Sigle »S« in das Programm von
GAP.10 integriert.
The German Student Association and the German Society for Analytic Philosophy jointly organize and host the Fifth Student
Conference in Philosophy. The following talks of this conference are integrated into the program of GAP.10, indicated by »S«.
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15 p. m., Hörsaal A2

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30 p. m., S 25

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30 p. m., S 16

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15 p. m., Hörsaal D

Artese, Giuseppe Flavio
The third extended mind wave: Enactivism meets predictive
processing
Berteloot, Mathieu
Criticism against a naturalistic explanation of logical
validity
Freyer, Alexander
Was ist falsch an Gesellschaft?
Gallasch, Till
Chalmers‹ theory of meaning and a priori scrutability

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15 p. m., S 21

Ji, Wen-Min
»What do you mean you don’t love me anymore?« – What
love and heartbreak can teach us about morality

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15 p. m., S 25

Koch, Tobias
Disagreement in logic and the meaning of logical constants

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15 p. m., S 11

Küspert, Nick
Berkeley’s temporal simples – towards a subjectivist theory
of time

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30 p. m., S 11

Lifke, Milla
On strings and loops: Shifting methodologies of modern
physics

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30 p. m., S 14

Ono, Miyuki
Interrelation between Sartre’s look and Husserl’s
intersubjectivity

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15 p. m., S 16

Vasić, Miljan
Condorcet’s jury theorem: general will and epistemic
democracy
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Gesamtüberblick / Comprehensive Overview
Program »Plurality in Philosophy and Beyond –
Vielfalt in der Philosophie und darüber hinaus«

Mon., Sept. 17

Tues., Sept. 18

Wed., Sept. 19

Thurs., Sept. 20

Fri., Sept. 21

Sat., Sept. 22

Satellite
Workshop 1 (W1)
Change and
Change-Makers
10:15–19:00
S14

Satellite
Workshop 1 (W1)
Change and
Change-Makers
10:15–19:00
S14

↓9:00

Section Talks 5
Colloquium 1
9:00–9:45
(K1):
Theoretical
Topics in Analytic
Feminism
9:00–12:00
Hörsaal C

↓10:00

Colloquium 2
(K2):
Belief
Aggregation and
Epistemic
Diversity in
Science
9:00–12:00
Hörsaal B
Panel Discussion
1 (P1): Junior
Researchers
9:00–10:30
Hörsaal A1

↓11:00

↓12:00

Panel Discussion
2 (P2):
Philosophy and
the Public
10:30–12:00
Hörsaal A1

Section Talks 6
9:45–10:30

Section Talks 7
10:30–11:15

Section Talks 12
9:00–9:45

Section Talks 13
9:45–10:30

Section Talks 14
10:30–11:15

Satellite
Workshop 2 (W2)
The Significance
of Higher-Order
Evidence
9:20–19:05
S16
Poster Session
11:15–12:15
Foyer

Lunch Break
12:00–13:30
Lunch Break
DFG Presentation 12:15–13:30
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal A2
SWIP Reception
12:20–13:20
Hörsaal D
Volkswagen
Foundation
Presentation
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal D

Section Talks 15
11:15–12:00

Lunch Break
12:00–13:30
Humboldt
Presentation
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal E
Fritz Thyssen
Foundation
Presentation
12:05-13:05
Hörsaal F
Workshop GAP
YouTube Channel
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal C

16

Satellit
Workshop 3 (W3)
Mental
Representation,
Mechanistic
Explanation &
Situated
Cognition
9:15–17:50
S01

Gesamtüberblick / Comprehensive Overview

Mon., Sept. 17

Tues., Sept. 18

Wed., Sept. 19

Section Talks 1
13:30–14:15

Section Talks 8
13:30–14:15

Thurs., Sept. 20

Fri., Sept. 21

Sat., Sept. 22

↓13:00

Colloquium 3
(K3):
Epistemic
Authority
13:30–16:30
Hörsaal C

↓14:00

Colloquium 4
(K4):
Logic, Norms and
Reasoning
14:00–17:00
Hörsaal B
↓15:00

↓16:00

Section Talks 2
14:15–15:00

Section Talks 9
14:15–15:00

Break 15:00–15:15 Break 15:00–15:15
Colloquium 5
(K5):
Moral Philosophy
and the Sciences
14:00–17:00
Section Talks 3
Section Talks 10
Hörsaal C
15:15–16:00
15:15–16:00
Colloquium 6
(K6):
Philosophy of
Metacognition
and Emotions
14:00–17:00
Hörsaal A1

Section Talks 4
16:00–16:45

Colloquium 7
(K7):
Social Philosophy
of Language
13:30–16:30
Hörsaal B
Book Symposium
1 (S1):
Achim Lohmar
13:30–15:00
Hörsaal A1
Book Symposium
2 (S2):
Sven Walter
15:00–16:30
Hörsaal A1

Section Talks 11
16:00–16:45

Break 16:30–17:00
Break 16:45–17:00 Break 16:45–17:00
↓17:00

Break 17:00–17:15
Poster Session
Video
und Poster Award
Presentation GAP Benjamin
YouTube Channel Schnieder
17:00–18:00
17:00–17:15
Foyer
Erkenntnis
Foyer Screen
Lecture
»On the Plurality
of Grounds«
17:00–18:30
Welcome and
Hörsaal B
Opening
17:15–18:00

Closing Lecture
Thomas Hurka:
»The Intrinsic
Goods of
Knowledge and
Achievement«
17:00–18:30
Hörsaal B
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Mon., Sept. 17

↓18:00

Tues., Sept. 18

Music Intermezzo
Bopsanity
18:00–18:15
Hörsaal B

↓20:00

Break 19:00–19:15

Thurs., Sept. 20

Break 18:00–18:15

Award Ceremony
Stegmüller
Award,
De Gruyter Award
and
Best Paper Award Poster Session
18:30–19:30
18:15–19:00
Foyer
Hörsaal B

↓19:00

Wed., Sept. 19

Erkenntnis
Reception
18:30–19:30
Foyer

Opening Address
Louise Antony:
»The Nature of
Gender –
a Deflationary
Account«
19:15–20:45
Hörsaal B

Frege Award
Colloquium

Break 18:30–20:00

Dieter Birnbacher
18:15–20:15
Hörsaal B
Award Ceremony
Laudation: Rainer
Hegselmann
Lecture: Dieter
Birnbacher
Panel Discussion
(with Q&A): CarlFriedrich
Gethmann, Eric
Hilgendorf and
Reinhard Merkel

General Assembly
of GAP Members
19:30–22:00
Hörsaal D

Reception 20:45–
23:00
Foyer
1st Floor
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De Gruyter
Reception
20:15–21:45
Foyer

Closing Party
20:00–open end

Fri., Sept. 21

Sat., Sept. 22

Gesamtüberblick / Comprehensive Overview

Gesamtüberblick / Comprehensive Overview
»Vielfalt in der Philosophie und darüber hinaus« – Program »Plurality
in Philosophy and Beyond«

Mo, 17.9.2018

Di, 18.9.2018

Mi, 19.9.2018

Do, 20.9.2018

Fr, 21.9.2018

Sa, 22.09.2018

Satellitenworkshop 1 (W1)
Change and
Change-Makers
10:15–19:00
S14

Satellitenworkshop 1 (W1)
Change and
Change-Makers
10:15–19:00
S14

↓9:00

Sektionsvorträge
Kolloquium 1
5
(K1):
9:00–9:45
Theoretical
Topics in Analytic
Feminism
9:00–12:00
Hörsaal C

↓10:00

Kolloquium 2
(K2):
Belief
Aggregation and
Epistemic
Diversity in
Science
9:00–12:00
Hörsaal B

Sektionsvorträge
12
9:00–9:45

Sektionsvorträge
13
9:45–10:30

Podiumsdiskussion
Sektionsvorträge
1 (P1):
Wissenschaftlicher 7
Sektionsvorträge
10:30–11:15
Nachwuchs
6
9:00–10:30
9:45–10:30
Hörsaal A1

Sektionsvorträge
14
10:30–11:15

↓11:00

Podiumsdiskussion
2 (P2):
Philosophie und
Öffentlichkeit
10:30–12:00
Hörsaal A1
Postersession
11:15–12:15
Foyer

↓12:00

Mittagspause
12:00–13:30

Mittagspause
12:15–13:30

DFG Präsentation
SWIP Empfang
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal A2
12:20–13:20
Hörsaal D
VW-Stiftung
Präsentation
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal D

Sektionsvorträge
15
11:15–12:00

Mittagspause
12:00–13:30
Humboldt
Präsentation
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal E

Satellitenworkshop 2 (W2)
The Significance
of Higher-Order
Evidence
9:20–19:05
S16
Satellitenworkshop 3 (W3)
Mental
Representation,
Mechanistic
Explanation &
Situated
Cognition
9:15–17:50
S01

Fritz Thyssen
Stiftung
Präsentation
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal F
Workshop GAP
YouTube Kanal
12:05–13:05
Hörsaal C
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Mo, 17.9.2018

Di, 18.9.2018

Mi, 19.9.2018

Sektionsvorträge
1
13:30–14:15

Sektionsvorträge
8
13:30–14:15

Do, 20.9.2018

↓13:00

Kolloquium 3
(K3):
Epistemic
Authority
13:30–16:30
Hörsaal C

↓14:00

Kolloquium 4
(K4):
Logic, Norms and
Reasoning
14:00–17:00
Hörsaal B
↓15:00

↓16:00

Sektionsvorträge
2
14:15–15:00

Sektionsvorträge
9
14:15–15:00

Pause 15:00–15:15 Pause 15:00–15:15
Kolloquium 5
(K5):
Moral Philosophy
and the Sciences
Sektionsvorträge Sektionsvorträge
14:00–17:00
3
10
Hörsaal C
15:15–16:00
15:15–16:00
Kolloquium 6
(K6):
Philosophy of
Metacognition
and Emotions
14:00–17:00
Hörsaal A1

Sektionsvorträge
4
16:00–16:45

Kolloquium 7
(K7):
Social Philosophy
of Language
13:30–16:30
Hörsaal B
Buchsymposium
1 (S1):
Achim Lohmar
13:30–15:00
Hörsaal A1
Buchsymposium
2 (S2):
Sven Walter
15:00–16:30
Hörsaal A1

Sektionsvorträge
11
16:00–16:45
Pause 16:30–17:00

Pause 16:45–17:00 Pause 16:45–17:00
↓17:00

Pause 17:00–17:15
Video
Präsentation GAP
YouTube Kanal
17:00–17:15
Foyer
Große Leinwand

Begrüßung und
Eröffnung
17:15–18:00
Hörsaal B

20

Benjamin
Schnieder
Erkenntnis
Lecture
»On the Plurality
of Grounds«
17:00–18:30
Hörsaal B

Postersession
und Posterprämierung
17:00–18:00
Foyer

Abschlussvortrag
Thomas Hurka:
»The Intrinsic
Goods of
Knowledge and
Achievement«
17:00–18:30
Hörsaal B

Fr, 21.9.2018

Sa, 22.09.2018

Gesamtüberblick / Comprehensive Overview

↓18:00

Mo, 17.9.2018
Musikalisches
Intermezzo
Bopsanity
18:00–18:15
Hörsaal B

Di, 18.9.2018

↓19:00

Preisverleihung
Stegmüller-Preis,
De Gruyter-Preis
und
Best Paper Award
Postersession
18:15–19:00
18:30–19:30
Hörsaal B
Foyer
Erkenntnis
Reception
18:30–19:30
Pause 19:00–19:15 Foyer

Louise Antony:
»The Nature of
Gender – a
Deflationary
Account«
19:15–20:45
Hörsaal B

Frege-PreisKolloquium

Fr, 21.9.2018

Sa, 22.09.2018

Pause 18:30–20:00

Dieter Birnbacher
18:15–20:15
Hörsaal B
Preisverleihung
Laudatio: Rainer
Hegselmann
Vortrag: Dieter
Birnbacher
Podiumsdiskussion
(inkl. Q&A): CarlFriedrich
Gethmann, Eric
Hilgendorf und
Reinhard Merkel

Mitgliederversammlung der
GAP
19:30–22:00
Hörsaal D

Empfang
20:45–23:00
Foyer
1. Obergeschoss

Do, 20.9.2018

Pause 18:00–18:15

Eröffnungsvortrag

↓20:00

Mi, 19.9.2018

De Gruyter
Empfang
20:15–21:45
Foyer

Abschlussparty
20:00–open end
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PhilosophieHandbücher bei Metzler
Pragmatismus und die Erkenntnistheorie
Michael G. Festl (Hg.)
Handbuch Pragmatismus

M. Grajner, G. Melchior (Hg.)
Handbuch Erkenntnistheorie

2018. XI, 390 S. Geb.
€ (D) 89,95 | € (A) 92,47 |
*sFr 92,50
ISBN 978-3-476-04556-0
€ 69,99 | *sFr 74,00
ISBN 978-3-476-04557-7
(eBook)

2018. ca. 450 S. Geb.
€ (D) 89,95 | € (A) 92,47 |
*sFr 92,50
ISBN 978-3-476-04631-4
€ 69,99 | *sFr 74,00
ISBN 978-3-476-04632-1
(eBook)

ǓǓ Erster umfassender Überblick über eine der wichtigsten

Strömungen der kontinentaleuropäischen Philosophie
ǓǓ Versammelt renommierte europäische Forscherinnen und
Forscher
ǓǓ Widmet sich einigen hochaktuellen Herausforderungen

Das Handbuch bietet einen umfassenden und verlässlichen
Überblick über die Philosophie des Pragmatismus. Als eine
jeglichem Dogmatismus feindlich gegenüberstehende
Denkhaltung kann man den Pragmatismus als besonders
geeignet ansehen, einen philosophischen Beitrag zur Lösung
vielschichtiger Probleme der globalisierten Welt zu leisten.
Das Handbuch ist in sechs inhaltliche Teile gegliedert. Ausgehend
von den klassischen Denkern und damit den philosophischen
Grundlagen des Pragmatismus, stehen inhaltlich-thematische
Fragestellungen im Fokus sowie Positionen vor allem
gegenwärtiger pragmatistischer Denkerinnen und Denker. Das
Handbuch wird durch ein Kapitel beschlossen, das sich mit
ausgewählten aktuellen philosophischen und gesellschaftlichen
Themen und Herausforderungen beschäftigt und das die
theoretischen Beiträge skizziert, die auf Basis des Pragmatismus
hierzu gerade entwickelt werden.

ǓǓ Die Erkenntnistheorie ist eine der zentralsten Disziplinen der
Philosophie

ǓǓ Berücksichtigung der aktuellsten Entwicklungen
ǓǓ Verfasst von ausgewiesenen Expertinnen und Experten des
Fachs

Die Erkenntnistheorie zählt zu den wichtigsten Teildisziplinen
der theoretischen Philosophie. Seit 2000 hat sich die Disziplin
sehr stark entwickelt. In diesem Zeitraum wurden in der
Forschungsliteratur viele neue Antworten auf klassische
erkenntnistheoretischen Fragen hervorgebracht und auch
gänzlich neue Fragen und Probleme behandelt. Das Handbuch
liefert einen Überblick über die aktuelle Entwicklung der
Disziplin.

Jetzt bestellen auf springer.com/shop oder in Ihrer Buchhandlung
€ (D) sind gebundene Ladenpreise in Deutschland und enthalten 7 % für Printprodukte bzw. 19 % MwSt. für elektronische Produkte. € (A) sind gebundene Ladenpreise in Österreich und enthalten 10 % für Printprodukte
bzw. 20% MwSt. für elektronische Produkte. Die mit * gekennzeichneten Preise sind unverbindliche Preisempfehlungen und enthalten die landesübliche MwSt. Preisänderungen und Irrtümer vorbehalten.

metzlerverlag.de
A57083

#1#Springer#2#Advertisement#3#2018#4#A57083_Ad-GAP-Tagungsband-2018#5#HRM_A57083_Ad-GAP-Tagungsband-2018 1

19-6-2018 15:04:56

Hauptvorträge (Übersicht) / Keynote Lectures (Overview)

Hauptvorträge (Übersicht) / Keynote Lectures (Overview)
Monday, September 17th , 2018 7:15 p. m.–8:45 p. m. Hörsaal B
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018 5:00 p. m.–6:30 p. m. Hörsaal B
Thursday, September 20th , 2018 5:00 p. m.–6:30 p. m. Hörsaal B

M

Antony

Louise Antony
The nature of gender – a deflationary account
Benjamin Schnieder
On the plurality of grounds
Thomas Hurka
The intrinsic goods of knowledge and achievement

woman is to be a woman, and there is nothing more to be
said.

The nature of gender – a deflationary account
Monday, September 17th , 2018, 7:15 p. m.–8:45
p. m., Hörsaal B

Schnieder M
On the plurality of grounds

What is it to be a woman? The view that there is a substantive
answer to this question can be called metaphysical essentialism. If metaphysical essentialism is true, then a) there is some
property other than being a woman that grounds the property
of being a woman, and is such that a) all women have W
(»universality«) b) only women have W (»distinctiveness«), and
c) anyone who has W has W necessarily, and anyone who lacks
W lacks W necessarily (modal rigidity).
Feminist theorists in the late 20th century pretty much
came to the consensus that metaphysical essentialism is false,
largely because the variety in women’s social roles and lived
experience made any reductive account impossible. But there
is now growing interest among analytical feminists in rehabilitating metaphysical essentialism, triggered partly by the
increased visibility and political activism of trans individuals, many of whom claim that their lived experience demands
explicit and inclusive definitions of »woman« and »man.«
Philosophers like Charlotte Witt, Sally Haslanger, Elizabeth
Barnes, and Mari Mikkola have not only proposed substantive accounts of what it is to be a woman, but have argued
that the provision of some such account is necessary for the
achievement of feminist goals.
I will argue that, whatever the inherent philosophical interest of such questions, there is no practical or political need to
answer them. Our most pressing political needs, as feminists,
are to challenge injustices and harms that are falsely rationalized by appeals to either the necessity or the »naturalness« of
gender differences. Meeting such challenges will sometimes
require us to assert generic claims about women, as when we
confront oppression based on women’s reproductive capacities. Such claims, however, do not depend on there being any
substantive metaphysical account of what it is to be a woman.
One serious category of injustice and harm stems from refusals
to accept the self-identifications of trans individuals, on the
stated grounds that trans women are not »really« or »physically« women. The proper theoretical response to this, I argue,
is not to try to find a substantive essence to being a woman
or a man that is shared by cis-women and trans women, but
rather to embrace a deflationary account of gender: to be a

Benjamin Schnieder
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 5:00 p. m.–6:30
p. m., Hörsaal B
Facts are not born equal. Some facts are the grounds of others:
they are prior to those other facts and make them obtain. The
relation of grounding, which holds between a ground and a
grounded fact, has recently become the center of a very lively
debate. And rightly so: to understand the nature of grounding is of utmost importance for philosophical inquiry. In this
talk, I will explore some topics in the philosophy of grounding; in particular I will discuss the significance of pluralities
of grounds.

Hurka M
The intrinsic goods of knowledge and
achievement
Thomas Hurka
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 5:00 p. m.–6:30
p. m., Hörsaal B
This paper explores the idea that knowledge and achievement
are intrinsic human goods – more specifically, that they’re
objective or perfectionist goods, whose value doesn’t depend
our wanting or getting pleasure from them. It discusses what
knowledge and achievement are, what makes them objectively
good, and what distinguishes their more valuable from their
less valuable instances. A central theme is that the two goods
are parallel, with similar grounds and similar factors affecting their value. For example, the properties that distinguish
important from trivial knowledge, such as knowing a scientific
law versus knowing the number of blades of grass in a lawn,
parallel the properties that distinguish worthwhile from trivial
achievements. That the goods are parallel in these multiple
ways strengthens their claim to be genuine human values.
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Preisverleihungen (Übersicht) / Award Ceremonies (Overview)

Preisverleihungen (Übersicht) / Award Ceremonies (Overview)
Monday, September 17th , 2018
6:15 p. m.–7:00 p. m.
Hörsaal B
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Wolfgang-Stegmüller-Preis /Wolfgang Stegmüller Award
De Gruyter-Preis /De Gruyter Award
Best Paper Awards

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018
6:15 p. m.–6:35 p. m.
Hörsaal B

Frege-Preis /Frege Award

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018
5:00 p. m.–6:00 p. m.
Foyer

Best Poster Award

Frege-Preis-Kolloquium (Übersicht) / Frege Award Colloquium (Overview)

Frege-Preis-Kolloquium (Übersicht) /
Frege Award Colloquium (Overview)
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018
6.15 p. m.–8.15 p. m.
Hörsaal B

Rainer Hegselmann
Laudation
Dieter Birnbacher
Frege Award Lecture
Carl-Friedrich Gethmann
Panel Discussion
Eric Hilgendorf
Panel Discussion
Reinhard Merkel
Panel Discussion

Abstract
This year’s Frege Prize winner is Dieter Birnbacher. He was
born in 1946, studied in Hamburg and Cambridge (UK), and
held professorships in Dortmund and Düsseldorf. His main
areas of research were and are ethics, natural ethics, medical
ethics, philosophy of mind, theory of action and Schopenhauer. With a wide range of publications and statements on
practical problems in medicine, environmental policies and
nature conservation, Birnbacher has tried to convince a broad
public of philosophically thought-through solutions. In many
political and moral controversies, some of them highly controversial and emotionally charged (e. g. on abortion, euthanasia), Birnbacher has been a voice of reason and humanity.
In his laudation, Rainer Hegselmann will talk about Dieter
Birnbacher’s path of life, his extensive work, and driving motives behind that work. The laudation will address the role that
the Frege Price winner has played for several decades in major
and often very fundamental political and moral controversies.
The colloquium following Dieter Birnbacher’s lecture will
discuss the distinction between action and omission from an
ethical, legal and action-theoretical perspective. First, fundamental problems will be addressed. Then, second, application
problems in connection with active and passive euthanasia
will be discussed.

Omission vs. commission: A pragmatic approach

Birnbacher F
Dieter Birnbacher
There are many reasons why omissions are a special challenge
for ethics and the theory of action. There is first the conceptual challenge whether omissions are a special kind of action,
or sui generis. Second, there is the metaphysical challenge
how far it is possible to give an objective account of omissions, independent of normative perspectives. Third, there is
the question whether omissions can function as causes. And,
fourth, how far the common differentiation between the normative status of otherwise equal actions and omissions can
be justified. There is no clear-cut answer to any of these questions, and what seems intuitive often has counter-intuitive
consequences. For example, asserting and denying the possibility of a causality of omissions are likewise confronted with
difficulties. In the first case, there would be causality without
transference of any physical magnitude. In the second case,
there would be an explanatory gap, especially regarding the
ascription of responsibility.
The podium will address these questions from different disciplinary perspectives: ethical, legal and action theoretical. In
my talk, I will concentrate on the fourth of these questions. I
will give a pragmatic defence of why, in many contexts, the
differentiation between responsibility for otherwise similar
actions and omissions can be justified, without the need to
make substantial revisions in the conceptual framework laid
out in my book Tun und Unterlassen. At the same time, this
defence is limited in scope. It does not do the job many philosophers invoking the »act-omission-doctrine« expect it to
do.
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Buchsymposien / Book symposia

Buchsymposium
Sven Walter, Illusion freier Wille? Grenzen einer empirischen Annäherung
an ein philosophisches Problem
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 3:00 p. m.–4:30 p. m., Hörsaal A1
Leitung: Achim Stephan
Sven Walter (Osnabrück)
Mit dem Disput zwischen Philosophie und empirischen Wissenschaften um die Freiheit unseres Willens greift Illusion
freier Wille? eine Debatte auf, die akademisch noch stets mit
Vehemenz geführt wird und auch auf breite öffentliche Resonanz stößt. Das Spektrum möglicher Antworten wird dabei
am einen Ende von einigen Kognitionswissenschaftlern markiert, die mit der unerschrockenen Abgeklärtheit des Empirikers kühn beteuern, der ›freie Wille‹ sei eine Illusion – und
zwar nicht aufgrund philosophischer Spitzfindigkeiten, sondern weil es mittels modernster Technologie experimentell so
nachgewiesen wurde. Am anderen Ende stehen einige Geisteswissenschaftler, die diesem Aufklärungsethos nicht minder
bärbeißig entgegenhalten, empirische Entdeckungen könnten den ›freien Willen‹ grundsätzlich nicht als Illusion erweisen. Illusion freier Wille? nimmt eine Mittlerrolle ein. Es wendet sich sowohl gegen einen übertriebenen ›Neurohype‹, der
auch noch so kurzsichtige (Fehl-)Interpretationen empirischer
Befunde denkfaul duldet, als auch gegen eine ›Elfenbeinturmphilosophie‹, die sich über jede empirische Mitsprache erhaben
wähnt. Nehmen die empirischen Wissenschaften die von der
Philosophie angebotenen begrifflichen Klärungen und methodischen Bedenken nicht ernst, stellen sie empirisch ungedeckte
rhetorische Schecks aus. Nimmt umgekehrt die Philosophie
die empirischen Erkenntnisse nicht ernst und macht sie sich
nicht mit den verfügbaren Befunden und den Methoden ihrer
Gewinnung vertraut, untergräbt sie ihr eigenes Erkenntnisinteresse. Berücksichtigt man beides, zeigt sich, dass die schmissige These, der ›freie Wille‹ sei eine Illusion, keineswegs unwiderruflich in den unerbittlichen Stein der empirischen Wissenschaften gemeißelt ist. Wir sind in unserer Willensbildung aber
auch nicht immer vollends selbstbestimmt, sondern erstaunlich häufig beeinträchtigt. Wie stark diese Beeinträchtigung
ist, ist nicht nur eine Frage der Güte philosophischer Argumente, sondern auch eine Sache weiterer empirischer und insbesondere sozialpsychologischer Studien.

B

Beckermann
Ansgar Beckermann (Bielefeld)
Sven Walters Werk Illusion freier Wille? ist im Hauptteil eine
außerordentlich umfassende, gründliche und überzeugende
Kritik der Argumente vieler naturwissenschaftlicher Freiheitsskeptiker. Was ihm besonders am Herzen liegt ist jedoch die
sozialpsychologische Erkenntnis, dass situationale Einflüsse in
erheblichem Ausmaß unsere Entscheidungen und unser Verhalten prägen, ohne dass wir uns dessen bewusst werden, und
dass diese Tatsache unsere Freiheit durchaus einschränken
kann. Sein Hauptargument ist dabei: Zu dem, was Willensfreiheit ausmacht, gehört insbesondere die Fähigkeit zur reflek-
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tierten normativen Willensbildung. Und dabei ist mitentscheidend, dass dieser Willensbildungsprozess zu einem Ergebnis
führt, mit dem sich die handelnde Person rückhaltlos identifizieren kann, insofern es sich mit ihren höherstufigen Wünschen bezüglich der Art von Person deckt, die sie selbst sein
will. Und genau dies kann durch unbewusste situationale Einflüsse bedroht sein. Wenn etwa einer Lehrerin bewusst würde,
dass sie die Antworten einer Schülerin nur deshalb schlechter
bewertet hat, weil sie eine Frau ist, würde das sicher nicht zu
den Kriterien passen, von denen sie selbst möchte, dass sie
ihre Entscheidungen bestimmen.
Ich werde diese Überlegung zum Anlass nehmen, darüber
nachzudenken, ob und wenn ja inwiefern Defizite beim Überlegen und Entscheiden unsere Freiheit grundsätzlich tangieren. Ist unsere Freiheit nur bedroht, wenn unbewusste Faktoren unsere Entscheidungen beeinflussen, von denen wir selbst
nicht möchten, dass sie unsere Entscheidungen bestimmen?
Oder können hier auch andere Defizite eine Rolle spielen? Wie
steht es etwa mit dem von Sven Walter selbst diskutierten Fall
der Gehirnwäsche? Und wie steht es mit Personen mit schweren antisozialen Persönlichkeitsstörungen? Auch hier liegen in
meinen Augen Defizite bei der Entscheidungsfindung vor, die
freiheitsrelevant sein könnten.

Haynes B
John-Dylan Haynes (Berlin)

Sven Walter schlägt eine Arbeitsteilung zwischen Philosophen
und empirischen Wissenschaftlern vor. Neben den »Grenzen
einer empirischen Annäherung an ein philosophisches Problem« behandelt er auch die Grenzen einer rein philosophischen Annäherung an das Problem der Willensfreiheit, da auch
die Gültigkeit philosophischer Positionen (meist) an empirische Fakten gebunden ist. Dieser Ansicht stimme ich grundsätzlich zu, möchte jedoch drei Aspekte weiter ausführen.
(1) Determinismus: Ich stimme zu, dass eine Vorhersagbarkeit von Entscheidungen aus Hirnsignalen noch bevor Probanden glauben sich entschieden zu haben, nicht ausreicht
um ein deterministisches Modell menschlicher Entscheidungen zu belegen. Das Gegenteil ist der Fall, wie neuere Echtzeit
EEG-Biofeedback Experimente zeigen. Prädiktive Hirnsignale
führen nicht zwangsläufig zu einer Entscheidung, denn Probanden können den angebahnten Prozess noch bis kurz vor
einer Handlung abbrechen. Damit ist eine deterministische
Interpretation der Vorhersagesignale auch aus empirischer
Sicht hinfällig (ohne freilich den Determinismus damit generell in Frage zu stellen). (2) Dualismus: Die Position, dass vor
allem die empirischen Befunde zur unbewussten Beeinflussung

Buchsymposien / Book symposia
von Entscheidungen relevant für das Problem der Willensfreiheit sind, möchte ich relativieren. Es gibt einen wichtigen
Punkt, bei dem neurowissenschaftliche Daten zum Problem
der Willensfreiheit beitragen. Bildgebungsstudien haben eine
Unabhängigkeit zwischen mentalen Zuständen und Hirnzuständen, wie er etwa im Substanzdualismus vertreten wird,
sehr unplausibel erscheinen lassen. Gerade solche dualistischen Positionen sind allerdings unter Laien sehr verbreitet
und vermutlich der Hauptgrund dafür, dass Laien zwischen
Determinismus und Freiheit keinen Konflikt sehen. (3) Folk
Psychology: Laien haben bereits starke und klare Überzeugun-

gen darüber, wann eine Entscheidung frei oder unfrei ist. Wenn
nun ein empirischer Befund mit diesen Laienüberzeugungen
im Widerspruch ist, dann bedarf es keines Umwegs über eine
philosophische Willensfreiheitsanalyse um die Öffentlichkeit
darüber aufklären, dass ihre subjektiven Theorien zu ihren
Willensakten nach aktuellem Stand der Wissenschaft falsch
sind. Im Gegenteil, der Umweg über die Philosophie kann
zur Verwirrung beitragen, da philosophische Definitionen der
Willensfreiheit häufig entfernt von den Laienüberzeugungen
sind.

Achim Lohmar, Falsches moralisches Bewusstsein. Eine Kritik der Idee der
Menschenwürde. Hamburg 2017
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 3:00 p. m.–4:30 p. m., Hörsaal A1
Leitung: Frank Dietrich
Abstract
Im ersten Teil des Buches argumentiert Achim Lohmar für
die These, dass die Idee der Menschenwürde inkohärent ist.
Diese Auffassung wird vor allem durch eine Begriffsanalyse
gestützt, die zeigt, dass die Idee der Menschenwürde – und
zwar aufgrund ihres anthropozentrischen Gehalts, der sie vom
Begriff der Würde grundsätzlich unterscheidet – werttheoretische Paradoxien generiert. Im zweiten Teil argumentiert
Achim Lohmar für die weitergehende These, dass diese Idee
eine Quelle falschen moralischen Bewusstseins ist. Falsches
Bewusstsein wird als ein Zustand konzipiert, der unsere Empfänglichkeit für Anfechtungsgründe und damit unsere Wahrheitsorientierung im betroffenen Bereich systematisch beeinträchtigt. Im dritten und im vierten Teil beschäftigt sich der
Autor mit der Frage nach den Konsequenzen dieser Kritik und
argumentiert insbesondere gegen die konservative Auffassung, dass die Ethik der Menschenwürde trotz ihrer theoretischen Wertlosigkeit aufrechterhalten werden sollte. Dagegen
macht er zunächst geltend, dass es eine rationale Präsump1.30 p. m.
1.35 p. m.
1.55 p. m.
2.10 p. m.
2.25 p. m.
2.30 p. m.

tion für die Aufklärung – das Projekt der Befreiung unseres
moralischen Denkens von der Idee der Menschenwürde – gibt.
Diese Präsumption reflektiert, dass intellektuelle Werte nicht
nur epistemisch, sondern auch moralisch bedeutsam sind: Es
gibt eine moralische Verpflichtung zur Wahrheitsorientierung.
Anschließend argumentiert der Autor, dass die Ethik des Konservatismus – eine Ethik entweder der epistemischen Tabuisierung oder der epistemischen Quarantäne – intellektuellen Werten nicht angemessen Rechnung tragen kann, dem Einwand
der Gleichgültigkeit gegen die Wahrheit ausgesetzt ist und
sich, in letzter Analyse, selbst unterminiert. Schließlich argumentiert er gegen die praktische konservative Befürchtung,
mit dem Ethos der Menschenwürde würde etwas von moralischer Bedeutsamkeit verloren gehen, dass die Vorstellung, die
Idee der Menschenwürde sei trotz ihrer intellektuellen Wertlosigkeit eine moralische Errungenschaft, eine Illusion ist. Die
Thesen des Buches kommentieren Sabine Döring (Tübingen)
und Ralf Stoecker (Bielefeld); die anschließende Diskussion
moderiert Frank Dietrich (Düsseldorf).

Einleitung
Achim Lohmar: Vorstellung der Kernthesen
Sabine Döring: Kommentar I
Ralf Stoecker: Kommentar II
Achim Lohmar: Replik auf die Kommentare
Publikumsdiskussion
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Podiumsdiskussionen / Panel Discussions
P

Podiumsdiskussionen / Panel Discussions
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 9:00 a. m.–10:30 a. m.,
Hörsaal A1
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 10:30 a. m.–12:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal A1

P

Rosefeldt

Wissenschaftlicher Nachwuchs in der Philosophie
Tobias Rosefeldt
Die öffentliche Wahrnehmung der akademischen Philosophie
Thomas Grundmann

Grundmann P

Wissenschaftlicher Nachwuchs in der
Philosophie

Die öffentliche Wahrnehmung der
akademischen Philosophie

Moderation: Tobias Rosefeldt, HumboldtUniversität Berlin
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 9:00 a. m.–10:30
a.m, Hörsaal A1

Moderation: Thomas Grundmann, Universität zu
Köln
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 10:30 a. m.–12:00
p.m, Hörsaal A1

Zu Beginn dieses Jahres hat die GAP zusammen mit der DGPhil
ein Positionspapier zur Nachhaltigkeit der Förderung des wissenschaftlichen Nachwuchses herausgegeben, in dem empfohlen wird, die Personalstruktur an deutschsprachigen Philosophieinstituten grundlegend zu verändern. Statt befristeten
und einzelnen ProfessorInnen zugeordneten MitarbeiterInnenstellen sollte es in Zukunft Tenure-Track-Professuren oder
Lecturer-Stellen nach dem Vorbild amerikanischer oder englischer Departments geben. Das Forum soll dazu dienen, darüber zu diskutieren, ob sich dieses Modell an deutschen Instituten überhaupt umsetzen ließe und mit welchen Schwierigkeiten dabei zu rechnen ist. In der Diskussion sollen Personen
zu Wort kommen, die bereits eigene Erfahrungen mit diesen
Fragen gesammelt haben. Zudem soll allen GAP-Mitgliedern
die Gelegenheit zu einem Gedankenaustausch darüber geboten werden, ob das vorgeschlagene Modell tatsächlich besser
ist als die gegenwärtigen Strukturen.
Teilnehmer_innen: Ansgar Büschges (Prorektor für wissenschaftliches Personal und Nachwuchs, Universität zu Köln),
Bettina Bussmann (Universität Salzburg), Gerhard Ernst (Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg), Frieder Vogelmann (Universität
Bremen)

Obwohl das öffentliche Interesse an Philosophie so groß ist
wie noch nie, haben akademische Philosoph_innen zur Zeit
kein besonders gutes Image außerhalb ihrer Universitäten.
Öffentliche Beachtung finden vor allem Beiträge und Bücher
von populären Autor_innen, die nichts mit dem universitären
Fach Philosophie zu tun haben. Dagegen gilt die akademische
Philosophie als langweilig, kraftlos, uninspiriert und unfähig,
wichtige Zeitfragen anzupacken. Kürzlich hat Wolfram Eilenberger sogar behauptet, dass die akademische Philosophie
in Deutschland zur Zeit einen ihrer schwächsten historischen
Momente erlebte. Wenigstens sind Fachphilosoph_innen in
den großen normativen öffentlichen Debatten wenig gefragt
und auch die Politik zeigt kaum Interesse daran, Expertenkommissionen wie etwa den Deutschen Ethikrat mit Fachphilosoph_innen zu besetzen. Aus der Sicht der akademischen Philosophie ist das überraschend und schwer verständlich. Philosoph_innen erleben die gegenwärtige Philosophie in Deutschland völlig anders: nach einer langen Phase der Stagnation
ist die philosophische Forschung hierzulande endlich wieder
hoch innovativ, sach- und anwendungsorientiert, international anschlussfähig und quicklebendig.
Warum hat die Öffentlichkeit ein ganz anderes Bild von der
akademischen Philosophie als diese von sich selbst? Eine Vermutung ist, dass der Transfer zwischen beiden Bereichen nicht
gelingt. Doch warum ist das so? Wird über die Philosophie in
den Medien falsch berichtet? Tun die Philosoph_innen selbst
zu wenig, um die Ergebnisse ihres Denkens für eine breitere
Öffentlichkeit verständlich zu machen? Wie könnte eine solche
Vermittlung besser gelingen? Über diese und ähnliche Fragen
werden Philosophen und Medienvertreter bei dieser Veranstaltung miteinander diskutieren.
Teilnehmer: Yves Bossart (SRF), Jürgen Kaube (FAZ), Geert
Keil (Humboldt-Universität Berlin), Gert Scobel (3 SAT), Lars
Weisbrod (ZEIT)
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Kolloquien (Übersicht) / Colloquia (overview)
K

Kolloquien (Übersicht) / Colloquia (overview)
Theoretical Topics in Analytic Feminism

K1

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018
9:00 a. m.–12:00 p. m.
Hörsaal C

Belief Aggregation and Epistemic Diversity in Science

K2

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018
9:00 a. m.–12:00 p. m.
Hörsaal C

Epistemic Authority

K3

Thursday, September 20th , 2018
1:30 p. m.–4:30 p. m.
Hörsaal C

Logic, Norms, and Reasoning

K4

Monday, September 17th , 2018
2:00 p. m.–5:00 p. m.
Hörsaal B

Moral Philosophy and the Sciences: How Can Normative
Theories Be Based on Empirical Findings?

K5

Monday, September 17th , 2018
2:00 p. m.–5:00 p. m.
Hörsaal C

Philosophy of Metacognition and Emotions

K6

Monday, September 17th , 2018
2:00 p. m.–5:00 p. m.
Hörsaal A1

Social Philosophy of Language

K7

Thursday, September 20th , 2018
1:30 p. m.–4:30 p. m.
Hörsaal B
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Kolloquien (Abstracts) / Colloquia (abstracts)
K1

Theoretical Topics in Analytic Feminism
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 9:00 a. m.–12:00 p. m., Hörsaal C

Organizers:
Mari Mikkola & Deborah Mühlebach
General abstract
To adopt a feminist perspective in analytic philosophy means
to combine the practical focus of feminisms with analytical
methods. Analytic feminism aims to critique patriarchal social
structures by utilising philosophical tools and to shape philosophy with the help of feminist political insights. Although
not a uniform group, feminist philosophers typically hold that
most objects of our philosophical analyses are embedded in
various social practices in ways that render it impossible to
discard those practices as irrelevant extra information when
doing philosophy, or to detach from them fully. They also
typically reject the view of philosophy as a value-free, neutral
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investigation. This colloquium considers how feminist philosophers engage with topics in epistemology, philosophy of
language and metaphysics given their political and meta-philosophical commitments. Specifically, what does it mean to
adopt a feminist perspective in metaphysics, philosophy of
language, and epistemology? How can we understand feminist philosophy both as a specific perspective within these
classical research areas and as part of a field of its own? In
what ways do the methods, concepts, and tools provided by
analytical philosophy benefit the political concerns of feminism, and do the political and social insights of feminism have
positive effects on theoretical philosophy? The colloquium
aims to answer these questions.

Kolloquien (Abstracts) / Colloquia (abstracts)
K1

Tanesini
Intellectual Servility and Timidity
Alessandra Tanesini
Discrimination facilitates the development of intellectual
vices in those who are its receiving end. This paper offers an
account of two intellectual vices that often beset those who
are oppressed: intellectual servility and intellectual timidity.
Intellectual servility is a vice opposing proper pride about
one’s intellectual achievements. Intellectual timidity is also
a vice; it is manifested in a lack of proper concern for others’
esteem. This paper offers an account of the nature of these
vices and details some of the epistemic harms that flow from
them. I argue that servility, which is often the result of suffering humiliation, is a form of damaged self-esteem. It is
underpinned by attitudes serving social-adjustive functions
and causes ingratiating behaviours. Timidity, which is habituated through self-silencing, is underpinned by negative attitudes toward the intellectual worth of the self which serve
a defensive function. Like servility, timidity is an obstacle to
the acquisition and transmission of knowledge and especially
knowledge about oneself. This account of two vices shows
that these do not develop in a social vacuum, but are fostered
by oppressive social structures.

K1

other forms of social injustice. Its explanatory restrictions are
unwarranted – not all explanation is »level-down« or »causalhistorical« – and its ontology is inadequate to make sense of
the materiality of gender. Structural and functional explanations are legitimate »level up« explanations that come as a
kind of package. Laws, institutions, norms, and artifacts, structure the social landscape and function to keep social systems –
including sexism and racism – in place. We can understand
such structures by seeing how they function. And we can
explain the behavior of individuals and groups by locating
them at nodes in the structure which constrain their options;
such constraints can lead individuals to unwittingly promote
the very unjust structures that they abhor. Because structures are also significant sites of injustice, understanding them
helps us locate levers for change.

Saul
Gender Dogwhistles, Gender Figleaves
Jennifer Saul
This talk discusses two techniques of manipulative political
language, as they apply to gender issues. A dogwhistle is
(roughly) a device that conceals at least part of its message
from at least part of its audience, and a gender dogwhistle will
generally be one designed to play on an audience’s attitudes
relating to gender. Through the use of a dogwhistle, deniability is achieved and messages that might otherwise be rejected
by voters may be rendered more apparently acceptable. A gender fig leaf is (roughly) an additional utterance added on to
an utterance which might otherwise be seen as unacceptably
sexist– it functions to block the audience’s inference to the
claim that the utterance is sexist. This allows for the defusing
of sexism allegations which might otherwise be damaging to
a candidate. The paper will build on prior feminist work in
philosophy of language, which uses the idea of conversational
accommodation to explain how shifts can take place in norms
of acceptability with respect to sexist utterances.

K1

Haslanger
Feminists Take It To the Next Level: Ontology,
Explanation, and Justice
Sally Haslanger
Methodological individualism is a dominant theme in contemporary social ontology, yet it does not provide the tools
we need to make sense of social life; more specifically, it prevents us from understanding distinctive forms of sexism and
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Kolloquien (Abstracts) / Colloquia (abstracts)
K2

Joint GAP-GWP-Colloquium: Belief Aggregation and Epistemic
Diversity in Science
Tuesday, September 18, 2018, 9:00 a. m. -12:00 p. m., Hörsaal C

Organizers
Christian Feldbacher-Escamilla (DCLPS, University of Duesseldorf, Germany)
Gerhard Schurz (DCLPS, University of Duesseldorf, Germany)
General Abstract

ver, there is a dialectic tension between epistemic diversity
and belief aggregation. On the one side, epistemic diversity
may have positive effects, e. g. wise-crowd effects or Condorcet effects, which exploit the fact that the average belief of
a group may have a significantly higher reliability than the
individual beliefs. On the other side this process of aggregation decreases epistemic diversity within a group and thus
undermines the epistemic benefits of these effects, especially
within a dynamical perspective. In this colloquium questions
concerning the interrelation between diversity of beliefs and
belief aggregation as well as its application in different fields
of research are discussed.

Individuals acting within a group very often try to come up
with a joint decision. Sometimes they do so by first deliberating, sometimes no process of deliberation is implemented.
Sometimes they aggregate by voting procedures, sometimes
they apply principles of justice etc. Formal problems of such
aggregations are well known, spanning from impossibility
results to problems of intuitively plausible constraints that
lead to the characterization of implausible aggregation rules.
The underlying assumption of aggregation, namely that prima
facie groups of individual beliefs should be amalgamated to a
single belief, a group belief, is not tackled very often. Howe-

List of speakers & commentators:
•
•
•
•
•

Christian List (LSE, UK)
Stephan Hartmann (MCMP, LMU Munich, Germany)
Jan-Willem Romeijn (University of Groningen, The Netherlands)
Vlasta Sikimic (University of Belgrade, Serbia)
Corina Strößner (DCLPS, University of Duesseldorf, Germany)
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018:
09:00 a. m.
09:00 a. m.–09:40 a. m.
09:40 a. m.–09:50 a. m.
09:50 a. m.–10:00 a. m.
10:00 a. m.–10:40 a. m.
10:40 a. m.–10:50 a. m.
10:50 a. m.–11:00 a. m.
11:00 a. m.–11:40 a. m.
11:40 a. m.–11:50 a. m.
11:50 a. m.–12:00 p. m.
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Brief introduction
Jan-Willem Romeijn
Epistemic Diversity and Editor Decisions
Comment by Corina Strößner
General discussion
Stephan Hartmann
Deliberation, Epistemic Diversity and the Anchoring Effect
Comment by Vlasta Sikimic
General discussion
Christian List:
Arrow’s Theorem in Social and Individual Epistemology
Comment by Christian J. Feldbacher-Escamilla
General discussion
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List
Arrow’s Theorem in Social and Individual
Epistemology

Epistemic diversity and Editor Decisions
Jan-Willem Romeijn University of Groningen

Christian List
LSE, UK
In this talk, I will show that there are some structural parallels between two at first sight very different problems in
epistemology – one in social epistemology, the other in individual epistemology – and that a classic result in social choice
theory, Arrow’s theorem, can be adapted to yield insights into
both problems. The two problems are: (i) how the beliefs of a
group relate to its members’ individual beliefs (the problem of
belief /judgment aggregation or group doxastic states); and
(ii) how the (all-out) beliefs of an individual relate to his /her
degrees of belief (the problem of belief binarization, as in the
lottery paradox). I will explain how these two problems are
related to one another and show that, in each case, a variant
of Arrow’s theorem establishes an impossibility result. Specifically, a number of initially plausible desiderata on a solution
to the given problem are mutually incompatible. This, in turn,
forces us to choose which desiderata to keep and which ones
to give up.

K2

This paper offers a new angle on the common idea that the
process of science does not support epistemic diversity. Under
minimal assumptions on the nature of journal editing we
prove that editorial procedures, despite being impartial in
themselves, disadvantage less prominent research programmes. In particular, relying on previous work in psychometrics
and in formally oriented social studies of science, we show
that the quality of editorial decisions, as measured by false
positives and negatives, is lower for programmes that on the
whole deliver fewer good papers or perform worse in editor
assessments. This purely statistical bias in article selection
further skews the existing differences in the success rate and
hence attractiveness of research programmes, and exacerbates the reputation difference between the programmes. The
talk is based on joint work with Remco Heesen.

Hartmann
Deliberation, Epistemic Diversity and the
Anchoring Effect
Stephan Hartmann
MCMP, LMU Munich, Germany
Deliberation is a standard procedure for making decisions in
not too large groups. It has the advantage that group members can learn from each other and that, at the end, often a
consensus emerges that everybody endorses. Unfortunately,
however, implementing a deliberation procedure also has a
number of disadvantages due to the cognitive limitations of
the individual group members. What is more, the very process
of deliberation introduces an additional bias which we investigate in this presentation. We demonstrate that even in a
group of (boundedly) rational agents the resulting consensus
(if there is one) depends on the order in which the group members speak. More specifically, the group member who speaks
first has an unproportionally high impact on the final decision,
which we interpret as a new instance of the well-known anchoring effect. To show this, we construct and analyze an agentbased model – inspired by the disagreement debate in social
epistemology – and obtain analytical results for homogenous
groups (i. e. for groups whose members consider each other
as epistemic peers) as well as simulation results for inhomogeneous groups which exhibits epistemic diversity. The talk is
based on joint work with Soroush Rafiee Rad.
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Epistemic Authority
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 1:30 p. m.–4:30 p. m., Hörsaal C

Organizers
Elke Brendel, Christoph Jäger
General description
Conspiracy theories, fake news, so-called ›alternative facts‹ –
modern societies, technologically advanced as never before,
are increasingly dispensing with truth. A massive decay of fundamental values of the enlightenment, of rational thinking,
and of intellectual honesty has started to infiltrate public and
political discourse. The fact that audiences choose, and place
trust in, the wrong epistemic authorities plays a major role

1:30 p. m.–1:45 p. m.
1:50 p. m.–2:40 p. m.
2:45 p. m.–3:35 p. m.
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in this development. In recent years, epistemologists have
begun to explore the notion of epistemic authority and to
debate how we should rationally react when we learn what
a recognized epistemic superior believes or tells us. After an
introduction to the topic by Elke Brendel and Christoph Jäger,
the speakers Katherine Dormandy, Arnon Keren, and Sarah
Wright, three major participants in the debate, will develop
and discuss competing notions of epistemic authority.

Elke Brendel (University of Bonn) & Christoph Jäger (University of Innsbruck):
Introduction
Sarah Wright (University of Georgia):
Epistemic Authority and Understanding Injustice
Arnon Keren (University of Haifa):
What is Epistemic Authority?
Kathrine Dormandy (University of Innsbruck):
How should we choose whom to trust as epistemic authorities?
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Epistemic Authority and Understanding
Injustice

How should we choose whom to trust as
epistemic authorities?

Sarah Wright
University of Georgia

Katherine Dormandy
University of Innsbruck

If the goal of our epistemic practices is understanding (rather
than simply true belief) the epistemic authorities we recognize
ought to be what Christoph Jäger (2016) has characterized as
»Socratic authorities« – those who are well-poised to serve as
a source of understanding for others. The maieutic abilities of
these authorities depend not only on their own understanding
but also on their relations to those they seek to enlighten. Guiding someone to their own understanding requires a nuanced
picture of that person’s capacities, experiences, and theoretical frameworks.
Standpoint theory raises a potential problem for the goals
of Socratic authorities. Those who have experienced social
injustices plausibly have a special claim to epistemic authority concerning those injustices. But when these authorities
try to guide others to understand these injustices they may
be thwarted by the gap between their epistemic standpoints.
Focusing on an example from Karen Jones (1999), we might
wonder how those who have been the victims of sexism or
racism can guide others without those experiences to understand these injustices. The difficulty of transmitting understanding between divergent standpoints raises two questions. 1) How can we recognize authorities in contexts of social
and epistemic injustice? 2) How can we gain understanding
from those authorities when their experiences are radically
different from our own? I argue that the gulf between the
standpoints of authorities and non-authorities must be closed
from both directions; both participants will be aided in this
project by developing the hermeneutic virtues appropriate to
their roles.

On the »doxastic-partiality« view, a good reason for epistemic trust is friendship: the loyalty of the good friend involves
taking the most charitable rationally permitted view of friends’ epistemic trustworthiness. This view might seem innocuous in isolated cases. But in social settings it is epistemically
toxic. Doxastic charity toward friends can demand uncharity
toward non-friends whose views conflict with friends’. Moreover, friends will likely share traits with us (e. g., ethnicity,
income level, politics), so doxastic partiality risks epistemically downgrading other social groups. It seems a recipe for
social polarization. Moreover, the most apt epistemic authorities for us have surely experienced aspects of reality that we
have not.
Is there a better way to choose epistemic authorities? Linda
Zagzebski says that we should trust someone as an authority
when doing so would survive our future conscientious reflection. But this suggestion comes with a subtler form of doxastic
partiality: what we think will survive future reflection is a function of our current beliefs and values. Yet surely it is precisely
these – including in ethics and politics – which we sometimes
need epistemic authorities to challenge.
Two conclusions suggest themselves. First, we should reject
the idea, common in the literature, that epistemic authorities can deserve absolute deference: ascriptions of epistemic
authority are simply too contingent on non-epistemic factors. Second, we must cultivate epistemic trust outside of our
doxastic comfort zones. This will allow the viewpoints of wellselected others to genuinely challenge our own.

Keren
What is Epistemic Authority?
Arnon Keren
University of Haifa
Recent literature on epistemic authority has been dominated
by ideas inspired by Joseph Raz’s (1986) account of political
and practical authority, and has focused on the applicability
of the Razian idea of preemption in the domain of belief. The
paper compares two preemptionist accounts of epistemic authority: Zagzebski’s (2012) generative account of epistemic
authority and Keren’s (2007; 2014) transmission account of
epistemic authority. These accounts differ on two fundamental questions about epistemic authority: First, on what it is
that one has when one has epistemic authority; and second,
on what justifies believing on authority. The paper argues that
the transmission account provides a more plausible answer
to both these questions, and is therefore in a better position
to respond to arguments by skeptics about preemption and
epistemic authority.
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Logics, Norms, and Reasoning
Monday, September 17th , 2018, 2:00 p. m.–5:00 p. m., Hörsaal B

Organizers:
Erik Stei and Filippo Ferrari
General description
According to orthodoxy, logic plays an essential role in guiding reasoning. Both Kant and Frege, for instance, claimed not
only that logic provides the general laws governing thought
but also that a subject cannot be said to be reasoning in the
first place if she violates those laws. This conviction has been
subject to a variety of prominent criticisms – e. g., Lewis Carroll’s (1895) regress argument, Gilbert Harman’s (1984, 1986)
arguments against the relevance of logic for reasoning, and
a range of epistemic challenges like David Makinson’s (1965)
paradox of the preface and Henry E. Kyburg’s (1961) lottery
paradox.

2:00 p. m.–2:10 p. m.
2:10 p. m.–3:00 p. m.
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Recent years have seen a renewed interest in the topic,
especially among philosophers of logic and of epistemic normativity. The emerging discussions show that there is a need
for more fine-grained distinctions concerning the source(s) of
the normativity involved in reasoning and logic, the scope
of logic when applied to reasoning, and the specific normative function(s) that logic is supposed to exert on reasoning.
Further complexity is added by the increasing popularity of
logical pluralism – the view that there is more than one correct
logic. If pluralists are right, what should one make of seemingly competing normative constraints on reasoning given by
different logics?

Introduction
Corine Besson
The normativity of logic articulated in terms of defeasible reasons
Break
Florian Steinberger
The Structure of Normativity
Break
Kathrin Glüer-Pagin
Is Logic Normative?
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Besson
The normativity of logic articulated in terms of
defeasible reasons.

The Structure of Normativity
Florian Steinberger

Corine Besson
In this paper, I articulate an account of the way logic is normative for deductive reasoning in terms of defeasible reasons.
I argue that this account best captures the strength of logic’s
normativity, especially in light of two sets of considerations:
those arising from Lewis Carroll’s Regress, and those arising
from Gilbert Harman’s work on the relation of logic to reasoning.

K4

In this talk I propose an analysis of epistemic normativity in
terms of three fundamental normative functions: directives,
evaluations and appraisals. I demonstrate how this analysis
allows to usefully describe various influential views in epistemology by their normative profile: i. e. the characteristic
interplay between those normative functions. Normative profiles yield novel insights into the structural relations between
these positions and on the well-worn dialectic between them.
Moreover, I show how normative profiles entail commitments
to specific views concerning the normative role of logic.

Glüer-Pagin
Is Logic Normative?
Kathrin Glüer-Pagin
While the normativity of linguistic meaning, intentional content, assertion or belief has been the subject of lively debate
for a while, the normativity of logic, its ostensibly venerable
pedigree notwithstanding, is only now becoming a hot topic.
I explore the question in what sense, if any, logic is normative
by connecting these debates.
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Moral Philosophy and the Sciences: How Can Normative Theories Be
Based on Empirical Findings?
Monday, September 17th , 2018, 2:00 p. m.–5:00 p. m., Hörsaal C

Organizers:
Stefan Fischer and Jacob Rosenthal, University of Konstanz
Contact: stefan.fischer@uni-konstanz.de
jacob.rosenthal@uni-konstanz.de

Speakers
Guy Kahane (Oxford)
Neil Roughley (Duisburg-Essen)
Valerie Tiberius (Minnesota)
General abstract
The purpose of the colloquium is to sound out the possibilities
and limits of interdisciplinary approaches to issues in ethics.
Drawing on descriptive insights provided by the empirical
sciences, some authors have developed new answers to moral
or ethical questions. Others have presented novel interpretations of human normative practices, allowing us to assume
empirically informed perspectives that could not have been
provided from the armchair. But how exactly do empirical findings – from evolution theory, psychology, or the cognitive
sciences – help philosophers to construe or fundamentally
criticize normative theories?

2:00 p. m.–3:00 p. m.

3:00 p. m. -4:00 p. m.
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The colloquium will provide several significant examples
for interdisciplinary endeavors of this kind. Some of the more
specific questions that will be tackled are: How do basic ethical notions relate to those of everyday moral psychology?
Can empirical data teach us something about the key psychological capacities involved in moral judgments? Does an
understanding of these capacities undermine or strengthen
particular ethical theories? How can we integrate psychological theories of personality into philosophical theories of happiness or well-being in order to provide the latter with empirical
content? The colloquium will bring together leading philosophers working at the crossroads between philosophy and the
sciences in order to foster a discussion about substantial as
well as methodological issues.

Guy Kahane
Runaway Trolleys or Distant Strangers? Rethinking the Relation Between Utilitarianism and
Folk Moral Psychology
Neil Roughley
Chimpanzees, Psychopaths and Adam Smith. The Concept of Moral Wrongness ex Negativo
Valerie Tiberius
Well-being and Cybernetics: Integrating Philosophy and Personality Psychology to Build a
Better Theory
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Runaway Trolleys or Distant Strangers?
Rethinking the Relation Between
Utilitarianism and Folk Moral Psychology

Well-being and Cybernetics: Integrating
Philosophy and Personality Psychology to Build
a Better Theory

Guy Kahane
Oxford

Valerie Tiberius
Minnesota

Recent work in moral psychology has been heavily influenced
by three assumptions: (1) that we can directly map notions
and distinctions from ethical theory onto everyday moral psychology; (2) that in this way, we can directly uncover the
psychological roots of ethical theories; and finally (3) that
this allows us to directly debunk or vindicate such theories.
Greene’s work on trolley dilemmas is perhaps the most ambitious example of these assumptions at work. Alas, the relation
between ethical theory and the psychology of morals is not
that simple. Many have criticized (3) and (2). Here, I will instead largely criticize the first assumption, which is arguably
more fundamental. Focusing on the case of utilitarian judgment, I’ll show that a great deal of current research deploys
this philosophical notion in a manner that is both simplistic
and unhelpful. I will outline a more nuanced framework for
thinking about the relation between theories like utilitarianism and ordinary psychology, and report new empirical findings utilizing this framework. I will end by exploring how
such work might shed light on the psychological roots of utilitarianism and, on a more speculative note, I will also consider
its potential normative import.

Psychologists studying well-being fall in several camps, but
all of them treat well-being as something primarily subjective
in nature and rely on self-report to measure it. Unfortunately,
the subjective perspective on well-being fails to make contact with many philosophical accounts of well-being that take
there to be other criteria involved in well-being beyond life
satisfaction, affect balance, or a felt sense of meaning. Equally
unfortunately, sophisticated philosophical theories of wellbeing are not obviously empirically tractable. One challenge
for interdisciplinary work on well-being, then, is to articulate
a more sophisticated philosophical perspective on well-being
that is useful to psychologists. We believe that we can meet
this challenge by integrating a philosophical theory of wellbeing, Value Fulfillment Theory, with a psychological theory
of personality, Cybernetic Big Five Theory.

Roughley
Chimpanzees, Psychopaths and Adam Smith.
The Concept of Moral Wrongness ex Negativo
Neil Roughley
Duisburg-Essen
A number of authors, in particular the Humeans Jesse Prinz
and Neil Sinhababu, have argued that empirical data on psychopaths support some version of sentimentalism about deontic moral judgements, according to which to take an action to
be morally wrong essentially involves emotions in one way or
another. If this broad claim is correct, a key question concerns
emotions’ precise role. It certainly seems implausible that individual moral judgements require corresponding token emotional experiences, as Sinhababu thinks, or that they involve reference to the speaker’s own emotional dispositions, as Prinz
claims. Moreover, any account that grounds deontic moral
judgement in emotions of moral blame owes us a non-circular
explanation of those emotions’ moral character. I will draw on
data from experiments with primates in the inequity aversion
paradigm in order to argue for a model that avoids these problems. The results from these experiments, together with data
on psychopaths, allow conclusions ex negativo as to the key
psychological capacities in play when we make judgements
about moral right and wrong. The resulting Smithian, rather
than Humean account assigns specific emotions roles both in
the content and in the background of exercises of the capacity
for deontic moral judgement.
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Philosophy of Metacognition and Emotions
Monday, September 17th , 2018, 2:00 p. m.–5:00 p. m., Hörsaal A1

Organizer
Max Freund (Doctoral Program, University of Costa Rica)
General abstract
Broadly speaking, metacognition can be defined as thinking
about thinking. It usually refers to higher order processes of
thinking that involve active control over cognitive processes,
that is, the overseeing and regulation of cognitive processes.
Different authors stress different mechanisms, ranging from
higher level cognitive ones involving Theory of Mind capacities, to the strengthening of belief and affective feelings.
Now, several philosophical issues emerge from the relation of
metacognition to emotions. Of these, this panel has chosen

2.00 p. m.–2.40 p. m.
2.50 p. m.–3.30 p. m.
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to focus primarily on those related to the role of emotions in
the development or exercise of metacognitive abilities. The
presentations of the colloquium will take into account individual factors (in an ample sense, which might include the
physical body of the agent) as well as environmental elements
(such as social and technological elements). That is, the framework of the discussions will not only consider classical mindbrain factors involved in cognition but also those favored by
the embodied, embedded or extended approaches towards
cognition.

Diana Pérez
The Role of Emotions and their Expression in Understanding other People’s Mind.
Glenda Satne
Group Action, Emotions and Metacognition: A modest Approach.
Mauricio Molina-Delgado
Embodied Metacognition and Consciousness.
Open discussion of the speakers’ presentations.
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Pérez
The Role of Emotions and their Expression in
Understanding other People’s Mind.
Diana I. Pérez
Department of Philosophy- University of Buenos
Aires, Argentina- and CONICET
A traditional problem in philosophy of mind is: how do we
know other people’s minds? This question has two types of
paradigmatic answers. According to the first, knowledge of
other people’s mind is inferential: from behavior we infer mental states. According to the second, we directly see other
people’s states of mind, at least in some cases. The aim of
this paper is to develop the second intuition, in line with
the so called »second person perspective of mental attribution« (Gomila, 2001, 2002, 2008, Scotto 2002, Pérez 2013, supported also by Trevarthen 1979, 1998; Murray & Trevarthen
1985; Hobson 1993; Gómez 1996 and Reddy 2008). According
to this perspective, understanding other people’s mind does
not imply the possession of meta-representational capacities;
rather, it occurs through a direct perception of the other person’s mind, through emotional expressions, in a second person
interactive situation in which there is emotional reactivity,
and affective involvement. In the first part of this presentation, I will propose a conception of emotions in which the
expression-emotion relationship is not considered as a causal and contingent connection, but a constitutive one. In the
second place, I will argue that there is no direct perception
of other people’s propositional attitude mental states, since
these are mental states that cannot be shown without saying
something. Finally, I will argue against the expressivist thesis
according to which all our occurring mental states (including
propositional attitudes) can be expressed and hence directly
perceived (Bar On 2004, Green 2007).

K6

Molina-Delgado
Embodied Metacognition and Consciousness.
Mauricio Molina-Delgado
Department of Philosophy and Institute for
Psychological Research- University of Costa Rica
Metacognitive experiences are second-order conscious mental
states that refer to intentional or sensorial first-order mental
states. According to Rosenthal, conscious mental states are
states that cause the occurrence of higher-order thoughts that
the subject is in those mental states. Then, a metacognitive
mental state, in order to be conscious also requires a thirdorder mental state which content would be the person in this
particular metacognitive state.
This conclusion is problematic for emotional metacognitive
states. There is no agreement about intentional contentof
feelings and even if we identify the content of feelings as the
mental states that are causally related to them, one could be
conscious of having a feeling (that is to have a higher-order
thought of this feeling) but not conscious of the first-order
state that causes it. This is not the case for metacognitive
thoughts, where a third-order thought must explicitly refer to
the first-order state: thinking on having the thought about the

original mental state necessarily implies consciousness of this
original state.
One should accept that the subject’s appraisal of metacognitive feelings could be misleading: a person could wrongly
attribute her feelings to unrelated events rather than to the
original mental states. In consequence, the very notion of
metacognition should be reconsidered. One possibility would
be to exclude emotional phenomena from its definition but
this solution contradicts empirical evidence that suggest a
continuous between cold cognition and emotional phenomena. I conclude that a new definition of metacognition
should accept non-conscious states as part of the construct.

Satne K6
Group Action, Emotions and Metacognition: A
modest Approach.
Glenda Satne
Department of Philosophy, Alberto Hurtado
University, Chile & University of Wollongong,
Australia
In this presentation, I argue that some key metacognitive
abilities can be thought to be both social and emotional in
their roots. In particular, I am interested in the metacognitive ability of self-correction, which I claim develops in the
context of interactions in which others mind-shape us. In the
most basic case, I will argue, these inter-corrections come in
the form of emotions of approval and disapproval correlating to feelings of rightness or wrongness that might be thereby re-redirected and re-shaped. In order to substantiate this
argument, I explore two different sets of empirical literature.
First, I critically review some experiments from Developmental Psychology (Reddy 2008, 2015, Rochat 2015, Schimdt &
Rakoczy 2017), and argue that they support the claim that
sensitivity to correction is a social evaluative disposition –
emotional in its roots – that tunes us to other people’s assessments of our behaviour in actual interactions and allows us
to learn from them standards of correction for our actions.
Second, I explore recent literature on collective intentionality
relating to the role of groups, collective tasks and cooperation
in the evolutionary origins of the human species (Tomasello
2014, Sterelny 2013). I argue that these theories are right in
claiming that social cooperation is at the roots of the evolution of human specific forms of cognition. I then explore the
consequences that this framework has for our understanding
of meta-coginitive abilities, including the specific ability of
self-correction.
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Social Philosophy of Language
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 1:30 p. m.–4:30 p. m., Hörsaal B

Organizer
Dirk Kindermann
Universität Wien
dirk.kindermann@univie.ac.at
Abstract Colloquium
»Social Philosophy of Language« may serve as an umbrella
term for old and new philosophical efforts to give center stage
to social, political and structural considerations in the study
of language and language use. The term is also a label for
approaches that make language an object of social and political inquiry and focus on language’s role in social (in)justice.
Of key concern in the social philosophy of language are the
semantics and pragmatics of pejorative terms, hate speech
and linguistic discrimination; the linguistic manifestation of
gender, race, sexual orientation, ability, etc. and its connec-
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tion to structures of social injustice; silencing and other ways
of exercising discursive power; propaganda; and the normative dimension, if any, of conceptual analysis. In particular,
the colloquium will address the following questions: What are
the best methodologies for inquiry in social philosophy of
language? What role may normative considerations play in
semantics and pragmatics? How radical a departure is social
philosophy of language from more orthodox approaches in
analytic philosophy of language? What are the social-linguistic
mechanisms of discriminatory speech? Should discriminatory
speech be legally protected by the right to freedom of speech?

Dirk Kindermann
Introduction
Luvell Anderson:
The Social Philosophy of Language
Esa Díaz-León:
On the Conceptual Mismatch Argument: Descriptions, Disagreement, and Amelioration
Mari Mikkola:
Self-Trust and Discriminatory Speech
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Anderson
The Social Philosophy of Language

Self-Trust and Discriminatory Speech

Luvell Anderson

Mari Mikkola

A recent trend in the philosophy of language has emerged
in which philosophers theorize about words and discursive
practices and their relationships to social and political factors.
This is illustrated by work on slurs, lying and deceit, gendered language, and propaganda. Philosophers working in these
areas are drawing on concepts that are typically associated
with more social scientific disciplines like linguistic anthropology and sociolinguistics, concepts such as race, gender, and
power.
In this talk, I aim to explore a particular sort of methodology that seems to be emerging among this crowd of theorists,
one that is purportedly different from what we might consider
a standard philosophy of language. I attempt to distinguish
between a standard philosophy of language whose central
methodological tool is abstract idealization and a social philosophy of language whose methodological shape is more
concretizing and non-ideal. I conclude with some considerations for determining whether these two broad types are hostile
enemies or traveling companions.

This talk considers how a certain type of prejudicial speech,
discriminatory speech that reflects social group stereotypes
and represents group members as inferior by virtue of these
stereotypes, hampers epistemic autonomy in eroding and
perverting intellectual self-trust. Freedom of speech is a central liberal value. However, if left unchecked, it can engender morally problematic and socially undesirable expressions. Virulent hate speech can thus be legitimately regulated
without compromising free expression. Nonetheless, discriminatory speech is legally protected e. g. in USA. Although
this sort of speech is taken to be socially undesirable and
harmful in some sense, liberal philosophers have argued for
its legal permissibility on the grounds that its harmfulness
is mitigable: discriminatory speech (the argument goes) still
advances significant and compelling free speech interests due
to which it deserves legal protection, despite being odious.
The interests typically appealed to include the pursuit of truth
and knowledge, ensuring democratic deliberation, and fostering personal autonomy and individual progress. By contrast,
this talk argues that looking at how discriminatory speech
seemingly influences us in deeply covert and hard-to-detect
ways undermines liberal arguments that advance a ›handsoff‹ policy to discriminatory speech. In short: Intellectual selftrust is a necessary condition for the pursuit of knowledge and
for fostering (personal and epistemic) autonomy; but since discriminatory speech erodes and perverts self-trust, it undermines in subtle, covert, and insidious ways the very grounds supposedly justifying its permissibility. This (the paper argues)
becomes particularly clear once we appreciate how discriminatory expressions shape and maintain prejudicial unconscious
influences.

Díaz-León
On the conceptual mismatch Argument:
Descriptions, Disagreement, and Amelioration
Esa Díaz-León
According to »conceptual mismatch« arguments, if there is
a conceptual mismatch between the descriptions associated
with an ordinary concept and some features of the alleged
referent, then that entity cannot be the referent. This idea has
been used in the metaphysics of race in order to develop arguments against realist theories of race. In particular, K. Anthony
Appiah and Joshua Glasgow, among others, have argued that
there are no real properties in the vicinity of our talk about
race that can satisfy the descriptions that we associate with
the term »race«, and therefore the most plausible candidates,
such as certain biological properties or certain socially constructed properties, cannot be the referent of »race«, so we
must conclude that the term »race« is empty. In this talk I
would like to examine the structure and prospects of conceptual mismatch arguments of this sort in the metaphysics of
race. I will argue that these arguments point to some crucial
methodological questions, such as how much divergence between our descriptions and the nature of the referent can be
allowed, and I will put forward a new answer to this question, in terms of an appeal to normative considerations, which
can be very helpful and even indispensable in order to settle
matters of reference.
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Applied Ethics

1

Angewandte Ethik

Aesthetics

2

Ästhetik

Didactics of Philosophy

3

Didaktik der Philosophie

Epistemology

4

Erkenntnistheorie

History of Philosophy

5

Geschichte der Philosophie

Logic

6

Logik

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

7

Metaethik, Handlungs- und Entscheidungstheorie

Metaphilosophy

8

Metaphilosophie

Metaphysics and Ontology

9

Metaphysik und Ontologie

Normative Ethics

10

Normative Ethik

Philosophy of Cognition

11

Philosophie der Kognition

Philosophy of Language

12

Sprachphilosophie

Philosophy of Mind

13

Philosophie des Geistes

Philosophy of Religion

14

Religionsphilosophie

Philosophy of Science

15

Wissenschaftstheorie

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

16

Politische Philosophie und Rechtsphilosophie

Social Philosophy

17

Sozialphilosophie

Sektionen Dienstag / Sections Tuesday
Tuesday 1:30–2:15 p. m.
01

Tuesday 2:15–3:00 p. m.

Applied Ethics

S 12
Chair Susanne
Boshammer

Hannah Schickl
Der ethische Paradigmenwechsel durch gene-editing

S 12
Chair Peter Schaber

Hauke Behrendt and Catrin Misselhorn
Ein technikgestütztes Modell rationaler
Selbstbestimmung

Christian Folde
Against Nihilism about fictional truth

S 13
Chair Lisa Katharin
Schmalzried

Tobias Klauk and Tilmann Köppe
Arguments from aesthetic merit to fictional content

Marie-Luise Raters and Marie-Luise Raters
From truth to necessity – a meta-semantic argument

S 15
Chair Anne
Burkhard

Carsten Roeger
Über den Versuch Kompetenzorientierung
philosophiedidaktisch zu begründen

S 24
Chair Anna-Maria
Eder

Max Goetsch
Towards a disjunctivist account of knowledge from
memory

S 24
Chair Anna-Maria
Eder

Marvin Backes
Justification, normalcy, and the easy-defeat problem

S 26
Chair Rico Hauswald

Jasper Liptow
Erkenntnisfortschritt durch Begriffsbildung

S 26
Chair Rico Hauswald

Lewis Ross
Can understanding be reduced?

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld

Gilad Nir
On Russell’s account of inference

02

Aesthetics

S 13
Chair Lisa Katharin
Schmalzried
03

Didactics of Philosophy

S 15
Chair Anne
Burkhard
04

05

07

Epistemology

Epistemology

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Franziska Poprawe
The essential role of reasons in reasoning

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Claudia Blöser
Practical and contemplative hope

S 23
Chair Hannes
Worthmann

Lisa Bastian
Choosing perspectives: Rationality attributions
revisited

S 23
Chair Hannes
Worthmann

Dennis Kalde
Valuing and morality – Kantian constructivism
reconsidered

09

Metaphysics and Ontology

S 01
Chair Barbara Vetter

Stefan Roski
Can the counterfactual theory of explanation
account for metaphysical explanations?

S 01
Chair Barbara Vetter

Jonas Werner
Essence, immediate grounding and epistemic gaps

Tagungsraum
Chair Anne-Sophie
Meincke

Florian J. Boge
Is quantum decoherence the manifestation of a
disposition?

Tagungsraum
Chair Anne-Sophie
Meincke

Andreas Hüttemann
Fundamentality in physics and metaphysics

Hörsaal D
Chair Moritz Schulte

Christian Nimtz
From truth to necessity – a meta-semantic argument

Hörsaal E
Chair Katja Crone

Thomas Park
The representational content of human olfactory
experiences

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Benjamin Kiesewetter
The myth of political authority

10

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Hanno Sauer
11

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal A2
Chair Gregor Hörzer
12

46

Robert Schwartzkopff
How (not) to analyze number-sentences

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Katja Crone
16

Giovanni Rolla
Radically enactive higher cognition

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Moritz Schulte
13

Tim Henning
Anti-moralism – a Kantian argument

Andreas Sandner
Düfte und Dinge. Wider die »Dufttheorie«
olfaktorischer Objekte

Philosophy of Mind

Sektionen Dienstag / Sections Tuesday
Tuesday 3:15–4:00 p. m.
01

Tuesday 4:00–4:45 p. m.

Applied Ethics

S 12
Chair Susanne
Boshammer

Christian Budnik
Vertrauen und Autonomie im Verhältnis zwischen
Ärztinnen und Patientinnen

S 12
Chair Peter Schaber

Eva Weber-Guskar
Würde als Haltung in der Diskussion um assistierten
Suizid

Jochen Briesen
Aesthetic judgments and hybrid expressivism

S 13
Chair Lisa Katharin
Schmalzried

Nils-Hennes Stear
Is aesthetic immoralism obviously true?

Christian Wendelborn
„Kritisches Denken im Kontext von Kontroversen zur
Bildung“ Der Beitrag der Philosophie in der
Lehramtsausbildung: Ein Seminarkonzept

S 15
Chair Lina Merkel

Meike Drees
Pornografie als Thema des Philosophie-Unterrichts

S 24
Chair Anna-Maria
Eder

Milena Bartholain
Defeatism defended: How to be an externalist
defeatist

S 24
Chair Anna-Maria
Eder

Isabelle Keßels
A virtue reliabilist account of epistemic Frankfurt
cases

S 26
Chair Rico Hauswald

Miguel Egler
Understanding-why is contrastive

S 26
Chair Rico Hauswald

Tim Kraft
Knowledge, belief and the how/why asymmetry

Jan Claas
Conceptual analysis: Paradoxes and construction
manuals

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld

Benjamin Wilck
Scientific definitions and a new problem for
pyrrhonian scepticism

Sara Ipakchi
A justication for Aristotle’s thesis on the basis of the
law of non-contradiction

S 25
Chair Matthias
Unterhuber

Johannes Korbmacher
Tableaux for the logic of exact entailment

02

Aesthetics

S 13
Chair Lisa Katharin
Schmalzried
03

Didactics of Philosophy

S 15
Chair Lina Merkel

04

05

Epistemology

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Logic

S 25
Chair Matthias
Unterhuber
07

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Jean Moritz Müller
Emotions, reasons and personal autonomy

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Fabian Börchers
Two Kinds of Practical Irrationality Anscombe and
the Inner Plurality of the Mind

S 23
Chair Hannes
Worthmann

Christine Tiefensee
Metasemantics for relaxed moral realists

S 23
Chair Hannes
Worthmann

Christian Loew
Compatibilist abilities

Tagungsraum
Chair Anne-Sophie
Meincke

Roberto Loss
How the block grows

S 21
Chair Hanno Sauer

Daniele Bruno
Promissory obligation and the value of normative
control

Hörsaal A2
Chair Elmarie Venter

Athanasios Raftopoulos and Demetris Portides
Timing time: Why recent arguments that early vision
is cognitively penetrated fail

Hörsaal D
Chair Till Gallasch

Pietro Salis
Anaphoric deflationism, primitivism, and the
truth-property

Hörsaal E
Chair Katja Crone

Luke Roelofs
How can imagination justify action?

S 11
Chair Anna
Leuschner

Stephan Pohl
Contra reduction of explanations in terms of
multi-level mechanisms

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Nadja El Kassar
Democracy and the issue of ignorance

09

Metaphysics and Ontology

S 01
Chair Barbara Vetter

Marta Campdelacreu
The grounding problem and intrinsically composed
colocated objects

Tagungsraum
Chair Anne-Sophie
Meincke

Bahadir Eker
The double lives of times and the metaphysics of
tense

10

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Hanno Sauer
11

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal A2
Chair Elmarie Venter
12

13

Philosophy of Mind
Matthias Rolffs
Parallelism and mental counterfactuals

Philosophy of Science

S 11
Chair Anna
Leuschner
16

Michael Sienhold and Kevin Reuter
Is our concept of pain normative?

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal E
Chair Katja Crone
15

Lukas Naegeli
Die Verteidigung von Überforderungseinwänden

Lena Kästner and Philipp Haueis
Discovering patterns: on the norms of mechanistic
inquiry

Philosophy of Science

47

Sektionen Mittwoch / Sections Wednesday
Wednesday 09:00–09:45
01

Wednesday 09:45–10:30

Applied Ethics

S 12
Chair Peter Schaber

Karsten Witt
Demenz und personale Identität

S 12
Chair Susanne
Boshammer

Susanne Hiekel
Meaning in life: objective or rational attractiveness?

Christoph Seibert
Embodied musical experience? Scrutinizing the role
of the body in the aesthetic experience of music

S 13
Chair Jochen Briesen

Lisa Schmalzried
The plurality of ways to enjoy kitsch

S 24
Chair Tim Kraft

Alexander Dinges
Practical factor effects on knowledge

S 24
Chair Tim Kraft

Verena Wagner
Suspension of judgment: the third doxastic attitude?

S 26
Chair Wolfgang
Freitag

Dominik Balg
Epistemic tolerance

S 26
Chair Wolfgang
Freitag

Rico Hauswald
Epistemische Autorität und die Präemption von
Gründen

Béatrice Lienemann
On the ontology of the final proof of the immortality
of the soul in Plato’s Phaedo

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld

Razvan Sofroni
Virtue by accident

Filippo Ferrari and Erik Stei
Logic, norms, and reasoning

S 25
Chair Johannes
Korbmacher

John Cantwell and Hans Rott
Probability, coherent belief and coherent belief
changes

S 22
Chair Fabian
Börchers

Carlos Nunez
Requirements of intention in light of belief

Tagungsraum
Chair Thomas Sattig

Andreas Ditter
The reduction of necessity to essence

S 21
Chair Maike
Albertzart

Sebastian Schmidt
Responsibility for attitudes and history

Hörsaal A2
Chair Matej Kohar

Elmarie Venter
The self as subject in the predictive processing
framework

Hörsaal D
Chair Roman Heil

Lars Dänzer
The explanatory project of Gricean pragmatics

Hörsaal F
Chair Jan Claas

Amrei Bahr and Johannes Korbmacher
Incommensurate multidimensionality without
vagueness

Hörsaal E
Chair Kristina
Musholt

Gregor Hoerzer
How to make a panpsychist physicalism possible

S 15
Chair Ludwig
Jaskolla

Felix Bräuer
Hume’s miracle argument and the epistemology of
testimony

02

Aesthetics

S 13
Chair Jochen Briesen
04

05

Epistemology

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Logic

S 25
Chair Johannes
Korbmacher
07

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 23
Chair Erasmus Mayr
09

Metaphysics and Ontology

Tagungsraum
Chair Thomas Sattig
10

Cecily Whiteley
Plenty of work for a pluralist account of causation

Philosophy of Religion

S 15
Chair Ludwig
Jaskolla
15

Markus Werning and Erica Cosentino
The interaction of Bayesian pragmatics and lexical
semantics in sentence meaning composition

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Kristina
Musholt
14

Albert Newen and Francesco Marchi
Cognitive penetrability of perceptual experience:
how the activation of concepts can modify our
perceptual experience

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Roman Heil

13

Johanna Privitera
Minimize ex ante claims or minimize ex post claims?
In defense of a mixed view

Philosophy of Cognition

A2
Chair Matej Kohar

12

Lukas Skiba
Against the haecceities argument for necessitism

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Maike
Albertzart
11

Marius Baumann
A new position in metaethics

Sebastian Gäb
Die Konsistenz des Apophatizismus

Philosophy of Science

S 01
Chair Maria
Kronfeldner

Florian J. Boge
Why computer simulations are not arguments, and
in what sense they are experiments

S 01
Chair Maria
Kronfeldner

Benjamin Rathgeber
Virtuelle Modelle – Modelle des Virtuellen: Über die
Stellung kontrafaktischer Überlegungen im
wissenschaftlichen Forschungsprozess

S 11
Chair Lena Kästner

Vera Hoffmann-Kolss
Interventionism and non-causal dependence
relations: new work for a theory of supervenience

S 11
Chair Lena Kästner

Olivier Sartenaer
John Stuart Mill, emergence, and the evolving best
system account of lawhood

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Valerij Zisman
Correct intuition, wrong framework – why
retributivists are wrong about the value of painful
emotions such as guilt, remorse, and regret

16

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

48

Christine Bratu
What’s morally wrong about hate speech (and what
isn’t)

Sektionen Mittwoch / Sections Wednesday
Wednesday 10:30–11:15
01

S 12
Chair Peter Schaber
02

Lucie White
Against a »capturing analysis« of autonomy

S 12
Chair Susanne
Boshammer

Wulf Loh and Catrin Misselhorn
Autonomous driving and perverse incentives

Aesthetics

S 13
Chair Jochen Briesen
04

Wednesday 1:30–2:15 p. m.

Applied Ethics

Wybo Houkes
Functions and the aesthetics of technical artefacts

Epistemology

S 24
Chair Tim Kraft

Anna-Maria A. Eder
Ideal agents, impossible evidence, and evidence one
ought not to have

S 24
Chair Jochen Briesen

Frederik Herzberg
Epistemic justification after foundationalism: A
generalised Bayesian approach

S 26
Chair Wolfgang
Freitag

Sofia Bokros
A deference account of epistemic authority

S 26
Chair David
Löwenstein

Norbert Paulo
Die Rationalität postfaktischen Denkens

Stephan Schmid
Suárez’s theory of matter

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld

Sebastian Bender
Spinoza on essence and modality

Matthias Unterhuber
Convergence results for probabilistic logics and the
connexive principles

S 25
Chair Johannes
Stern

Albert Anglberger and Johannes Korbmacher
The logic of free choice permission

05

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Logic

S 25
Chair Johannes
Korbmacher
07

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Fabian
Börchers

Benjamin Kiesewetter
Are epistemic reasons normative?

S 22
Chair Stephan
Schmid

Andy Mueller
Context-sensitive epistemic norms for practical
reasoning

S 23
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Hannah Altehenger
Unorthodox self-control and the divided mind

S 23
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Francesca Bunkenborg
What not to do when you don’t know what to do

Tagungsraum
Chair Barbara Vetter

Andreas de Jong
Negative existentials and fictional realism: The
semantic case for modal meinongianism

S 21
Chair Christine
Tiefensee

Jan-Willem van der Rijt
Toleration, dignity and self-respect

Hörsaal A2
Chair Carlos Zednik

Casey Landers
Recognition, experience, and association

09

Metaphysics and Ontology

Tagungsraum
Chair Thomas Sattig
10

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Maike
Albertzart
11

Stefan Riedener
Reactive attitudes and the justification of forgiveness

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal A2
Chair Matej Kohar
12

Marc Andree Weber
The abstract and the concrete

Arne Weber
Sich selbst sehen – Eine Kritik mechanistischer
Perspektiven auf Kognition

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Roman Heil

James Ravi Kirkpatrick
Generic conjunctivitis

Hörsaal D
Chair Julia Zakkou

Eleonore Neufeld
An essentialist theory of the meaning of slurs

Hörsaal F
Chair Jan Claas

Robert Michels
Multidimensional vagueness – a supervaluational
approach

Hörsaal F
Chair Robert Michels

Stefan Rinner
Naive Russellians and Schiffer’s puzzle

Hörsaal E
Chair Rebekka
Hufendiek

Philipp Huebl
How powerful are emotions in moral thought?

S 15
Chair Ludwig
Jaskolla

Gregor Damschen
Ist notwendige Existenz positiv? Eine
systemimmanente Kritik an Gödels ontologischem
Beweis

13

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Kristina
Musholt
14

Philosophy of Religion

S 15
Chair Ludwig
Jaskolla
15

Gerhard Thonhauser
Collective emotions and embodiment

Jacob Hesse
The semantic content of the word »God«

Philosophy of Science

S 01
Chair Maria
Kronfeldner

Rebekka Hufendiek
The science of the evolution of morality and the
concept of morality

S 01
Chair Marcus
Schrenk

Simon Lohse
On the evolutionary synthesis of the social sciences: a
philosophy of social science in practice perspective

S 11
Chair Lena Kästner

Markus Schrenk
The laws’ necessity

S 11
Chair Mathias Frisch

Enno Fischer
Causation and the problem of disagreement

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Felix Koch
Judicial obligation and the rule of law

S 13
Chair Nadja El
Kassar

Kevin Reuter Jörg Löschke and Monika Betzler
What is a colleague?

16

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk
17

Adriana Placani
Right to be punished? On kicking out a thesis that is
still being kicked around

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

49

Sektionen Mittwoch / Sections Wednesday
Wednesday 2:15–3:00 p. m.
01

Wednesday 3:15–4:00 p. m.

Applied Ethics

S 12
Chair Susanne
Boshammer

Felix Pinkert
Distributed domination and the market for rental
accommodation

S 12
Chair Susanne
Boshammer

Rebecca Ruehle
May the state or the company nudge me? The role of
the choice architect for the assessment of ethical
nudging

S 24
Chair Jochen Briesen

Philip Ebert and Martin Smith
Varieties of epistemic risk

S 24
Chair Jochen Briesen

Peter Brössel
From perception to belief and back again

S 26
Chair David
Löwenstein

Giulia Napolitano
Are conspiracy theories ever the best explanation?

S 26
Chair David
Löwenstein

Niklaas Tepelmann
Knowledge and autonomy

Ansgar Seide
Die ontologische Vielfalt der einen allumfassenden
Erfahrung – Eine Gefahr für Kants Konzeption von
empirischer Wirklichkeit?

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld

Lisa Benossi
Kant’s theory of inner sense: between temporality
and perspective

Marcus Rossberg
An inferentialist redundancy theory of truth

S 25
Chair Johannes
Stern

Julien Murzi and Lorenzo Rossi
Non-contractability and revenge

S 23
Chair Paulus
Kaufmann

Eugen Fischer and Paul Engelhardt
Experimental argument analysis: Putting
experimental philosophy 2.0 into practice

Tagungsraum
Chair Barbara Vetter

Siegfried Jaag and Christian Loew
Humean reductionism and (iterated) counterfactuals

S 21
Chair Christine
Tiefensee

Maike Albertzart
Joint action and joint duties

Hörsaal A2
Chair Jumana Yahya

Tobias Schlicht
Intentionality vs. representation

04

05

Epistemology

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Logic

S 25
Chair Johannes
Stern
07

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Stephan
Schmid
08

Metaphilosophy

S 23
Chair Christian
Nimtz
09

Andreas Müller
The limits of consent

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal A2
Chair Carlos Zednik
12

Tobias Wilsch
The axiomatic account of governance

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Christine
Tiefensee
11

Paulus Kaufmann
Has there been philosophy in Asia?

Metaphysics and Ontology

Tagungsraum
Chair Barbara Vetter
10

David Heering
Reasons, rationality and exercising capacities subpar

Peter Schulte
Smelling how the world is: Do olfactory experiences
represent?

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Julia Zakkou

Katharina Felka
Slurs as asides

Hörsaal D
Chair Katharina
Felka

Jennifer Head
Beyond “neutral counterparts”: towards a prototype
semantics of slurs

Hörsaal F
Chair Robert Michels

Jiwon Kim
“Who am ‘I’?” – The ambiguity of virtual ‘me’

Hörsaal F
Chair Robert Michels

Marius Bartmann
Defending semantic normativity

Hörsaal E
Chair Rebekka
Hufendiek

Beate Krickel
The unconscious mind: implicit bias and repression

13

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Rebekka
Hufendiek
14

Philosophy of Religion

S 15
Chair Ludwig
Jaskolla
15

Anna Welpinghus
The emotional nature of implicit group-related
attitudes
Jan Levin Propach
Leibniz’ Bestimmung des Verhältnisses zwischen
Ideen im göttlichen Intellekt und den Ideen des
menschlichen Geistes

Philosophy of Science

S 01
Chair Marcus
Schrenk

Alexander Christian
Scientific and moral expertise in a pluralistic society

S 01
Chair Marcus
Schrenk

Alexander Reutlinger
What is epistemically wrong with research affected
by sponsorship bias? The evidential account

S 11
Chair Mathias Frisch

Wolfgang Freitag
Doxastic dependence defeats grue

S 11
Chair Mathias Frisch

Christoph Baumberger
Understanding, idealization, and exemplification

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Joachim Wündisch
Towards a non-ideal theory of climate migration

S 13
Chair Mari Mikkola

Torsten Menge
Self-determination, foreign land acquisitions, and the
ontology of political communities

16

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk
17

Social Philosophy

S 13
Chair Nadja El
Kassar
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Christian Baatz
On the problem of specifying who ought to receive
compensation for climate-related threats and harms
Simon Derpmann
The stuff that money is made of

Sektionen Mittwoch / Sections Wednesday
Wednesday 4:00–4:45 p. m.
04

Epistemology

S 24
Chair Jochen Briesen

Gerhard Schurz
Impossibility results for rational belief

S 26
Chair David
Löwenstein

Francesco Praolini
A consequentialist argument for putting knowledge
first

05

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Logic

S 25
Chair Johannes
Stern
07

Julia Zakkou
Presupposing Counterfactuality

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Rebekka
Hufendiek
15

Matej Kohar
Mechanisms and representations don’t mix:
teleosemantics and constitutive mechanistic
explanation

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Katharina
Felka
13

Jörg Löschke
Agent-relative reasons as second-order value
responses

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal A2
Chair Jumana Yahya

12

John Horden
Are ontological disputes metalinguistic?

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Christine
Tiefensee
11

Julian Fink
The essence of attitudinal irrationality

Metaphysics and Ontology

Tagungsraum
Chair Barbara Vetter
10

Carlo Nicolai and Daniel Cohnitz
Can we adopt a new logic?

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Stephan
Schmid
09

Christopher Benzenberg
Attaining the highest good: Kant on happiness,
virtue, and god

Wanja Wiese
Modeling valences of conscious experiences with
lexicographic vectors

Philosophy of Science

S 01
Chair Marcus
Schrenk

Anna Leuschner
What is epistemically wrong with the recent criticism
of research on gender and racial biases? On the
phenomenon of epistemic intimidation

S 11
Chair Mathias Frisch

Bertold Schweitzer
Process tracing, falsification, and inference to the
best explanation

16

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk
17

Sören Hilbrich
Legitimität in der global governance

Social Philosophy

S 13
Chair Mari Mikkola

Eleonore Neufeld
Pornography and dehumanization: The essentialist
dimension
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Sektionen Donnerstag / Sections Thursday
Thursday 09:00–09:45
04

Thursday 09:45–10:30

Epistemology

S 24
Chair Marc Andree
Weber

Janneke van Lith and Johannes Korbmacher
Elusive knowledge hyperintensionalized

S 24
Chair Marc Andree
Weber

Gregor Betz and Claus Beisbart and Georg Brun
How coherent are two approaches regarding
coherence with each other?

S 26
Chair Verena
Wagner

Insa Lawler
Is knowledge-wh context-sensitive?

S 26
Chair Verena
Wagner

David Löwenstein
Knowledge-wh as an epistemic capacity

Martin Brecher
Kant über sexuelles Begehren und sexuelle
Verdinglichung

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld

Benjamin Marschall
Kant’s mereological relativism

Balthasar Grabmayr
Revisiting Detlefsen’s stability problem – On the
invariance of Gödel’s second theorem

S 25
Chair Marcus
Rossberg

Johannes Stern
A Solovay-style completeness theorem for
Kripke-Feferman

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Silvia Jonas
Mathematical and moral disagreement

S 23
Chair Martin Grajner

Eve Kitsik
Revisionary ontology: improving concepts to
improve special) beliefs

05

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Logic

S 25
Chair Marcus
Rossberg
07

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr
08

Metaphilosophy

S 23
Chair Christian
Nimtz
09

Michael Klenk
Moral reliability and the etiquette conception of
defeat
Martin Grajner
A quantifier-based account of ontological
commitment

Metaphysics and Ontology

S 01
Chair Siegfried Jaag

Stephan Krämer
A note on the whole truth

S 01
Chair Siegfried Jaag

Thomas Sattig
Part, slot, ground: New foundations for Aristotelian
mereologies

Tagungsraum
Chair Andreas
Hüttemann

Annina Loets
Is what’s normal normally normal?

Tagungsraum
Chair Andreas
Hüttemann

Dietmar Hübner
Freedom of the will: reasons, consciousness, and
compatibilism

S 21
Chair Jean Moritz
Müller

Jonas Harney
The bearer-dependent view of beneficence and the
non-identity problem

Hörsaal A2
Chair Kevin Reuter

Carlos Zednik
Will machine learning produce machine intelligence?

Hörsaal D
Chair Lars Dänzer

Josep Macià
A defense of the common ground view about
assertion

Hörsaal E
Chair Tobias
Schlicht

Anna Giustina
Introspective acquaintance: An integration account

S 11
Chair Vera
Hoffmann-Kolss

Filippo Vindrola
The »Duhemian« character of reasoning research

S 15
Chair Joachim
Wündisch

Benjamin Lange
The right to parent as a project

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Reza Mosayebi
On the indispensability of moral reasoning for
human rights

S 13
Chair Deborah Raika
Mühlebach

Nikil Mukerji
What is Fake News?

10

Normative Ethics

S 21
Chair Jean Moritz
Müller
11

12

Normative Ethics

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Lars Dänzer
13

Susanne Mantel
Refugeehood and duties of admission

Social Philosophy

S 13
Chair Deborah Raika
Mühlebach
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Kamilla Buchter
Theory choice via decision theory

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

17

Francesco Marchi
Self-deception in the predictive mind

Philosophy of Science

S 11
Chair Vera
Hoffmann-Kolss
16

Dirk Kindermann
Asserting what’s presupposed

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Tobias
Schlicht
15

Jonas Blatter
Hazardous Emotions

Leonie Smith
Epistemic resistance

Sektionen Donnerstag / Sections Thursday
Thursday 10:30–11:15
04

S 26
Chair Verena
Wagner
05

S 26
Chair Verena
Wagner

Roman Heil
Contextualism, skeptical intuitions and private
contexts

S 25
Chair Marcus
Rossberg

Antje Rumberg
Transition semantics and the passage of time

Andrew Stephenson
Existence, modality, and imagination in Kant:
Lessons from the Barcan formulas

Logic

S 25
Chair Marcus
Rossberg
07

Steven Kindley and Fabian Hundertmark
Making a Difference in Virtue Epistemology

History of Philosophy

S 14
Chair Tobias
Rosefeld
06

Thursday 11:15–12:00

Epistemology

Sergi Oms
Minimalism, supervaluations and fixed points

Metaethics, Theory of Action, and Decision Theory

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Sebastian Köhler
Expressivism, inferentialism, and disagreement

S 22
Chair Erasmus Mayr

Philipp Schwind
Do defeater-defeaters undermine foundationalism
in moral epistemology? A critique of
Sinnott-Armstrong’s argument against moral
intuitionism

S 24
Chair Daniele Bruno

Tanja Rechnitzer
Evaluating precautionary principles with reflective
equilibrium

S 24
Chair Daniele Bruno

Frieder Bögner
Service-Konzeptionen praktischer Autorität ohne
Präemption?

S 23
Chair Joachim
Bromand

Norbert Paulo
A principle of psychological realism for decision
procedures in ethics

Tagungsraum
Chair Andreas
Hüttemann

Anne Meincke Anne Sophie Meincke
Are actions processes?

S 21
Chair Jean Moritz
Müller

Martin Sticker and Felix Pinkert
Why having children does not count towards parents’
carbon footprints

S 11
Chair Vera
Hoffmann-Kolss

Maria Kronfeldner
Two reasons why the purist approach to science fails
with respect to thick concepts

S 13
Chair Christine
Bratu

Stephanie Elsen
The role of pragmatic considerations in analyzing
the concept of disability

08

Metaphilosophy

S 23
Chair Norbert Paulo
09

Metaphysics and Ontology

Tagungsraum
Chair Andreas
Hüttemann
10

Tobias Störzinger
„Ich glaube, dass p“ – Eine Analyse von
Selbstzuschreibungen propositionaler Einstellungen
und ihre Konsequenz für eine Theorie von
Metakognition

Philosophy of Science

S 11
Chair Vera
Hoffmann-Kolss
16

Wolfgang Freitag
Psychological expressivism and the assertoric
function of “I believe”

Philosophy of Mind

Hörsaal E
Chair Tobias
Schlicht

15

Jumana Yahya
Breaking beyond the border of the brain: Why we
need a situated view of self-control

Philosophy of Language

Hörsaal D
Chair Lars Dänzer
13

Kevin Baum and Eva Schmidt
Moral harmony vs. supervenience: A new dilemma
for consequentialism

Philosophy of Cognition

Hörsaal A2
Chair Kevin Reuter
12

Jon Bebb
Against the heuristics-and-biases strategy

Normative Eth.

S 21
Chair Jean Moritz
Müller
11

Joachim Bromand
Parfit, Thomasson und Wittgenstein über
unbeantwortbare Fragen

Mathias Frisch
Uncertainties, values, and climate targets

Political Philosophy and Philosophy of Law

S 15
Chair Joachim
Wündisch

Elias Moser
Eine Verteidigung der Willenstheorie von Rechten

S 16
Chair Michael
Schefczyk

Sabine Hohl
Against the family: personal relationships and the
liberal state

17

Social Philosophy

S 13
Chair Annina Loets

Steffen Koch and Francesca Bunkenborg
Ameliorative analysis between ideal and non-ideal
theory
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Albertzart
Joint action and joint duties
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 21

which agents employ their capacity for self-control to facilitate conduct which conflicts with their best judgment. In my
talk, I will review this line of objection and show that it fails to
withstand closer scrutiny. I will argue, more specifically, that
it can be fully addressed once we combine the divided mind
account with a teleofunctional approach to mental systems.

Maike Albertzart
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
There are cases in which we intuitively want to say that individuals have a moral duty to act jointly with others in order to
prevent a serious harm, even though they are individually unable to discharge this duty. Assigning individuals such duties
seems to violate the principle that ›ought‹ implies ›can‹ (OIC).
I argue that individuals in the relevant cases are jointly obligated to prevent the harm in question. However, there is no
such thing as a joint obligation, only a state of being jointly
obligated. This state is reducible to two types of individual
duties. First, each agent has a duty with a conditional content. Due to its conditional content, the assignment of such a
duty is compatible with OIC: an individual agent can perform
a joint action by means of other agents’ intentional agency.
Second, each individual has as an unconditional duty to show
readiness for the joint action. By expressing an intention of
the form »I will if you will« an agent satisfies the antecedent
of the other agents’ conditional duties. The respective agents
thus do not only provide each other with a means to perform
a joint action, they are also linked through their mutual power
to change each other’s normative situation by turning each
other’s conditional duties into unconditional duties. In this
way, the interlocking tokens of individual duties create a state
of being jointly obligated.

7

Anglberger 6
The logic of free choice permission
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 25
Albert Anglberger
University of Bayreuth
and Johannes Korbmacher
Utrecht University
In this paper we develop a logic of permission with the free
choice permission principle as its sole deontic axiom. We further provide a natural semantics in terms of truthmakers, and
show that our logic does not contain any of the paradoxical
consequences typically associated with free choice permission.

Artese S
The third extended mind wave: Enactivism
meets predictive processing
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018th , 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal A2
Giuseppe Flavio Artese
Ruhr-Universität Bochum

Altehenger
Unorthodox self-control and the divided mind
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 23
Hannah Altehenger
Bielefeld University
Recent years have shown an increased philosophical interest
in the phenomenon of self-control. One important strand of
the philosophical debate has focused on synchronic self-control which can be defined as the capacity to bring it about that
one performs a certain action (or displays a certain behavior)
in the face of presently occurring motivational opposition.
According to one highly interesting suggestion, accounting
for synchronic self-control requires us to revive the Platonic
idea of a divided mind. This suggestion, roughly speaking,
conceives of synchronic self-control as a form of asymmetric
control which a so-called deliberative system (roughly corresponding to the folk notion of Reason) may exert over a socalled impulsive system (roughly corresponding to the folk
notion of Passion). The divided mind account of synchronic
self-control is attractive for various reasons, not the least of
which is its being empirically well-supported. Alfred Mele, one
of its main opponents, however, has recently charged it with
being extensionally inadequate because it fails to leave room
for unorthodox self-control. By this term, he refers to cases in
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In the last 20 years many philosophers started considering the
mind as Embodied, Extended, Embedded and Enacted. These
views, also known as the 4E’s positions, are often superficially seen as complementary and friendly. Nevertheless, some
incompatible differences, especially between the extended
mind view and enactivism emerge from the literature (Clark
2008, Gallagher 2011, Di Paolo 2009). Similarly, another view
that recently gained some attention is the predictive processing account (PP). The idea behind this view is that the
brain is not a passive information processor but an organ that
constantly generates Bayesian hypothesis that can match or
mismatch with what is happening in the world. Bruinenberg
(2017) distinguished at least 4 types of PP. A first one, well
known for being rooted in computationalism and close to an
Helmholtzian view of perception (Hohwy 2013), a second one,
that is also a representationalist one but closer to embodied
friendly positions (Clark 2013), a third one, strongly inspired
by cybernetics (Seth, 2015) and as a last one, an enactiveecological version of PP (Bruinenberg et Rietveld, 2014). The
current work aims to highlight the differences between these
approaches and the advantage of an ecological interpretation of PP and of the Free Energy Principle (Bruinenberg et al,
2016) in order to avoid any kind of over-intellectualization of
cognitive phenomena. As proposed by Shaun Gallagher (under
review), an enactive interpretation of PP theorically allows to
formulate a version of the Extended Mind compatible with
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the work of enactivists and dynamical system theorists. I will
try to show how an embodied subject, based on his history
of interactions (e. g. expertise in specific types of actions) and
on his needs (e. g. actions produced in response of perturbations potentially dangerous for the existence of the selforganizing system), can reach and predict an »optimal grip«
on certain affordances than on others, similarly to a gestaltic »figure-background« relation. It follows that cognition is
not just action-oriented but it involves continuous non-linear
loops between action, perception and embodied predictions.
References Bruineberg, J. (2017). Active inference and the primacy of the ›I can‹. In T. Metzinger & W. Wiese (Eds.) Philosophy and predictive processing. Frankfurt am Main: MIND
Group. Bruineberg, J. & Rietveld, E. (2014). Self-organization,
free energy minimization, and optimal grip on a field of affordances. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 8, 599. Bruineberg,
J., Kiverstein, J. & Rietveld, E. (2016). The anticipating brain is
not a scientist: The free- energy principle from an ecologicalenactive perspective. Synthese, 1–28. Clark A (2008) Pressing
the flesh: a tension in the study of the embodied, embedded mind? Philos Phenomenol Res 76:37–59. Clark, A. (2013)
Whatever next? Predictive brains, situated agents, and the
future of cognitive science. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 36
(03), 181–204. Di Paolo, E. (2009) Extended life. Topoi 28,
9–21.Gallagher, S. (2011). Interpretations of embodied cognition. In W. Tschacher and C. Bergomi, eds. The Implications of
Embodiment: Cognition and Communication (59–71) Exeter:
Imprint Academic. Gallagher, S. (Under Review),The Extended Mind: State of Question, Journal of Southern Philosophy.
Hohwy, J. (2013) The predictive mind. Oxford: Oxford University Press.Seth, A. K. (2015).The cybernetic Bayesian brain. In
T. K. Metzinger & J. M. Windt (Eds.) Open mind. Frankfurt am
Main: MIND Group.

16

Baatz
On the problem of specifying who ought to
receive compensation for climate-related
threats and harms
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 16
Christian Baatz
Kiel University
Given increasing climate change impacts, the question whether and how to compensate those negatively affected becomes more pressing. While it has been argued that climate
change will threaten and violate the human rights of many
people, generating entitlements to compensation, it is not
further specified whose human rights are affected. The aim of
this contribution is to investigate how the difficulty of specifying who ought to be compensated for climate-related threats
and harms can be overcome. I start by defending entitlements
to climate-related compensation based on Henry Shue’s rights
account. Next, I argue that compensation can not only be
provided via financing ex post measures but also via ex ante
measures that reduce threats before rights violations occur.
On this basis I then investigate who ought to benefit from
compensatory funding. This requires addressing two attribution problems: first, determining whether potentially rights
violating events or impacts are the result of climate change

and, second, determining whether a violation is caused by a
climate-related event or impact. The latter problem can be
avoided by financing ex ante measures and so called indexbased insurance schemes. In case of the former problem, the
coverage of the compensatory mechanisms can be narrow
by focussing on events and impacts reliably attributable to
anthropogenic climate change or it can be broad by focusing
on all events and impacts associated with climate variability.
I argue in favour of a broader focus because it covers most
entitlement-bearers and reduces the first attribution problem.

Backes 4
Justification, normalcy, and the easy-defeat
problem
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 24
Marvin Backes
University of St Andrews
Recent years, largely due to work by Martin Smith (2010, 2016)
and Jarrett Leplin (2009), have seen the rise of a new family of
non-probabilistic accounts of justification – we may call them
Strong Normalcy Views. Broadly speaking these views are committed to the thesis that a belief in P is justified only if, given
the evidence, there exists no normal world in which S falsely
beliefs that P. The primary motivation for what I will call the
Strong Normalcy Thesis is that it offers the promise of preserving multi premise closure – a principle according to which we
are justified in believing what deductively follows from our
antecedently justified beliefs. This paper is concerned with
the general prospects of this new approach to justification.
I argue that the Strong Normalcy Thesis, and by extension
Strong Normalcy Views, are unsatisfactory because they give
rise to problematic notions of epistemic defeat. As we will
see, on Strong Normalcy Views of justification seemingly insignificant pieces of evidence turn out to have considerable
defeating powers. One consequence of this problem – I will
call it the Easy-Defeat Problem – is that justification is lost
much too easily. With Strong Normalcy Views systematically
denying the justificatory status of many beliefs we ordinarily
take to be justified, we have good reasons for being skeptical
about their overall plausibility.

Bahr 12
Incommensurate multidimensionality without
vagueness
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., Hörsaal F
Amrei Bahr
Institut für Philosophie, Heinrich-Heine-Universität
Düsseldorf
and Johannes Korbmacher
Utrecht University
»Vagueness in the law is frequently regarded as valuable:
Vague norms are considered to provide the flexibility and
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open-endedness that is needed to adequately regulate a
variety of different cases. According to Asgeirsson, vagueness is wrongly identified as the valuable semantic phenomenon; rather, the value should be attributed to a closely related phenomenon, namely incommensurate multidimensionality (Asgeirsson 2015). Even so, it appears that lawmakers are
required to opt for vagueness indirectly since incommensurate
multidimensionality is taken to entail vagueness (Endicott
2000, Asgeirsson 2015). In our talk, we will reject the claim
that incommensurate multidimensionality entails vagueness
by showing that an expression that is associated with multiple
incommensurable dimensions is vague only if at least one of
these dimensions is vague itself. In contrast, an expression
associated with multiple incommensurable dimensions none
of which are vague themselves is not vague. However, such an
expression prevents linear ordering of the objects it refers to.
This effect of incommensurate multidimensionality is independent of whether or not the associated dimensions themselves
allow for linear ordering: Even if such an ordering is possible
for each individual dimension, it might still be impossible to
linearly order all of the objects the expression refers to, due
to the incommensurability of its dimensions. But this impossibility of linear ordering within the extension of the concept
does not unfold the effects desired in law: Incommensurate
multidimensionality fails to provide the value that Asgeirsson
ascribes to it. Hence, lawmakers should directly favor vague
expressions after all.«

4

Balg
Epistemic tolerance

and can thus not be recommended – at least from a purely
epistemic point of view.

Bartholain 4
Defeatism defended: How to be an externalist
defeatist
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 24
Milena Bartholain
University of Oxford
It is widely held that knowledge can be defeated. Recently it
is has been argued that this view is mistaken: Given a safetytheoretic conception of knowledge, beliefs do not necessarily
become unsafe in typical defeat cases, anti-defeatists claim.
This is because it is not easy to see why a belief that was formed by a safe method would necessarily stop being sustained
by that method in the face of putatively defeating evidence.
This paper rehabilitates defeatism by proposing a new way to
model defeat in a safety-theoretic framework of knowledge.
It is proposed to replace the standard similarity-based conception of safety by a normality-based conception. According
to normal worlds safety, a belief is safe iff it is true in all the
worlds that are at least as normal as the index world. It is
argued that in intuitive cases of knowledge defeat, the belief
becomes unsafe with respect to normality. Normal worlds
safety is finally shown to be superior to other similarity-based
attempts to restructure the modal space in order to accommodate for defeat.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 26
Dominik Balg
University of Cologne
When it comes to political, philosophical, religious or ethical
issues, many people consider a tolerant »live and let live«attitude to be the best reaction to disagreement. Tolerant
people agree to disagree, which leads to a diverse plurality
of conflicting beliefs. While many philosophers have explicitly emphasized the intellectual fruitfulness of such a plurality and recommended a tolerant attitude as an epistemically
adequate reaction towards disagreement, the current debate
about the epistemic significance of disagreement within social
epistemology gave rise to certain worries about the epistemic rationality of tolerance. Although both interesting and
important, those worries will not be the focus of my talk. Instead, I would like to focus on the instrumental rationality of a
tolerant attitude with respect to our epistemic goals. Tolerant
people don’t just retain their own convictions in the face of
controversy, but they also refrain from attempts to modify
the beliefs of those they disagree with. In my talk, I would like
to critically discuss the epistemic merits of such a behavior.
Should we care about the epistemic well-being of others? Are
there epistemic reasons for modifying false beliefs of others?
And how can an epistemically responsible way of dealing with
other people’s beliefs help us to achieve our epistemic goals?
On the basis of a careful reflection of these questions, I will
argue that a tolerant attitude towards disagreement is detrimental to the epistemic well-being of intellectual communities
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Bartmann 12
Defending semantic normativity
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., Hörsaal F
Marius Bartmann
University of Bonn
Kripke’s famous account of Wittgenstein’s rule-following paradox has been criticized for various reasons and is still a controversial matter in the literature. However, many commentators credit him with having established a bulwark against
naturalist theories of meaning by pointing out their failure to
capture the normative relation between the meaning and the
use of a given expression. And indeed, the thesis that meaning is »fraught with ›ought‹« (Sellars) is still widely taken to
be no more than a semantic platitude. Naturally, there have
also been commentators who rejected and argued against the
alleged platitude, and in recent years the thesis that meaning is normative has come under increased pressure. In my
talk I want to defend the normativity of meaning against
two interrelated arguments. In part I explore the background
of the thesis that meaning is normative, point out possible
ambigui-ties and specify the sense in which it is to be understood. I evaluate the first of the two arguments against the
normativity thesis, which tries to show that the correctness
conditions of an expression carry no implications for how to
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use that expression. In part II I assess the second argument
against the normativity thesis, which tries to show that the
two conditions the normativity thesis has to meet, namely
constitutivity and prescriptivity, are incompatible with each
other. In both parts I argue that the respective arguments fail
and conclude that the normativity thesis can be maintained.

7

Bastian
Choosing perspectives: Rationality
attributions revisited
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 23
Lisa Bastian
University of St Andrews
Sara intends to send off her paper by the end of the day. She
believes that skipping her lunch break is a necessary means
for achieving this. But Sara’s favourite Italian restaurant runs
a pizza lunch special today and she goes for a 2h-lunch break.
What should we say about Sara’s rationality? Answers to this
often adopt a local or global perspective, holding that rational
requirements and rationality attributions either refer to only
a small subset of an agent’s attitudes (local) or to the entire
set of attitudes (global).
I think that it is a mistake to treat local and global as
mutually exclusive because we thereby deprive ourselves of
the benefits of the other perspective. In this paper, I develop a new contextual account of rationality requirements and
attributions that has two advantages: it is agent-dependent
and flexible enough to provide a nuanced and accurate answer
for cases like Sara’s. It achieves agent-dependency by indexing rationality attributions to particular sets of attitudes of
the agent. Its flexibility stems from the context-sensitivity of
this set: depending on context (and specifically, the deliberative question at issue), the set of attitudes to be evaluated is
bigger or smaller.
Unlike the competing views which maintain the strict divide
between the local and global perspective, my account avoids
their shortcomings whilst maintaining their benefits. In particular, it meets the desiderata of (i) respecting intuitive rationality judgments, (ii) accounting for process requirements,
(iii) explaining asymmetry intuitions and (iv) flexibility.

10

Baum
Moral harmony vs. supervenience: A new
dilemma for consequentialism
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 21
Kevin Baum
Saarland University
and Eva Schmidt
Universität des Saarlandes
Objective Act-Consequentialists believe that every agent
ought to do what brings about the best results. In light of
this, it seems that a group of agents following the demands

of Consequentialism should thereby be guaranteed to bring
about the best possible results. Such a Principle of Moral Harmony has been hotly debated, but is still advocated by many
in one version or the other (cf. Kagan (2011), Pinkert (2015),
Portmore (2016)). The famous Problem of Collective Action is
based on the observation that in some cases (Objective) ActConsequentialism cannot adhere to this principle and, thus,
seemingly fail in its own light.
In this talk, I argue that the standard version of the Principle or Moral Harmony gives rise to another problem for consequentialism: There are cases in which all assessments in
line with the Principle of Moral Harmony conflict with another extremely plausible principle, the Principle of Supervenience. After rebutting several Consequentialist responses to
this challenge, I conclude consequentialists should stick with
Supervenience and abandon Moral Harmony. I suggest to
replace the latter principle with one of two weaker principles, both appealing to expected utility without ceasing to be
objectivist, but each accommodating a different metaphysical
assumptions about choice. In addition, my approach is based
on what I believe to be a new and useful view on collective
decision situations, namely Compositonalism, that allows consequentialists (and others) to understand collective decision
situations as a composite of individual decision situations,
giving consequentialists in general new ground to stand on.

Baumann 7
A new position in metaethics
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 23
Marius Baumann
Universität Bern
The paper introduces a new metaethical position: Constructive Deonticism (CD). CD claims that whereas there are deontic
truths – about which acts are right or wrong – there are no
explanatory truths – regarding what makes these act right or
wrong – in ethics. This is analogous to Van Fraassen’s Constructive Empiricism in the philosophy of science, hence the
name. The main argument for CD is outlined: the argument
from moral underdetermination. The position is then characterized in more detail. Finally, it is discussed why CD should
be considered a form of antirealism.

Baumberger 15
Understanding, idealization, and
exemplification
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 11
Christoph Baumberger
ETH Zurich
Non-factivists about understanding need to explain how a
representation must be tied to the facts in order to enable understanding. I discuss two influential proposals by
Catherine Elgin. In »Considered Judgment«, Elgin explains
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the tie necessary for understanding some target in terms of
accommodating antecedent commitments about the target.
In »True Enough«, she argues that exemplification of features
shared with the target establishes the required tie to the facts,
at least in cases of idealized models and other ›felicitous falsehoods‹. How well a model represents its target is one dimension along which a subject’s understanding of the target can
be evaluated. I call this dimension »rightness« and distinguish
it from how well the subject grasps the model (»grasping«)
and how well the model is justified for her (»justification«).
On this basis, I argue that accommodating antecedent commitments is an aspect of justification rather than rightness.
Its function is to prevent the process of developing a model
from implementing revisions so drastic that the model ›changes the subject‹. Exemplification of features instantiated by
the target is indeed an aspect of a model’s rightness. But the
proposal raises the questions of how an idealized model can
exemplify the features it is supposed to share with the target.
I argue that an answer should develop a notion of fictional
exemplification and distinguish between the features exemplified by the model and the related features (approximately)
instantiated by the target.

9

Bebb
Against the heuristics-and-biases strategy
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., Tagungsraum
Jon Bebb
The University of Manchester
A recent trend in the literature on causation is to claim that
normative considerations affect the truth-values of causal
statements. The view that causation is normative in this way
can be defended by citing the results of several studies which
show that our causal judgements are affected by moral and
social norms. When presented with these results, there are
two ways to respond: we can attempt to argue that these judgements are the result of a competent use of the concept of
causation; or alternatively, we can try to argue that such judgements are a mistake that result from some cognitive bias.
Blanchard & Schaffer have referred to the former as the Competence Strategy and the latter as the Heuristics-and-Biases
Strategy. More importantly, they also offer an argument for
why we ought to adopt the Heuristics-and-Biases strategy over
the Competence Strategy. This argument draws upon Kahneman & Tversky’s account of how we use certain heuristics to
arrive at beliefs about uncertain events. Blanchard & Schaffer
claim that we use the heuristic of contrastive counterfactual
reasoning when making causal judgements and that this heuristic is subject to a bias concerning the availability of certain
alternatives. This is supposed to explain the results of the studies. In this essay I will argue that Blanchard & Schaffer have
not only failed to demonstrate that their account is preferable
to an account that follows the Competence Strategy, but that
their account also fails to explain the results of the studies.
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Behrendt 1
Ein technikgestütztes Modell rationaler
Selbstbestimmung
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 12
Hauke Behrendt
Universität Stuttgart, Institut für Philosophie
and Catrin Misselhorn
University of Stuttgart
Wir verfolgen wir das Ziel, das positive Potential von PflegeAssistenzsystemen gegen den Einwand zu verteidigen, ihr
Einsatz würde die Autonomie der Pflegebedürftigen systematisch verletzen. Menschen mit altersbedingten kognitiven Einschränkungen fällt es zusehends schwer, selbstbestimmte Entscheidungen über die eigene Lebensführung zu treffen. Eine
Möglichkeit ihre Situation zu verbessern, ohne sie aus ihrer
häuslichen Umgebung zu reißen, besteht darin, ihnen durch
intelligente technische Systeme in ihrem Haushalt einen Weg
zu eröffnen, die Kontrolle über die eigene Lebensführung zu
behalten. Allerdings besteht dabei die Gefahr, dass die Autonomie der Nutzer auf moralisch unzulässige Weise verletzt
wird. Demgegenüber argumentieren wir dafür, dass die rationale Selbstbestimmung der Betroffenen durch technologische
Einflüsse nicht per se in Frage gestellt wird. Zwar kann es auch
problematische Formen externer Beeinflussung geben, aber
nicht jeder Eingriff in eine Entscheidungssituation stellt schon
eine unzulässige Autonomieverletzung dar. Unsere Position
knüpft dabei an das gängige medizinethische Prinzip der Autorisierung durch aufgeklärte Einwilligung an, geht jedoch über
dieses hinaus. Und zwar gilt es, so unsere zentrale These, die
technische Einflussnahme auf den Nutzer durch die selbstbestimmten Entscheidungen der vormals gesunden Patienten
zu autorisieren. Greift man auf autobiographische Erinnerungen der erkrankten Benutzer zurück, die an ihre einst autonom
getroffenen Entscheidungen anknüpfen, können sie auf dieser Grundlage eigene Handlungsziele entwickeln. Die Nutzer
behalten so ihre Wahlfreiheit und werden durch das technische System nicht bevormundet. Auf diesem Weg bleibt das
Selbstbestimmungsrecht der Betroffenen gewahrt.

Bender 5
Spinoza on essence and modality
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 14
Sebastian Bender
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Following Kit Fine’s seminal paper »Essence and Modality,«
there are two competing conceptions of essence that can
be found throughout the history of philosophy: the modal
account, on which a thing has a feature essentially iff it is
necessary that the thing has it; and the definitional account,
on which the essence of a thing tells us what the thing is.
In this paper, I am going to use Fine’s framework to analyze
Spinoza’s understanding of the essences of singular, finite
things (which, for Spinoza, are nothing but modes of the
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divine substance). I am going to argue, first, that Spinoza is a
proponent of the definitional account and rejects the modal
account. I am going to show, second, that Spinoza’s version
of the definitional account crucially diverges from the traditional Aristotelian (and Finean) version. One surprising result
of my interpretation is that Spinozistic essences turn out to
be very different from Spinozistic concepts. While concepts of
finite modes contain information about the substance they
are modes of, essences of finite modes do not.

5

Benossi
Kant’s theory of inner sense: between
temporality and perspective
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 14
Lisa Benossi
University of Cologne
The doctrine of inner sense is famously a particularly obscure
part of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. The characterisation
of its objects might appear to be inconsistent, as Kant claims
that inner sense represents our soul or our inner states (B 37),
and, at the same time, also that outer representations are the
only material of inner sense.
Our aim, in this work, is to provide a coherent account of
the various remarks, scattered in the Critique, through which
Kant describes inner sense and its role. We submit that inner
sense can only be understood on the basis of the synthesis
speciosa. Hence, we defend the claim that inner sense is a
»determined form« (B 37). Following a suggestion introduced
in Valaris (2008), we defend that inner sense allows the subject to become aware of her outer representation as belonging
to her perspective. Hence, we outline how the intuition of
our mental activity can spring from a purely outer manifold
of intuitions, displaying that the contradiction between the
diverse characterisations of inner sense is indeed only apparent.
Our account of inner sense solves two problems plaguing
Valaris’ proposal: firstly, because our understanding of inner
sense is based on the description of a space, which Kant calls a
priori motion, we can conciliate the temporal and the perspective nature of inner sense; secondly, we can clearly distinguish
inner sense from empirical consciousness, following Kant’s distinction of a synthesis intellectualis from a synthesis speciosa
in the Transcendental Deduction B.

5

Benzenberg
Attaining the highest good: Kant on happiness,
virtue, and god
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., S 14

dependence on the postulate of God indicate our inability
to attain the systematic connection between virtue and happiness ourselves. This essay defends Kant against his critics.
Happiness requires desire-consistency as well as desire-satisfaction. Virtuous actions genuinely contribute to our happiness
by making our desires consistent. Although we still depend on
God to establish a proportional distribution between virtue
and happiness, a new interpretation of God as lawgiver reconciles this dependency with our ability to attain the highest
good.

Berteloot S
Criticism against a naturalistic explanation of
logical validity
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 25
Mathieu Berteloot
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven
From ›chess pieces are either black or white‹, ›the piece is
not black‹, we infer by deductive logical reasoning that ›the
piece is white‹. How can we justify that a logical rule is indeed
deductively valid? An elaborated attempt to justify deductive
logical validity has been developed by Penelope Maddy (2007).
Broadly speaking, she offers a naturalist solution to this justification problem of logic. Her hypothesis is that we are endowed with an ability to make valid deductive inferences. We,
as cognitive species, have acquired mechanisms for retrieving
true information about the world in a reliable way; making
deductively valid inferences is a useful tool in that respect.
The theory of natural selection and learning abilities provide
the causal link between the general truths of the world and our
cognition. The main aim of this talk is to make a case against
a naturalistic explanation of logic. I will draw from Thomas
Nagel’s The Last Word (1997), in which he, inter alia, takes up
the case of logical reasoning and criticizes naturalistic explanations for it. There are several issues, but one crucial objection
against naturalism of logic is that it is circular. Naturalistic
explanations build on scientific evidence, but sciences in turn
commit to or presuppose certain logical principles. I hold that
this circularity is vicious. I will discuss possible strategies that
a naturalist can take to avoid the circularity problem. One
notable candidate is Bayesian epistemology. I will argue that
such strategies will inevitability fail. I will offer a diagnosis
of why a naturalistic account seems generally insufficient in
the particular case of logic. Finally, I will raise the question,
if naturalistic explanations are unsatisfactory, whether there
even is a solution to the justification problem of logic or we
should turn to scepticism about logic instead. I will speculate about possible stances or solutions to the problem of the
justification of logical validity. References: Maddy, Penelope.
2007. Second Philosophy: A Naturalistic Method. New York:
Oxford Univ. Press. Nagel, Thomas. 1997. The Last Word. New
York: Oxford Univ. Press.

Christopher Benzenberg
University of Oxford
Kant’s claim that we can attain the highest has been rejected
by many interpreters. Both Kant’s moral formalism and our
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Betz
How coherent are two approaches regarding
coherence with each other?
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 24
Gregor Betz
KIT Karlsruhe
and Claus Beisbart and Georg Brun
University of Bern
Coherence is a central catchword in contemporary epistemology. The last few years have witnessed interesting attempts
to spell out what coherence is, largely in formal terms. The
aim of this paper is to compare two approaches of this sort.
The central question is whether more coherence under one
approach increases coherence under the other, and vice versa.
We focus on reflective equilibrium and probabilistic measures
of coherence. When applying reflective equilibrium, an agent
tries to systematize her commitments in terms of a theory.
The theory and the commitments are mutually adjusted to
each other, until an equilibrium state is reached. To understand the method as more than a mere metaphor, we use a
formal model of reflective equilibrium. Probabilistic measures
of coherence assume a joint probability distribution over a set
of propositions. The broad idea then is that, in a coherent set
of beliefs, the propositions believed probabilistically overlap
or render each other more likely. In our talk, we first recap
the approaches to coherence compared in our paper. Second,
we explain how we build a conceptual bridge between both
approaches. The last part overviews first results, e. g. simulations of a reflective equilibrium process, where we ask whether
probabilistic coherence was increased. To conclude, we try to
explain our results and provide an outlook.

10

Blatter
Hazardous Emotions

by acting on an emotion is morally relevant, but that the
moral hazard posed by the emotion itself is a moral concern
to another person.

Blöser 7
Practical and contemplative hope
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 22
Claudia Blöser
Goethe University Frankfurt
Accounts of hope commonly assume one central distinction:
Hope can be directed toward states of affairs that the agent
can influence through her actions, e. g. to pass an exam (practical hope), but it can also concern states of affairs that the
person cannot influence at all, e. g. life after death (contemplative hope). I intend to give a unified account of practical
and contemplative hope on the basis of the idea that hope
involves an experience of powerlessness towards the hopedfor outcome. To that aim, I build on modified versions of
Béatrice Han-Pile’s account (2017) and of Ariel Meirav (2009).
Whereas Han-Pile focuses on accepting powerlessness by letting go of control (but ends up with an account unsuitable
for practical hope), Meirav focuses on an attitude towards the
external factors that complement powerlessness, i. e. the factors necessary for full control over the outcome (but gives
an account of the external factor that is too personalized).
I suggest that Meirav’s and Han-Pile’s approaches should be
combined, i. e. that hope comprises both an attitude toward
the limitation of one’s control and toward the external factors
that complement powerlessness. Hope involves acceptance
of powerlessness in the sense of (i) being conscious of one’s
agential options and (ii) not trying to gain more control than
is available with regard to the object. Also, hope involves the
belief that the relevant external factors will not frustrate – or,
by whatever unknown mechanism, might even be conducive
to – the realization of the desired outcome.

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 21

Boge 9

Jonas Blatter
University of Bern

Is quantum decoherence the manifestation of a
disposition?

I argue that having an emotion can be a moral wrong when it
poses a moral hazard to other people. Although many authors
assume that emotions are a proper subject of moral evaluation, it has rarely been explicitly argued for. The idea that
feeling an emotion could wrong another person faces what I
call the »no harm« problem. The problem states that in cases
where an emotion is neither expressed nor acted upon in a
way that harms or threatens another person, merely having
the emotion is not a moral concern and therefore cannot constitute a moral wrong. I adapt an argument from Damian
Cox and Michael Levine who make the case that a belief can
constitute a moral hazard, a heightened potential for acting
immorally towards others. I argue that an emotion can constitute a moral hazard as well by introducing a problematic
action readiness that changes the subject’s behavioral dispositions. I conclude that not only the harm or threat posed

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
Tagungsraum
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Florian J. Boge
IZWT, Uni Wuppertal
Since the ›olden days‹, it has been suspected that quantum
theory (QT) somehow has to do with a transition from the
potential to the actual (Heisenberg, 1958; Popper, 1957; Margenau, 1954; Suárez, 2007). In QT, namely, before a suitable
measurement, a system S (like an electron, proton, pion. . .
or even some tiny circuits) may be in a state such as |yS i =
a1 |o1i + a2 |o2i + a3 |o3i + . . . , called a superposition of the
states |oii, whereas upon measurement of a suitable experimental quantity O with N (different) values oi, it would have
to be associated with state |oki if the k-th value (ok) of O was

Sektionen / Sections
measured. QT, moreover, predicts that each such value will be
measured with probability |ak|2 .
For instance (as a bit of a toy-example), these could be the
locations of S in one out of a set of boxes. Before the measurement, S could be prepared such as to be in a superposition
of all these locations, but upon opening them, it would be
found in exactly one. How (or in what sense) the transition
|yS i →|oki takes place is the infamous ›quantum measurement problem‹. Suggesting that |yS i somehow describes the
›tendencies‹ or propensities S has and exhibits with frequencies close to the |ak|2 in repeated, similar experiments, is the
basic (historical) proposal which I identify as being, in a clear
sense, dispositionalist.
Modern QT recognizes a process called quantum decoherence, which at least reduces the freedom associated with the
state |yS i. This freedom is the fact that |yS i can be rewritten
in what is called a different basis of the space of states available to S, in which it looks like a superposition g1|q1i +g2|q2i
+ . . . of the states of some other quantity Q6=O. If a quantum
system interacts with an environment of other systems, and
this interaction is described as the exchange of energy in the
usual quantum-theoretical way, then for most environments
this will lead to a selection of a preferred basis and associated
observable.
In a different way of writing quantum states, the ›density
matrix formalism‹, this is the transition from a state r(t) = Σi, j
a a ∗|o iho | at a time t to a state r (t0 ) = Σ |a |2 |o iho | at
i

j

i

j

S

i

i

i

i

a later time t‹. Since the|ai|2 can be interpreted as probabilities, the latter looks like the quantum version of a ›statistical
mixture‹, standardly an expression of the fact that it is simply not known which of the values oi pertains (e. g., in which
box the system actually is). This has empirical consequences:
the behavior referred to as ›interference‹, the set of statistical
observations taken to be indicative of quantum superposition,
indeed vanishes over the timescales t0 –t, as predicted by decoherence theory. Bell (1990, p. 25), however, pointed out that
there simply is no transition from an ›and‹ to an ›or‹; all the
oj which do not equal the measured oi are strictly still there –
the system remains in all boxes, they just do not ›conspire‹ in
the same way anymore.
In my talk, I want to suggest an interpretation of the decoherence formalism according to which it solves the measurement problem, i. e. spits out one of the ois as the observable
behavior of S. In doing so, I will build on elements from the
metaphysics of dispositions, such as continuously manifestable dispositions (Hüttemann, 2004) and mutual manifestation
(e. g. Mumford and Anjum, 2011), as well as results from physics such as ›quantum Darwinism‹ (Zurek, 2009). The upshot
is this: in quantum decoherence, one of the propensities of a
system in state |yS i becomes amplified over the others such
that it becomes ›dominant‹ and leads to S’s observable behavior, while the others become ›effectively latent‹. I suggest,
in other words, to bite the bullet and accept Bell’s ›and‹, but
in way which makes it objectively look like an ›or‹.

Boge 15
Why computer simulations are not arguments,
and in what sense they are experiments
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S01
Florian J. Boge
IZWT, Uni Wuppertal
Computer simulations (CS) are involved in many branches of
modern science, and certainly science would not be the same
without them. However, how should we think of CS and the
knowledge gain they allow? Are they proper experiments in
their own right, epistemically on a par with lab-experiments,
or are they just arguments executed by the computer?
In my talk, I will argue that they do not fit properly on
either side of this distinction, making them a kind of ›third‹
activity I will first demonstrate, on a case study, that there
are CS considered suitable replacements of laboratory experiments which allow for the reconstruction in terms of an
argument nonetheless. This will remove the strong contrast,
making both views rather complementary than contradictory,
insofar as they apply.
The case study will also allow me to point to the dependence of CS generated knowledge on lab-experimental knowledge, making both not on a par. As a second line of attack,
I will demonstrate that CS do not involve the right kind of
causal contact. This will put strong bounds on the ›experimentalist‹ view.
I will then demonstrate that while CS accord with logical
features of deductively valid arguments, they neither accord
with their pragmatics nor with their epistemology, thereby
putting strong bounds on the ›inferentialist‹ view.
Building on previous work, I will then explain how the
knowledge gained from CS is less certain than that gained
from laboratory experiments but more informative than that
gained from arguments.
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Bögner
Service-Konzeptionen praktischer Autorität
ohne Präemption?
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.-12:00
p. m., S 24
Frieder Bögner
Universität Osnabrück
Eine Dienstleistungs-Konzeption besagt, dass sich praktische
Autorität rechtfertigen lässt (1) durch ihren Bezug auf eine
Klasse von für ihre Adressaten relevanten Handlungsgründe
sowie (2) die besseren Erfolgsaussichten hinsichtlich des Entsprechens mit diesen Gründen, die für die Adressaten entstehen. Joseph Raz behauptet, dass aus diesen beiden Thesen
folgt, dass (3) Autoritäten durch ihre legitimen Aufforderungen in der praktischen Deliberation ihrer Adressaten andere
Handlungsgründe ausschließen und ersetzen sollen und Autoritäten somit Deliberationslasten übernehmen (Präemptionsthese).
Die Fragestellung dieses Vortrags ist, ob eine Konzeption
praktischer Autorität, die einer Dienstleistungsidee verpflichtet ist, auf diese dritte Aussage festgelegt ist. Meine These
ist, dass sich der Dienstcharakter auch über andere Ansichten
zu autoritativen Handlungsgründen vertreten lässt. Ich diskutiere erstens, ob der Dienstleistungscharakter nur von der
dritten, oder auch einer der anderen Thesen abhängt. Zweitens rekonstruiere ich, dass Raz zufolge der Dienst einer Autorität an ihren Adressaten nur über eine Kombination aus den
drei Thesen zu etablieren ist. Gegen diese Position argumentiere ich drittens für eine Entkopplung der Dienst-Idee von (3):
Autoritäten erweisen auch dann einen Dienst, wenn sie durch
ihre Aufforderungen die Gründe, denen entsprochen werden
soll, verstärken oder vervielfachen. Denn (a) Deliberationslasten können auch dann abgetreten werden, wenn Gründe
verstärkt oder vervielfacht werden. Und (b) Adressaten, die
in ihrer praktischen Deliberation dazu aufgefordert sind, dem
Aufruf einer Autorität mehr Gewicht zuzuordnen, werden auch
wahrscheinlich besser den relevanten Gründen entsprechen,
indem sie autoritativen Aufforderungen folgen. So wird die
innovative Idee des Dienstes legitimer Autoritäten erhalten
und aufgezeigt, wie sie von der kontroversen PräemptionsThese zu befreien ist.

4

Bokros
A deference account of epistemic authority
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 26
Sofia Bokros
Utrecht University
In the recent philosophical literature on expert testimony,
Zagzebski has defended an influential account on which recognising somebody as an epistemic authority provides one
with a preemptive reason to let their belief that p stand in as
one’s own. Critics tend to favour the opposing view that the
authority provides an additional reason upon which I can base
my belief that p, but does not preempt or replace the reasons
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I already possess. In order to clarify the debate, I propose
that what Zagzebski has referred to as ›preemption‹ can be
conceptualised as cases of what has previously in formal epistemology been called ›Complete Epistemic Deference‹ (Joyce
2007), which takes place when an epistemic agent adopts the
credal state of an advisor with respect to p as her own, and
thereby bases her credal state completely on the judgment
and evidence of her advisor. I show that once we situate the
discussion of epistemic authority within the framework of
epistemic utility theory, deference or preemption emerges
as the rational response to authoritative testimony. I argue
that any alternative mode of updating one’s credence in light
of authoritative testimony results in either a double counting of evidence or an inferior evaluation, and therefore a
lower expected accuracy overall. Consequently, treating the
fact that an authority believes that p merely as an additional
piece of evidence on the table is always suboptimal. Moreover, appreciating that deference is conditional allows us to
deal with objections from competing authorities, outrageous
testimony and informed amateurs.

Börchers 7
Two Kinds of Practical Irrationality Anscombe
and the Inner Plurality of the Mind
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 22
Fabian Börchers
Freie Universität Berlin
In my talk I aim to point out a specific difficulty connected to
the teaching of Elisabeth Anscombe that there is a fundamental difference between theoretical and practical reasoning.
Anscombe argues in Intention that theoretical and practical
inference differ in form rather than in content. Theoretical
inference seeks to establish the truth of a proposition whereas practical inference terminates in bodily action. I want to
show that there are indeed strong reasons to follow Anscombe
on this point because only thus can we understand how actions themselves can be conceived as exercises of reason rather
than as mere external consequences of such exercises. But
Anscombe’s idea leads to a new problem: The problem of the
unity of reason. For if theoretical and practical reasoning are
of different form and if the form of reasoning is constitutive
of its content it seems that there can be no rational connection between instances of theoretical reasoning consisting
of judgments on the one hand and practical reasoning leading to action on the other. But that seems to be absurd with
respect to theoretical judgements about what to do in a given
situation. This new difficulty is particularly intricate because
it seems to be a variation of exactly the difficulty that Anscombe’s argument was originally meant to solve: Exactly the
move which allows us to regard the bodily action as an internal part of an exercise of reason threatens to force it on us to
regard theoretical and practical reasoning as merely externally
related.
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Bratu
What’s morally wrong about hate speech (and
what isn’t)
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 16
Christine Bratu
Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich
In this paper, I discuss the connection between hate speech
and subordination that has been hinted at in recent arguments (cf. Maitra 2012, Heyman 2008, chap. 10). I start by
explaining what I mean by »hate speec”h and why investigating the connection between hate speech and subordination is interesting for those who advocate a ban on hate
speech. Then I argue that it is both wrong and misguided to
claim that there is a constitutive connection between hate
speech and subordination. If hate speech constituted subordination, i. e. if hate speech divested those subject to it of their
right not to be harassed, the victims of hate speech could
be harassed without this being morally wrong. This is both
incorrect and repugnant. Finally, I draw on two examples to
argue that what we really worry about when we worry about
hate speech is its causal connection to subordination. Cases
in which hate speech necessarily fails to receive uptake by the
audience show that hate speech strikes us as morally wrong
because it can lead people to believe that those subject to it
are despicable and can be treated in demeaning ways.
Heyman, Steven (2008): Free speech and human dignity,
New Haven: Yale University Press. Maitra, Ishani (2012): Subordinating Speech, in: Ishani Maitra /Mary Kate McGowan (eds.):
Speech and Harm, Oxford: OUP, 94–120.«

14

Bräuer
Hume’s miracle argument and the epistemology
of testimony
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 15
Felix Bräuer
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Section 10 of Hume’s Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, titled »Of Miracles«, is particularly famous for two
things: (1) the miracle argument (MA) and (2) the first formulation of a position that has since come to be known as
reductionism in the epistemology of testimony. According to
MA, one can never be justified to believe that a miracle has
occurred on the basis of testimony. And according to reductionism, the justification for our testimony-based beliefs reduced
to inductive evidence. Naturally, this raises the question in
how far the two are related. More specifically: Does MA implicitly presuppose a reductionist position on testimonial justification? If the answer is yes, then this would significantly
limit the force of MA, especially since reductionist theories
have increasingly come under pressure in the recent debate.
However, in my talk I am going to argue that MA does not
depend on reductionism. It shows that MA is compatible with
all the major views within the contemporary debate – reduc-

tionism, anti-reductionism as well as the trust view. Therefore,
the stance one takes with regard to MA should be independent
from the stance one takes with regard to testimony.

Brecher 5
Kant über sexuelles Begehren und sexuelle
Verdinglichung
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 14
Martin Brecher
Universität Mannheim
Kant zufolge ist der menschlichen Sexualität eine Verdinglichungsgefahr inhärent: Personen lassen sich als bloßes Mittel,
als Sache gebrauchen, wenn sie sich einander zum sexuellen
Genuss hingeben, und verletzen damit das Recht der Menschheit in ihrer Person. Allein im Rahmen der vernunftrechtlichen
Ehe, in der sich die Ehegatten exklusiv und lebenslang aneinander binden, ist Sex ohne Verletzung der Menschheit möglich.
Nach wie vor ist jedoch umstritten, anhand welchen Kriteriums Kant den nichtehelichen ›Geschlechtsgebrauch‹ als einen
die Menschheit in unserer Person verletzenden Sachgebrauch
ausweist.
Im ersten Teil des Vortrags sollen drei oftmals angeführte
Kandidaten – die geschlechtsrelative Ungleichheit der Partner,
die körperliche Unmittelbarkeit sowie die Risiken und möglichen negativen Folgen der Handlung – diskutiert und als
unzureichend kritisiert werden.
Im zweiten Teil soll dafür argumentiert werden, dass die
Verdinglichungsthese aus Kants Konzeption des sexuellen
Begehrens resultiert. Die ›Geschlechtsneigung‹ konstituiert
in Kants Augen das sexuelle Handeln, den ›Geschlechtsgebrauch‹, und lässt uns andere Menschen erst als Sexualpartner
betrachten. Dabei zielt sie als solche allein auf Genuss, auf
ein unmittelbar durch sinnliche Reizung generiertes Vergnügen. In dieser Hinsicht stellt die Geschlechtsneigung ein ›tierisches‹ Begehren dar, das für den Personenstatus des Anderen
blind ist und ihn allein als Mittel der Lusterfüllung betrachtet.
Zwar kann sexuelles Begehren mit Liebe einhergehen, doch der
Geschlechtsgebrauch wird durch die Geschlechtsneigung als
solche bestimmt; ihre verdinglichenden Implikationen lassen
sich nicht durch andere emotive Einstellungen kompensieren.
Dies versucht Kant durch den Hinweis auf sexualitätsbezogene Verhaltensweisen sowie mithilfe des Gefühls der Scham
nachzuweisen, das in seinen Augen eine kulturübergreifende
Indikatorfunktion für Menschheitsverletzungen erfüllt.

Briesen 2
Aesthetic judgments and hybrid expressivism
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 13
Jochen Briesen
Freie Universität Berlin
What kind of speech act do we perform with aesthetic judgments, such as »X is beautiful«? Hybrid expressivists claim
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that we perform two speech acts simultaneously: a descriptive speech act and an expressive speech act. This view is
interesting because it has various consequences with respect
to classical debates in meta-aesthetics. In this paper I first
present an interesting argument for such a hybrid expressivist
view. Secondly, I will spell out the view in more detail by
answering to a set of critical questions.

8

outlining how it is possible to reason from the content of
perceptual experiences to the content of perceptual beliefs
and how the content of the latter might influence the former.
The paper thereby approaches this aim by combining a formal
epistemology perspective with an eye towards recent advances in philosophy of cognition. Furthermore the paper restricts
its focus, it concentrates on the case of color perception and
perceptual beliefs about color.

Bromand
Parfit, Thomasson und Wittgenstein über
unbeantwortbare Fragen
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 23
Joachim Bromand
Department of Philosophy, University of Bonn
In der neueren metaphilosophischen Diskussion wurde insbesondere von Amie L. Thomasson (2009), (2015) die Position vertreten, es gäbe philosophische Fragen, die unbeantwortbar in dem Sinne sind, dass sie keine wahren Antworten
besitzen. Während Thomasson dabei etwa ontologische Fragen zur Persistenz im Blick hat, finden sich entsprechende
Behauptungen bereits in den Werken Derek Parfits (1984),
(2011). Letzterer spricht von leeren bzw. unbestimmten Fragen und denkt dabei an Fragen im Bereich der Philosophie
des Geistes hinsichtlich der personalen Identität (etwa sog.
›Fission‹-Gedankenexperimente), aber auch an verschiedene
normative Fragen. Die Diskussion um solche unbeantwortbaren Fragen lässt sich dabei bis auf Ludwig Wittgensteins Philosophische Untersuchungen zurückverfolgen, der dort (etwa in
§ 80) im Zuge der Diskussion eines Gedankenexperiments die
Unbeantwortbarkeit einer in dessen Rahmen gestellten Frage
behauptet. Im Vortrag soll ein Argumentationsweg aufgezeigt werden, den in den wesentlichen Schritten sowohl Parfit,
Thomasson als auch Wittgenstein unabhängig voneinander
verfolgen, um für die Existenz unbeantwortbarer Fragen einzutreten, auch wenn sich Unterschiede zwischen den Autoren in
den Details finden. Ebenfalls sollen Unterschiede zu verwandten metaphysikkritischen Ansätzen herausgearbeitet werden.
Schließlich sollen die sprachphilosophischen Grundannahmen
erörtert werden, auf denen die Argumentationen für die Existenz unbeantwortbarer Fragen im obigen Sinne basieren, und
es soll geprüft werden, ob diese Grundannahmen auch noch
heutigen sprachphilosophischen Maßstäben standhalten.

Bruno 10
Promissory obligation and the value of
normative control
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 21
Daniele Bruno
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Normative Control Accounts (NCAs) of Promissory Obligation
seek to explain the normativity of promises through an appeal
to the value of a certain kind of normative control. The core
idea is that we can explain the bindingness of promises by showing how the ability to enter into promissory bonds affords
individuals a valuable kind of regulatory power over their own
normative situations. In this paper, I lay out and defend a
novel version of such a view. I first lay out the central structural features of NCAs and argue that these features place them
in a uniquely advantageous position in the theoretical spectrum. As I show, NCAs are able to meet two desiderata for
theories of promissory obligation that are not usually jointly
met. Their structure allows them to benefit from the explanatory and vindicatory qualities normally common to reductive
theories of promissory obligation, while losing none of the
intuitiveness and extensional adequacy typical of non-reductive theories. In a second step, I pursue the question of how
to best cash out the idea behind a Normative Control Account
in more detail. I propose a new trust-based version of an NCA,
which holds that the normative control that promises afford
us is valuable because it allows us to provide others with warrant for trust. I defend this proposal in detail and argue that
it is superior to extant alternative versions of NCAs, such as
Owens’ Authority View and Raz’s Relationship View.

Buchter 15
Theory choice via decision theory

4

Brössel
From perception to belief and back again
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 24

Kamilla Buchter
London School of Economics

Peter Brössel
Ruhr-University Bochum

In this paper, I argue that Kuhn’s account of theory choice
can be appropriately modelled through decision theory. This is
opposed to Okasha’s suggestion to use social choice theory to
model theory choices [Okasha 2011]. By using a decision theoretical framework, Okasha’s problem of no acceptable algorithm – due to Arrow’s impossibility theorem – will be avoided. Further, the framework underlines Kuhn’s endorsement

The present paper investigates the first step of rational belief
acquisition. It, thus, focuses on justificatory relations between
perceptual experiences and per- ceptual beliefs, and between
their contents, respectively. In particular, the paper aims at
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of subjective features in theory choice, which Okasha does not
account for. Finally, the framework allows for uncertainties
regarding how well a theory satis?es di?erent criteria. Thus,
it can account for theory choice in situations where scientists do not have complete information about the theories in
question. While I do not claim that the model is descriptively
accurate, I do claim that it can be seen as a rational reconstruction of theory choices. Since the model also has the merit
of showing where scientists disagree, I?nally argue that it can
be used by scientists as a heuristic tool for theory choice. The
paper consists of three sections. First, I present Kuhn’s and
Okasha’s account of theory choice. Second, I introduce a decision theoretical model for theory choice and defend the basic
assumptions of the model. Third, I argue that the model solves Okasha’s problem while shedding light on Kuhn’s account
of theory choice. I conclude that the suggested framework
gives a plausible reconstruction of theory choice that can help
structure the scienti?c debate while at the same time avoiding
Okasha’s problem of no acceptable algorithm.

1

Budnik
Vertrauen und Autonomie im Verhältnis
zwischen Ärztinnen und Patientinnen
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 12
Christian Budnik
Universität Bern
Eines der zentralen Probleme, die man heutzutage im Verhältnis zwischen Ärztinnen und Patientinnen ausmachen kann,
lässt sich im Sinne einer Spannung zwischen den Begriffen
der Autonomie und des Vertrauens beschreiben. Auf der einen
Seite scheinen Patientinnen in den letzten Jahrezehnten ausserordentlich viel Autonomie gewonnen zu haben, auf der
anderen Seite sieht es so aus, als ob unter dieser Entwicklung
das Vertrauen zwischen Patientinnen und Ärztinnen gelitten
hätte. Dieser Befund gibt sowohl Anlass zu der systematischen
Sorge, es könnte sich bei Vertrauen und Autonomie um inkompatible Phänomene handeln, als auch zu der medizinethisch
relevanten Frage, ob wir uns im Hinblick auf das Ärztin-Patientin-Verhältnis für Autonomie oder für Vertrauen entscheiden
sollten. Im Rahmen meines Vortrags argumentiere ich, dass
die systematische Sorge unbegründet ist, so dass wir keinesfalls vor dieser problematischen Entscheidung stehen. Dazu
plädiere ich im ersten Teil meines Vortrags dafür, Vertrauen im
Sinne einer Vertrauensbeziehung zu verstehen, in der die Vertrauenspartner reziproke Ansprüche aneinander stellen und
sich auf empathische Weise in die Perspektive der jeweils anderen Person versetzen müssen. Im zweiten Teil zeige ich, dass
Personen, die in Vertrauensbeziehungen zueinander stehen,
auf besonders intime Weise mit der normativen Identität der
jeweiligen Vertrauenspartnerin vertraut sind und dadurch ihre
Autonomie nicht nur nicht gefähren sondern sogar befördern
können. Im dritten Teil des Vortrags beziehe ich diese Überlegungen zurück auf den Kontext des Ärztin-Patientin-Verhältnisses und zeige, inwiefern dieses Verhältnis, verstanden als
eine Vertrauensbeziehung, eine Bereicherung der Autonomie
der Patientin aber auch der Ärztin darstellen kann.

Bunkenborg 7
What not to do when you don’t know
what to do
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 23
Francesca Bunkenborg
Humboldt-Uninversität zu Berlin
Sometimes we are uncertain about what we ought to do
despite knowing all the morally relevant non-moral facts. The
most influential account of how we ought to proceed in such
cases of moral uncertainty argues for expected moral value
maximization. It holds that what we ought to do under moral
uncertainty is a function of our credences in competing firstorder ought claims, and the moral value or disvalue associated with the action if the respective first-order ought claim is
true. Critics of this approach usually reject the possibility of
intertheoretic value comparison. I offer an alternative argument against the value maximization approach, which turns
on the notion of uncertainty. Starting from the standard assumption that full belief does not require credence 1, I distinguish two understandings of uncertainty. The first holds
that all cases of divided credence are cases of uncertainty,
while the second restricts uncertainty to cases of divided credence not involving full belief. I argue that the former has the
counterintuitive implication that one cannot rationally act in
accordance with extreme moral positions, and that it undermines expected moral value maximizers’ own solution to the
problem of intertheoretic value comparison. I then show that
on the latter understanding, the expected value maximization
approach falls prey to the problem of theory individuation,
and is subject to counterexamples involving intuitively irrelevant changes in credence. I conclude that the expected moral
value maximization approach fails because it is incompatible
with both potential understandings of uncertainty.

Campdelacreu 9
The grounding problem and intrinsically
composed colocated objects
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 01
Marta Campdelacreu
Universitat Barcelona
Colocationism claims that two non-identical objects can be
composed of the same parts. One of the most challenging
questions for colocationism is the grounding problem: what
grounds the difference in, for example, sortal properties of
two colocated objects? Catherine Sutton has recently offered a new ingenious answer to it. She distinguishes between
extrinsically and intrinsically composed objects and claims
that two colocated objects share their parts, but at most one
of them is intrinsically composed. Moreover, when the two
objects are extrinsically composed, the relations that their
parts stand in to other things are different. This is Sutton’s
answer to the grounding problem: the different relations that
the shared parts of two colocated objects enter into ground
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the objects’ different sortal properties. In this paper I argue,
against what Sutton claims, that pieces of matter are intrinsically composed. This implies that there are intrinsically composed colocated objects. However, Sutton has no answer to
the grounding problem for this kind of case. Moreover, I formulate my own account, which although it has some features
in common with Sutton’s, it takes appropriately into account
cases in which the two colocated objects are both intrinsically
composed. I introduce the concepts of a process of cominginto-existence and of the minimal-internal-structural-configuration of an intrinsically composed object and then I elaborate my answer to the grounding problem: the fact that two
objects have different sortal properties is grounded in the fact
that the processes of coming-into-existence of the two objects
are different in a significant way.

6

Cantwell
Probability, coherent belief and coherent belief
changes

temic authority that comes with scientists’ professional roles
in academia from attaching to their moral judgments. Yet,
scientists can engage in political debates outside of academia,
since they are not only professional actors in academia but
also members of a pluralistic society whose institutions rely
on open moral deliberation and political participation.
The aim of this paper is to mitigate this line of reasoning,
while simultaneously upholding the ideal of value neutrality understood as an integral component of process objectivity in science. I claim that scientists qua their empirical and
methodological knowledge are indeed moral experts: they
have moral expertise in a weak sense, insofar as they can
provide empirical information in the context of moral deliberation, highlight hitherto ignored moral problems or advert
to invalid arguments in moral reasoning. Additionally, scientists have a strong, yet limited moral expertise with regarding
judgements about good scientific practice, since the validity
of moral judgements about questionable research practices
and scientific misconduct rests on practical and theoretical
knowledge of research standards, principles of responsible
conduct of research, and informal social norms in scientific
communities.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 25
John Cantwell
Dept of Philosophy, KTH Stockholm
and Hans Rott
Dept of Philosophy, University of Regensburg
This paper is about the statics and dynamics of belief states
that are represented by a pair consisting of an agent’s credences (a subjective probability measure) and her plain beliefs
(a proposition). Regarding the static side, we argue that the
latter proposition should be coherent with respect to the
probability measure and that its probability should reach a
certain threshold value. On the dynamic side, we advocate
Jeffrey conditionalisation as the principal mode of changing
one’s belief state. We claim that this updating method is wellmotivated and flexible, but we show that it fails satisfy the
traditional principles of Inclusion and Preservation for belief
revision, the principle of Recovery for belief withdrawals, and
the Levi and Harper identities connecting belief revision and
belief withdrawal.

15

Christian
Scientific and moral expertise in a pluralistic
society
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 01
Alexander Christian
DCLPS /Heinrich Heine University Düsseldorf
The ideal of value neutrality in science generally appeals to the
epistemic integrity of research processes and research results.
Closely related to this ideal is the assumption that scientists
qua scientists have no special expertise with regard to moral
judgements. According to Max Weber, scientists must either
avoid uttering moral judgments in research and teaching or
highlight them very clearly in order to keep the special epis-

66

Claas 5
Conceptual analysis: Paradoxes and
construction manuals
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 14
Jan Claas
University of Hamburg
Already before Moore we can find variants of the paradox of
analysis in early analytic philosophy as well as treatments
worth considering. The paradox arises from two assumptions
about conceptual analyses. On the one hand, the expressions involved in an analysis are supposed to be synonymous.
On the other hand, analyses are supposed to be informative
and often hard to achieve. While Frege accepts both assumptions and offers an explanation in terms of different ways
of grasping the same concept, understood as abstract sense,
Bolzano rejects the first assumption. Instead he provides us
with the construction manual view, according to which an
analysis involves distinct higher-order concepts that represent
the concept to be analysed; one of them, the construction
manual, does so by listing its parts and their mode of combination. Since the target concept is picked out in two different
ways, the analysis is plausibly informative. Instead of the
synonymy version of the paradox, Bolzano is puzzled by a
psychological variant, which is concerned with our knowledge
of the contents of our mental states and also affects Frege’s
psychological solution to the synonymy version. In my talk
I will highlight where Bolzano and Frege go apart and contrast their accounts with respect to their solutions to different
variants of the paradox.

Sektionen / Sections
14

Damschen

de Jong 9

Ist notwendige Existenz positiv? Eine
systemimmanente Kritik an Gödels
ontologischem Beweis
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 15
Gregor Damschen
University of Cologne
In diesem Vortrag wird die in Gödels ontologischem Beweis
(Gödel 1995) enthaltene Annahme, notwendige Existenz sei
eine positive bzw. vollkommene Eigenschaft (Gödels Axiom
4), systemimmanent kritisiert. Der Gegenbeweis beruht auf
vier Prämissen: zuerst einer Prämisse, die Gödel explizit nennt:
1. Jede Eigenschaft, die notwendigerweise aus einer Vollkommenheit folgt, ist selbst eine Vollkommenheit (Gödels Axiom
5); auf weiteren zwei Prämissen, die im modalen System S5,
das Gödels ontologischem Beweis zugrunde liegt, implizit enthalten sind: 2. Es ist notwendig, dass notwendige Existenz
wirkliche Existenz impliziert. 3. Es ist notwendig, dass wirkliche Existenz mögliche Existenz impliziert; und schließlich
auf einer Prämisse, die den Grundgedanken des ontologischen
Arguments seit Anselm zum Ausdruck bringt: 4. Notwendige
Existenz ist ontologisch größer als wirkliche Existenz, und wirkliche Existenz ist ontologisch größer als mögliche Existenz. Mit
diesen Prämissen lässt sich per Reductio ad absurdum die zur
Diskussion stehende Annahme, notwendige Existenz sei eine
vollkommene Eigenschaft, widerlegen. Mehrere Lösungsversuche führen ihrerseits ins Dilemma: Streicht man das Axiom
4, ist es nicht mehr möglich, die notwendige Existenz Gottes
aus Gödels Axiomensystem abzuleiten; gleiches gilt für den
Fall, dass man Axiom 5 fallen lässt. Streicht man die Prämissen
2 und 3, also das modale Gefälle, kollabieren die im Beweis
verwendeten Modalitäten.
Gödel, Kurt (1995): Ontologischer Beweis, in: Collected
Works, vol. III, ed. S. Feferman et al., Oxford U. P., S. 403–
404 (plus Appendix B: Texts relating to the ontological proof,
S. 429 ff.).

Negative existentials and fictional realism: The
semantic case for modal meinongianism
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., Tagungsraum
Andreas de Jong
The University of Manchester
In the debate about the semantics and ontology of fiction,
fictional realism seems to be the standard (Van Inwagen
1977, 2003; Thomasson 1999, 2003, 2015; Voltolini 2006, 2015;
Kripke 2013). Fictional realism considers the smoothness of its
account a good reason to accept it (Thomasson 2015, p. 256;
Voltolini 2015, p. 133). Focussing on semantics, I argue that
there is a smoother semantic account: modal meinongianism.
Fictional realists have provided three accounts of negative
existentials. The first claims that negative existentials express
that the properties predicated inside the pretense are not possessed by any object outside the pretense. To this proposal,
we object that if anyone possessed those properties, we would
still say that the fictum in question does not exist. The second
claims that negative existentials pertaining to ficta employ a
concrete use of the name of the fictum. However, this account
does not generalize to negative existentials other than those
pertaining to ficta. Moreover, this account cannot account for
the co-reference of anaphora in discourse fragments involving
negative existentials and the sentences motivating fictional
realism semantically. The third claims that negative existentials pertaining to ficta employ a restriction of existence. However, we argue that existence cannot be restricted semantically.
By contrast, I show that modal meinongianism can give a
smooth semantic account of negative existentials, and anaphoric mixtures of the sentences motivating fictional realism
semantically. In finale, I dispel Thomasson’s (2003) semantic
argument to that effect.

Derpmann 17
The stuff that money is made of

12

Dänzer
The explanatory project of Gricean pragmatics

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 13

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10.30
a. m., Hörsaal D

Simon Derpmann
WWU Münster

Lars Dänzer
University of Duisburg-Essen

The contribution addresses a recent debate in economic sociology and social ontology concerning the nature of money.
First, basic distinctions between different dimensions of
money and related philosophical questions regarding money
are established. Second, a controversy between two accounts
reconstructing money in terms of ›status functions‹ and
›social positioning‹ is retraced. Third, both accounts are scrutinized with regard to the idea of positioning stuff or things
as money, respectively of ascribing status functions to something. The answer given to the problems raised may be found
in conceiving of money as a reliable entitlement that becomes
fungible by being denominated in an abstract unit of account,
thus generating instances of pure purchasing power. Money
can only be created ›out of thin air‹ in relation to a fundamen-

The Gricean paradigm in pragmatics has recently been
attacked for its alleged lack of explanatory import, based on
the claim that it doesn’t seek accounts of how utterance interpretation actually works, but merely of how it might work.
This paper rebuts this line of attack by offering a clear and
detailed account of the explanatory project of Gricean pragmatics, according to which the latter aims for rationalizing
explanations of utterance interpretation. It is shown that, on
this view, Gricean pragmatics seeks psychological explanations of utterances interpretation that are »cognitively real« in
a perfectly clear and robust sense.
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tal money of account and on the basis of the credibility of the
liable drawee.

4

of the controversial principle, the most plausible defense of
Fine’s Thesis in the context of LE involves the adoption of a
theory in which metaphysical necessity obeys the principles
of the modal logic S4, but not those of S5.

Dinges
Practical factor effects on knowledge

9

Drees 3

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 24

Pornografie als Thema des PhilosophieUnterrichts

Alexander Dinges
University of Hamburg

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 15

Recent empirical studies underwrite the idea that our willingness to ascribe knowledge varies with practical factors such as
what is at stake and time constraints. Anti-intellectualists use
these data to argue for their theory, according to which practical factors partially determine whether a true belief amounts
to knowledge. I will show that such arguments fail because
intellectualists can explain the data in terms of epistemic
anxiety (Nagel, J., Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 86/2,
2008; Philosophical Perspectives, 24/1, 2010). On this view,
practical factors affect knowledge only because they have
a causal influence on whether we form beliefs. The anxiety
account has recently fallen into disfavor. I will argue that the
worries are unfounded. When we look at the available data
in the right way, we see that they confirm all major predictions of the view. I will add further studies of my own to fill
some gaps. In sum, the anxiety account will emerge stronger
than it ever was. I will also argue that intellectualists need an
account like the anxiety account by showing that Buckwalter
and Schaffer’s (Noûs, 49/2, 2015) recent attempt to deal with
the data is bound to fail.

Meike Drees
Technische Universität Dortmund

Ditter
The reduction of necessity to essence
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10.30
a. m., Tagungsraum
Andreas Ditter
New York University
Fine’s Thesis is the view that for a proposition to be metaphysically necessary is for it to be true in virtue of the nature
of all objects whatsoever. In this paper, I investigate Fine’s
Thesis in the context of Fine’s logic of essence (LE). It is in
the context of LE that Fine himself has offered his most elaborate defense of the thesis. Fine’s own defense of his thesis will
be a central focus of this paper. I argue that the theory Fine
advocates is ultimately unsuccessful. His theory rests on the
widely shared assumption that metaphysical necessity obeys
the laws of the modal logic S5. In order to get S5 for metaphysical necessity, Fine assumes a controversial principle about
the nature of all objects. I will show that the addition of this
principle to his original system E5 leads to inconsistency with
an independently plausible principle about essence. I argue
that this inconsistency can be avoided by adopting a weakened version of the controversial principle that still allows us
to maintain S5 for metaphysical necessity. I will conclude,
however, that in the absence of a strong argument in favor
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»Wer eine pornographische Schrift einer Person unter achtzehn Jahren anbietet, überlässt oder zugänglich macht, wird
mit Freiheitsstrafe bis zu einem Jahr oder mit Geldstrafe
bestraft«, so der Wortlaut des §184 Abs. 1 des Strafgesetzbuches der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Dass die Realität sich
jedoch wenig um Gesetzestexte schert, zeigen die Zahlen der
BRAVO Dr. Sommer-Studie (Bauer Media Group 2016). Mehr als
die Hälfte der Jugendlichen im Alter von 13 Jahren ist bereits
mit pornografischen Bildern in Kontakt gekommen. Bei den
17-Jährigen sind es über 80 % und selbst unter den 11-Jährigen
hat bereits jeder Dritte schon einmal pornografische Inhalte
gesehen. Grund genug also, sich mit der Thematik auseinanderzusetzen.
Für den Philosophie-Unterricht ist die zentrale Frage, ob Pornografie moralisch problematisch ist. Dies kann sich einerseits
auf moralisch problematische Arbeitsbedingungen während
der Dreharbeiten sowie die Verantwortung der Konsumenten
beziehen. Andererseits kann auch der Inhalt von pornografischen Filmen moralisch problematisch sein, beispielsweise
in Form von diskriminierenden oder gewalttätigen Darstellungen. Ziel der Auseinandersetzung mit Pornografie im Philosophie-Unterricht muss deshalb die differenzierte Wahrnehmung und Reflexion des Massenkonsumguts sein. Dabei gilt es
einige Hürden zu beachten. Die erste ist die Scham der Schülerinnen und Schüler, die zweite ist im Inhalt der Thematik
begründet, da man über etwas spricht, dass man im Unterricht selbstverständlich nicht anschaut. Zur Überwindung dieser beiden Hürden eignet sich die Auseinandersetzung aus der
Distanz. Als hilfreich erwiesen hat sich das Abspielen einer
Straßenumfrage, in der fremde Menschen von ihren Erfahrungen mit Pornografie berichtet. Die Schülerinnen können so
Stellung nehmen, ohne allzu viel Persönliches zu offenbaren.
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Ebert
Varieties of epistemic risk
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 24

not show that the alternative approach is misguided. I argue
that unfitting results can be avoided by the approach.
In the final section, I review my results, refute criticism,
and argue that with the alternative approach one is in a better
position to resolve the Puzzle of Ideal Agents and to investigate rationality and its principles.

Philip Ebert
University of Stirling
and Martin Smith
The University of Edinburgh
In this paper, we consider risk judgements of the form: ›Given
our evidence, the risk of a plane crash is very low‹, ›Given
what we know about Trevor, there’s a high risk that he won’t
be on time‹.
The standard view takes the risk of a proposition to be
determined by its probability, that is the more probable the
proposition the higher the risk, the less probable the lower the
risk. Recently, this view was challenged by Pritchard (2015,
2016) on a number of grounds, paving the way for a safetybased account of risk, where the risk of a proposition is determined by the modal closeness of that proposition. Similarly,
Smith (2016) has recently offered a normic account of risk
where the risk of a proposition is not determined by its probability, nor its modal closeness but by the normalcy of most
normal wolds in which the proposition is true.
In this paper, we survey and discuss a number of problems
affecting each account, in particular we will raise serious concerns for Pritchard’s modal account of risk. We finish by outlining the prospects of a pluralist conception of epistemic risk,
that draws on both a probabilistic and normic conception.

4

Eder
Ideal agents, impossible evidence, and
evidence one ought not to have
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 24
Anna-Maria A. Eder
Northeastern University
Epistemic rationality is often investigated by theorizing about
(epistemically) ideal agents. It is assumed that the doxastic
states of ideal agents are (epistemically) ideal. As I shall show
the standard conception of ideal agents threatens to lead
theorizing about them into absurdity.
In Section 1 of my talk, I present the Puzzle of Ideal Agents
and argue that the puzzle makes clear that it is problematic
to theorize about ideal agents: The puzzel’s premises about
ideal agents are motivated by the idea that we should try to
emulate how ideal agents would reason on the basis of our
evidence. However the puzzle displays that it is impossible
that ideal agents have exactly our evidence. Theorizing about
them loses its appeal and is misguided. As a consequence I
propose to investigate rationality by avoiding invoking ideal
agents.
In Section 2, I present the alternative approach that takes
into account that rationality is normative. In accordance with
it, the puzzle is rephrased in terms of ought. As turns out
there is evidence one ought not to hold. However, this does

Egler 4
Understanding-why is contrastive
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 26
Miguel Egler
University of St Andrews – Arche
The concept of understanding has recently enjoyed renewed attention from both epistemologists and philosophers
of science (for recent collections: Baumberger and Ammon
2017; Grimm 2017). This paper intervenes in a set of recently
prominent disputes about the nature and epistemology of
interrogative understanding—i.e., the epistemic state ascribed in constructions of the form ›S understands why p‹ (e. g.,
Hills, 2015; Sliwa, 2015; 2017). My central purpose is to call
attention to an important fact about attributions of interrogative understanding that has been largely ignored by all
parties in such debates: viz., that interrogative understanding
is essentially contrastive, such that to understand why p is
always to understand why p rather than some alternative,
q. I then proceed to tease out how this thesis contributes to
recent disputes about whether understanding-why is reducible
to knowledge.
Here is a plan of the paper: in the first part, I motivate and
develop Contrastivism about interrogative understanding. In
particular, I argue that this thesis provides the best semantic
account the fact that our evaluations of statements of the
form ›S understands why p‹ can differ depending on what
alternatives of p we focus on. I provide examples to illustrate this pattern of judgments and then consider and reject
alternative non-contrastive accounts of this phenomenon. In
the second part, I tease out the proposal that Contrastivism
about understanding-why favours the view that interrogative
understanding is irreducible to knowledge.

Eker 9
The double lives of times and the metaphysics
of tense
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
Tagungsraum
Bahadir Eker
University of Tübingen
The distinction between the A- and the B-theory is central
to the philosophy of time. Yet many have worried that it is
unclear exactly what the distinction amounts to. According
to a recent proposal, the debate can be understood as one
about whether reality is fundamentally constituted by genuinely tensed facts. Although promising, this approach, too, is
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not satisfactory without further elucidation of tensed facts.
Progress can be made on these fronts by distinguishing between two distinct roles times can play, as temporal locations,
on the one hand, and as perspectives upon spatiotemporal
reality, on the other. The way reality is from a certain temporal standpoint is constituted by facts that obtain only as of a
certain time, which are perfect candidates for tensed facts – in
fact, what makes tensed facts tensed is precisely their special,
temporal mode of obtaining. The general framework resulting
from this distinction is useful even for B-theorist, but more
importantly, it allows us to distinguish the A-theory from the
B-theory in a novel and better way. Contrary to what many
have thought, it turns out that everything that is needed
for an A-theory is already contained with the B-theory – the
A-theorist needs to get rid of a central element of the B-theoretic model, rather than add some extra metaphysical structure
to it. This novel conception of the A-theory not only bypasses
some of its much discussed problems, but also gives proper
substance to the idea that, according to A-theorists, reality
itself is tensed.

16

El Kassar
Democracy and the issue of ignorance
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 16
Nadja El Kassar
ETH Zurich
The paper examines the fundamental observation that ignorance is pervasive in democracy. Authors often illustrate this
observation with empirical studies on widespread voter ignorance in democracies, and argue for radical reforms of democracy or even its abolition. This paper takes issue with these
conclusions and, on the contrary, suggests that ignorance has
a natural place in democracy. I develop this alternative conception by adding insights from social epistemology to political philosophy engagements with democracy, a method which
highlights the value of future cooperation between these
approaches. I proceed in three steps. In Part 1 I reconstruct
what I call the ›Argument from Popular Ignorance Against
Democracy‹ by outlining the empirical evidence for political
ignorance and why it is taken to be crucial for theories of
democracy (e. g. in Weinshall 2003, Brennan 2016). In Part 2 I
show that two of the argument’s premises are faulty; first, the
premises rely on a limited conception of democracy as casting
a vote on election day; second, they employ an inadequate
conception of ignorance that limits ignorance to doxastic deficiency while current epistemologies of ignorance show that
ignorance is a multi-dimensional phenomenon that includes
doxastic and attitudinal components. Third, the premises do
not take seriously the nature of citizens as fallible and limited
human beings. The Argument from Popular Ignorance Against
Democracy as it stands is therefore unsuccessful. In Part 3 I
address worries that my argumentation justifies epistemically
lazy citizens.
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Elsen 17
The role of pragmatic considerations in
analyzing the concept of disability
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.–
12:00 p. m., S 13
Stephanie Elsen
Universität Bern
Philosophers and disability scholars, especially those who
oppose overly medical or individualistic accounts of the concept of disability, often draw on pragmatic considerations
while arguing for their preferred account. Broadly speaking,
they start off with the claim that the concept of disability has
a certain work to do. Then they discuss different accounts of
›disability‹ and conclude that their account is best in doing
that work. The aim of my paper is twofold. I first seek to show
that advocates of pragmatic approaches to analyze ›disability‹ who also want to argue for societal change in favor of
people with disabilities by drawing on their proposed account
face a circularity problem: in arguing for certain normative
claims they rely on their account of ›disability‹, which they
partly justify by relying on the same normative claims. More
constructively, I then argue that adhering to pragmatic considerations in order to argue for one’s account of ›disability‹
requires one to engage with methodological questions about
one’s project. On this score, I present a pragmatic approach
which avoids those methodological problems. The upshot of
my paper is that pragmatic approaches to analyze ›disability‹ – and ameliorative approaches in general – have to be
more precise about the kind of pragmatic considerations they
draw on. In particular, they may rely on what I call ›weak‹
instead of ›strong‹ pragmatic considerations insofar as they
want to employ their concept of disability in arguing for certain normative claims.

Felka 12
Slurs as asides
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., Hörsaal D
Katharina Felka
University of Zurich
In this talk I develop a variant of a conventional implicature
view, which combines Bach’s thesis that the derogative contribution of a slur is comparable to the contribution of a side
remark with Pott’s analysis of side remarks. In doing so, I
firstly point out the difficulties for (genuinely) semantic and
pragmatic views about slurs. Secondly, I develop a conventional implicature view and show how this view can avoid
the difficulties. Finally, I defend the developed view against
objections raised in the literature.
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Ferrari
Logic, norms, and reasoning

and only if (i) you can detect and (ii) you are not justified in
denying that a set of attitudes mutually deprives itself of the
modality of fundamental success. This constitutes the essence
of attitudinal irrational, or so I argue.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 25
Filippo Ferrari
Universität Bonn
and Erik Stei
Universität Bonn
We are concerned with the question: is logic normative? We
first outline and critically assess a somehow liberal taxonomy
of the normative which-by distinguishing between three ways
in which logic might be said to be normative-gives us a framework for better frame the question. We then introduce a
distinction between three levels of logic: pure logic, applied
logic and the level of system design. With this in hand, the
question whether logic is normative becomes the question
whether and in what sense is each level of logic normative. We
take this first result to be already of significant value in the
current debate on the normativity of logic since it helps us in
getting clearer about what exactly we are asking when we ask
whether logic is normative. In the second, more explorative,
part of the paper we proceed by critically asses three conjectures concerning the normativity pertaining to each level of
logic. First, we conjecture that pure logic, if normative at all,
is normative in only a minimal sense (what we call merely
criterial normativity). Second, we take applied logic to be normative in a much more robust sense (involving what we call
axiological normativity). Third, we conceive of the level of system design as being subject to a conditional kind of directive
normativity-depending on the specific purpose the logician
has in mind in designing a certain logical system.

7

Fink

Fischer 15
Causation and the problem of disagreement
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 11
Enno Fischer
Leibniz Universität Hannover
Sometimes agents have different and conflicting intuitions as
regards the actual cause of some particular event. When such
conflicting intuitions prevail agreement on the causal structure as represented in causal models, this is an instance of the
Problem of Disagreement. Joseph Halpern and Christopher Hitchcock (2015) have argued that in order to solve this problem,
we need to account for causal intuitions by referring to the
agents’ normality ordering. The normality ordering encodes
certain subjective statistical expectations but is also crucially
influenced by normative considerations. While at first glance it
seems plausible that normality orderings represent a general
feature of our causal reasoning, Halpern and Hitchcock support their theory with a very specific example that concerns
conflicting intuitions in the context of the metaphysics of
omissions. In my talk I will explore the general applicability
of Halpern and Hitchcock’s theory by examining one exemplary case of political disagreement that concerns the causal
role of non-governmental Search and Rescue missions in the
context of the recent shipwrecks of refugees in the Central
Mediterranean.
Halpern, Joseph and Christopher Hitchcock: Graded Causation and Defaults. British Journal for the Philosophy of Science
66 (2):413–457, 2015.

The essence of attitudinal irrationality
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., S 22
Julian Fink
University of Bayreuth
The theory of attitudinal (or structural) rationality faces a critical gap. While it behaves as if it examines a unified domain
of irrational attitudes (including, for example, contradictory
beliefs, contradictory intentions, means /end incoherence,
akratic incoherence, intransitive preferences, etc.), it offers
no unified account of when a set of attitudes qualifies as irrational. Our judgements about attitudinal irrationality seem
to rely exclusively on a variety of (competing) intuitions. This
paper seeks to remedy this situation by offering the first systematic and unified account of when a pattern of attitudes
qualifies as irrational. Part I defends the view that a set of
attitudes is irrational if and only if these attitudes mutually
suspend their modality of fundamental success. I show how
this view can explain a variety of fundamentally irrational
combinations of attitudes. Part II refines this account so that
it satisfies three subjective desiderata of attitudinal irrationality. I claim, roughly, that set of attitudes is irrational if

Fischer 8
Experimental argument analysis: Putting
experimental philosophy 2.0 into practice
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 23
Eugen Fischer
University of East Anglia
and Paul Engelhardt
University of East Anglia
The analysis of philosophical arguments is commonly regarded as model of an armchair activity. In a spirit of methodological pluralism, this paper will explain when and why
experimental methods need to complement familiar armchair
methods of argument analysis, will review some experimental
methods from psycholinguistics that can be recruited for the
purpose, and will demonstrate their philosophical application
through a case study on the ›argument from hallucination‹, a
classical paradox that contributes to generating ›the problem
of perception‹ (Crane & French 2015, Smith 2002). The case
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study involves three experiments on automatic stereotypical
inferences from perception-verbs, and will demonstrate how
different psycholinguistic measures (plausibility rankings and
ratings, pupil diameter, reading times, and regressions) can be
used to assess reconstructions of philosophical arguments –
in line with current trends to recruit psycholinguistic methods
for new philosophical purposes, and with calls for an ›experimental philosophy 2.0‹ (Nado 2016) that studies not only
intuitions but also arguments.

illocutionary act with the content p, so »I believe that p«
implicates an assertive act with content p. The illocutionary
act is the result of a pragmatic inference from the expressive
act. That the illocutionary force of the act is that of assertion
is due to the fact that we deal with a doxastic avowal, and
hence with a truth attitude. I conclude with some remarks on
Moore’s paradox.

Freitag 15
2

Doxastic dependence defeats grue

Folde
Against Nihilism about fictional truth
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 13
Christian Folde
University of Hamburg
The prevailing view on fictional truth is that there are fictional
truths and that what is true in a fiction goes well beyond what
is explicit in the corresponding works. However, this stance
has recently been contested. Building on ideas related to serial
fiction D’Alessandro (2016) has advanced an argument against
implicit fictional truths. Moreover, he shows that the argument can be used to establish the nihilist conclusion that there
are no fictional truths at all. The argument deserves attention
because it derives a deeply counter-intuitive conclusion via
seemingly plausible assumptions. Although D’Alessandro is
reluctant to accept nihilism he does not indicate how to rebut
the argument. My central aim here is to fill this gap and defend
fictional truth against nihilism.

12

Freitag
Psychological expressivism and the assertoric
function of »I believe«
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., Hörsaal D

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 11
Wolfgang Freitag
Freiburg University
Goodman’s grue paradox runs as follows: The evidence that
the examined emeralds are green seems to confirm both the
hypothesis that all emeralds are green and the hypothesis that
they are grue (defined as either examined and green, or unexamined and blue). Yet we cannot maintain both hypotheses: an
unexamined grue emerald is blue, not green. I will argue that
green-evidence and grue-evidence are asymmetrically related
to examined-evidence, and hold that this is crucial to the case.
In the evidence scenario Goodman describes, grue-evidence,
but not green-evidence, is doxastically dependent on the evidence that the samples are examined: If we did not believe
that the samples are examined, we would not believe them
to be grue either – although we would continue to believe
them to be green. Now, the projection of »examined before
t« is directly defeated by background knowledge: we know
future emeralds to be unexamined. Since the grue-evidence
is doxastically dependent on evidence for a defeated hypothesis, the grue-hypothesis is, I claim, derivatively defeated.
And since green-evidence is doxastically independent of the
evidence that the samples are examined before t, »green«
escapes derivative defeat. The notion of doxastic dependence
introduces an asymmetry between »green« and »grue« that
resolves Goodman’s paradox and thus provides an epistemic
solution to an epistemic problem.

Wolfgang Freitag
Freiburg University
It has often been observed that doxastic avowals, self-ascriptions of belief, are not self-reports, as their surface grammar
would suggest, but hedged assertions of the embedded proposition itself: while »He believes that p« and »I believed that
p« are reports about another person’s present doxastic state
and the speaker’s past one, respectively, »I believe that it is
raining« is not a statement about me, but one about the weather. The paper explains the nature of doxastic avowals based
on the thesis of Psychological Expressivism. First, I argue that
»I believe that p« is an explicit expressive speech act, i. e.,
a linguistic act which expresses the speaker’s belief that p.
An affirmative utterance of »I believe that p« is a linguistic
expression, not of a higher-order belief, but of the belief that p
simpliciter. I will also argue, second, that explicit expressives
typically implicate a related illocutionary act with the same
propositional content. As »I wish that p«, understood as the
expression of a wish with the content p, implicates a directive
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Freyer S
Was ist falsch an Gesellschaft?
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 16
Alexander Freyer
Friedrich-Schiller-Universität Jena
Bei Kierkegaard findet sich die Klage, Menschen würden sich
in ihrem Selbstverständnis einseitig auf Kategorien aus dem
gesellschaftlichen Zusammenleben beschränken, wie »Schützenkönig« oder »Familienvater«. Sie sehen sich so als von
der Gesellschaft bestimmtes Individuum, das unfrei auftritt
und den Erwartungen der Gesellschaft entspricht. Adorno
spricht 1954 von der »inneren Vergesellschaftung« des Subjekts gegenüber der »gesellschaftlichen Totalität«. Weshalb
ähneln sich diese Grunddiagnosen? Die Diagnose der »Verge-
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sellschaftung« scheint sich durch alle Bereiche der Sozialphilosophie seit Mitte des 19.Jahrhunderts zu ziehen. Sie besteht
dabei stets in einem falschen Verhältnis des Individuums zur
Gesellschaft. Wenn sie auch unterschiedlich in ihren Voraussetzungen und Kontexten sein mögen, teilen alle diese Pathologien eine gemeinsame Grundlage, die wir im ersten Teil des
Vortrags untersuchen und nachweisen wollen, besonders im
Hinblick darauf, welche Rolle die Philosophie dabei gegenüber
der neu entstandenen Soziologie einnimmt und wie letztere
auch zu einem falschen Verständnis von Gesellschaft beiträgt,
die einer »Vergesellschaftung« förderlich ist. Dabei berufen
wir uns auf Kierkegaard, Marx, Heidegger und die kritische
Theorie. Natürlich erfolgte die Auswahl der Quellen exemplarisch, aber auch mit Hinblick auf deren häufig gesehene Gegensätzlichkeit, besonders zwischen Existenzphilosophie und den
an Marx orientierten Schulen. Keinesfalls sind dabei Querverweise ausgeschlossen, die sich innerhalb des Vortrags und der
anschließenden Diskussion ziehen lassen. Daher soll auch noch
kurz auf die Aktualität der Diagnosen anhand der neueren Sozialforschung hingewiesen werden. Im zweiten Teil wollen wir,
anhand der im ersten Teil exemplarisch erläuterten Diagnosen, die Alternativen jener Autoren zur »Vergesellschaftung«
erläutern und sie kritisch prüfen. Dabei soll besonders auf existenzphilosophische »Innerlichkeit«, die »Transzendenz des
Ichs« sowie das »autonome Subjekt« in der kritischen Theorie
eingegangen werden. Zum Abschluss sollen, aufgrund der Kritikpunkte an den »klassischen« Alternativen zum »vergesellschafteten Subjekt«, die Möglichkeit eines Auswegs diskutiert
werden, die versucht den vielfältigen, vermeintlich richtigen,
Bestimmungen des Menschen gerecht zu werden. Dazu wird
eine Neuauslegung des Menschen auch in Anschluss an aristotelische Bestimmungen vollzogen.

15

Frisch
Uncertainties, values, and climate targets
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 11
Mathias Frisch
Karl-Franzens-Universität Graz
In this talk I critically examine a recent debate on implications of the argument from inductive risk for climate predictions and policy recommendations. Defenders of the value-free
ideal have argued that the argument from inductive risk can
be blocked, if we insist that scientists commit only to suitably hedged claims and restrict themselves to reporting the
strength of evidential support for a hypothesis rather than
accepting or rejecting hypotheses. I argue that this defense
is unsuccessful. Since climate predictions are beset by deep
uncertainties, deciding on a concrete climate policy requires more fine-grained and more precise judgments about the
future state of the climate system than the hedging strategy
allows. As part of my argument I examine what type of decision procedure can, in light of the persisting uncertainties in
climate projections, underwrite a specific climate target, such
as the Paris two-degree target.

Gäb 14
Die Konsistenz des Apophatizismus
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 15
Sebastian Gäb
Universität Trier
Apophatizismus ist die These, dass Gott unfassbar und unsagbar ist, d. h. dass die Natur Gottes weder durch begriffliches
Denken erfasst noch durch Sprache ausgedrückt werden kann.
Diese These möchte ich gegen die Kritik Alstons und Plantingas verteidigen und ihre Konsistenz aufzeigen. Dazu diskutiere ich drei aktuelle Lösungsversuche und entwickle einen
alternativen Ansatz. (1) John Hick unterscheidet formale und
substanzielle Prädikate und argumentiert, dass Unsagbarkeit
sich nicht auf formale Prädikate bezieht. Dagegen spricht erstens, dass Hick kein klares Kriterium zur Unterscheidung von
formal und substanziell hat, und zweitens, dass er nicht zeigen
kann, weshalb »unsagbar« ein formales Prädikat ist. (2) Samuel
Lebens behauptet, dass Aussagen über die Unsagbarkeit Gottes als erhellende Falschheiten zu verstehen sind (falsch, aber
erkenntniserweiternd). Problematisch ist, dass es Lebens nicht
gelingt, den Begriff der erhellenden Falschheit klar zu machen.
Die Interpretation, dass erhellende Falschheiten in logischsemantischer Relation zu entsprechenden Wahrheiten stehen
müssen, ist für den Apophatizismus nicht sinnvoll anwendbar.
(3) Jonathan Jacobs unterscheidet zwischen fundamentalen
und nicht-fundamentalen Wahrheiten. Dass wir nichts über
Gott sagen können, bedeutet, dass es keine fundamentalen
Wahrheiten über Gott gibt. Aber auch fundamentale Wahrheiten können sagbar sein oder nicht. Alternativ schlage ich vor,
den Apophatizismus als metalinguistische Position zu verstehen, die die Möglichkeit von Affirmation und Negation bestreitet. Die Affirmation eines Inhalts setzt dessen Sagbarkeit voraus, was wiederum voraussetzt, dass der Inhalt begrifflich ist.
Der Apophatizismus wird dann verstehbar, wenn er sich aus
der Existenz unsagbarer, weil nicht begrifflicher Inhalte, deren
Gegenstand Gott ist, erklärt.

Gallasch S
Chalmers’ theory of meaning and a priori
scrutability
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal D
Till Gallasch,
Heinrich-Heine-Universität Düsseldorf
Scrutability theses claim that given some base truths about
the world all other truths about the world are scrutable from
that base. This makes the world rationally comprehensible in
some sense. Chalmers argues for A Priori Scrutability: for any
subject s at time t and any ordinary truth M at t, given a certain base (PQTI) s is in a position to know a priori, that PQTI?
M (PQTI specified for s and t). A sentence S is a priori for s, if
justification is independent of experience, i. e. from empirical
sources. The most important argument for a priori scrutability in Chalmers’ Constructing the World is the frontloading
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argument. It is an answer to someone doubting that PQTI?
M is actually known a priori. Suppose s knows PQTI? M. If
someone doubts, that it is actually known a priori, then there
must be some empirical evidence E justifying the conditional
for s. Chalmers now suggests adding this evidence to the antecedent, until all empirical evidence is part of the conjunction
in the antecedent. I will argue that the frontloading argument only works, if some forms of semantic externalism are
rejected. Being able to believe the new conditional PQTIE? M
requires some concepts representing E. But if the meaning of
›E‹ cannot be acquired a priori, then the conditional associated
with ›E‹ cannot be processed without acquiring concepts beforehand. Externalists can claim that the conditional PQTIE? M
is not known a priori, since the concepts, needed to believe
this conditional, cannot be acquired by a priori means. This
indicates that a condition for the possibility of Chalmers’ construction of the world is an account of meaning that allows
meaning to be a priori. Arguments for the a priority of meaning generated by Chalmers’ construction of the world might
eventually be circular.

13

Giustina
Introspective acquaintance: An integration
account
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
Hörsaal E
Anna Giustina
Institut Jean Nicod /ENS /PSL
The purpose of this paper is to provide an account of
the nature of phenomenal state introspection. Phenomenal
state introspection is the distinctively first-personal method
through which one can get knowledge of, or form beliefs
about, the phenomenology of one’s current conscious experience. My aim is to develop an account of the metaphysical
structure of the mental state the subject is in in virtue of
introspecting a phenomenal state. The account I propose is a
version of the acquaintance view. Among the contemporary
defenders of the acquaintance view, Brie Gertler (2001) provides what strikes me as the most promising acquaintance
account of phenomenal state introspection. However, Gertler’s account faces a challenge: it fails to accommodate a
non-negligible phenomenological fact, namely that there is a
phenomenal difference between the target phenomenal state
when introspected and when not introspected. Therefore, an
improved version of the acquaintance theory is needed. First,
I present Gertler’s version of the acquaintance view. Then I
explain the phenomenological fact which Gertler’s view fails
to accommodate. In a nut, upon being introspected, a phenomenal state may undergo phenomenal variation along at
least two dimensions: salience and intensity. Finally, I put
forward my version of the acquaintance view, which I call the
integration account. The integration account accommodates
and explains the aforementioned phenomenal variation, while
keeping what’s good in Gertler’s view. For this reason, I take
it to be a better account of phenomenal state introspection.
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Goetsch 4
Towards a disjunctivist account of knowledge
from memory
Tuesday, September 18th 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 24
Max Goetsch
Freie Universität Berlin
Memory is among the most important sources of knowledge.
Many, if not most, of the things we know, we do not know
from the immediate perception of our current environment
but from accessing our memories. One natural way to account
for knowledge from memory that has not yet been explicitly
discussed is disjunctivism. This is roughly the view that, in
paradigmatic cases of memorial knowledge, one has factive
rational support for one’s belief. Disjunctivism has the potential to capture both externalist and internalist intuitions and
to solve the skeptical problem. However, disjunctivism about
memorial knowledge – like disjunctivism about perceptual
knowledge – faces a problem about the proper interpretation
of its core commitments: the so-called basis problem. In this
paper I will consider three prima facie promising solutions.
The first one draws on a debate about the nature of remembering. The second and third one makes use of ideas prominent
in the debate on disjunctivism about perceptual knowledge.
While the first two are problematic, the third stands a good
chance of solving the problem. As I will hint at towards the
end, though, there is a further problem for the view: the socalled access problem. As will become evident, this problem
is much deeper for disjunctivism about memorial knowledge
than for the parallel view on perceptual knowledge.

Grabmayr 6
Revisiting Detlefsen’s stability problem – On
the invariance of Gödel’s second theorem
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 25
Balthasar Grabmayr
Humboldt University of Berlin
The prevalent interpretation of Gödel’s Second Theorem
states that a sufficiently adequate and consistent theory T
does not prove its consistency. In this talk, I will re-examine
the justification of this philosophical interpretation. Detlefsen’s Stability Problem challenges such a justification by requiring that every sentence (in the language of T) expressing
T-consistency has to be shown to be unprovable in T. I will
argue that the usual attempts to meet this challenge do not
provide a satisfactory solution, since they employ specific
Gödel numberings, which can be seen as arbitrarily chosen
»coordinate systems« in the process of arithmetisation. A
satisfactory solution to the Stability Problem therefore has to
be based on a more general version of Gödel’s Second Theorem independent of such a coordinate system. I will propose
such a solution by proving the invariance of Gödel’s Second
Theorem with regard to acceptable numberings.
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Grajner

Hauswald 4

A quantifier-based account of ontological
commitment

Epistemische Autorität und die Präemption von
Gründen

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 23

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 26

Martin Grajner
TU Dresden

Rico Hauswald
Dresden University, Department of Philosophy

According to the Quinean account of ontological commitment, ontological commitments are quantifier commitments.
We are committed to Fs in case the first-order quantifiers of
our best empirically confirmed theories have to range over
Fs in order for those theories to be true. Even though the
Quinean account of ontological commitment has gained wide
popularity throughout the twentieth century, the majority
of contemporary writers think that the quantifier account of
ontological commitment is inadequate. The main competitor
to the quantifier approach to ontological commit is the truthmaker account of ontological commitment. In this paper, I
develop a new a version of the quantifier approach to ontological commitment. I will argue that the problems that have
been identified for the quantifier approach to ontological commitment do not threaten the proposal developed in this paper.

Linda Zagzebski hat argumentiert, dass sich ein Laie bei seiner Auseinandersetzung mit epistemischen Autoritäten von
einem Präemptions-Prinzip leiten lassen sollte, das folgendermaßen formuliert werden kann:
(PP) Die Tatsache (T), dass eine epistemische Autorität (EA)
glaubt, dass p, ist ein Grund für einen Laien (L), p zu glauben,
der seine sonstigen für p relevanten Gründe ersetzen und nicht
einfach zu diesen hinzugefügt werden sollte.
In diesem Paper möchte ich dieses Prinzip, das bereits
Gegenstand kontroverser Diskussionen war, durch zwei neue
Argumente angreifen. Im Mittelpunkt des ersten Arguments
steht ein Fallbeispiel, das auf dem bestätigungslogischen Sachverhalt beruht, dass eine einzige falsifizierende Instanz ausreicht, um eine Allaussage zu falsifizieren. Wenn ein Laie nämlich zufälligerweise Kenntnis von einer solchen – möglicherweise sehr seltenen – falsifizierenden Instanz besitzt, dann
scheint er gerechtfertigt zu sein, eine Autorität, die eine entsprechende Allaussage macht, zurückzuweisen. Ein Anhänger
des Präemptions-Prinzips könnte nun versuchen, PP so abzuschwächen, dass es gegen dieses Argument immun ist. Eine
solcherart abgeschwächte Version ist PP*:
(PP*) Unter der Voraussetzung, dass sich unter Ls Gründen
keine befinden, die T als guten Grund für p entscheidend unterminieren, sollte er seine sonstigen für p relevanten Gründe
durch T ersetzen, statt T einfach zu diesen hinzuzufügen.
Ich möchte nun ein zweites Argument entwickeln, das auch
PP* untergräbt. Es beruht auf einer Modifikation des ersten
Beispiels, bei der L keine T unterminierenden Gründe besitzt, T
aber nur in Kombination mit Gründen des Laien p hinreichend
begründet, so dass diese Gründe nicht präemptiert werden
sollten.

Harney
The bearer-dependent view of beneficence and
the non-identity problem
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 21
Jonas Harney
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Recently, Johann Frick (2014, ms) argued that we should adopt
a bearer-dependent view of beneficence in order to both capture the Negative Asymmetry Intuition and solve the NonIdentity Problem. The former holds that there is no moral reason to bring a person into existence just because she would
have a life worth living. The latter implies (regarding theories of beneficence) that there is moral reason to bring a very
happy person into existence rather than another only moderately happy person. The bearer-dependent view claims that any
reason of beneficence to benefit a person is conditional on the
existence of this person. I argue that the view proves to be
useful for solving the Non-Identity Problem only if reasons
of beneficence are conditional on the existence of any of the
possible persons an agent can bring into existence rather than
on the existence of a particular person. For the latter implies
that there is neither a reason to bring the happier person into
existence nor a reason not to bring the less happy person into
existence if, in fact, the happier person does never exist. By
contrast, if reasons of beneficence are conditional on the existence of just any of the possible persons an agent could bring
into existence, the view allows for reasons of beneficence to
bring into existence the person that would be benefited most.
This view, however, goes beyond the scope of the bearerdependent view, but is best seen as conditional teleological
view of beneficence.

Head 12
Beyond »neutral counterparts«: towards a
prototype semantics of slurs
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., Hörsaal D
Jennifer Head
University of Southern California
Though the literature on slurs is rich in disagreement, theorists generally converge on three basic ideas. First, almost
everyone agrees that slurs are pejorative expressions which,
in their typical uses, involve targeting and derogating members of particular groups. Second, most theorists agree that
slurs have neutral counterparts, or coreferential expressions
that can be used to pick out the very same groups in an inoffensive or innocuous way. (Compare, for example, ›wop‹ and
›Italian‹). Third, most theorists contend that the truth-condi-
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tional meanings of these neutral counterparts provide some,
if not all, of corresponding slurs’ literal semantic content.
Call this third thesis coreferentialism. In this paper, I try to
motivate a plausible, powerful, and underexplored view of
slurs that is not committed to coreferentialism. To do this,
I first argue that coreferentialism has trouble accounting for
some intuitively slur-like expressions that, in the context of
certain kinds of denials, behave just like paradigmatic slurs.
This behavior, I suggest, can be better accounted for by a
prototype semantics on which slurs encode different (or differentially ranked) stereotypical features than those encoded by
their putative neutral counterparts. I then sketch and defend
such a semantics. I conclude that slurs belong to a family of
expressions whose primary linguistic function is to foreground
the stereotypes they encode, and for that reason make very
efficient (and often very pernicious) tools for endorsing and
propagating extralinguistic cultures of prejudice

7

Heering
Reasons, rationality and exercising capacities
subpar
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 22
David Heering
University of Leeds
In this paper, I present a novel defence of the view that rationality consists in responding correctly to reasons one has,
where »having« refers to an epistemic relation between agent
and reason. A crucial problem for this view is presented by
certain cases of error, in which all signs indicate to the agent
that there is a reason to? yet there is in fact no such reason.
In such cases, three inconsistent propositions all seem to be
true:
(1) Rationality consists in responding correctly to reasons
one has. (2) The error-agent is rational in?-ing. (3) The erroragent has no reason to?.
(3) is true, it is often assumed, because »having« is factual.
That is, S has reason to? only if there is a reason for S to?. I
present a new way to reject (3) based on rejecting factualism.
The argument starts with the assumption that to have reasons is to exercise the capacity to respond to reasons. It then
argues that because we can exercise capacities subpar, it is
possible to exercise the capacity to? without?-ing successfully.
Moreover, it is also possible to exercise the capacity to? well
without?-ing successfully. If these observations are true in
general, they are true for the capacity to respond to reasons
too. Hence, in error-cases it is possible to exercise the capacity to respond to reasons well – to »have« reasons – without
latching onto reasons there are. Therefore, (3) is false.
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Heil 4
Contextualism, skeptical intuitions and private
contexts
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.–
12:00 p. m., S 26
Roman Heil
University of Hamburg
In his recent book »Knowledge and Presupposition« (2014),
Michael Blome-Tillmann strongly improves the epistemic contextualist’s treatment of skepticism. According to the received
view, the skeptic raises the epistemic standard by making certain error-possibilities salient. What is the underlying mechanism of salience? Blome-Tillmann argues that it is the speaker’s
pragmatic presuppositions that determine the epistemic standard in a context. If this is right, then his contextualism is
also able to explain diverging intuitions with respect to the
truth of knowledge ascriptions within a single context as well
as those made in the private contexts of solitary thinkers. In
this talk, I will argue that Blome-Tillmann’s account contains
an implausible component, i. e. the notion of a pragmatic presupposition in a private context. I will propose to introduce
the notion of a live possibility, defined as a modal state of
the ascriber, to take over its explanatory role. As it will be
shown, my proposal improves upon the original account’s
explanatory power.

Henning 10
Anti-moralism – a Kantian argument
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 21
Tim Henning
University of Stuttgart
What is the morally right way to react to immorality? Is the
moral status of an action a sufficient, or even a decisive, reason for intervention or the use of force? This talk first defines a
spectrum of positions, ranging from strong forms of moralism
to strong forms of anti-moralism. The former positions claim
that the moral wrongness of an action is always a decisive
reason for others to intervene, whereas the latter claim that
it is never even a sufficient reason to do so. Secondly, the
talk shows that, Kant’s moral philosophy yields a systematic
argument for a strong form of anti-moralism. On a Kantian
view, the claims of morality are strict and overriding, but they
are, in a clear sense, only the agent’s concern. Intervention
on moral grounds by third parties will violate the moral law.
This is because such intervention will have as its target not
just an external action but a maxim, i. e. a specification of
an action for a reason. It will thus be what I call deliberation-invading, and as such it cannot be willed as a universal
law. This astonishing result will then be shown to be a key to
the understanding of Kant’s Rechtslehre. It is our moral duty,
Kant claims, to form institutions that make it unnecessary to
intervene in each others’ actions on moral grounds. Morally
motivated intervention is legitimate only in »non-ideal« contexts where such institutions are absent or defective.
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Herzberg
Epistemic justification after foundationalism:
A generalised Bayesian approach

dition would be »the supreme being«. Since this content is
shared by many religions it is plausible to expect that they
are referring to the same entitiy, if they are using the word
»God«.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 24
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Hiekel 1

Frederik Herzberg
International Academy of Philosophy

Meaning in life: objective or rational
attractiveness?

This paper argues for the viability and mutual compatibility
of weak versions of infinitism and coherentism within a generalised Bayesian framework in which epistemic agents do not
possess unique subjective probability measures, but merely a
(generically incomplete, yet precise) set of conditional degrees
of belief.
First, we distinguish strong and weak versions of foundationalism, infinitism and coherentism. We formalise and reexamine the regress argument for foundationalism. We shall
argue that the regress argument merely shows the incompatibility of strong versions of coherentism, infinitism, and
foundationalism.
Secondly, we develop a general framework for analysing
doxastic systems. We respond to two influential formal arguments against infinitism, in particular C. I. Lewis’ claim about
the inconsistency of probabilistic regresses of justification.
Using Bayesian confirmation theory and graph theory, we also
offer a formal defense of coherentism by devising a multidimensional coherence measure that reflects Laurence BonJour’s desiderata for a quantitative graded notion of coherence.
Finally, we point to a serious weakness of strong foundationalism: In combination with Bayesianism, strong foundationalism gives rise, via the Principle of Inferential Justification,
to a sorites-like paradox.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 12

Hesse
The semantic content of the word »God«

Susanne Hiekel
Universität Duisburg-Essen
Susan Wolf has developed a promising answer to the problem
of meaning of – or better in – life. Wolf’s hybrid-view of meaning in life can be briefly summarized by the catchphrase:
›meaning arises when subjective attraction meets objective
attractiveness‹. Accordingly, to her account both an objective
and a subjective element are needed for a life being meaningful. For the objective element at least four characteristics can be identified in Wolf’s writings: the element must be
independent of the subject (independency claim), the subject
feels fulfilled because of it (grounding claim), the subject can
recognize it as source of fulfillment (possibility of recognition claim) and the subject can be fallible regarding this recognition (possibility of fallibility claim). Unfortunately, Wolf
gives no more underpinning for her understanding of objectivity and furthermore objectivity seems to be a highly metaphysically burdened category. Therefore, it seems worthy to
search for an alternative account. Preserving a hybrid-view it
is argued here that objectivity could be substituted by rationality without losing argumentative force. Seeing judgments
about meaning in life as evaluative judgments it is argued
that evaluations reconstructed as expressions of pro- or conattitudes can be rational. If it is rational to have a pro-attitude
to the projects of one’s life and one really has the pro-attitude
to them, then there is meaning in life. So, meaning arises when
subjective attraction meets rational attractiveness.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 15
Jacob Hesse
University of Innsbruck
In my talk I am arguing against the treatment of the word
»God« as a proper name, which has no descriptive content
and whose reference is fixed in an initial baptism. Also in the
case of ordinary proper names it is generally accepted that
there are necessary descriptive conditions involved to fix the
reference. If these basic descriptive conditions are violated,
Kripkes arguments that error and ignorance about the bearer
of the name do not alter the reference as well as his arguments
about rigid designation do not hold. I argue that in the case
of the word »God« the necessary descriptive conditions are
already sufficient to fix a unique reference. Since this is not
the case for proper names, the word »God« should be treated differently. Therefore, I state that it is more plausible to
understand the word »God« as a descriptive name, i. e. a name
which is logically equivalent to a description. A candidate for
the descriptive content of the word »God« in the western tra-

Hilbrich 16
Legitimität in der global governance
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., S 16
Sören Hilbrich
Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik (DIE)
Legitimität stellt nicht nur im philosophischen, sondern auch
im praktisch-politischen Diskurs ein zentrales Konzept zur normativen Bewertung von politischen Institutionen dar. In der
langen Tradition der Beschäftigung mit der Legitimität von
Staaten wurden eine Reihe von Legitimitätskonzeptionen entwickelt, die jedoch häufig wenig hilfreich für die normative
Bewertung der immer wichtiger werdenden politischen Institutionen der Global Governance sind. So ist es beispielsweise
im Kontext der Global Governance wenig hilfreich, Legitimität als Privileg, Zwang auszuüben zu verstehen, da die Art,
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wie viele politische Institutionen jenseits der Staaten Einfluss nehmen, oft gar nicht sinnvollerweise als Ausübung von
Zwang verstanden werden kann. Im ersten Teil meines Vortrags werde ich für ein Verständnis von Legitimität argumentieren, nach dem das Recht zu regieren legitimer Institutionen genau die Rechte beinhaltet, die die jeweilige Institution
benötigt, um ihre Funktion erfüllen zu können. So ein kontextsensitives Verständnis von Legitimität ist notwendig, um den
sehr unterschiedlichen politischen Institutionen der Global
Governance gerecht zu werden. Im zweiten Teil meines Vortrags werde ich dann verschiedene substantielle Konzeptionen
in Bezug auf die Legitimität politischer Institutionen jenseits
der Staaten diskutieren, die entweder eine Input- oder eine
Output-Perspektive auf Legitimität einnehmen.

13

Hoerzer
How to make a panpsychist physicalism possible
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., Hörsaal E
Gregor Hoerzer
University of Osnabrueck
Part of any account of physicalism is to spell out the notion
of a physical property. Recent views of the physical frequently
include a non-fundamental mentality constraint in order to
avoid the unwanted result that physicalism turns out to be
compatible with dualism. Such a constraint is a case of throwing out the baby with the bathwater, because it renders
certain live panpsychist views conceptually impossible, such
as the Russellian identity theory according to which phenomenal properties are identical to those properties the predicates
of physics ultimately refer to. I then argue for an often-overlooked account of the physical that avoids both the unwanted
compatibility of physicalism with dualism and the conceptual
impossibility of live panpsychist views. On this account, physical properties are those properties that are of the same kind
as the instantiated properties of current physics. I then add
some further constraints on the property of being a physical
property. Against the worry that there might be no substantial commonality of the properties of current physics, I argue
that in this case, there indeed are no physical properties, and
physicalism should come out false. After all, physicalism is
a form of metaphysical monism. Other than earlier advocators of this view of the physical, I argue that we need not
avoid the compatibility of physicalism and panpsychism in
another way. Rather, physicalism is in fact compatible with
panpsychism, and existing arguments to the contrary are not
compelling.
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Hoffmann-Kolss 15
Interventionism and non-causal dependence
relations: new work for a theory of
supervenience
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 11
Vera Hoffmann-Kolss
Institute of Philosophy, University of Cologne
Causes have to be distinct from their effects. For instance, if
the temperature in a room has a value of 15°F, this can cause
water pipes to freeze. However, the room temperature’s being
15°F is not a cause of the temperature’s being below the freezing point. More generally, an adequate theory of causation
should not misclassify conceptual, logical, mathematical or
non-causal metaphysical dependence relations as causal. The
aim of this paper is to discuss how interventionist and causal
modeling approaches can achieve this task. I first argue that
the criterion of Independent Fixability proposed by Woodward cannot rule out all relevant cases of non-causal relationships. I then develop an alternative criterion, according
to which variables standing in causal relations to each other
must not have overlapping supervenience bases. I conclude
by briefly exploring the consequences of my argument for the
current debate on whether there is an interventionist causal
exclusion problem.

Hohl 16
Against the family: personal relationships and
the liberal state
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 16
Sabine Hohl
University of Berne
In my paper, I am going to argue that the liberal state should
stop referring to the concept of the family in regulating personal relationships. The family as a political institution is
oppressive in several ways: It creates and reinforces hierarchies between individuals and between types of relationships,
it does not and cannot function like a private association, it
entangles different relationships with each other, and it also
facilitates economic exploitation by creating the fiction of a
societal sphere where work need not be remunerated. More
generally, the thought of a group of individuals being in some
sense more than the sum of its parts is alien to liberal thought.
However, there should be some sort of liberal replacement
for the family, given that relationships should not be left
entirely to the private sphere either. If we did the latter, a)
some individuals would likely be oppressed within relationships, and b) some individuals might not be able to pursue
and maintain the relationships they desire. I propose that the
liberal state should identify which aspects of relationships are
rightly subject to public regulation via a theory of individual
rights with regard to relationships. I shall discuss whether an
account of the place of personal relationships in the liberal
state will run into issues with respecting state neutrality, to
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what extent there remains a conflict between individual autonomy and distributive justice considerations, and whether
abolishing the family leads to a danger of full economization
of relationships.

9

Horden
Are ontological disputes metalinguistic?

appreciation. After deriving a set of desiderata for an account
of aesthetic appreciation, I review a number of insights drawn
from existing philosophical work on artefact functions. Combining the desiderata and insights, two major issues can be
identified that severely complicate the relation between function ascriptions to and aesthetic appreciation of technical artefacts; these issues concern the flexibility of function ascriptions; and the impact of malfunctioning on aesthetic appreciation. In closing, I offer some options for resolving these
complications or avoiding them altogether.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., Tagungsraum
John Horden
Independent scholar
In a recent article, Amie Thomasson presents a problem for
her fellow ontological deflationists. According to quantifier
variantists, in paradigm ontological disputes ›There are Fs‹ is
trivially true as meant by those who affirm it, while ›There
are no Fs‹ is trivially true as meant by their opponents. Meanwhile, according to easy ontologists, in paradigm ontological
disputes ›There are Fs‹ is trivially true in the only sense it has;
hence the eliminativists who deny it say something trivially
false. However, the widely accepted principle of interpretative
charity instructs us to make optimal rational sense of speakers’ utterances. So, despite what deflationists tell us, it seems
that we should not interpret ontologists as simply uttering
trivial truths, nor as simply uttering trivial falsehoods.
In order to solve this problem, Thomasson suggests that
ontological disputes can plausibly be interpreted as so-called
metalinguistic negotiations. That is to say, such disputes do
not involve any disagreement about the semantic contents
expressed by the disputants, but are rather normative disputes over how to use some relevant terminology.
In response, I distinguish between classificatory and narrowly ontological disputes; and argue that while classificatory
disputes are sometimes metalinguistic, narrowly ontological
disputes are not. I also propose an amendment to Thomasson’s deflationism, which would undermine her stated motivation for interpreting ontological disputes as metalinguistic.
Here I suggest that ›trivial‹, in its epistemic sense, is context-sensitive such that disputed existence claims can truly be
called ›trivial‹ in non-philosophical contexts, but not in the
context of the relevant ontological dispute.

2

Houkes
Functions and the aesthetics of technical
artefacts

Hübner 9
Freedom of the will: reasons, consciousness,
and compatibilism
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
Tagungsraum
Dietmar Hübner
Institut für Philosophie, Leibniz Universität
Hannover
Proponents of compatibilism maintain that freedom of the
will is reconcilable with gapless causation or even determination of natural processes, including human decisions and actions. In recent philosophical work on this topic, two different
versions of compatibilism have become dominant: Some authors, most prominently Harry Frankfurt, regard a certain reflexive connection between »first-order desires« and »secondorder desires« as necessary and sufficient for freedom of the
will. Others, following work by Wilfrid Sellars, prefer to base
freedom of the will on the idea that human decisions and actions are situated in the »space of reasons«, which, as opposed
to the »space of causes«, is rationally rather than causally
structured. In my presentation, I will outline three essential
conditions which must be met in order to render the latter
approach promising: First, reasons must be understood as
original, rational structures rather than mental entities such
as beliefs or desires, or social entities such as expectations
or customs. Second, being determined by reasons must not
be considered a matter of empirical or epistemological perspective, but an ontological fact. Third, reasons must be attributed some real effectiveness on human decisions and actions to warrant deeming them free. Once these requirements
are elucidated and their inherent problems addressed, a new
approach suggests itself: the »space of reasons« argument
should be united with a specific version of Frankfurt’s mentalistic model of freedom in order to yield a convincing compatibilist account of human freedom.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 13
Wybo Houkes
Eindhoven University of Technology
In this paper, I argue that, despite first appearances, an
account of the ›Functional Beauty‹ (e. g., Parsons and Carlson 2008) of technical artefacts cannot derive strength from
existing analyses of artefact functions. On the contrary, these
analyses strongly restrict or even hinder the possibilities for
developing a suitable, function-based account of aesthetic
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Huebl
How powerful are emotions in moral thought?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., Hörsaal E
Philipp Huebl
University of Stuttgart
Some theories in moral psychology contest the Kantian view
that normative beliefs are grounded in rational principles.
Most prominently, Haidt (2012) put forth a dual processing
account in claiming that our moral beliefs stem from our emotional dispositions, whereas normative justifications are mere
rationalizations. Similarly, Prinz (2007) defends metaphysical
and epistemic Emotionism, the view that moral properties
and moral concepts are essentially related to emotions. In
my talk, I will challenge this family of views on empirical
grounds. First, Haidt cannot explain moral progress. Second,
his view is at odds with research on self-control and motivated
correction. Third, the moral »foundations« are not on equal
footing, since some are universalizable, while others are not
due to their asymmetry. In the same vein, Prinz argues that
moral dilemmas pit one emotion against another. First, this
view cannot deal with a reflective stance towards our own
emotions. Second, emotional valence and severity of norm
violations are double dissociable, which cast doubt on the
claim that emotions track moral violations. Third, it is hard to
see how emotions can track (i. e. causally relate to) abstract
propositions that constitute our normative discourse. Finally,
positive emotions cannot qualify as candidates for the emotional bases of judgments about morally right actions, since
those default cases rarely receive praise. The upshot is that
both, Haidt’s version of Moral Foundation Theory and Prinz’
Emotionism, underestimate the empirical role of System 2
cognition (Stanovich 2010; Kahneman 2011), or more broadly,
of reason in moral thought.

behavior seems to presuppose that our ancestors took the
same kinds of norms to be morally relevant that we take to be
morally relevant today. In this talk I will argue that taking a
descriptive notion for granted leads to inadequate preconceptions of what morality is that then bias the historical research.
I suggest that researchers in the field should either embrace
the possibility that the origins of morality might be as diverse
as human imagination allows or trade the descriptive project
in for a prescriptive or ameliorative approach that asks what
we take our most central moral norms to be and then looks
into history to see under which conditions these norms were
likely to stabilize.

Hüttemann 9
Fundamentality in physics and metaphysics
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
Tagungsraum
Andreas Hüttemann
Universität zu Köln
Physicists (and philosophers of physics) sometimes use terms
such as »fundamental« or »fundamentality«, so do metaphysicians. In this paper I want to discuss whether fundamentality
in the physicists’ sense implies fundamentality in the metaphysicians’ sense.

Ipakchi 6
A justication for Aristotle’s thesis on the basis
of the law of non-contradiction
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 25

15

Hufendiek
The science of the evolution of morality and the
concept of morality
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 01
Rebekka Hufendiek
Universität Basel
The evolution of morality is a vibrant research field. Yet there
is surprisingly little philosophical reflection on the notion of
morality that is presupposed within the debate. Authors tend
to rely on a descriptive notion of morality without explaining
why the concept is supposed to be adequate. A descriptive
notion of morality can hardly be established without a) offering a criterion of what distinguishes moral norms from all
other social norms and conventions and b) executing crosscultural studies to find out what people take moral norms
(in contrast to other social norms) to be. Yet even a developed descriptive notion only tells us what the current folk
conception of morality is. Looking for the origin of morality
by applying the folk concept to the traces of our ancestors’
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Sara Ipakchi
Heinrich-Heine-University
It seems that the three laws of thought by Aristotle: the law
of Identity (ID), the law of excluded middle (LEM) and the
law of non-contradiction (LNC), are some of the fundamental
propositions in our belief-set. In this paper firstly I defend the
idea that our intuition about Aristotle’s Thesis (AT): ¬(p? ¬p)
or ¬(¬p? p) is closely connected to (LNC): ¬(p? ¬p). Roughly,
I stipulate that: (i) if we believe in LNC, then we have the
intuition that AT is true. (ii) if we don’t believe in LNC, then we
don’t have the intuition that AT is true. Although (i) and (ii)
are some intuitive theses, it is possible to prove them in some
logical systems, if we accept, that there is an analogy between
our fundamental beliefs and axioms in a logical system. So
secondly, I will prove that (i) is true in PA1 and (ii) is true in
LP. Since it is possible to show that an intuition is confirmable
in these logical systems thirdly and lastly I want to criticize
these logical systems. Generally, I want to criticize a logical
system with AT, BT or AB as axioms or theorems – widely,
connexive systems – in which (i) and (ii) are traceable, whereas
these systems are contra-intuitive, while they are developed
to satisfy an intuition.
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Jaag
Humean reductionism and (iterated)
counterfactuals

system, is thus unintelligible within that moral system itself.
This is why we are unable to think of the end of a relationship
while we are in that relationship. The loss of love is therefore horrifying, unthinkable and devastating. Reference Harry
Frankfurt, »Some Mysteries of Love«, 2000.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., Tagungsraum
Siegfried Jaag
»Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF) &amp;
Institute for Logic, Language, and Computation
(ILLC)«
and Christian Loew
Universität zu Köln
Humean reductionism about laws of nature is the view that
the laws reduce to the total distribution of non-modal or categorical properties in spacetime. However, there is a worry
that Humean reductionism cannot account for the characteristic modal resilience of laws under counterfactual suppositions and thus generates wrong verdicts about certain iterated
counterfactuals. In this paper, we defend Humean reductionism by providing an account of the counterfactual resilience
of Humean laws that gets iterated counterfactuals right.

S

Ji
»What do you mean you don’t love me
anymore?« – What love and heartbreak can
teach us about morality
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 21
Wen-Min Ji
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
In philosophy of love, romantic love is often perplexing and
problematic. It is perplexing because it seems to happen for
some reason (that we are attracted to our romantic beloved)
and yet for no reason (because (1) our »falling« in love is not
and should not be fully in our conscious control and (2) we
want to be valued in an irreplaceable way). Romantic love is
also problematic because its partial nature seems to be incompatible with morality. In the first part of my presentation, I
will propose an account of love, inspired by Harry Frankfurt’s
no-reason view of love, arguing that love as a good will (in
Kantian sense) posits final value in the beloved object and
becomes the law to the loving subject itself, and therefore
is not incompatible with morality. Unlike Frankfurt’s thesis,
my account of love can also explain why, in a romantic scenario, we seem to come to love someone for at least some
reason. I argue that our love for romantic partner is sometimes in tension and conflict with our love for other objects
(e. g. ourselves, other human beings, tradition). When we find
someone attractive, it is easier for us to love them, but the
attractiveness does not entail love. In the second part of my
presentation, I want to use my account to analyze a too often
undermined issue in our love life: heartbreak. If love is the
good will that posits moral systems, then the end of love is
not just a loss of a relationship or a company, but also a loss
of an entire moral system and all the values derived from this
moral system. The loss of love, and hence the loss of a moral

Jonas 7
Mathematical and moral disagreement
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 22
Silvia Jonas
MCMP at Munich University
Fundamental disagreement is widely thought to be one of the
main problems for moral realism (e. g. Mackie 1991; Burgess
2007). Mathematics, on the other hand, is often perceived
as a disagreement-free domain, so that mathematical realism
is typically not charged with objections from disagreement
(e. g. Leiter 2009). Recently, however, it has been pointed
out (e. g. Bell and Hellman 2006) that mathematicians do in
fact disagree on a significant number of fundamental matters, for example on which set-theoretic axioms are true. This
fact has been used by moral realists to defend moral realism
against (a) the argument from disagreement in general (Enoch
2009); (b) epistemically motivated objections (Clarke-Doane
2014); and (c) Evolutionary Debunking Arguments (ClarkeDoane 2012). The existence of fundamental mathematical
disagreements is thus argued to increase the plausibility of
moral vis-à-vis mathematical realism. I argue that the analogy between mathematical and moral disagreement is not
as straightforward as those arguments present it. In particular, I argue that fundamental mathematical disagreements
are compatible with realism about mathematics in a way in
which moral disagreements and moral realism are not. Pluralist views like the ›Multiverse View‹ (Hamkins 2012), ›object
theory‹ (Linsky and Zalta 1995), and ›Full-Blooded Platonism‹
(Balaguer 1995, 1998, 2017) offer a way of accommodating a
plurality of mutually inconsistent mathematical truths within
a realist conception of the mathematical universe. Analogous
positions are not open to the moral realist: the moral universe
cannot branch out into different, mutually exclusive sub-universes because moral judgements are always indexed to the
actual world.

Kalde 7
Valuing and morality – Kantian constructivism
reconsidered
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 23
Dennis Kalde
Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich
In metaethical debate it is often agreed that moral reasons
have to be grounded in something other than human attitudes
in order to be objective. In my contribution I will argue that
this is false. I aim to do so by adopting a new form of Kantian
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constructivism that reveals how an analysis of the attitude of
valuing can justify the existence of objective moral claims.
My argument proceeds in three parts. In the first I delineate the distinction between moral relativism and objectivism where the assumption is that moral claims can be
objectively true if and only if human attitudes don’t figure in
moral truth-conditions. This is also one of the main motivations for the adoption of mind-independence moral realism in
metaethics.
The second part introduces metaethical constructivism and
discusses the central role that the attitude of valuing plays in
the constructivist debate.
In the third section I provide my own analysis of the valuing attitude. I claim that valuing includes a variety of features. Among these is an important moral commitment to
treat other valuers in respectful ways. This is due to what
I call the value of valuing that underlies valuing in general.
I conclude my argument by discussing its consequences for
metaethical debate. My contribution first shows that the common assumption that moral objectivity can only be grounded
in something other than human attitudes is false. It secondly
proofs that Kantian constructivism is a genuine alternative to
mind-independence moral realism.

15

Kästner
Discovering patterns: on the norms of
mechanistic inquiry
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 11
Lena Kästner
Ruhr-University Bochum
and Philipp Haueis
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
What kinds of norms constrain mechanistic discovery and
explanation? While ontic accounts hold that explanations are
primarily constrained by the causal structure of the world (Craver 2014), epistemic accounts suggest that the primary constraint on good explanations is that they render the explanandum intelligible (Bechtel 2008). Still, mechanistic philosophers
on both sides agree that there is no sharp distinction between
discovery and explanation (Bechtel and Richardson 2010, Craver and Darden 2013). It thus seems reasonable to expect that
ontic and epistemic accounts of explanation, are accompanied
by ontic and epistemic accounts of discovery, respectively. We
show, however, that while prominent mechanistic accounts
differentially emphasize either ontic or epistemic constraints,
they implicitly rely on both to characterize mechanism discovery. We develop a framework that makes explicit that, and
how, ontic and epistemic norms work together throughout
the discovery process. Describing mechanism discovery as a
pattern recognition process (Haugeland 1998) we demonstrate
that scientists have to (i) develop epistemic activities to distinguish a pattern from its background, and (ii) determine which
epistemic activities successfully describe how the pattern is
implemented by identifying the pattern’s components. Our
framework reveals that ontic and epistemic norms are equally
important in mechanism discovery. This, however, is inconsistent with prioritizing either ontic or epistemic norms in
mechanistic inquiry. After discussing different ways to resolve
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this inconsistency, we conclude that the most plausible strategy is to acknowledge that the ontic /epistemic divide is a
philosophical imposition that is not grounded in scientific
practice.

Kaufmann 8
Has there been philosophy in Asia?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 23
Paulus Kaufmann
University of Zurich
In my talk I will reconsider two of the arguments most often
cited against the existence of Asian philosophy, the argument
from lack of freedom and the argument from lack of systematicity. I will use Hegel as an example of a Western philosopher
who employs these arguments. By interpreting and extending
his ideas I will distill two criteria for judging a text or discourse as philosophical: First, a philosophical text or discourse
will either reject traditionalism, i. e. the existence of infallible
texts or persons, or it will leave room for interpreting these
traditional authorities. Second, a philosophical text tries to
solve a dialectical problem by reducing contradictions within
some system of thought. Against Hegel’s own conclusion, I
argue that these criteria do not exclude Asian thought as a
whole from philosophy, because texts and discourses fulfilling
these criteria can be found in Asia as well. My argument is be
based on the assumption that in order to decide whether we
can call a text or discourse from Asia ›philosophical‹ we need
to engage in metaphilosophical debates. I also try to show,
on the other hand, that debates about Asian philosophy also
enrich our systematic discussions in metaphilosophy when
they force us to reconsider our conceptions of philosophy.
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Keßels
A virtue reliabilist account of epistemic
Frankfurt cases
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 24
Isabelle Keßels
Heinrich-Heine-Universität Düsseldorf
Chris Kelp (2017) argues that agent-based virtue reliabilism
(VR) can’t account for the knowledge-intuition his epistemic
Frankfurt case evokes: Since his case has the same ›modal
profile‹ as the Fake-Barns case, VR will falsely treat them analogously. I’m offering a counter-critique on the basis of a finegrained comparative analysis of the cases. This is Kelp’s case’s
structure: An agent acquires a true belief that p through the
use of cognitive ability in the actual world; in close possible
worlds p would be false but a counterfactual-intervener would
ensure that the agent believes that p nonetheless. An easy way
to resist Kelp’s critique is to stress the point that the factor
that is putting the agent in danger of acquiring a false belief
is materialized in the actual scenario of the Fake-Barns case
(featuring a knowledge-unfriendly environment), while it is
not in Kelp’s case (featuring a counterfactual-intervener). This
difference could allow VE to give diverging accounts of the
two cases. While insightful, this response still allows for some
objections. My more intricate line of argument against Kelp’s
critique focuses on the exact details of the epistemic Frankfurt
case. I argue that the knowledge-intuitions epistemic Frankfurt cases evoke stems from cases in which the counterfactualintervener would interfere with the agent’s cognitive states.
These differ from the Fake-Barns case in a significant way that
VR can account for. If the counterfactual-intervener would
interfere with the agent’s evidence, the case should be treated like the Fake-Barns case, for which VR has a compelling
response.

7

the normativity of epistemic reasons and other object-given
reasons for attitudes against the view that normative reasons
must be value-based.

Kiesewetter 16
The myth of political authority
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 16
Benjamin Kiesewetter
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Both advocates and critics of philosophical anarchism typically agree that the exercise of political power is legitimate
only if the power holder has political authority, which is here
understood as the normative competence to establish obligations or reasons to comply with the regulations of the political
ruler. While anarchists like Wolff (1970) and Simmons (1996)
purport to establish that all existing states are illegitimate by
showing that no government has political authority, philosophers defending democracy as a legitimate form of political
rule, such as Christiano (2004) and Kolodny (2014), usually
take their own task to involve showing that citizens of democratic states have content-independent reasons to follow laws
issued by democratically elected legislators. In this paper, I
argue that the justification of political power does not depend
on the existence of reasons for compliance and thus does
not presuppose political authority. The argument proceeds in
two steps. Firstly, I argue that anarchists and democrats alike
should accept that it can be legitimate to use force against an
agent in applying a rule that the agent has on balance most
reason to violate. Subsequently, I argue that the truth of this
claim undermines the rationale for thinking that legitimate
force presupposes pro tanto reasons for compliance, namely
to reconcile the use of force with respect for the rational will
of moral persons.

Kiesewetter

Kim 12

Are epistemic reasons normative?

»Who am ›I‹?« – The ambiguity of virtual ›me‹
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 22
Benjamin Kiesewetter
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
According to the standard view about epistemic reasons, epistemic reasons are normative reasons for belief – just like prudential or moral reasons are normative reasons for actions.
However, epistemic reasons are in certain respects very different from typical reasons for action. Most importantly perhaps, they do not appear to be related to value in the same
way as reasons for action are often claimed to be. Just like
other »object-given« reasons for attitudes (and in contrast to
pragmatic or »state-given« reasons for attitudes), epistemic
reasons concern the correctness or fittingness rather than the
goodness of the response they favour. For this reason, some
philosophers call into question that epistemic reasons are in
the same sense normative as typical reasons for action, or
even that they are normative at all. In this paper, I defend

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., Hörsaal F
Jiwon Kim
University of St Andrews – SASP Programme
As society adopts new technologies, new philosophical puzzles arise. In this paper, we will present »The Virtual ›Me‹
Puzzle« (VMP), a set of ›monster‹ cases, which undermine
Kaplanian Semantics. We generate the VMP by considering
uses ›I‹ and ›here‹ when used like »shifty indexicals« (Michaelson 2014) in online games. We contend that there are indexical
uses in these contexts which are, at least, semantically ambiguous. Consider: As I log in to World of Warcraft, I type in
the universal chatroom: »I am here now.« Intuitively, ›here‹
in this case seems to refer to an online space, but by default
Kaplanian Semantics tells us that »here« refers to the physical
location. Both appear to be correct, so the reference of ›here‹
is ambiguous in this context. Likewise, we present cases in
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which ›I‹ is more ambiguous as ›I‹ refers to the physical ›me‹,
virtual ›me‹, and virtually physical ›me‹. This ambiguity is
essential in showing that Kaplanian semantics do not match
the intuitions of speakers and hearers in the cases we defend.
We aim to defend that in online space: 1) There are multiple references for the indexicals, which makes these indexicals
semantically ambiguous. 2) Indexical ambiguity suggests that
two propositions can equally be expressed by an indexical sentence. We argue that 1) and 2) imply that the VMP is a series
of ›monster‹ cases, which Kaplan predicts do not exist in natural language, by providing intuitive cases in which the Fixity
Thesis (Schlenker 2003) is violated.

12

Kindermann
Asserting what’s presupposed

John Greco’s proposals for how to understand this relation are
confronted with weighty objections. While Sosa’s appeal to
metaphysical considerations about the manifestations of abilities delivers false verdicts in at least some important cases,
Greco’s suggestion that the relation is to be analyzed with
the help of the notion of explanatory salience is subject to a
well-known and devastating dilemma, first introduced into the
discussion by Jennifer Lackey and later elaborated by Duncan
Pritchard. The positive part of our talk then aims to establish a
new and attractive view of the crucial relation between ability
and success, according to which a person knows that p if and
only if the cognitive abilities of the subject make a difference
for the fact that she was epistemically successful. Notably,
we argue that this way to think about things not only solves
the above mentioned dilemma but also shows, pace Duncan
Pritchard, that virtue reliabilism can stand alone, in the sense
that it can do without an additional and independent antiluck condition on knowledge.

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
Hörsaal D
Dirk Kindermann
University of Vienna
In this talk I argue that asserting what is already presupposed – mutually taken for granted in conversation – can be
felicitous and conversationally useful. It is felicitous when
the information is presupposed yet not commonly available. I
show that not all presuppositions in a conversation are equally
available, or accessible, to speakers at a given stage in conversation. That is, at a given point in conversation, some pieces
of information are clearly presupposed, yet they aren’t available to speakers for linguistic actions. Standard conceptions
of the conversation’s common ground–the set of presuppositions–cannot account for such differences in availability. I
present a model of the common ground that makes room for
a notion of availability of presuppositions relative to a linguistic task. The model draws on three independent ideas: (a) the
notion of context as common ground, (2) mental fragmentation (as in Lewis, Stalnaker, Cherniak), and Question-UnderDiscussion models of discourse (e. g. Roberts 2012).

4

Kindley
Making a difference in virtue epistemology
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 26
Steven Kindley
Bielefeld University
and Fabian Hundertmark
Bielefeld University
Virtue Reliabilism rests on the idea that knowledge is a cognitive achievement or, in other words, an epistemic success that
is creditable to the cognitive abilities of the knowing subject.
Beyond this consensus there is much disagreement amongst
proponents of virtue reliabilism about how exactly the knowledge-relevant relation between the fact that a subject came to
believe something via her cognitive abilities and the fact that
she was epistemically successful is to be understood. In the critical part of our talk, we will show that both Ernest Sosa’s and
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Kirkpatrick 12
Generic conjunctivitis
Wednesday, September 19th , 10:30–11:15 a. m.,
Hörsaal D
James Ravi Kirkpatrick
University of Oxford
Sentences involving phrasal conjunction (e. g., Elephants live
in Africa and Asia and Peacocks have colourful tails and lay
eggs) present a challenge for the standard semantic treatments of generic sentences as expressing quantificational
claims about which properties are characteristic for a contextually salient majority of a kind. More specifically, these sentences seem true, even though they involve mutually incompatible characteristic properties, none of which are satisfied
by a majority of the kind in question. In response to this
puzzle, some theorists have advocated novel approaches to
semantics of generic sentences, such as existential quantification over ways of being normal (Nickel 2008, 2016). The
aim of this paper is to show that generic conjunctions should
be accommodated from within an orthodox framework. In
particular, generic conjunctions do not require an alternative
semantics for generic sentences. I observe that the phenomenon in question is quite broad and current proposals are not
equipped to deal with the full range of cases of phrasal conjunctions. More specifically, the phenomenon concerns not
just generics, but also habituals, definite descriptions, and
other quantificational phrases. I then develop an alternative
and unified account, which locates the phenomenon not in the
genericity of the sentences, but in the meaning of conjunctions. More specifically, I appeal to an intersective treatment of
and in combination with independently-motivated phonologically null type-shifting operators. This explanation of generic
conjunctions vindicates the standard approach to generics
sentences and undermines a central motivation for revisionist
theories of their semantics.
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Klenk 7

Kitsik
Revisionary ontology: improving concepts to
improve special) beliefs

Moral reliability and the etiquette conception
of defeat

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 23

Thursday, September. 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 22

Eve Kitsik
University of Tartu

Michael Klenk
Utrecht University

I will explore the view that revisionary ontology is best understood as a project of improving concepts, where concepts are
seen as the building blocks of beliefs. On this view, revisionary
ontology ultimately aims to improve beliefs, by improving the
concepts that the beliefs are cast in. I will argue that the best
way to further develop such an account is to hold that revisionary ontology aims to improve a special variety of beliefs:
those formed not for informing behaviour (to achieve ultimately non-epistemic aims), but those formed just for the sake
of excelling epistemically.

When does new information undermine our normative beliefs?
Several philosophers accept the Modal Security principle,
according to which a belief can only be undermined by showing that the belief is not both epistemically sensitive and
safe. If true, Modal Security would immunise normative objectivism, the view that at least some normative truths are metaphysically necessary and mind-independent, against its most
arduous tests due to the reliability challenge and some related evolutionary debunking arguments, or so these philosophers claim. This paper aims at disproving Modal Security
and defends two claims. First, the epistemology of necessary
truth suggests that the truth of a belief can be accidental
such that the belief does not qualify as knowledge, despite
being modally secure. On normative objectivist assumptions,
however, learning that a belief is not knowledge undermines
that belief. So, Modal Security is false. Second, the rejection
of Modal Security raises a puzzle about the nature of undermining defeat: why should we give up normative beliefs that
appear to be invariably true? After outlining two constraints
on a plausible non-modal account of undermining defeat, I
suggest that the non-modal accidentality problem for normative objectivism must be substantiated by a virtue-theoretic
account of knowledge.

Klauk
Arguments from aesthetic merit to fictional
content
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 13
Tobias Klauk
University of Göttingen
and Tilmann Köppe
University of Göttingen
The goals involved in the interpretation of works of fictional
literature are often conceived as in some way or other concerned with understanding the work – e. g. understanding what
the author wants to express, or understanding what a text conveys. In contrast, only few accounts claim that interpretation
is centrally about appreciating the work. We are interested
in appreciation accounts (e. g., Davies 2006, Lamarque 2009)
which claim that fictional content, i. e. what is the case in
a fiction, can hinge on aesthetic considerations. Opponents
typically take this to mean that aesthetic considerations fix
fictional content (e. g. Stock 2017). This leads to a number of
pressing counterexamples against appreciation accounts. We
propose a way of evading the counterexamples: in interpretations one can argue from aesthetic merit to fictional content,
without thereby fixing the content. Such arguments do not
only come into play for cases of non-deliberately ambiguous
texts. We reject the idea of drawing a line between parts of the
content which are given by aesthetic considerations and parts
which are given by sentence meaning or speaker’s meaning
instead. Instead, we propose a picture where any part of the
content can become the focus of such an argument involving
aesthetic considerations, but not all parts of the content can
become the focus of such an argument. Given such an account
of arguments from aesthetic merit to fictional content we the
go on to discuss the relative strength of such arguments.

Koch 16
Judicial obligation and the rule of law
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 16
Felix Koch
Freie Universität Berlin
Do judges have an obligation to apply the law? (And more
precisely: do judges have an obligation to apply the law of
the legal system to which their courts belong?) It can seem
obvious that they do. The cautious will add that judges have
such an obligation only when at least one further condition
is met: the condition that the legal system within which the
relevant courts operate is legitimate, however that condition
is to be spelled out in detail. But even the proposition that
judges in a legitimate legal system have an obligation to apply
the laws of that system, truism though it may appear to be
on its face, is in fact far from simple to justify. The goal of
this paper is to flesh out in some detail what would have to
be shown in order to justify it, and to argue for a positive
proposal. Examining the nature of the justificatory burden
has implications for our understanding of what we are talking
about when we talk about political legitimacy, and what is
involved in establishing that some political institution – or for
that matter a complex conglomerate of political institutions,
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such as a modern territorial state – is justified in its activities
(including but not limited to coercive activities) and claims
(including but not limited to the claim to possess practical
authority).

17

Koch
Ameliorative analysis between ideal and nonideal theory
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 13
Steffen Koch
Universität zu Köln
and Francesca Bunkenborg
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Contemporary feminist philosophy widely embraces non-ideal
theory. Instead of engaging in what Simmons calls ›idle utopianism‹, feminist philosophers ought to take into account
both the actual experiences of the oppressed and the feasibility of the normative theories they advocate. In light of this,
we should expect the methods employed by feminist philosophers to accord with non-ideal standards. One particularly
prominent such method is what Sally Haslanger has labelled
›ameliorative analysis‹: unlike traditional descriptive analyses,
ameliorative ones aim to capture the meanings that concepts
ought to have. However, recent work on the foundations of
›conceptual engineering‹, of which ameliorative analysis is a
subspecies, has raised concerns about its actual feasibility.
As Cappelen points out, people have very little influence on
meanings, which is why there is no reasonable hope that the
conceptual change envisaged by feminist philosophers will
ever be realized in the actual world. If this is true, however,
then the method of ameliorative analysis does not meet the
standards of non-ideal theory. In our talk, we discuss this seemingly paradoxical situation and outline a novel solution to
it. In particular, we argue that the paradox can neither be
dissolved by appealing to different senses of the ideal vs. nonideal distinction, nor by adopting Haslanger’s later claim that
her analyses are descriptive after all. Instead, we argue against
Cappelen that even externalist theories of meaning do allow
for a kind of meaning control and that this is enough to meet
the standards of non-ideal theory.

S

Koch
Disagreement in logic and the meaning of
logical constants
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
Room S 25
Tobias Koch
Ruhr-Universität Bochum
There are two ways in which disagreement between two logicians can turn out to be merely apparent. For the first such
way consider a classical logician and one who uses? in just the
same way that the classical logician uses? (and vice versa).
We are inclined to say that there is no real disagreement at
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stake here; that the two are making the very same claims in
different vocabulary. For the second case, consider a classical
and a paraconsistent logician who disagree about whether
ex falso quod libet, (A? ¬A)? B, is a theorem; in other words,
whether conjunction, negation, and the conditional obey this
principle. Quine (1970) argued that in such a case the disputants are not discussing the same subject matter anymore and
must be seen as merely talking past each other. I give a definition of what genuine disagreement in logic comes down to
by discussing the two possible sources of mere apparentness.
To rule out the first, I define a notion of notational variance
between two logical systems based on the notion of a consequence- and structure-preserving translation between two
logics (which can also be found in Humberstone, 2000). The
first necessary condition for genuine disagreement thereby
being that the logics in question must not be notational variants of one another. To rule out the second possible source of
mere apparentness I block Quine’s argument by giving what
I call a bi-aspectual view on what logical constants (including
the sen- tential connectives) and their meanings are, positing
two meaning constituents for each of them. For two logicians to be in genuine disagreement with regard to a certain
con- nective, they must agree on its first and disagree over
its second meaning constituent. The first meaning aspect –
which needs to be agreed on – I argue is a relational modal
truth-condition in the style of Kripke semantics. The second
one – the actual source of disagreement – is a set of properties on the accessibility relation figuring in these truthconditions. I conclude by giving an outlook on how my solutions to either variety of merely ap- parent disagreement can
be exploited for debates outside of logic. References Humberstone, L. (2000). Contra-classical logics. Australasian Journal
of Philosophy, 78(4), 438–474. Quine, W. (1970). Philosophy
of logic. Harvard University Press.

Kohar 11
Mechanisms and representations don’t mix:
teleosemantics and constitutive mechanistic
explanation
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00- 4:45 p. m.,
Hörsaal A2
Matej Kohar
Ruhr-Universität Bochum
I argue that the combination of representational theory of
mind and the mechanistic explanatory framework is untenable, if representational content is analysed teleosemantically.
Given the new mechanistic account of mechanistic explanation, and the teleosemantic account of representational content, no mechanistic explanation can appeal to representations as explanatory posits. Conversely, no representational
explanation of cognitive phenomena fulfils the criteria for a
mechanistic explanation. In particular, representational content breaches the requirements that mechanisms be local to
the phenomena they explain, and that mechanism constituents be mutually manipulable with the explanandum phenomenon. Teleosemantic contents are non-local to cognitive
phenomena because they a) cannot be straightforwardly denoted by other means than a description which refers to nonlocal states of affairs; b) cannot be conclusively attributed to
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an entity without investigating non-local states of affairs; and
c) there is no set of local states of affairs which are sufficient
for the possession of these properties by any entity. They are
not mutually manipulable with cognitive phenomena because
they are fixed by evolutionary or learning history of the representational vehicle, all of which are past states of affairs at
the time in which the cognitive phenomenon takes place.
Therefore, nothing one can do to the cognitive phenomenon
can change the representational content of the representational vehicle. Furthermore, only counterfactual changes in
evolutionary history count as interventions on teleosemantic
contents, and none of them is ideal with regards to cognitive
phenomena.

7

Köhler
Expressivism, inferentialism, and disagreement
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 22
Sebastian Köhler
Frankfurt School of Finance & Management
As far as non-representationalist views go, expressivism has
long been the only game in town in meta-ethics. In recent
years, though, meta-ethical inferentialism has emerged as a
promising alternative non-representationalist view. According
to its champions (most prominently Matthew Chrisman) inferentialism has expressivism’s advantages, without its disadvantages. However, one particularly strong reason to endorse
expressivism has been notably absent from Chrisman’s discussion. This is that expressivism does particularly well in
dealing with worries about disagreement that plague representationalism – what I call the »Argument from Disagreement.« According to this argument descriptive and normative
language differ in that certain kinds of differences in application matter for whether two speakers disagree when they use
descriptive terms, but not when they use normative terms –
something representationalists, but not expressivists have
problems explaining. The question is whether inferentialism
also has resources to deal with those phenomena or whether
they provide some counterweight to inferentialism’s advantages over expressivism. This paper’s aim is to make progress on
this yet unexplored issue. Specifically, it argues that inferentialists have a response to that argument that is both novel
and distinct from expressivists’ by appealing to the difference
in function between normative and descriptive vocabulary.
For inferentialists, normative vocabulary serves the function
of making explicit the inferential connections between other
types of language, while descriptive language serves the function to help us keep track of and communicate about features
of our environment. And it is this difference in function that
explains the difference relevant for the Argument in Disagreement.

Korbmacher 6
Tableaux for the logic of exact entailment
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 25
Johannes Korbmacher
Utrecht University
A state is an exact truthmaker of a statement just in case the
state necessitates the truth of the statement and the state
is wholly relevant to the truth of the statement (Fine 2017).
The logic defined in terms of exact truthmaker preservation
is known as »the logic of exact entailment« (Fine and Jago
2017). In this paper, I develop a tableau calculus for the propositional logic of exact entailment.
Fine and Jago prove a syntactic characterization of exact
entailment in their recent paper (Fine and Jago 2017). They
then use this result to show that exact entailment is decidable and to give a sound and complete sequent calculus
for the logic. It turns out that the tableau calculus developed in the present paper are closely related to the decision
procedure sketched in Fine and Jago’s decidability proof. I
will show how the Fine-Jago characterization theorem can be
viewed as a corollary of the soundness and completeness of
my tableau rules, giving us an alternative proof of the theorem. As a further refinement of the result, I will show that
the logic of exact entailment has the following finite model
property: if a set of premises doesn’t exactly entail a given
conclusion, then there is a countermodel containing at most
two states. Furthermore, using the standard correspondence
between tableaux and proofs in cut-free sequent calculi, I will
simplify the sequent calculus of Fine and Jago, absorbing all
the structural rules.

Kraft 4
Knowledge, belief and the how /why asymmetry
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 26
Tim Kraft
Universität Regensburg
As Austin (1946) observed, »know« and »believe« behave differently with respect to which question is felicitous for which:
(1a) Why does Anne believe that Ben ate the last cookie?
(1b) * How does Anne believe that Ben ate the last cookie?
(2a) * Why does Anne know that Ben ate the last cookie?
(2b) How does Anne know that Ben ate the last cookie?
Call this Austin’s asymmetry: Why-questions make sense for
belief, but not for knowledge. How-questions make sense for
knowledge, but not belief. In my talk I defend three claims:
First, I try to clarify Austin’s asymmetry by disambiguating
several readings of »how« and »why«. I also argue that his
observation should be generalised by looking at other propositional attitudes. »Surprise« and »regret«, for example, behave
like »believe« although they are closer to »know« in other
respects. Second, I argue that Austin’s asymmetry should’t
be dismissed as a mere linguistic oddity. It hints at some
interesting differences between knowledge and belief. Third,
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I propose to explain Austin’s asymmetry neither in terms of
performativity (and achievement), as Austin did, nor in terms
of transparency (and Moore-paradoxicality), but in terms of
factivity and presupposition.

9

Krämer
A note on the whole truth
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 01
Stephan Krämer
Hamburg University
Given any description of the world, we may ask whether it is
correct, and, if it is, whether it is comprehensive: the whole
truth. Several metaphysical disputes can be understood as
disputes over what sort of a truth could be comprehensive.
For instance, physicalism may be understood as the claim that
the conjunction of all physical truths is comprehensive. But
what exactly does it take for a truth to be comprehensive? On
the best account available so far (developed by Leuenberger
2014 building on a suggestion by Chalmers and Jackson 2001),
P is a whole truth roughly iff the actual world is the minimal
P-world.
Against this view, I argue that the notion of a whole truth
is hyperintensional: whether some truth is a whole truth may
depend on whether it incorporates relevant necessary truths,
which is a hyperintensional matter. I shall suggest that the
truthmaker conception of propositions developed in recent
work by Kit Fine (esp. 2017) and others provides a suitably finegrained notion of a proposition. It motivates a conception of
a whole truth as a truth such that the actual world is the only
wholly relevant verifier of the truth.
References Chalmers, D. J., and Jackson, F. (2001). ›Conceptual Analysis and Reductive Explanation‹. Philosophical
Review, 110(3), 315–360. Fine, K. (2017). ›A Theory of Truthmaker Content I: Conjunction, Disjunction and Negation‹.
Journal of Philosophical Logic, Online First, 1–50. Leuenberger, S. (2014). ›Total Logic‹. Review of Symbolic Logic, 7(3),
529–547.
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Krickel
The unconscious mind: implicit bias and
repression
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., Hörsaal E
Beate Krickel
Ruhr-University Bochum
Many philosophers as well as psychologists hold that implicit biases are due to unconscious attitudes. The justification
for this unconscious-claim seems to be an inference to the
best explanation of the mismatch between explicit and implicit attitudes, which is characteristic for implicit biases. The
unconscious-claim has recently come under attack based on its
inconsistency with empirical data. Instead, Gawronski et al.
(2006) analyze implicit biases based on the so-called Associa-
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tive-Propositional Evaluation (APE) model, according to which
implicit attitudes are phenomenally conscious and accessible.
The mismatch between the explicit and the implicit attitude is
explained in terms of cognitive inconsistency: implicit attitudes are conscious but rejected as basis for explicit judgments
because the latter lead to cognitive inconsistency with respect
to other beliefs held by the subject. In this paper, I will argue
that this explanation is problematic since it cannot account
for the fact that implicit attitudes underlying implicit biases
typically are unconscious. I will argue that a better explanation of the attitude-mismatch can be given in terms of a
Neo-Freudian account of repression. I will develop such an
account, and I will show how it can accommodate the merits
of the APE model while avoiding its problems.

Kronfeldner 15
Two reasons why the purist approach to science
fails with respect to thick concepts
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 pm, S 01
Maria Kronfeldner
Central European University
›Thick concepts‹ are value-laden, i. e., they have an evaluative and a descriptive aspect. The concept of aggression is
a standard example. When a psychologist writes that »boys
are more aggressive than girls« then this is not a purely descriptive claim. Purists claim that scientists can and should
purify thick concepts, by establishing (what I call) ›naked
numbers,‹ i. e., an operationalization, e. g. an A-index that
objectively measures the respective behavioral trait meant
with the term ›aggression‹. This talk will present two problems and thus two reasons why the purist approach must fail
with respect to thick concepts. (1) The outsourcing problem:
Reducing thick concepts to naked numbers can be rejected as
a solution for making science value-neutral since the connection to the original conception and thus the values involved
(e. g. what lay people call aggression) needs to be made somewhere in the process of knowledge production, so that the
knowledge produced stays socially significant, i. e., provides
reasons for action. Purification turns out to be inefficient. (2)
The under-determination problem: The conceptual decisions
in reducing thick concepts to naked numbers cannot be made
objectively (i. e., completely free of bias) because an operationalization is always underdetermined by data. In effect,
different operationalizations let one see different evidences:
whenever a phenomenon is reconstituted and its definition
re-operationalized, some evidence can be made to disappear.
Such disappearance of evidence will be shown to be necessarily biased and often value-laden, by analyzing the history of
research on aggression. Purification turns out to be impossible.
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Küspert
Berkeley’s temporal simples – towards a
subjectivist theory of time
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 11
Nick Küspert
Humboldt Universität Berlin
Subjectivist theories of time are commonly disregarded.
George Berkeley’s provides such a subjectivist theory in which
the succession of ideas in each individual mind is considered
to constitute time. I claim that this subjectivist theory of time
can be supported by arguing for the existence of temporal
simples, which are smallest units of time. Towards this end,
Berkeley proposes an argument which, though providing a
valid general structure, lacks essential premises. I reconstruct
the argument as a reductio argument which shows that the
claim that there are no temporal simples leads to absurd consequences and must hence be false. I improve the argument
by supplying the essential premises and reconstruct it accordingly as follows: (1) There are no temporal simples.?(2) Any
two ideas are separated by infinitely many moments of time
without an idea.?(3) If the mind can exist at moments of time
without ideas, the mind exists at infinitely many moments
without an idea.?(4) If the mind cannot exist at moments of
time without ideas, the mind is annihilated after any idea.?(5)
Either the mind can exist at moments of time without ideas or
it cannot. Hence, Berkeley concludes the reductio argument.
The assumption of (1) in conjunction with premise (2) leads
to the conditionals (3) and (4). According to (5) either the
antecedent of (3) or the antecedent of (4) is true. Since (5)
is trivially true either the antecedent of (3) or the antecedent of (4) is satisfied. Therefore, the consequent of (3) or the
consequent of (4) follows, either leading to an absurdity of
which neither can be accepted. Therefore, (1) is false and the
claim that there are temporal simples is justified. Subscribing
to Daniel Flage’s (2001) distinction of archetypes, ontological ectypes and epistemic ectypes, I suggest that temporal
simples are best understood as ontological ectypes. Finally,
I explore properties of ontological ectypes and demonstrate
why they are suitable fundamental components for Berkeley’s
project. Thus, even though subjectivist theory of time are
commonly disregarded, I can provide a starting point for a
consistent, subjectivist theory of time.

that perceptual experience represent objects as people, cars,
or trees. The main idea is that associative structures link perceptual experiences of low-level properties (like shape, luminance, brilliance, hue, texture, motion, and direction) with
high-level concepts and judgments. Associative structures are
concatenations of mental states: when one mental state is
activated, the other mental state is automatically activated
in a brute-causal manner. Thus, if perceptual experiences of
certain low-level properties form associative structures with
high-level concepts and judgments, then visually recognizing
an object as belonging to a particular kind can be automatic and effortless without visual experience representing that
kind. As evidence for this associative account of recognition,
I will show how it gains plausibility with a careful consideration of recognitional disorders, like visual object agnosia. In
the end, I will consider an objection to the account, and will
also consider whether the account provides a mechanism for
cognitive penetration.

Lange 16
The right to parent as a project
Thursday, September. 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 15
Benjamin Lange
University of Oxford
The institution of the family and its importance has recently
received increasing attention from political theorists. Many
think that its justification is grounded, at least in part, in the
non-instrumental value of the parent-child relationship itself.
Views of this sort face the challenge of identifying a specific good in the parent-child relationship that can account for
how adults acquire parental rights over a particular, typically
their biological, child—as opposed to general parental rights
which need not warrant a claim to parent one’s actual biological progeny. This paper develops a new view that meets
this challenge. It maintains that the existence of a parental
project is necessary and sufficient for the acquisition of right
to parent a particular child. This Project View grounds moral
parenthood in a normative ascriptive relation as opposed to a
natural biological one.

Lawler 4
11

Is knowledge-wh context-sensitive?

Landers
Recognition, experience, and association
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., Hörsaal A2
Casey Landers
University of Miami
In visual recognition, objects are presented to us in various
ways. We effortlessly and automatically visually recognize
objects as people, cars, trees, and so on. In this paper, I sketch
out a novel account of visual recognition that denies that
visually recognizing an object as a person, car, or tree requires

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 26
Insa Lawler
University of Duisburg-Essen & University of
Salzburg
Commonly, the content of knowledge-wh (except perhaps
knowledge how) is analyzed in terms of knowledge-that, more
specifically in terms of answers to the question expressed
by the wh-clause. Qua being analyzable in terms of knowledge-that, one would expect knowledge-wh to have the same
properties as knowledge-that. However, contextualists about
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knowledge-wh argue that it is context-sensitive – irrespective
of whether knowledge-that is context-sensitive. Some contextualists argue that this is because the questions expressed
by wh-clauses are specified relative to the inquirer’s goals.
Other contextualists argue that knowledge-wh is context-sensitive due to domain restrictions involved. Invariantists reject
both claims. In my talk, I make the case for steering a middle
course. First, I defend the view that a question’s answer set
should be determined independently of any context of asking
the question. Questions (qua content of interrogative clauses) should not be treated any different than propositions.
So, invariantists are right that inquirer’s goals do not matter.
Contextualists are right that domain restrictions are relevant.
However, they are only relevant to the degree as they matter in the case of propositions expressed by corresponding
declarative sentences. If they mattered in any case, contextualists would be right that knowledge-wh is context-sensitive.
Second, the decisive question is thus whether domain restrictions are of relevance in all cases. I argue that they are not.
In some cases, there is no need for domain restriction. Knowledge-wh is ultimately not context-sensitive.

15

Leuschner
What is epistemically wrong with the recent
criticism of research on gender and racial
biases? On the phenomenon of epistemic
intimidation

Plato introduces two entirely new ontological distinctions in
the context of the last proof of immortality – distinctions
that substantially expand the dichotomy between abstract
Forms and concrete objects that participate in the Forms.
First, Plato has Socrates introduce the class of immanent properties, such as largeness-in-us and smallness-in-us, as a third
class of things that do not share any elements with the class
of Forms and the class of concrete objects. My hypothesis is
that the text suggests two alternative interpretations: The
first rules out understanding immanent properties as tropes,
because they are neither individually nor generally dependent
on the objects that have them. The second interpretation assumes that a distinction must be made between immanent
properties and so-called occupiers, and that the former are
individually dependent on the object that has them while the
latter are not. In the second part, I deal with Plato’s ontological trichotomy between Forms, immanent properties and
occupiers (such as fire, snow, the soul, the number three).
Occupiers like fire are not part of a pair of contrary opposites,
but they can occupy an object (for example a wooden block)
and bring along a contrary opposite (heat), so that the occupied object (the wooden block) cannot adopt the respective
contrary of the opposite (i. e. coldness as the opposite of hotness) that is brought along. The talk ends with proposals for
dealing with two crucial questions: (i) How are the various
occupiers (fire, cold, the soul and the number three) to be
understood ontologically? (ii) How is the occupation process
to be interpreted?

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00- 4:45 p. m.,
S 01

5

Lifke S

Anna Leuschner
Leibniz Universität Hannover

On strings and loops: Shifting methodologies
of modern physics

This paper takes issue with recent critiques of research on gender and racial biases as put forward by Allen-Hermanson, Ceci,
Williams, and colleagues. It is argued that their objections
are scientifically problematic. However, their arguments support positions held by large swaths of populations in today’s
societies and are presented polemically. Thus, their criticism
is epistemically problematic: it is likely to stifle discussions by
intimidating researchers, making them reluctant to address
certain questions or bring certain hypotheses to discussion.
This is fleshed out in light of research on the effects of climate
change denial on climate science.

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 11

Lienemann
On the ontology of the final proof of the
immortality of the soul in Plato’s Phaedo
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 14
Béatrice Lienemann
Institut für Philosophie, Goethe-Universität
Frankfur /Main
The fourth proof of the immortality of the soul in Plato’s Phaedo (Phd. 102b-106e) is of particular interest for understanding Plato’s ontology. In the first part of the talk, I argue that
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Milla Lifke
Universität Bielefeld
Almost unnoticed by the philosophers have some parts of
modern theoretical physics undergone significant changes in
their methodological practices. Empirical testability has ceased to be the decisive criterion in assessment of scientific
theories at the frontiers of modern theoretical physics. Physicists and philosophers of science alike are tempted to evaluate
scientific achievements by relating them to successfully tested predictions. The contemporary situation at the frontiers
of fundamental research in physics presents itself in a different light: Some parts of theoretical physics are not doing
what they are traditionally supposed to do; they are not corroborating with our expectations; some research programs
refuse to be rated based on their predictive power of testable
phenomena. Lacking the crucial comparison with experimentation, physical theories have to be evaluated on the basis
of other criteria. I will review this situation (in non-technical
terms for philosophers) and discuss the shortcomings of the
recently proposed »non-empirical theory confirmation,« that
has been put forward as prevalent in theory assessment of
string theory. By considering the historical dimension a more
comprehensive perspective on the contemporary situation at
the physical frontiers will be provided.
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Liptow
Erkenntnisfortschritt durch Begriffsbildung
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2.15 p. m.,
S 26
Jasper Liptow
Goethe-Universität Frankfurt am Main
Wir sind es gewohnt, Erkenntnisfortschritt im Kern als den
Erwerb von Überzeugungen zu begreifen. Ich möchte zeigen,
dass sich Erkenntnisfortschritt auch als der Erwerb von Begriffen vollziehen kann. Dafür muss gezeigt werden, wie sich der
Erwerb von Begriffen, die die Ausdruckskraft des bisherigen
Begriffssystems einer Denkerin übersteigen, als ein rationaler
Vorgang rekonstruieren lässt. Als Ausgangspunkt dient die
Konzeption des »Quinean bootstrapping« der Entwicklungspsychologin Susan Carey. Ihr zufolge lassen sich Umbrüche
im Begriffssystem von Kindern so erklären, dass die Kinder
zunächst den rein syntaktischen Gebrauch uninterpretierter
Symbole erlernen, die als Platzhalter für die zu erwerbende
Begriffe fungieren, um dann die so erworbene Platzhalterstruktur in einem zweiten Schritt durch den Gebrauch von Modellierungsprozessen zu interpretieren. Zwei Einwände gegen diese
Erklärung werden diskutiert: Erstens weist Careys Erklärung
offenkundige Parallelen zur Idee der impliziten Definition
theoretischer Terme auf. Wenn diese mit David Lewis als eine
(ungewöhnliche) Form der expliziten Definition verstanden
werden kann, darf bezweifelt werden, dass auf diesem Weg
tatsächlich eine Erweiterung der Ausdruckskraft eines Begriffssystems erreicht werden kann. Zweitens scheint der Gebrauch
von Modellen für die Interpretation von Platzhaltern vorauszusetzen, dass man die entsprechenden Begriffe bereits auf das
Modell anwenden kann, was einen Zirkelverdacht nährt. Ich
werde im Anschluss an Wilfrid Sellars’ Überlegungen zur Rolle
von Modellen für die Bedeutung theoretischer Terme zeigen,
wie diese beiden Einwände ausgeräumt werden können. Die
Bildung neuer Begriffe kann sowohl die Ausdruckskraft eines
Begriffssystems erweitern als auch ein epistemischer Vorgang
sein.

9

Loets

English (and other languages such as French or German). Thus,
principles like the 4-schema are hard to formulate in natural
language and potential counterexamples need to be formulated in more roundabout ways. Second, there are at least two
different conceptions of normality: a statistical conception
and a functionalist conception of normality. The paper discusses potential counterexamples to 4 for normality to show
that while there are reasonably clear counterexamples to 4 for
statistical normality, counterexamples to 4 for functionalist
normality are harder to come by.

Loew 7
Compatibilist abilities
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 23
Christian Loew
Universität zu Köln
Classical compatibilists hold both that the ability do otherwise is necessary for free will and that it is compatible with
determinism. This position faces two main difficulties: Frankfurt-style cases aim to show that the ability to do otherwise is
not necessary for moral responsibility (Franklin 1969). And the
Consequence Argument purports to show that the ability to
do otherwise is not compatible with determinism (see, e. g.,
van Inwagen 1983). In this paper, I defend classical compatibilism by arguing that the ability to do otherwise that
is necessary for free will is a general ability. I distinguish
general abilities from specific abilities by employing the notions of default and typicality that figure prominently in the
recent literature on causation (see, e. g., Halpern and Hitchcock 2015). Understanding the relevant abilities as general
abilities in this way avoids the main objections against classical compatibilism (cf. Fara 2008). Moreover, I defend the
proposed view against recent objections due to Clarke (2009),
Franklin (forthcoming), and Whittle (2010) by, among other
things, rejecting certain causal assumptions about omissions.
I also contrast my take on general abilities with similar proposals that go under the name »New Dispositionalism« (see
Fara 2008 and Vihvelin 2013).

Is what’s normal normally normal?
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
Tagungsraum

Loh 1
Autonomous driving and perverse incentives

Annina Loets
University of Oxford

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 12

Normality is meant to do important work in various areas of
philosophy. Many of those philosophical projects make strong
assumptions about the logic of normality. Thus, it is widely
assumed that the logic of normality is at least as strong as the
system K4 in modal logic. But arguably it is both temporary
and metaphysically contingent what is normal, and so principles like the 4-schema for normality are far from trivial. The
paper argues that the task of assessing various principles like
the 4-schema for normality, and more generally, of providing
a reasonable logic for normality, is complicated by at least
two factors. First, there is no sentential normality operator in

Wulf Loh
University of Stuttgart
and Catrin Misselhorn
University of Stuttgart
This paper discusses the ethical implications of perverse incentives with regard to autono-mous driving. We define perverse
incentives as a feature of an action, technology, or social
policy that invites behavior which negates the primary goal
of the actors initiating the action, introducing a certain technology, or implementing a social policy. As a special form of
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means-end-irrationality, perverse incentives are to be avoided
from a prudential standpoint, as they prove to be directly
self-defeating: They are not just a form of unintended sideeffect that must be balanced against the main goal or value
to be realized by an action, technology, or policy. Instead,
they directly cause the primary goals of the actors – i. e. the
goals that they ultimately pursue with the action, technology,
or policy – to be »worse achieved« (Parfit). In this paper, we
elaborate on this definition and show that adverse incentives can manifest on three quantitative levels, where only at
the last one the threshold for a perverse incentive is crossed.
In addition, we discuss different possible relevant actors and
their goals in imple-menting autonomous vehicles. We conclude that even if some actors do not pursue traffic safety as
their primary goal, as part of a responsibility network they
incur the responsibility to act on the common primary goal of
the network, which we argue to be traffic safety.

15

Lohse
On the evolutionary synthesis of the social
sciences: a philosophy of social science in
practice perspective
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 01
Simon Lohse
Leibniz Universitaet Hannover
In recent years there has been a renewed interest in attempts
to synthesise (or unify) the social sciences using evolutionary
thinking. In this talk, I want to approach two central questions in this context: (I) Is a theory of cultural evolution a
promising candidate to synthesise the social sciences? (II)
What is the added value of evolutionary explanations for the
social sciences? My aim is to highlight some hitherto underestimated challenges for evolutionary approaches.
In the first part of my talk I will scrutinize five ontological
and epistemological background assumptions of one of the
most elaborate candidates for synthesising the social sciences
based on evolutionary theory, i. e. the approach developed by
Alex Mesoudi and others. I will attempt to show that these
background assumptions cannot be taken for granted, and
that each of these assumptions relies on a problematic (and
sometimes implicit) rationale. The second part of my talk will
dovetail with this analysis and address the question about the
added value of evolutionary approaches to the social sciences.
I will discuss a number of recent empirical studies from top
social science journals to argue for a level-headed answer to
this question: Evolutionary explanations in the social sciences
are not better or worse tout court but they are one useful epistemic tool amongst others. I will conclude by highlighting
some implications of my discussion for a synthetic evolutionary approach and by making two sociological recommendations for increasing the likelihood of acceptance of evolutionary
projects in the social scientific community.
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Löschke 10
Agent-relative reasons as second-order value
responses
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00- 4:45 p. m.,
S 21
Jörg Löschke
Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich
Many philosophers assume that agent-relative reasons are
incompatible with agent-neutral value-first views. Furthermore, many authors think that paradigm cases of agent-relative reasons – project-dependent reasons, relationship-dependent reasons, and deontological restrictions – share no unified
rationale, and some philosophers think that at least restrictions are paradoxical: if I have a reason not to lie, then this
must be because lying is intrinsically bad; but if lying is intrinsically bad, then I ought to minimize the number of lies being
told, even if this includes telling a lie myself.
In this talk, I will put forward a novel account of agent-relative reasons that reconciles them with an agent-neutral valuefirst view, demonstrates that they have a unified rationale,
and argues that they are not paradoxical, namely the view of
agent-relative reasons as second-order value responses.
I will assume a value-based theory of practical reasons of
the following form:
Reasons as Appropriate Value Responses (AVR): An agent
has a reason to? iff (and because)?-ing constitutes an appropriate response to some agent-neutral value V.
AVR can accommodate agent-relative reasons by understanding them as reasons of an agent to respond to her own appropriate value responses: projects, relationships, and social relations with deontological rules are appropriate value responses, and appropriate value responses are themselves agentneutrally good. Hence, they are themselves objects of appropriate value responses and thus generate practical reasons.
These are agent-relative reasons. Agent-relative reasons are
therefore reasons for second-order value responses: reasons
to respond appropriately to the value of appropriate value
responses.

Loss 9
How the block grows
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
Tagungsraum
Roberto Loss
University of Hamburg
In this talk I will present a novel characterisation of one of
the core tenets of the growing-block theory of time based
on the notion of metaphysical grounding. I will argue that
this grounding-based approach not only appears to shed some
new and interesting light on how things can undergo intrinsic
change in a growing-block universe, but also seems to provide
growing-block theorists with a potentially attractive way to
endorse truthmaker maximalism.
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Löwenstein
Knowledge-wh as an epistemic capacity
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 26
David Löwenstein
Goethe-Universität Frankfurt am Main
The family of knowledge-wh – the epistemic states ascribed in
English with the verb ›to know‹ and interrogative particles like
›when‹, ›where‹ or ›what‹ – is standardly understood in terms
of answers to the questions syntactically embedded in these
ascriptions. Put simply, knowledge-wh-Q just is knowledge
that p, for some p which answers the question Q. For example, knowledge where Erfurt is consists in the propositional
knowledge that Erfurt is at x, for some (arguably, contextually
relevant) location x. In this talk, I will challenge such views
and instead explore the prospects of an account of knowledgewh in terms of capacities.

12

Macià
A defense of the common ground view about
assertion
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
2018, Hörsaal D

Contrary to this definition of refugeehood I argue that duties
to protect the unprotected result in duties to admit when
it is impermissible to protect without admission. Impermissibility often depends on external factors such as the needs
of third parties. This shows that the suggested definition of
refugeehood is implausible.
P1) On a ›duty of admission‹-based definition, someone is a
refugee iff there is a (prima facie) obligation to admit her
for the sake of protection.
P2) A prima facie obligation for a state to admit (based on
basic needs) arises whenever protection without admission is impossible or impermissible.
C1) On a ›duty of admission‹-based definition, refugeehood
would sometimes depend not only on the threat which
an individual is fleeing from, but on the needs of third
parties and, when mixed strategies are called for, it might
even be decided by a lottery or refugeehood would apply
only to a degree. But:
P3) Intuitively, refugeehood depends merely on the threats
faced by an individual and the attempt to reduce these
by means of migration. For instance, we count refugees merely by determining the numbers of people who
are migrating with the aim of reducing threats to basic
needs.
Thus:
C2) The ›duty of admission‹-based definition of refugeehood
does not meet our intuitions about refugeehood, given
the complex structure of the duty to admit-for-the-sakeof-protection.

Josep Macià
Universitat de Barcelona

Marchi 13
Self-deception in the predictive mind

In this talk I will examine Abbott’s (2008) claims that Stalnaker’s (1978, 2002, 2009) widely influential views about both
presupposition and assertion (that many of us make use of)
are wrong. She calls those views the common ground view
of presupposition and the common ground view of assertion.
Abbott claims that the common ground view is not able to distinguish presupposition from assertion, and that it is subject
to many different kinds of counterexamples.
I will here focus specifically on Abbott’s criticisms of the
common ground view of assertion. I will, in response to
Abbott’s arguments, point out that (i) Abbott partially misdescribes the common ground view of assertion; (ii) We can
account for each of Abbott’s interesting counterexamples on
the basis of the common ground view of assertion and several
additional (and independently motivated) facts and mechanisms.

16

Mantel
Refugeehood and duties of admission
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 16
Susanne Mantel
Universität des Saarlandes
It has been suggested that a refugee is anyone who ought
to be admitted to another state for the sake of protection.

Thursday, September. 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
Hörsaal E
Francesco Marchi
Ruhr-University Bochum
Predictive coding is a popular approach aiming at providing
an exhaustive model of perception and cognition. It rests on
the assumption that biological systems behave efficiently by
maintaining themselves in a limited set of expected states
by minimizing a quantity known as prediction error, which
is a measure of how much the current state deviates from
the expected one. This idea can be extended to an organism’s
cognitive and perceptual systems by positing a hierarchical
internal model of the world used to generate hypotheses
about sensory inputs, which can be tested with actual sensory
inputs, allowing to revise the model in case of a mismatch.
However, there is a psychological phenomenon that seems
hard to reconcile with such a model of the mind. The phenomenon in question is self-deception, which involves a subject
acquiring or maintaining a motivated false belief despite the
availability of counter evidence. In self-deception it seems
that the cognitive system refuses to update its model in the
light of prediction error that arises when testing a false hypothesis in the light of counter evidence. In other words, it
seems that the cognitive system of a self-deceiving subject is
not minimizing prediction error. In this talk, I argue that it is
possible to model self-deception in a prediction-error minimization framework, but this possibility shows that predictive
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coding is lacking a clear account of motivational factors in
reasoning and perceiving, which are required to explain when
and how cases of self-deception arise.

5

Marschall
Kant’s mereological relativism
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 14
Benjamin Marschall
University of Cambridge
In the Resolution of the Second Antinomy and the Dynamics
chapter of the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Sciences,
Kant presents his critical views on mereology, the study of
parts and wholes. In the controversial debate about the structure of matter, he endorses an unusual position: According
to Kant, matter is infinitely divisible, without being infinitely
divided – it would be false to say that matters consists of
infinitely many parts.
The details are hard to understand though, and Kant’s positive proposal on mereology has not received much attention
in the literature. I will show that a coherent position, which I
call Mereological Relativism, can be extracted from the sparse
textual basis. At the heart of Kant’s position lies a distinction
between actual and possible parts. I will offer an interpretation of the nature and existence of possible parts, and an
account of how they are made actual through division. Among
other things, my interpretation can then explain why Kant
rejects the existence of infinitely many (actual) parts.

9

Meincke

Menge 17
Self-determination, foreign land acquisitions,
and the ontology of political communities
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 13
Torsten Menge
Northwestern University
Collective self-determination is considered to be a fundamental political value. A number of liberal political theorists have
appealed to this value to justify a right of states to exclude
would-be immigrants. But the idea of self-determination faces
a difficult question: Who legitimately constitutes the people?
When we speak of peoples or political communities, we usually
have in mind a relatively clearly bounded group of people attached to a particular piece of land. My goal in this paper is to
challenge this ontology of political communities and to show
how an alternative ontology can shift the starting point for
normative debates about self-determination and the right to
exclude. I do that by discussing the recent surge of foreign
land acquisitions (the »global land rush«). While this is not a
completely new development, the recent growth in acquisitions has led to devastating expulsions of people from their
land and to environmental destruction. I use this example
to argue that an adequate political ontology needs to take
seriously the global material infrastructures that are controlled by powerful countries and that play an important role
in their economic, social, and political lives. Through these
structures, those who affected by foreign land acquisitions are
involved in and have a stake in the political decisions made by
the communities in control of these structures. Extending Ayelet Shachar’s notion of a jus nexi, I argue that they should not
be understood as outsiders who can be legitimately denied
membership status.

Are actions processes?
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.–
12:00 p. m., Tagungsraum
Anne Meincke
University of Exeter
Are actions processes rather than events? I shall discuss this
question with respect to Helen Steward’s recent claim that
acknowledging the processual nature of actions allows for a
more plausible version of agent causation and thus paves the
way for a successful libertarian defence of free will. I shall
argue that actions are indeed processes but that insofar as
agents are bio-agents, as emphasised by Steward herself, we
have to acknowledge them as processes too. Only a commitment to a process ontology of both actions and agents will
allow us to make sense of agency and free will in the way
envisaged by Steward.
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Michels 12
Multidimensional vagueness – a
supervaluational approach
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10.30–11:15
a. m., Hörsaal F
Robert Michels
eidos – the centre for metaphysics
Vagueness is one of the central problems studied in the philosophy of language. Multidimensional vagueness, vagueness
which manifests itself with respect to multiple dimensions
of the meaning of a predicate, has mostly been ignored in
the mainstream literature on vagueness. Standard theories of
vagueness are not designed to account for this sort of vagueness, since they focus on vagueness with respect to one dimension of meaning only. Grinsell (Grinsell, T. (2012). Avoiding
predicate whiplash: social choice theory and linguistic vagueness. Semantics and Linguistic Theory, 22(0):424–440) has proposed an interesting theory of multidimensional vagueness
which is based on the idea that the interaction between different vagueness-dimensions is formally analogous to preference aggregation, which is studied in social choice theory.
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My two aims in this presentation are first, to argue that
Grinsell’s theory faces three crucial problems and second,
to propose a more conservative theory of multidimensional
vagueness which is based on supervaluationism and crucially
relies on penumbral connections to account for the interaction
between different vagueness-dimensions.

16

Mosayebi
On the indispensability of moral reasoning for
human rights
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 16
Reza Mosayebi
Institute of Philosophy I, Ruhr-University Bochum
Different, influential accounts of human rights (Maritain,
Rawls, Raz, Beitz and Rorty) deny the necessity of (direct)
moral reasoning for human rights. In my contribution I shall,
first, expose some of the problems of their conceptions of
moral reasoning for human rights and, second, offer a formal
tripartite account of moral reasons indispensable to a theory
of human rights.

16

Moser
Eine Verteidigung der Willenstheorie von
Rechten
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 15
Elias Moser
Institut für Rechtsphilosophie Universität Wien
In der Debatte über eine angemessene Theorie von Rechten
stehen sich zwei Lager gegen-über: zum einen die InteresseTheorie und zum anderen die Willenstheorie. In diesem Artikel werden die drei prominentesten Einwände gegen die Willenstheorie zunächst erläutert. Erstens wird kritisiert, dass die
Theorie Rechte von Kindern, unmündigen Personen und Tieren
nicht erfassen kann. Zweitens anerkennt die Theorie strafrechtlich geschützte An-sprüche nicht als Rechte. Drittens schließt
der willenstheoretische Begriff von Rechten sog. unveräußerliche Rechte aus. Ziel ist es daraufhin die Theorie gegen alle
diese Einwände zu verteidigen. Dabei wird ein bestimmtes Verständnis der Willenstheorie, das für eine erfolg-reiche Zurückweisung der Einwände notwendig ist, ausgearbeitet, so dass
sich daraus ein kohärenter Ansatz für die Konzeption und die
normative Beurteilung von Rechten ergibt.

Mueller 7
Context-sensitive epistemic norms for practical
reasoning
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1.30–2:15
p. m., S 22
Andy Mueller
Goethe University Frankfurt
My talk discusses contextualist accounts of epistemic norms
for practical reasoning found in Brown (2008), Gerken (2011),
Locke (2015) and develops them further. The talk divides into
four sections. First, I introduce contextualist epistemic norms
for practical reasoning. An epistemic norm for practical reasoning specifies an epistemic condition under which it is rationally permissible to treat a proposition as a reason for action.
Contextualists claim that the epistemic condition that makes
it rationally permissible to treat p as a reason for action varies
with context. Second, I argue that current accounts of contextualism are plagued by what I call the incompleteness
problem: they do not specify how various contextual features
determine the epistemic state that suffices for it to be rationally permissible to treat p as a reason for action. Given this
gap, they remain critically incomplete. Third, I reject Locke’s
solution to the incompleteness problem. I argue that it mixes
up the level of pro tanto reason and most reason and that it
violates the proper order of explanation in practical deliberation. Fourth, I offer my own solution to the incompleteness
problem that draws on the idea of a cost-benefit analysis.
Various contextual features can be integrated into the categories of costs of further inquiry (CFI) and the costs of being
wrong (CBW). One’s current epistemic state suffices for rationally treating p as a reason for action only if these costs are
either balanced or (CFI) exceed (CBW).

Mukerji 17
What is Fake News?
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 09:45–10:30
a. m., S 13
Nikil Mukerji
Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich
An important way in which philosophy can contribute to
public discourse is by clarifying concepts that are central to
it. This paper is a philosophical contribution in that spirit. It
offers a conceptual analysis of fake news – a notion that has
recently entered public debate following the 2016 US presidential election. In essence, I suggest analysing fake news as
a species of Frankfurtian bullshit. This analysis allows us to
distinguish it from similar phenomena like bad or biased journalism and satire. The argument for my account progresses as
follows: As a first step, I introduce four test cases. The first
three are intuitively not cases of fake news, while the fourth
one is. A correct conceptual analysis should, hence, exclude
the first three while including the fourth. After that, I go
through a number of factors that could explain the difference
between the first three cases and the fourth one before I offer
my explanation. Next, I propose an analysis of fake news and
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show that it matches our intuitions about the four test cases.
Finally, I consider possible objections to my proposal.

7

Müller
Emotions, reasons and personal autonomy
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 22

ways of arguing for a negative answer and conclude that none
of them succeeds in justifying a substantive limit to the power
of consent: Examples like the Rotenburg cannibalism case do
not show that the victim’s consent must have been ineffective. Attempts to derive such limits from accounts of why
consent is morally relevant in the first place fail, too. Neither the idea that the power of consent serves our interests
nor the idea that it is grounded in personal autonomy can be
used to establish that there are actions to which we cannot
successfully consent.

Jean Moritz Müller
Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Bonn
Several philosophers have recently argued against a widespread Kantian conception of emotion as being antithetical
to personal autonomy. These authors contend that emotions can be importantly conducive to autonomous agency
(cf. Shoemaker 2003; Tappolet 2014). I sympathize with this
concern, but argue for a far more intimate connection between emotion and autonomy. As I propose, emotions can
themselves be expressions of personal autonomy, regardless
of their impact on action. Autonomy will be conceived in
the (broadly) Kantian sense of governing one’s life in conformity with self-imposed normative constraints. I begin with
the observation that emotions are had for reasons (cf. Mulligan 2010; Deonna & Teroni 2012, ch. 6). Elaborating on this
observation, I argue that emotions are, by conceptual necessity, responses to apparent normative reasons in the form of
apparent exemplifications of specific value properties (known
as their ›formal objects‹). I go on to show that the authority of
formal objects as normative reasons to have a particular emotion varies depending on their relation to our normative selfconception. For example, a good prospect (the formal object
of hope) merits or entices hope depending on whether it is
good relative to concerns that are integral to or conflict with
this conception. On this basis, I propose that emotions are
autonomous when they comply with demands of value properties that are determined by our normative self-conception.
In these cases, we are ourselves the source of the constraint
to which we thereby subject ourselves.

10

Müller
The limits of consent
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 21
Andreas Müller
University of Bern
It is uncontroversial that consent often makes an action permissible that would be morally wrong if performed without it.
Medical interventions and sexual acts are paradigmatic examples. Many people also believe that consent does not always
have this permissive effect: there are limits to the power of
consent, and some wrongs lie beyond its scope. My question
in this paper is whether that widely shared belief is correct:
Are there wrongs to which we cannot successfully consent?
More precisely, I ask whether every directed moral obligation
can be waived by the consent of the person to whom it is
owed. I discuss what I take to be the three most common
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Murzi 6
Non-contractability and revenge
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 25
Julien Murzi
Salzburg University
and Lorenzo Rossi
Salzburg University
It is often maintained that fully structural theories of truth
and related notions are incapable of expressing a nonstratified
notion of defectiveness. We argue that recently much-discussed non-contractive theories suffer from the same expressive
limitation, provided they identify the defective sentences with
the sentences that yield triviality if they satisfy all the principles of classical logic.

Naegeli 10
Die Verteidigung von
Überforderungseinwänden
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 21
Lukas Naegeli
University of Zurich
In der ethischen Diskussion darüber, welche Moraltheorie die
plausibelste ist, werden manche Theorien mit Überforderungseinwänden konfrontiert. Dem klassischen Konsequentialismus
etwa wird häufig entgegengehalten, dass er uns zu viel abverlangt, um eine plausible moralische Auffassung zu sein. Doch
wie lassen sich Überforderungseinwände verteidigen? In meinem Beitrag sollen erstens verschiedene Verteidigungsstrategien beschrieben und kategorisiert werden. Und zweitens soll
deutlich werden, welche spezifischen Herausforderungen die
Vertreter einzelner Verteidigungsstrategien bewältigen müssen, wenn sie mit der gewählten Strategie erfolgreich sein
möchten.
Intuitionenbasierten Verteidigungsstrategien zufolge sind
Überforderungseinwände gerechtfertigt, weil sie unseren
wohlerwogenen moralischen Überzeugungen entsprechen.
Erklärungsbasierten Strategien zufolge sind sie gerechtfertigt, weil sich eine tiefere Erklärung dafür ausfindig machen
lässt, warum manche Moraltheorien zu anspruchsvoll sind, um
als plausible moralische Auffassungen gelten zu können. Und
gemäss theoriebasierten Verteidigungsstrategien sind Über-
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forderungseinwände schliesslich gerechtfertigt, weil sie durch
eine Moraltheorie gestützt werden.
Wird jedoch eine theoriebasierte Strategie verfolgt, sind
Überforderungseinwände keine eigenständigen Einwände.
Daher fragt sich lediglich, welche Herausforderungen bewältigt werden müssen, wenn eine der beiden anderen Strategien
erfolgreich sein soll. Ob intuitionenbasierte Verteidigungsstrategien erfolgreich sind, hängt zum einen davon ab, ob
wohlerwogene moralische Überzeugungen bei der Beurteilung
von Moraltheorien berücksichtigt werden sollten, und zum
anderen davon, ob unsere intuitiven Überzeugungen zur Überforderung von Akteuren tatsächlich wohlerwogen sind. Bei
erklärungsbasierten Strategien besteht die Herausforderung
darin, mit Blick auf verschiedene Merkmale von Überforderungseinwänden entweder zu erklären, warum sie auf moralisch relevante Faktoren verweisen, oder aufzuzeigen, dass sie
nicht von allen Überforderungseinwänden geteilt werden.

4

Napolitano
Are conspiracy theories ever the best
explanation?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 26
Giulia Napolitano
Utrecht University
The moon landing is a fake, 9/11 was an inside job, secret
societies control the world, immigration is a plan of the political élite aimed at extinguishing the white race. These are
just a few examples of widely believed conspiracy theories.
When I say that they are ›conspiracy theories‹ I allude to the
fact that they are bad explanations of events, they are irrational, crazy to believe. Despite the pejorative way in which
the expression ›conspiracy theories‹ is commonly employed,
most philosophers currently working on the topic agree on a
neutral, broad definition of conspiracy theories as any explanation of events mentioning a conspiracy as a salient cause.
Given that conspiracies occur, and have occurred in the past,
they argue that conspiracy theories cannot be considered as
prima facie irrational: conspiracy theories should be evaluated
on the basis of their individual merits, rather than dismissed on the basis of being ›conspiracy theories‹. I believe that
this general definition of conspiracy theories fails to capture
the core epistemological features that characterise conspiracy
theories as opposed to other explanations of events mentioning conspiracies. In this paper I propose a narrower definition of conspiracy theories which is aimed at better matching
the ordinary use of the term and explaining why conspiracy
theories qua conspiracy theories are irrational. In order to
do this, I identify conspiracy theories as a subclass of the
theories mentioning conspiracies as explanations for events
(call these conspiracy explanations). Conspiracy theories are
characterised by a particular sceptical inferential structure.

Neufeld 12
An essentialist theory of the meaning of slurs
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., Hörsaal D
Eleonore Neufeld
University of Southern California
The aim of this paper is to propose an essentialist model of the
semantics of slurs. In particular, I will defend the view that the
semantic mechanism behind slur nouns is similar to the one
behind kind terms: slur concepts encode mini-theories which
represent an essence-like element that is causally connected to
a set of negatively-valenced stereotypical features of the social
group in question. The truth-conditional contribution of slur
nouns can then be captured by the following schema: For a
given slur S of a social group G and a person P, S is true of P iff
P bears the ›essence‹ of G – whatever this essence is –, which
is causally responsible and explains stereotypical negative
features associated with G. A particularly interesting quality of
my theory is that it has the consequence that slurs don’t refer,
and sentences containing them are thus either meaningless
or false. I provide evidence for my view by pointing to a set
of natural language examples that are commonly discussed in
the literature on slurs.

Neufeld 17
Pornography and dehumanization: The
essentialist dimension
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., S 13
Eleonore Neufeld
University of Southern California
A common assumption in feminist work on pornography is
that its contents are deeply dehumanizing. Yet, dehumanization is always an effect of a particular conduct, and the conducts that yield dehumanizing effects are of various nature.
Thus, an important question is in virtue of what it is that pornography dehumanizes women. The objective of this paper
is to shed light on one such mechanism. In particular, I will
argue that pornography essentializes women, and that the
essentialist picture of women depicted in pornography is one
central element of the dehumanizing machinery of pornography. I will proceed as follows. Drawing on moral intuitions
and work in cognitive psychology, I will first argue that any
act of subject-essentialization is an act of subject-dehumanization. Second, I will present representative case studies to
show that both extreme forms of pornography, such as gonzo,
but also mainstream pornography commonly deploy content
that essentializes women. These two steps, then, are sufficient
to establish the dehumanizing effects of pornography.
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Newen
Cognitive penetrability of perceptual
experience: how the activation of concepts can
modify our perceptual experience
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., A 2
Albert Newen
Institut für Philosophie II
and Francesco Marchi
Ruhr University Bochum
To what extent is our perceptual a product of our beliefs,
desires and past experiences? Cognitive penetrability describes the influence of high-level cognitive factors on perceptual
experience, and has become a hotly debated topic in philosophy of cognition. In the talk we want to develop a general
theory of cognitive penetration of our perceptual experience
including examples from visual, tactile and auditory experiences. The talk is organized as follows. It starts with the
philosophical debate whether cognitive penetration exists at
all and shortly demonstrates the main arguments for cognitive penetration of our visual experience. In the second part,
we will argue that this theoretical framework is also adequate
to account for cognitive penetration in cases of auditory and
tactile experiences. The third part is dedicated to outline a
solution to the question how cognitive penetration can be
realized in cognitive processing. This has consequences for
our theory of higher-level cognitive processes. Focussing on
concepts the activation of which can penetrate our experience, we have to give up the general idea that concepts are
abstract symbols which are completely separable from typical perceptual processes (e. g. held by Fodor 1984). We have
to accept – in line with L. Barsalou’s work (1999) – that an
activation of a concept includes the activation of typical sensorimotor or perceptual information. Then a modification of
perceptual processing together with the activation of a concept is no longer a mystery. A new systematic account of
cognitive penetration and its realization is outlined.

6

Nicolai
Can we adopt a new logic?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., S 25
Carlo Nicolai
Utrecht University
and Daniel Cohnitz
Utrecht University
What is commonly referred to as the Adoption Problem is a
challenge to the idea that the principles of logic can be rationally revised. Its role in contemporary discussion has been
fostered by the dissemination of upublished work by Saul
Kripke. Kripke essentially extends the scope of Quine’s argument against conventionalism to the possibility of adopting
new logical principles. The problem is supposed to be that the
adoption of a new principle requires already the possession
of that very principle. Thus, adoption of new (fundamental)

98

logical principles or rules is impossible. In this talk we want
to discuss the challenge that the adoption problem poses for
a Quinean revisionist. Unlike Kripke, who deals with specific
rules, we provide a general recipe for the adoption of logical
principles and analyze which logical capacities the recipe presupposes. On the basis of this general recipe we can show that
Kripke fails to present a problem for the Quinean view.
Kripke considers the adoption problem for individual rules
that are accepted on the authority of an oracle. This is of
course a very artificial scenario. In a more realistic scenario,
logics (as formal systems) are adopted as a consequence of
the adoption of logical theories, that may involve specific
accounts of truth, consistency, formality, validity, and so on.
Is there a problem in adopting logical theories in this more
comprehensive sense?

Nimtz 12
From truth to necessity – a meta-semantic
argument
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal D
Christian Nimtz
Bielefeld University
Kripke (1980) and Putnam (1975) have popularized the view
that statements comprising natural kind predicates such as
(D)
»For all x: x is water iff x is H2O«
are necessary, if true. Is this a mere corollary of the PutnamKripke semantics? Denying this, Salmon (2005 [1982], ch.5–6)
influentially argues that we need premises with »non-trivial
essentialist import« (ibid., 167) to show that (D) is necessary,
if true. I argue that we do not. All we need is Putnam’s semantics for natural kind terms, suitably generalized. My argument
proceeds in three steps. (First step) According to Putnam, a
kind predicate such as ›is water‹ applies to anything anywhere
that bears a specific sameness-relation to items or samples in
our actual environment. Generalizing, let us call a predicate
a »paradigm term« just in case what the predicate applies to
is determined by an equivalence relation and a set of actual
paradigms. Putnam assures us that natural kind predicates are
paradigm terms. (Second step) Given that natural kind predicates are paradigm terms, we find that (D) combines a paradigm
term and a descriptive scientific predicate in a specific fashion.
I show that any statement that does so is necessary, if true.
(Third step) I conclude that Putnamian meta-semantics suffices to show that D-type statements are necessary, if true.
I explain why this amounts to a strongly deflationist result.
I review the systematic import of this result and the metasemantics it derives from for topics such as kind essentialism,
modal knowledge, and generalized rigidity.
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Nir
On Russell’s account of inference
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 14

however, do not, and in fact should not, always form or revise
their intentions in light of what they all-out believe. When
human beings do not form or revise their intentions in light of
what they all-out believe, they are not irrational if they don’t
conform to these requirements.

Gilad Nir
University of Leipzig

Oms 6
Minimalism, supervaluations and fixed points

In this paper I consider the extent to which Bertrand Russell’s account of inference (1903, 1910) provides an adequate
response to some of the constraints spelled out in recent literature on the nature of inference. The issue in question is
whether, and in what way, inference involves both causal and
normative elements (Boghossian 2014). The central challenge
for the theory of inference is to show how these two elements
combine while avoiding circularity and regress, and without
sacrificing the idea that inference is an act of justification, in
which the agent herself endorses a belief (rather than merely
being caused to adopt it). Russell argues that the recognition
of the applicability of a rule of inference cannot be a mere
belief in the goodness of the inference, since that would give
rise to the regress spelled out by Lewis Carroll (1895). Nor can
it be a manifestation of a mere disposition, since that would
make inference into something less than the act of the conscious agent, and so it would not provide justification. Instead,
the act of recognizing the applicability of rules must be sui
generis and irreducible. Russell’s argument further shows that
the evaluative element and the causal element of inference
must be one and the same. This can be so, since what is caused
in inference is not the conclusion as such, but its assertion,
i. e. the modification of its logical status.

7

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 25
Sergi Oms
University of Barcelona, Logos
In this paper I introduce Horwich’s deflationary theory of
truth, called ›Minimalism‹, and I present his proposal to cope
with the Liar paradox. This proposal proceeds by restricting
the T-schema and, as a consequence of that, it needs a constructive specification of which in- stances of the T-schema are
to be excluded from the minimalist theory of truth. Horwich
has presented, in an informal way, one construction that specifies the minimalist theory. The main aim of the paper is to
present and scrutinize some formal versions of Horwich’s construc- tion. I will also present a way of understanding these
constructions as epistemic models of the relation of explanatory dependence between truth ascriptions and the extrasemantic facts.

Ono S
Interrelation between Sartre’s look and
Husserl’s intersubjectivity

Nunez
Requirements of intention in light of belief
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 09:45–10:30
a. m., S 22
Carlos Nunez
University of Vienna
Much work in the philosophy of action in the last few decades
has focused on the elucidation and justification of a series of
purported requirements of practical rationality that concern
the presence or absence of intention in light of belief, and
that demand a kind of structural coherence in the psychology
of an agent. Some examples, roughly formulated, include the
following. It has been maintained that rationality requires of
an agent A that: – Intention-Belief Consistency: A does not
intend that p and believe that not p – Intention Consistency:
A does not intend that p, intend that q and believe that p
and q are inconsistent – Means-End Coherence: A does not
intend that e, believe that not e unless (she intends that) m,
and not intend that m – Intention Detachment: A does not
intend that p if q, believe that q, (believe that not p unless
she intends that p) and not intend that p Here, I present a
series of examples that show that the requirements mentioned
above are not genuine requirements of rationality. The reason
is simple: the listed requirements concern the presence or
absence of intention in light of all-out belief. Human beings,

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 14
Miyuki Ono
Bergische Unversität Wuppertal
Husserl has a weak point in his phenomenological method,
namely, Intersubjectivity. Husserl is building up a rigorous
science as the foundation of all sciences. However, he does
not want to fall into solipsism and fall back into Idealism. To
escape this dangerous path, Husserl introduced Intersubjectivity in the Cartesian Meditations. After realizing that the
Other is, in fact, experienced by us and not only do we experience the other but we experience him differently from the
other objects in the world, through intersubjectivity, Husserl
expands the absolute and transcendental realm from just his
perception to the view of Others and the social world. Many
Phenomenologists, who were influenced by Husserl have attempt to reinforce the connection between the self and the
other and reevaluate one’s relationship to the other. Using
the phenomenological method, introduced by Husserl, Sartre
has attempted to understand what the other is, and what the
Other means to us. In this talk, I will focus on Sartre’s analysis of ›The Look‹. Sartre focuses on the interrelated Being and
the Nothingness within the other. Moreover, how the subject
constructs the Other but at the same time, how unpredictable
and undetermined the Other remains. The introduction of the
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other radically changes our environment and how we act, the
Other eliminates our freedom. I will look at which aspects of
Intersubjectivity Sartre accepted and which aspects he further
developed. What is agreed upon by both authors, is the radical change that occurs by the emergence of the other. I will
argue that the Other does not eliminate our possibilities but
merely changes the set of possibilities available. The world of
the subject goes through a radical and instantaneous change
by emergence of the other and everything within the world
possesses an entirely new meaning with new relations. I will
first explain the positions the Other holds for Husserl and Sartre within their philosophies and how the Other effects the
subject and his world view. Next, I will analysis the different
results the philosophers arrive at and the development of this
difference.

13

Park
The representational content of human
olfactory experiences
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal E
Thomas Park
Seoul National University
My talk consists of two parts. First, I will argue that our olfactory experiences are, pace Tyler Burge (2010), perceptual representations, and thus have representational content. This is
supported by the fact that we can distinguish between accurate olfactory experiences, and inaccurate olfactory experiences, that is, olfactory illusions and hallucinations. I present
three such illusions. Second, I argue against Clare Batty (2010,
2014) that our olfactory experiences are not about odors, but
about odorants. My strategy is twofold. On the one hand, I
will argue that Batty’s reason for thinking otherwise is implausible. The area which counts as being in the vicinity of the
subject is much wider than Batty wants us to believe it is. On
the other hand, I will provide positive reasons for accepting
that our olfactory experiences are about odorants, namely
that the biological functions of our olfactory sense modality
are to detect odorants, such as food, poisonous substances,
animals, and kin, non-kin humans respectively, rather than
odors.

4

Paulo
Die Rationalität postfaktischen Denkens
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 26
Norbert Paulo
University of Graz
In diesem Vortrag wird die verbreitete Annahme einer klaren und einfachen Abgrenzung zwischen Tatsachen und Wertungen am Beispiel der Skepsis an der Existenz des anthropogenen Klimawandels hinterfragt. Es handelt sich um einen
paradigmatischen Fall »alternativer Fakten«, weil es sich um
eine in Bevölkerung und Politik relativ weit verbreitete Skep-
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sis handelt, der ein signifikanter wissenschaftlicher Konsens
entgegensteht. Ich gehe der Frage nach, wie Personen, die
keine Experten im jeweiligen Bereich sind, (rational) zu Überzeugungen über Tatsachen kommen (sollten). Als Erkenntnisquelle scheint lediglich das Zeugnis anderer in Betracht zu
kommen. In Auseinandersetzung mit der jüngeren erkenntnistheoretischen Literatur in Bezug auf Social Media argumentiere ich, dass es meistens rational ist zu glauben, was in der
eigenen News Bubble behauptet wird. Es gibt grundsätzlich
gute Gründe, den Epistemic Peers zu glauben. Dies scheint
in verstärktem Maße für testimoniales Wissen im normativen Bereich zu gelten. In dem Vortrag wird erörtert, ob und
inwiefern die Diskussion um den anthropogenen Klimawandel jenem Bereich des testimonialen Wissens über normative
Überzeugungen zugeordnet werden kann. Schließlich könnte
die eigentliche Frage darin bestehen, welche Normen für den
Erwerb und die Revision von Überzeugungen als angemessen
zu gelten haben. Ich schlage vor, den Unterschied zwischen
denen, die »alternativen Fakten« glauben und denen, die dem
gesellschaftlichen Konsens über ein Thema folgen, darin zu
sehen, dass erstere eine radikal skeptische und individualistische Vorstellung davon haben, wie eine systematische Untersuchung Wissen generiert und vor allem, wie mit unklaren
oder widersprüchlichen Befunden umzugehen ist. Mit anderen
Worten: sie »haben« eine andere Erkenntnistheorie und eine
andere Wissenschaftstheorie.

Paulo 8
A principle of psychological realism for decision
procedures in ethics
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.–
12:00 p. m., S 23
Norbert Paulo
University of Graz
Owen Flanagan famously proposed the Principle of Minimal
Psychological Realism (PMPR) for first-order morality: ›Make
sure when constructing a moral theory or projecting a moral
ideal that the character, decision processing, and behavior prescribed are possible, or are perceived to be possible, for creatures like us.‹ In this paper I argue that a similar principle of psychological realism also holds for second-order morality, i. e. for
moral epistemic decision procedures such as Rawls’s Reflective
Equilibrium (RE). After a short discussion of PMPR and different ways to distinguish between first-order and second-order
morality I argue that the two levels of inquiry are methodologically distinct in the sense that a methodological commitment on one level does not imply a similar commitment on
the other level. Nevertheless, in the second part I argue that
reasons very similar to those speaking for PMPR also speak for
psychological realism in moral epistemic decision procedures.
I propose the Principle of Psychological Realism for Decision
Procedures (PRDP): ›Make sure when constructing a decision
procedure for ethics that the character and process prescribed
are possible for creatures like us.‹ In the third part I discuss
my PRDP in connection with RE. Against PRDP one could argue
that in the use of RE idealizations and regulative ideals play an
important role. I argue that psychologically unrealistic decision procedures are not warranted because they are meant to
normatively guide the actual process of moral deliberation. I
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highlight idealizations in RE that violate PRDP and point to
alternative methods.

1

Pinkert
Distributed domination and the market for
rental accommodation
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 12

interest-theories of rights. The right is shown to be largely
indefensible on both theories: on the will theory, the right to
be punished conflicts with autonomy, and it can neither be
claimed nor waived by a perpetrator; on the interest theory,
a perpetrator’s interest in punishment, inasmuch as it exists,
is not sufficient to ground a duty on the part of the state. By
considering the plausibility of the right to be punished from
the standpoint of the two main theories of rights, this work
brings much needed clarification to an idea that, more often
than not, has been plagued by loose and vague language.

Felix Pinkert
The University of Warwick
In markets for rental accommodation, landlords typically have
wide discretion in the selection of tenants. For example, landlords can give preference to tenants with a socially well regarded profession because they believe that these tenants will
more reliably be able to pay their rent and will conduct themselves in a manner that does not cause any disruption in the
neighbourhood or any cost to the landlord. Or they may prefer
tenants who do not have children, so as to avoid complaints
from noise-sensitive neighbours. In this paper, I argue the
discretion granted to landlords makes the rental accommodation market unique in a morally highly significant way: This
market is discretionary (suppliers have discretion over whom
to supply with the good), exclusionary (many tenants cannot
themselves become suppliers), and concerns an essential good
(tenants need accommodation to live their lives). I argue that
this combination of features leads to a relationship of domination between landlords as a class and each (would-be) tenant.
I argue by analogy to a classic dictator-style situation of domination, and show that any disanalogies to the housing market
do not remove the presence of domination. In particular, I
argue that groups of agents, each of whom individually lacks
the power to dominate, can collectively exercise domination.
Finally, I argue that the economic interests of landlords can,
and ought to be, served in ways that do not rely on such wide
discretion.

16

Placani
Right to be punished? On kicking out a thesis
that is still being kicked around
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 16
Adriana Placani
University of Graz
It seems at least intuitively right to claim that we owe it
to victims to punish those who have wronged them. It also
seems plausible to say that we owe it to society to punish
those who have flouted its norms. However, can it be said that
we owe punishment to perpetrators themselves? That is, and
this might sound odd at first, can we assert that those who
commit crimes have a moral right to be punished? In spite
of a long tradition and some contemporary advocates, such
as Antony Duff and Gabriel Hallevy, this essay argues against
perpetrators’ right to be punished. It does so by considering
the sustainability of the right to be punished on the will and

Pohl 15
Contra reduction of explanations in terms of
multi-level mechanisms
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 11
Stephan Pohl
New York University
Scientific reductionism is usually described in terms of the
deductive-nomological account of explanation. However,
recent discussions of explanation in neural sciences favour
mechanistic explanation. Phenomena are explained in terms
of multi-level mechanisms. Transferred to this framework of
explanation, reductionism would require that explanations
in terms of multi-level mechanisms are reduced to explanations in terms of comprehensive lower level mechanisms; all
lower level components have to be related directly and not
indirectly via intermediate level mechanisms.
Two lines of reasoning against such a reduction are discussed: First comprehensive lower level mechanisms might
not figure into explanations at all, for instance because their
components are not constitutively relevant for the explanandum phenomenon. Prima facie, this line of reasoning does
not persuade the reductionist, since constitutive relevance
appears to be transitive. Secondly, even given that there are
explanations in terms of comprehensive lower level mechanisms, these do not reduce explanations in terms of multi-level
mechanisms since they are less systematised. Systematicity is
the explanatory value resulting from the balance of explanatory power and complexity. Complexity has to be understood
in two dimensions: vertical complexity and horizontal complexity. While comprehensive lower level mechanisms make
no difference in terms of explanatory power, they are overall more complex than multi-level mechanisms although they
reduce vertical complexity by eliminating intermediate level
entities because they increase horizontal complexity. This is
because insofar mechanisms are not organised linearly, large
mechanisms are still more complex than multiple small mechanisms with overall more entities.
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Poprawe

Praolini 4

The essential role of reasons in reasoning
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2:15 p. m.,
S 22
Franziska Poprawe
University of Oxford
Many believe that there a tight connection between the normative reasons we have to believe or do things, and the mental activity of reasoning through which we form beliefs and
intentions. Some define normative reasons in terms of correct reasoning, others define reasoning in terms of normative
reasons (Raz 2015; Dancy 2014, Kauppinnen forthcoming). We
cannot accept both these view on the pain of circularity. I
here defend the latter view. I establish a link between the
normative and the mental within a realist framework. While
we can detach normative reasons from rationality the way
Broome suggests, we cannot separate theories of normative
reasons and theories of reasoning. The project contributes to
the endeavour of unifying practical and theoretical normativity by giving a unified theory of reasoning. First, I advance
the Reasons View of reasoning, and argue that to reason from
a set of premise-attitudes to a conclusion-attitude is to treat
the contents of the premise-attitudes as giving you sufficient
reason for a belief or action. I then develop an account of
correct reasoning which adequately captures non-defeasibly
as well as defeasibly correct patterns – both practical and
theoretical. I defend the account against objections (raised by
McHugh and Way 2016) and Kauppinnen’s alternative. I propose a novel way of thinking about instrumental reasoning,
namely that it is mostly incorrect. I conclude that the Reasons
View reasoning is preferable to the rival rule-following views,
and establishes a plausible link between the mental and the
normative.

A consequentialist argument for putting
knowledge first
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4:45
p. m., S 26
Francesco Praolini
CLAW, Institute of Philosophy, KU Leuven
Some epistemologists have recently endorsed The Preferability Thesis; that is, the thesis that a satisfactory analysis of
justified belief preferably features the concept of knowledge.
However, this thesis is highly contentious, and, as such, its
opponents cannot be won over unless the arguments in its
favor build upon well-liked intuitions or hard-to-deny views.
Unfortunately, the arguments advanced in favor of The Preferability Thesis seem to fail on this score. Accordingly, this
paper aims to offer an original argument for The Preferability
Thesis that is hopefully more successful than its predecessor. More specifically, the argument developed draws upon
the well-liked intuition that justified belief is (at least) partly
of value because it is useful in the pursuit of the epistemic
goal; and the plausible view that that the epistemic goal is
amassing knowledge while avoiding ignorance.

Privitera 10
Minimize ex ante claims or minimize ex post
claims? In defense of a mixed view
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 21
Johanna Privitera
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
A recent debate in the ethics of risk focuses on whether the
claims of persons on whom a risk of harm is imposed should
be modeled ex ante or ex post. While proponents of ex ante
views hold that the permissibility of risky actions depends on
the prospects the risky action has for each individual affected,
proponents of ex post views hold that it depends on the overall distribution of outcomes we expect the action to generate.
I propose to settle this dispute by distinguishing between
what I call settled outcome cases and merely projected outcome cases. I hold that in settled outcome cases, that is in
cases in which we are certain about the overall distribution of
an action’s outcomes and are only ignorant about which individual(s) will be harmed, the argument from irrelevant information (Reibetanz 1998, Fleurbaey /Voorhoeve 2013) yields
that we should model claims ex post. However, unlike many
authors (for example, Frick 2015, Fleurbaey /Voorhoeve 2013),
I hold that this reasoning cannot be transferred to merely projected outcome cases, that is, to cases in which we can only
infer statistically that a certain overall distribution of outcomes is very likely to be generated. In such cases, I argue,
claims should be modeld ex ante.
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do not involve any cognitive signals but are purely stimulus
driven.

Propach
Leibniz’ Bestimmung des Verhältnisses
zwischen Ideen im göttlichen Intellekt und den
Ideen des menschlichen Geistes
Wednesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 15
Jan Levin Propach
University of Augsburg
Kaum ein anderer Philosoph hat eine ähnlich komplexe und
ausgearbeitete Struktur des ideellen Bereichs konzipiert wie
Leibniz.2 Der ideelle Bereich ist allerdings nur denjenigen individuellen Substanzen zugänglich – ist nur für spezielle Monaden erfahrbar – welche Leibniz Geister nennt (vgl. Vgl. M § 29).
Diese sind Monaden, welche neben Perzeptionen und Appetitionen auch »reflexiver Akte fähig [sind, JLP] und der Betrachtung dessen, was man Ich, Substanz, Seele, Geist nennt, in
einem Wort, die immateriellen Dinge und Wahrheiten und das
macht uns empfänglich für Wissenschaften oder beweiskräftige Erkenntnisse« (PNG § 5). Der ontologische »Ort« des ideellen Bereiches ist der Intellekt Gottes (vgl. Vgl. M § 43) Durch
mentale Aktivitätoder – um jegliche zeitliche Konnotation
zu vermeiden – aus der Kontemplation des göttlichen Intellekts geht der gesamte Bereich des Ideellen hervor. Gott konstruiert diesen Bereich gewissermaßen durch seine geistigen
Akte. Er verdankt seine Existenz allein ihm und würde schlagartig vergehen, endete Gottes Kontemplieren. Wenn nun die
Geistmonaden aufgrund ihrer Bestimmungen in stärkerer oder
schwächerer Form am ideellen Bereich teilhaben, so haben selbige es mit den Gedanken Gottes zu tun. In der Erkenntnis der
ideellen Strukturen hat die Geistmonade Erfahrung mit den
Strukturen des göttlichen Intellekts und so mit Gott selbst.

11

Raftopoulos
Timing time: Why recent arguments that early
vision is cognitively penetrated fail
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
Hörsaal A2
Athanasios Raftopoulos
Department of psychology, University of Cyprus
and Demetris Portides
University of Cyprus
Recently, philosophers and cognitive scientists have argued,
on the basis of evidence concerning the timing of recurrent
processes in visual processing, that cognition penetrates all
stages of perception, including early vision. According to
their arguments, various studies demonstrate the existence
of cognitive effects on visual processing that occur within
the time frame of early vision, that is, within the first 120–
140 ms post-stimulus. I concentrate on the most recent and
most comprehensive paper by Newen and Vetter (2016), and
examine the empirical evidence adduced by the defenders of
the cognitive penetrability of early vision. I argue that this
same evidence strongly supports the view that early vision is
CI since it shows that even though there are recurrent processes almost from the beginning of visual processing, they

Raters 3
From truth to necessity – a meta-semantic
argument
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:20–2:15 p. m.,
S 15
Marie-Luise Raters
Universität Potsdam
and Marie-Luise Raters
Universität Potsdam
Helden sind faszinierender als moralische Traktate. Deshalb
scheint es nahezuliegen, im Ethikunterricht Heldenfiguren einzusetzen. Anders als in Filmen und Büchern kann es im wirklichen Leben allerdings sehr gefährlich sein, heldenhaft zu
agieren. Deshalb fragt Richard M. Hare 1981, ob es klug (prudentiell) sei, »unsere Kinder« zu »Helden« zu erziehen (Hare
1981, dt. 269)? Der Vortrag möchte diese Frage aufgreifen.
(i) Dazu wird einleitend der Leitbegriff eines ›supererogativen Vorbildes‹ skizziert. (ii) In einem zweiten (zentralen) Teil
werden die wichtigsten Einwände gegen eine Orientierung des
Ethik-Unterrichts an supererogativen Vorbildern diskutiert. (iii)
Vor diesem Hintergrund werden dann zwei Begriffe von ›Supererogation‹ unterschieden, nämlich solche, durch die ›normale‹
moralische Akteure überfordert wären (Ultraerogationen), und
solche, die niemanden überfordern, aber das Zusammenleben
angenehmer und schöner gestalten können (Anstandserogationen). (iv) Daraus werden schließlich zwei unterschiedliche
Arten Modelle für den Einsatz von Heldenfiguren im Ethikunterricht mit unterschiedlichen Zielsetzungen hergeleitet,
die jeweils knapp als Unterrichtsentwurf präsentiert werden.
Damit wird Hares Frage auf zweifache Weise beantwortet:
Während eine Orientierung an anstandserogativen Vorbildern
uneingeschränkt klug ist, können ultraerogative Leitbilder zur
Auslotung der Grenzen dessen verwendet werden, was man
von sich und anderen im Namen der Moral erwarten darf. Um
moralisch mit sich zufrieden zu sein, muss man schließlich
kein Held sein.

Rathgeber 15
Virtuelle Modelle – Modelle des Virtuellen: Über
die Stellung kontrafaktischer Überlegungen im
wissenschaftlichen Forschungsprozess
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 01
Benjamin Rathgeber
Karlsruhe Institute of Technology
In der Wissenschaftstheorie hat sich in den letzten 20 Jahren
u. a. ein besonderer Schwerpunkt herausgebildet, welcher die
Frage nach dem Fiktionalitätsgehalt von Modellen und Simulationen diskutiert (Frigg 2009, Heidelberger & Schiemann (Hg.)
2009, Nordmann 2009, Poznic 2016, Suarez 2009, Toon 2012).
Systematische Rekonstruktionen liegen hierfür zu unterschied-
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lichen Disziplinen vor, die von der Physik (Cartwright 1999,
Falkenburg & Morrison 2015) und Mathematik (Wilholt 2014)
über kontrafaktische Analysen in der Ökonomie (Morgan 2012,
Sugden 2000) bis hin zu Untersuchungen in den Literaturwissenschaften (Godfrey-Smith 2006) und Geschichtswissenschaften (Demandt 2010, Evans 2014) reichen. Insbesondere wird
der Fiktionalitätsgehalt in Hinsicht auf die Frage nach dem
systematischen Mehrwert erörtert, der durch kontrafaktische
Überlegungen zu gewinnen sei, wobei als problematisch der
fehlende Objektivitäts- bzw. Realitätsbezug diskutiert wird,
der für die wissenschaftliche Theoriebildung entsteht. Im Vortrag soll dafür argumentiert werden, kontrafaktische Überlegungen als zentrale Formen wissenschaftlicher Forschung zu
begreifen, die einerseits als Erklärungsgrund unverzichtbar
sind, andererseits jedoch spezifische Objektivitätsansprüche
erfüllen müssen. Dies soll in einer mehrschrittigen Argumentation gezeigt werden: Um nicht unmittelbar kontrollierbare
Bereiche wissenschaftlich zugänglich machen zu können, sind
kontrafaktische Formen unentbehrliche Werkzeuge. Zur Sicherstellung der Wissenschaftlichkeit müssen allerdings diese Formen in ihrem Gehalte so transformiert werden, dass sich an
ihnen der faktische Gehalt der zu untersuchenden Phänomene
adäquat einlösen lässt. Wie das zu gewährleisten ist, soll im
Vortrag an Problemen virtueller Modellierungen verdeutlicht
werden.

7

Rechnitzer
Evaluating precautionary principles with
reflective equilibrium

Reuter 17
What is a colleague?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 13
Kevin Reuter
University of Bern
Jörg Löschke and Monika Betzler
Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich
Colleagues are an integral part of many people’s lives. While
we all seem to have an intuitive grasp of what it means to be
a colleague, a clear characterization has so far been elusive.
This work is a theoretical and empirical investigation into the
content and structure of our commonsense conception of the
term colleague. It aims to answer two questions: First, what
are the descriptive features that define what it means to be a
colleague? Second, what are the normative aspects that are
inherent in our conception of the term? Based on the empirical evidence that we present in this paper, we argue that
colleague is a dual-character concept that has both a descriptive and a normative basis for categorization. Its descriptive
dimension is characterized by three features, according to
which two people are colleagues if they work for the same
institution and know each other or if they work for the same
institution and work in the same field. An independent normative dimension is revealed, which shows that, as colleagues,
we are expected to fulfill substantial normative expectations
that we suggest can be spelled out in terms of relationship
goods.

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 24
Tanja Rechnitzer
Universität Bern
Why are there so many competing formulations of the precautionary principle (PP)? Is one of them more justified than
others? In this talk, I argue that if we adopt reflective equilibrium (RE) as the method of justification for principles such
as PPs, then it provides answers to both questions. Firstly,
it explains why there can be several precautionary principles
that can even be justified to a similar degree. Secondly, it gives
us criteria to critically assess and decide between candidates
for precautionary principles.
To demonstrate this, I apply RE to compare three prominent proposals for precautionary principles: Gardiner’s (2006)
»Rawlsian Core Precautionary Principle (RCPP)«, what I call the
»Utilitarian Uncertainty Principle (UUP)« (Bognar, 2011) and
the »Tripartite Precautionary Approach (TPA)« (Steel, 2014).
Each of them is used as a candidate principle in an RE process that starts from the same set of input commitments on
precaution and precautionary decision-making. I show that
in some cases, the RE criteria clearly allow to identify which
principle is more justified, namely, the RCPP is superior to the
UUP. However, as the comparison of the RCPP and the TPA
shows, through following different routes of adjustment and /
or varying pragmatic-epistemic objectives, different principles
might result that can be justified to the same degree. But even
in such cases, implementing RE will force us to make tradeoffs explicit, thereby helping us to settle on one candidate
principle.
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Reutlinger 15
What is epistemically wrong with research
affected by sponsorship bias? The evidential
account
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 01
Alexander Reutlinger
LMU Munich, MCMP
Biased research occurs frequently in the sciences. In this talk,
I will focus on one particular type of biased research: research that is subject to sponsorship bias. A scientific study is
affected by a sponsorship bias iff the study is funded by a
financially interested sponsor, and the outcomes of the study
are significantly and systematically distorted in a way aligning with the sponsor’s financial interests. I will address the
following epistemological question: what precisely is epistemically wrong (that is, unjustified) with biased research of
this kind? In light of three typical examples sponsorship bias,
I will defend the evidential account of epistemic wrongness:
that is, the claim that biased research of this kind is epistemically wrong because the researchers in question (explicitly
or implicitly) make false claims about the (degree of) evidential support of some relevant hypothesis H by data E. I argue
for the evidential account by drawing on major accounts of
evidence and confirmation (most importantly, on statistical
hypothesis testing and Bayesian confirmation theory).
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Riedener
Reactive attitudes and the justification of
forgiveness
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 21
Stefan Riedener
University of Zurich
On the standard account of forgiveness, you forgive a person
for an action if you first feel resentment towards her for it,
and if you then overcome this resentment in a certain way.
Among other questions, this account raises a problem of justification. On the standard understanding of resentment, your
resentment towards a person represents her action as constituting an unexcused wrong against you – and ceteris paribus
as being more seriously wrong, or less fully excused, the more
intense your resentment is. But if this is so, it seems that in
ceasing to feel resentment towards the person who responsibly wronged you, you would either come to represent her
action as not wrong or her as not responsible – and thereby
either condone the action or (as it were) infantilise the agent.
So we need an account about how forgiveness can be appropriate. I shall suggest one. I shall claim that your resentment
towards a person not only represents her action as constituting an unexcused wrong against you, but also represents it as
having a certain ›significance‹ for you – where the significance
of a wrong determines (roughly) how much it is appropriate
for you to care about it. So at bottom, forgiveness involves
ceasing to care about a wrong, in a certain way – and it may
be appropriate to forgive (or not to do so) because it may be
appropriate to cease (or to continue) to care about the fact
that the other responsibly wronged you.

paper, I will argue with a new Schiffer-case that even if the
Naive Russellian theory is not committed to the special-case
consequence, it is not consistent with Frege’s constraint.

Roeger 3
Über den Versuch Kompetenzorientierung
philosophiedidaktisch zu begründen
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2.15–3:00 p. m.,
S 15
Carsten Roeger
Philosophisches Seminar, Universität zu Köln
Seit den PISA Studien der OECD setzt der Kompetenzbegri? die
Kriterien für guten Unterricht. Kritiker werfen der Kompetenzorientierung des Philosophieunterrichtes jedoch vor, genuine
Ansprüche philosophischer Bildung zu unterlaufen und Philosophieunterricht auf eine einseitige Ausbildung formaler
Fähigkeiten im Kontext einer Ökonomisierung der Bildung zu
reduzieren. Befürworter hingegen sehen in der Kompetenzorientierung genau den Zweck des Philosophieunterrichts realisiert, dass Schüler_innen selbstständig philosophieren. Nach
einer Studie von 2017 von Paul Georg Geiß basiert die Kritik an
der Kompetenzorientierung auf einer unzureichenden Lesart
des weinertschen Kompetenzbegri?es. Deswegen schlägt er
eine eigene philosophiedidaktischbildungstheoretische Explikation vor, welche die Einwände entkräften und eine fachlich
adäquate Kompetenzorientierung konstituieren soll. Dieses
Paper diskutiert, ob Geiß’ Vorhaben gelingt.

Roelofs 13
How can imagination justify action?

12

Rinner
Naive Russellians and Schiffer’s puzzle

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
Hörsaal E

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., Hörsaal F

Luke Roelofs
Ruhr-University Bochum

Stefan Rinner
Munich Center for Mathematical Philosophy

What we imagine might seem too disconnected from reality,
and too dependent on our own whims, to provide support
for important decisions. But several philosophers have argued
recently that imagination has important cognitive roles to
play in reasoning and action. More specifically, it has been
argued both that imagining can provide justification for the
formation of beliefs (i. e. imagination can teach us about reality, about what is true), and that imagining can be a major
part of how we make practical decisions (i. e. that we often use
imagination to decide what to do). But there has not as yet
been a specific inquiry into whether and how imagining can
provide justification for actions – not just whether actions can
be done because we imagined something, but whether (and
how) they can be reasonable because we imagined something.
When we choose an action based on what we imagine, are we
being reasonable? And if we are, what exactly is going on:
does imagination by itself support one action over another,
or does it merely support beliefs that do so? Or can the imagination give rise to, reveal, or contain, desires that support
one action over another? In this paper I explore these ques-

Neo-Russellians like Salmon and Braun hold that: (A) The
semantic contents of sentences are structured proposition
whose basic components are objects and properties, (B) names
are directly referential terms, and (C) ›n believes that S‹ is true
in a context c iff the referent of the name n in c believes
the proposition expressed by S in c. This is sometimes referred to as ›the Naive Russellian theory‹. In this paper, I will
discuss the Naive Russellian theory primarily in connection
with a problem known as Schiffer’s puzzle. The puzzle was
first designed by Schiffer to show that the Naive Russellian
theory is not consistent with a principle known as Frege’s
constraint, since it is committed to what Schiffer calls ›the
special-case consequence‹. Since Frege’s constraint appears
to be a self-evident truth, this would undermine the Naive
Russellian theory. Salmon and Braun reply that although the
Naive Russellian theory is committed to Frege’s constraint,
it is not committed to the special-case consequence. In this
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tions and argue cautiously for imagination having a power
to justify actions directly, not just indirectly via other mental
states.

13

Rolffs
Parallelism and mental counterfactuals
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal E
Matthias Rolffs
University of Bonn
Tuomas Pernu (2016), relying on results by List and Menzies
(2009), has recently argued for a parallelist position concerning mental causation in a non-reductive physicalist world. His
defense of parallelism rests on a simple counterfactual theory
of causation and a specific style of assessment of the relevant
counterfactuals. In this paper, I criticize both presuppositions
of Pernu’s defense of parallelism.

11

Rolla
Radically enactive higher cognition
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2.15 p. m.,
Hörsaal A2
Giovanni Rolla
Federal University of Piaui
I advance the radical enactivist program by developing the
idea that contentful cognition emerges through sociocultural
activities, which require a form of contentless intentionality.
Radical enactivists then face two related challenges: (a) how
could we explain the characteristic procedures of higher cognition in this framework? And (b) what is the biological function
of higher cognitive skills? I answer the first question by construing higher cognitive skills as assessments of possibilities
of engagement. I answer the second question by arguing that
higher cognition is an adaptive tool of the social systems
we are embedded in. This answer implies that higher cognition is not necessarily aimed at achieving better cognitive
states, for its function is to maintain systematic organization
at the social level. I conclude by reviewing empirical findings
in psychology of reasoning that corroborates the hypothesis
that members of different cultures develop different cognitive
skills and sensibilities, which indirectly supports my answer
to the second question.
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Roski 9
Can the counterfactual theory of explanation
account for metaphysical explanations?
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2.15 p. m.,
S 01
Stefan Roski
University of Hamburg
Metaphysical explanations based on grounding have recently
received increasing attention in metaphysics and neighbouring fields. In this talk I discuss problems that those kinds
of explanations pose for monistic accounts of explanation,
i. e. accounts according to which there is but a single kind
of explanation. While monism about explanation is an independently motivated, attractive position, I will show that the
currently most popular version of monism—the counterfactual
theory—cannot account for paradigmatic cases of metaphysical explanations. The main problem cases I will focus on
are explanations in which a given explanandum is explained
by reference to one among many ways for it to be true. In
such cases, the explanandum does not generally depend counterfactually on the explanans. Subsequently, I will discuss
two strategies to accommodate such cases that adherents of
the counterfactual theory have suggested: (i) tweaking the
notion of counterfactual dependence, and (ii) denying that
the problematic grounding-cases underwrite explanations. I
will show that both strategies are unsatisfactory. In the final
part of the talk, I will provide a brief sketch of an alternative
version of explanatory monism that builds on a non-counterfactual notion of difference-making inspired by Michael
Strevens’ theory of explanation.

Ross 4
Can understanding be reduced?
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2.15–3:00 p. m.,
S 26
Lewis Ross
University of St Andrews
This paper investigates the reducibility of understanding.
Recently, a number of philosophers have proposed ›knowledge-centric‹ theories on which understanding can be wholly
reduced to facts about what an agent knows. After clarifying
exactly what these views are committed to, I argue against
this view by demonstrating that exclusively focusing on knowledge cannot explain problem-cases about when agents come
to understand better or worse. In light of this issue, I propose
an alternative reductionist theory on which understanding can
be reduced to a hybrid of different epistemic states. I argue
that this hybrid theory retains all of the advantages that motivate knowledge-centric views in the first place, whilst also
being in a position to better capture our judgements about
better and worse understanding.
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Rossberg

Rumberg 6

An inferentialist redundancy theory of truth

Transition semantics and the passage of time

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 25.

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.–
12:00 p. m., S 25

Marcus Rossberg
University of Connecticut

Antje Rumberg
Universität Konstanz

We develop a fully schematic, inferentialist account of higherorder logic, which allows for the definition of an indefinitely
extensible series of truth-predicates. For any reasonable language, a truth-predicate is definable. Enough »truth« should
thus be available to the inferentialist to do the theoretical
work that opponents claim is wanting. Furthermore, deflationists claim that the truth-predicate does not express a substantive property, but is only required to express generalizations (and such like). On the account presented here, truthpredicates are purely logical, and indeed eliminable since they
are logically definable. Deflationism appears to collapse into
a redundancy theory of truth. We close with a reflection on
the methodology employed here, which is rooted in the ideal
language tradition of analytical philosophy (Frege, Russell,
Carnap).

Transition semantics is a novel approach to Prior’s theory of
branching time. Branching time structures depict the future as
genuinely open. The picture is that of a tree, whose branches
represent possibilities for the future. Even though branching
time structures do not represent the passage of time, the idea
that time passes is deeply engrained in our understanding of
those structures as a semantic device. It is encoded in the
peculiar interrelation of possibility and time. Building on local
future possibilities, viz. transitions, the transition semantics
provides a fine-grained, dynamic framework for modeling the
interrelation of possibility and time in branching time structures and thereby brings to the fore the idea that time passes.
Possible courses of events are modeled by chains of transitions, which can be extended toward the future, and each
possible future extension rules out at least one possibility. In
my talk, I will present the transition semantics for branching
time and discuss how the passage of time is reflected in that
framework.

Ruehle
May the state or the company nudge me? The
role of the choice architect for the assessment
of ethical nudging

Salis 12

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 12

Anaphoric deflationism, primitivism, and the
truth-property

Rebecca Ruehle
University of Mannheim

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
Hörsaal D

The instrument of nudging has been highly criticised in recent
years as a tool of governments influencing their citizens. Nudging is defined as a little impulse in the choice architecture,
which alters the decision-making process of the person, who
has been nudged, in a predictable way with the goal to increase the likelihood for a certain (by the choice architect) intended behaviour. Yet, not only governments but also companies
can be choice architects and employ nudges, e. g. in order to
influence their employees or customers. My paper claims that
the identity of the choice architect (for example, whether the
choice architect is a corporation or the state) makes a crucial difference in the ethical assessment of the instrument of
nudging itself. Unfortunately, the current debate is only concerned with governments (so called »libertarian paternalism«)
and neglects the important aspect of companies becoming
choice architects too, for example in the field of nudging for
business ethics. Not only citizens but also employees can be
nudged towards eating healthy or saving energy. Yet, the
same nudge could be evaluated differently from an ethical
point of view, depending on who implements it. I support
this thesis with the help of three arguments: a) managerial
authority, b) the missing perception of paternalism and c) the
amount of possibilities of control.

Pietro Salis
University of Cagliari
Anaphoric deflationism is a prosententialist account of the use
of »true.« Prosentences are, for sentences, the equivalent of
what pronouns are for nouns: As pronouns refer to previously
introduced nouns, so prosentences like »that’s true« inherit
their content from previously introduced sentences. This kind
of deflationism concerning the use of »true« (especially in
Brandom’s version) is an explanation in terms of anaphora;
the prosentence depends anaphorically on the sentence providing its content. A relevant implication of this theory is that
»true« is not understood as a predicate and that truth is not a
property. Primitivism, defended by Frege, Moore, and Davidson, is associated with two ideas: 1) that truth is a primitive
and central trait of our conceptual system; and 2) that truth,
as such, cannot be defined. This second claim can be called
»negative primitivism,« and it especially points out the facts
about the »indefinability« of truth generally advocated by
primitivists. In what follows, a connection is established between the deflationist’s rejection of the predicate and of the
property and facts (and primitivist ideas) about the indefinability of truth. This connection establishes a common framework
to lend further explanatory power to both options. According
to the resulting view, this indefinability can explain the appeal
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and soundness of a deflationist dismissal of predicates and
properties dealing with truth.

13

Sandner
»Düfte und Dinge. Wider die »Dufttheorie«
olfaktorischer Objekte«
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2.15 p. m.,
Hörsaal E
Andreas Sandner
Universität Koblenz-Landau, Campus Landau
Was genau riechen wir, wenn wir etwas riechen? In der Diskussion über sogenannte »olfaktorische Objekte« (olfactory
objects) lassen sich, ganz grundlegend betrachtet, zwei mögliche Antworten auf diese Frage finden: Vertreter einer »Dufttheorie« (odour theory) argumentieren dafür, dass die infrage
stehenden Objekte des Riechens (smelling) eben die Düfte
(odours) sind, die von Gegenständen ausströmen oder von
diesen hinterlassen werden. Die Gegenposition, die als »Quellobjekttheorie« (source-object theory) bezeichnet wird, sollte
dagegen annehmen, dass die eigentlichen Objekte des Riechens die Gegenstände selbst sind, also die Dinge, die einen
Duft emittieren. Bezeichnenderweise wird letztere Position
bislang aber wohl gar nicht in Anspruch genommen. Die Diskutanten erörtern daher immer »nur« verschiedene Varianten eines prinzipiell duft-theoretischen Ansatzes, denn alle
sich einige darüber zu sein, dass wir riechend eigentlich keine
Dinge wie Bücher, Blumen oder Katzen wahrnehmen, sondern
eben stets bloß die Düfte derselbigen. Wie aber kommt es
zu einer solch beispiellosen Einhelligkeit der Debattenteilnehmer? Zur Beantwortung dieser Frage sollen zunächst die
wichtigsten Einwände gegen die Quellobjekttheorie vorgestellt werden, welche zugleich auch die zentralen Grundzüge
der Dufttheorie beinhalten. Anschließend soll gezeigt werden, dass bei dieser Konzeption eine latent videozentrische
Grundannahme zum Tragen kommt, die eine Quellobjekttheorie nicht-visueller Wahrnehmungssinne schon von vorn herein
auszuschließen scheint und gleichzeitig den Blick auf die gravierenden immanenten Probleme der Dufttheorie selbst verstellt. Tatsächlich entpuppt sich diese nämlich entweder als
zirkulär oder sie führt zu einem infiniten Regress. Da die gegen
eine Quellobjekttheorie vorgebrachten Kritikpunkte weit weniger schwerwiegend sind, möchte ich schließlich einen wahrnehmungsphilosophischen Ansatz skizzieren, der eine solche
Theorie grundsätzlich ermöglichen würde.

15

Sartenaer
John Stuart Mill, emergence, and the evolving
best system account of lawhood
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 11
Olivier Sartenaer
Universität zu Köln /von Humboldt Foundation
Among the currently available philosophical views on what
the concept of law in science must exactly amount to, the so-
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called »Mill-Ramsey-Lewis view« or »Best System Approach«
has attracted many minded philosophers over the years. Still,
though attractive in many ways, such an approach is beset
with a notorious issue: it cannot properly account for the
putative autonomy of laws in the special sciences. In order
to palliate this issue, the »Better Best System Account« of
lawhood has been recently devised (Callender & Cohen 2010;
Schrenk 2014), which makes use of emergence as a relation
between quasi-autonomous sets of laws, constitutive of the
freestanding special sciences. In particular, it has been contented that John Stuart Mill’s early take on emergence and
lawhood may be considered as the ultimate historical origin
of the view (Schrenk 2017).
This paper aims at three interrelated objectives. The first,
critical in nature, is to show that considering John Stuart Mill
as the progenitor of [BBSA] as it is formulated is based on
an erroneous interpretation of Mill’s emergentism. A second
objective, this time constructive, is to argue that the appropriate construal of Mill’s emergence allows for considerably
strengthening the case of the »Better Best System Account«
as a way of safeguarding the autonomy of the special sciences
in a humean setting. Finally, an incidental benefit of the analysis will be to show that, contrary to the received wisdom, a
broadly humean worldview may be hospitable to a non-trivial
form of emergence.

Sattig 9
Part, slot, ground: New foundations for
Aristotelian mereologies
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10:30 a. m.,
S 01
Thomas Sattig
University of Tübingen
It is a vivid Aristotelian idea that a material object is structured by a certain arrangement of mereological slots, and that
the fillers of these slots are the object’s parts. But what are
mereological slots? What is a slot-structure? And what does it
take to fill a slot in such a structure? The tradition in mereology is replete with appeals to an object’s mereological structure, its part-carving form, but it offers little analysis of these
elusive notions. The aim of this talk is to explore novel reductive foundations of mereological slot-structures of material
objects, and thereby to contribute to lifting these Aristotelian
ideas from the obscurity that has barred them from breaking
into mainstream contemporary metaphysics.
In the first part, I shall sketch an intuitive and familiar picture of a material object’s slot-structure. In the second part, I
shall present a metaphysical analysis of the mereological slots
of a material object in terms of the grounds of the object’s
essential kind. Moreover, I shall indicate how this analysis
allows for the slot-structure of a material object a) to vary,
b) to be hierarchical, and c) to exhibit a bottom-up or a topdown order of dependence. In the third part, I shall illustrate
the explanatory power of the analysis by applying it to some
classical Aristotelian cases.
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Schickl
Der ethische Paradigmenwechsel durch geneediting
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2.15 p. m.,
S 12
Hannah Schickl
Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and
Humanities; Friedrich-Alexander University
Erlangen-Nuremberg
In Bezug auf die Anwendung von Gene-Editing-Technologien
(GET) an menschlichen Embryonen in vitro scheint inzwischen
international Konsens darüber zu bestehen, dass die Modifikation und Austragung von Embryonen in vitro ethisch vertretbar und dann auch einer Präimplantationsdiagnostik (PID) vorzuziehen sei, sobald GET »hinreichend sicher« sind. Die Abwägung zwischen der Anwendung von GET und der Durchführung einer PID basiert auf einer Kosten-Nutzen-Abwägung und
nimmt damit ein gesundheitliches Restrisiko bewusst in Kauf.
Bei der ethischen Abwägung zwischen »toter Embryo bzw.
niemals geborenes Kind« (PID) und »möglicherweise geschädigter Embryo bzw. möglicherweise krankes Kind« (GET) steht
das angenommene Lebensrecht des Embryos dem Recht auf
körperliche Unversehrtheit des zukünftigen Kindes entgegen.
Die ethische Kernfrage ist demnach, ob Embryonen in vitro ein
Lebensrecht zukommt oder ob sie prinzipiell ersetzbar sind.
Nur unter der Prämisse, dass sie ein Lebensrecht besitzen, ist
die Anwendung von GET (unter Inkaufnahme eines gesundheitlichen Restrisikos) einer PID ethisch vorzuziehen. Der eingereichte Vortrag wird anhand eines Gedankenexperiments
dafür argumentieren, dass unsere moralischen Intuitionen
dagegen sprechen, dass Embryonen in vitro ein Lebensrecht
zukommt. Daraus folgt, dass solange auch nur ein geringes
gesundheitliches Restrisiko bestehen bleibt, die Durchführung
einer PID immer der Anwendung von GET ethisch vorzuziehen
ist. Der internationale Konsens markiert dabei einen Paradigmenwechsel in der ethischen Begründungslogik. Sowohl in der
Stammzellforschung als auch in der Reproduktionsmedizin
ging es bisher basierend auf dem kosequentialistischen Nichtschadensprinzip darum, Krankheit und Leid zu vermeiden. Mit
GET hat sich diese ethische Argumentationsbasis inzwischen
umgedreht hin zu einem bewussten Riskieren von Krankheit
und Leid basierend auf einem deontologischen Tötungsverbot.

11

Schlicht
Intentionality vs. representation
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., Hörsaal A2
Tobias Schlicht
Ruhr-Universität Bochum
Intentionality is a technical term referring to our capacity to
be directed at objects, events and states of affairs (Brentano
1874). Since we can think about nonexistent objects, intentionality is a peculiar phenomenon since ordinary relations
like kicking or sitting in presuppose that what they relate

exists. Although debates about naturalizing intentionality are
stagnating, various approaches are still on offer about how
intentionality fits into the natural world, without agreement.
Despite different paradigms in cognitive science, an almost
undisputed assumption is that intentionality and representation are equivalent notions and can be treated almost synonymously. This talk rejects this assumption and argues for the
claim that while representation is a feature of mental states,
intentionality is a feature of embodied agents, i. e. in our case
whole organisms. Although this may sound like an innocent
terminological move, it is an innovative claim: (1) It yields a
naturalized account of intentionality in terms of self-organization or autopoiesis (Thompson 2007). (2) It opens up the
possibility of there being simple organisms (e. g. bacteria)
that can be intentionally directed without necessarily being
able to represent. (3) It avoids the radical rejection of mental
representations, as advocated by enactivists (Hutto & Myin
2017). (4) It allows for intentionality to be a gradual phenomenon culminating in our capacity to be directed at nonexistent
objects on the basis of »distinctly mental representations«
(Morgan & Piccinini 2017). (5) It enables a clear taxonomy
of aspects of intentionality (affective, enactive, and skillful
intentionality) from aspects of representation.

Schmalzried 2
The plurality of ways to enjoy kitsch
Wednesday, September 19th ,. 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 13
Lisa Schmalzried
Wittenberg Zentrum für Globale Ethik
Kitsch is everywhere, among works of art, design objects, and
objects of everyday usage. And many of us enjoy kitsch–at
least from time to time. Still, »kitsch« is mostly used derogatorily. This raises the question under which conditions we
can take pleasure in a kitsch object and whether we should
better not enjoy it? To answer these questions, the first aim
of this paper is to argue for a plurality of ways to enjoy kitsch.
Naïve recipients do not enjoy kitsch as kitsch, but rather as
art. Critical recipients enjoy being a person who is able to
recognize kitsch as kitsch. Ironic recipients enjoy the failure
of kitsch from the standpoint of good taste. Finally, deliberate
recipients enjoy kitsch as kitsch. To explain their pleasure,
this paper argues for a value-neutral kitsch definition: kitsch
is as an effect artefact, that is an artefact whose function is to
evoke overall enjoyable emotions in a large group of people
by relying on well established topics, artistic styles, and forms
of expression. Secondly, this paper criticizes that the naïve
pleasure is a sentimental, one-sided self-indulgence of one’s
own emotionality and that is involves the danger to distort
the ability to appreciate art. The deliberate pleasure builds
on arrogance and self-elevation and is as self-gratulatory and
one-sided as the naïve pleasure. The ironic pleasure can be
criticized as a form of schadenfreude. None of these criticisms
applies to the deliberate pleasure, however. So, if one wants
to enjoy kitsch, one should enjoy it deliberately.
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Schmid

Schmidt 10
Suárez’s theory of matter

Responsibility for attitudes and history

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 14

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10:30
a. m., S 21

Stephan Schmid
University of Hamburg

Sebastian Schmidt
FAU Erlangen-Nürnberg

While Aristotle conceived of matter as a constituent of corporeal substances which cannot (actually) exist by itself, René
Descartes famously conceived of matter as a full-blown substance, as a res extensa, whose nature is exhaustively described in geometrical terms. As I will argue, the late scholastic
philosopher Francisco Suárez (1548–1617) is a pivotal, though
widely neglected figure, when it comes to understanding the
long history that mediates between Aristotle’s and Descartes’
conceptions of matter. This is because Suárez conceives of
matter as a »partial substance« and defends a theory of matter which constitutes an interesting middle ground between
Aristotle’s and Descartes’ conceptions of matter. Like Descartes, Suárez conceives of matter as a distinct res, which enjoys
its own share of (actual) existence and a range of essential
properties – amongst which there is the property of being
naturally extended. At the same time, Suárez abides by the
general Aristotelian view that, at least in natural cases, matter can only exist in connection with a substantial form, by
which it is informed. What is more, or so I will argue by reconstructing Suárez’s theory of matter, it is also philosophically
interesting and, in at least two respects, superior to the more
›modern‹ theory of Descartes: This is, (a) because it is tied to
a hylomorphic world-view, which allows for a neat account of
substantial change, and (b) because it sharply distinguishes
between matter, quantity, and extension and thereby enables
Suárez to give a more convincing account of density than
Descartes.

Are racists necessarily blameworthy for their racist attitude?
In response to Rosen’s paper on skepticisim about moral
responsibility (2004), it has been argued that we are originally
responsible for certain attitudes, rather than merely for the
actions by which we have caused our attitudes (Harman 2011).
This claim recently gained support by accounts of responsibility which understand basic responsibility as a form of answerability (Hieronymi 2006; 2008; 2014; Smith 2005; 2015a;
2015b). In this presentation, I will defend what I call »actions first«-accounts of responsibility à la Rosen which claim
that we are responsible for X only if [either (1) X is itself one
of our actions, or (2) X was caused by one of our previous
actions.] I argue that »attitude first«-accounts, which locate
original responsibility not only in actions, but also in attitudes, implausibly imply two incommensurable kinds of blameworthiness: in many cases, they do not allow for an overall
judgment of whether someone is blameworthy. I consider and
reject two possible replies for avoiding the incommensurability, based on Smith’s unified account of responsibility (2015),
and Hieronymi’s conception of moral demands which apply to
individuals who cannot fulfill them (2007; 2014, 33–35). Furthermore, I argue that the incommensurability is implausible
because it implies genuine blameworthiness in cases where
subjects could not have avoided having an attitude. Though
»actions first«-accounts in principle allow for both blameless
racism and a skeptical tendency towards appropriate blame,
I argue that these conclusions are not as unwelcome as they
might seem.

Schrenk 15
The laws’ necessity
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11:15
a. m., S 11
Markus Schrenk
University of Düsseldorf
At least two things can be meant by the laws’ necessity: (I)
The (actual) laws of nature are necessarily what they are,
there’s no (metaphysically) possible world in which they are
different. (II) What the laws say must happen, the laws govern
their instances. This paper has two aims: first, to specify and
disambiguate (I) and (II). The map of possible interpretations
of the laws’ necessity that is thereby drawn includes signposts
whether and how Humean and non-Humean theories commit
to the specified »necessities«. Finally, it will be highlighted
how non-Humeans can ground nomological necessity in production (aka necessitation or bringing about) The paper is also
a critical appreciation of Schaffer’s (2016) »It is the Business
of Laws to Govern«.
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Schulte
Smelling how the world is: Do olfactory
experiences represent?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., Hörsaal A2
Peter Schulte
Bielefeld University
Our sense of olfaction has long been neglected by philosophers, despite the fact that olfactory experiences give rise to
interesting philosophical questions. Arguably the most fundamental question is this: are olfactory experiences representational states? Or, equivalently: do olfactory experiences have
representational content, i. e. a content that is associated with
objective correctness conditions?
Philosophers are divided on this question. In this talk, I
will argue for an affirmative answer, i. e. for a position that
we might call representationalism about olfaction (or representationalism, for short). First, I aim to show that the arguments for representationalism that figure most prominently
in the literature on olfaction (Batty 2010a, 2010b) lack dialectical force. I then go on to develop two novel arguments
for the representationalist position: (i) the argument from
illusion and hallucinations, which is based on descriptions in
the empirical literature that strongly suggest that olfactory
experiences have objective correctness conditions, and (ii) the
contrast argument, which aims to show that the information
processing involved in the production of olfactory experiences
is relevantly similar to the information processing involved
in the production of experiences that are representational,
and dissimilar to information processing involved in the production of experiences that are not representational (in the
required sense).
From these arguments, I conclude that representationalism
about olfaction is correct: olfactory experiences are (exteroceptive) representations. In other words, when have an olfactory experience, we smell how the world is.

4

i. e., at least as high as a given certain acceptability threshold
that has to be greater than 0.5.
It is well known that these rationality conditions can come
into mutual conflict. This is vividly illustrated by two wellknown paradoxes, the lottery paradox of Kyburg (1961) and
the preface paradox of Makinson (1965). However, the conflict
is not necessary, as Leitgeb (2014) has demonstrated: It is
possible to satisfy all conditions simultaneously, though only
under certain restrictions on the belief system.
In this talk it is investigated how deep the conflict between
these rationality conditions really is. It is shown that they
become inconsistent if they are enriched by one of two further
rationality conditions: rich fallibilism and open mindedness.
Restrictions of Locke’s thesis by means of defeater conditions
that have been suggested in the literature cannot remove
the inconsistency. In the conclusion three possibiluties of
overcoming these negative results are discussed.

Schwartzkopff 12
How (not) to analyze number-sentences
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 1:30–2.15 p. m.,
Hörsaal D
Robert Schwartzkopff
Universität Hamburg
In his »Grundlagen der Arithmetik«, Gottlob Frege famously
proposed that Number-Sentences like ›The number of Martian
moons is two‹ are to be analyzed in a way that renders their
truth requiring the existence of numbers. In her recent book
»Talking about Numbers«, Katharina Felka proposes, contra
Frege, that Number-Sentences are to be analyzed as so-called
specificational sentences and that, so-analyzed, the truth of
Number-Sentences does not require the existence of numbers.
In this talk, I show that Felka’s analysis does not have the
desired consequence. That is, I show that, just like Frege’s,
Felka’s analysis renders the truth of Number-Sentences beholden to the existence of numbers.

Schurz

Schweitzer 15

Impossibility results for rational belief
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00- 4:45 p. m.,
S 24
Gerhard Schurz
Heinrich Heine University Düsseldorf
There are two ways of representing rational beliefs: qualitatively as yes-or-no beliefs, and quantitatively as degrees of
belief. Standard rationality conditions for qualitative belief
are consistency and logical closure. Standard rationality conditions for quantitative belief are satisfaction of the probability
axioms and weak fallibilism, which asserts that some of our
qualitative beliefs have a non-neglectible error probability.
A further rationality condition, frequently called Locke’s thesis, asserts a connection between qualitative and quantitative
beliefs, according to which a proposition p is qualitatively
believed iff one’s degree of belief in p is ›sufficiently high‹,

Process tracing, falsification, and inference to
the best explanation
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00- 4:45 p. m.,
S 11
Bertold Schweitzer
Universität Siegen
Process tracing has been put forward as a novel methodological framework for conducting qualitative case-study research
in social sciences. It proposes systematic methods for identifying causal connections and complex mechanisms, based
on historical narratives and within-case analysis. This paper
presents a critical analysis of process tracing by focusing on
the logic and reliability of the suggested testing procedures,
and on the feasibility of founding complex causal hypotheses
on single-case studies. Procedures advanced within process
tracing include »hoop tests«, examining whether necessary
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conditions for accepting explanatory hypotheses hold, and
»smoking-gun tests«, allegedly presenting evidence sufficient
for hypothesis confirmation. Passing smoking-gun tests is claimed to lend strong support to hypotheses, stronger even than
passing hoop tests. However, these last methodological claims
of process tracing are unwarranted: While hoop tests amount
to falsificationist testing, procedures subsumed under the
»smoking-gun« heading hardly allow independent justification of hypotheses and thus do not constitute genuine tests.
Instead, they are best reconstructed as abductive procedures,
or inferences to the best explanation: As heuristics for conjecturing individual causal factors, law-like regularities, and
complex causal models, various types of abductive approaches
extend our knowledge while remaining fundamentally uncertain. A revised account of process tracing thus reconstructs its
real strengths as a combination of systematic abductive discovery procedures and strategies for genuine, severe testing
of resulting hypotheses. An examination of the preconditions
of proper testing, however, warrants a skeptical view of the
claim that reliable causal inference may be based on singlecase studies only.

7

Schwind
Do defeater-defeaters undermine
foundationalism in moral epistemology? A
critique of Sinnott-Armstrong’s argument
against moral intuitionism
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11:15 a. m.–
12:00 p. m., S 22
Philipp Schwind
University of Zurich
One of the main reasons for the revival of ethical intuitionism
over the last twenty years or so has been the development
of epistemological theories which preserve the core claim of
intuitionism that at least some moral beliefs can be non-inferentially justified, but which entail fewer controversial philosophical commitments that have contributed to the decline of
earlier intuitionism. Still, »moderate intuitionism« has failed
to convince many of its critics. This is because one of its core
claims, foundationalism in epistemology, is often also considered its core problem. Walter Sinnott-Armstrong has in a
series of publications championed one of the most influential
criticisms against foundationalism which is based on empirical grounds. It argues that based on psychological facts, it
turns out that our trust in the reliability of our intuitions is
undermined and that this makes non-inferential justification
impossible. The goal of my talk is to defend foundationalism against Sinnott-Armstrong’s criticism. After presenting
his argument (i), I argue that the most promising objection
against the argument fails (ii). Then, I offer my own criticism
(iii). This should not only lead to a better understanding of the
epistemological view that intuitionism is committed to, but
also contribute to the more general debate about the nature
of defeaters and defeater-defeaters.
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Seibert 2
Embodied musical experience? Scrutinizing
the role of the body in the aesthetic experience
of music
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., S 13
Christoph Seibert
Max-Planck-Institut für empirische Ästhetik
In more recent approaches to aesthetic experience (of music),
the body has been considered as an important aspect. Aesthetic experience has been conceptualized as presupposing
bodily interpretive activities, a bodily reenactment, or embodied simulations of musical processes. This paper examines
the role of the body in various approaches to the aesthetic
experience (of music) by complementing the perspective of
aesthetics by the perspective of the philosophy of cognition,
which is investigating the role of the body in cognitive and
experiential processes. The starting point of my investigation
is the hypothesis of embodied cognition, according to which
cognition is embodied if it is co-dependent on or co-constituted by extracranial bodily processes. I will proceed in several
steps. After having pointed out the relational and locational
implications of this hypothesis, I will discuss its applicability
to the concept of experience. Based on the premise, that the
hypothesis of embodied cognition is valid for experience as
well, I will elucidate different options to apply this hypothesis
to the concept of aesthetic experience. Hereby, a distinction
between approaches that rely on the concept of aesthetic difference and those that deny this concept is crucial. Finally, this
leads to a formulation of potential hypotheses of embodied
aesthetic experience (of music). These will then be used as a
reference to investigate the role of the body in practice-based
approaches to aesthetic experience, aesthetic reenactment,
and embodied simulation theories. As a result, this analysis
offers a systematic view on the conceptualization of the body
within aesthetic experience.

Seide 5
Die ontologische Vielfalt der einen
allumfassenden Erfahrung – Eine Gefahr für
Kants Konzeption von empirischer Wirklichkeit?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., S 14
Ansgar Seide
WWU Münster
Der Grundsatz der durchgängigen Bestimmung alles Seienden besagt, dass für jedes Ding gilt, dass von allen kontradiktorischen Paaren von Prädikaten F und ¬F ihm genau eines
zukommt (KrV, A 571 f. /B 599 f.). In seinem Aufsatz »Kant
on Complete Determination and Infinite Judgement« (British
Journal of the History of Philosophy 20 (6), 2012, S. 1117–
1139) analysiert Nicholas F. Stang Kants These des synthetischen Charakters dieses Prinzips wie folgt: Nach Kants Konzeption der empirischen Wirklichkeit ist ein Objekt genau dann
wirklich, wenn es eines derjenigen Objekte ist, die am (idealen,
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nie erreichbaren) Endpunkt der Naturforschung von der einen
allumfassenden Erfahrung repräsentiert werden. Stang schlägt
vor, den Gehalt der einen allumfassenden Erfahrung so aufzufassen, dass er bestimmt wird durch dasjenige, worin die (möglicherweise mehreren) besten Systematisierungen der Erfahrung am Ende der Untersuchung übereinstimmen. Hieraus
ergibt sich die Möglichkeit einer partiellen Unbestimmtheit
des Seienden in denjenigen Bereichen, in denen die besten Systematisierungen miteinander konfligieren. Ich möchte in meinem Vortrag zweierlei zeigen: Erstens lässt sich die von Stang
aufgezeigte Möglichkeit einer partiellen Unbestimmtheit des
Seienden im Rahmen von Kants Transzendentalem Idealismus zu dem Problem der Möglichkeit einer äußerst umfassenden Unbestimmtheit des Seienden verschärfen. Zweitens
lassen sich jedoch mehrere Formulierungen in der Kritik der
Urteilskraft so auslegen, dass das Prinzip der durchgängigen
Bestimmung alles Seienden im regulativen Prinzip der Zweckmäßigkeit der Natur enthalten ist und insofern zumindest ein
notwendiges regulatives Prinzip für die Naturforschung darstellt.
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Sienhold
Is our concept of pain normative?
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
Hörsaal A2
Michael Sienhold
University of Bern
and Kevin Reuter
University of Bern
In the philosophical literature on pain, a distinction is made
between the attribution of the physical source of a pain and
that of a phenomenal pain experience, and it is argued that
this distinction is characteristic of the commonsense concept
of pain. To what extent it is in fact characteristic of our concept of pain, is, however, an open question. In this paper,
we provide empirical evidence in support of the view that we
think of the pain’s physical source and its phenomenal experience as more interrelated than one might intuitively suggest:
The difference between people’s ratings of the intensity of
pain caused by either greasy food or cancer was highly significant, although the description of the phenomenal aspect and
pain behavior was completely identical in both cases. One way
to account for these results is by positing that people think
about pain normatively. Accordingly, a person should have
less pain in a less severe situation. In order to investigate
this possibility, we conducted a second study in which participants rated the appropriateness of pain in three different
situations: torn ligaments, a strained ligament or no injury at
all. Even though the severity of the cause of pain was fundamentally different, the respondents did not consider the pain
as significantly more or less appropriate. In contrast to other
concepts, e. g., happiness, intentionality, cause, it seems that
the concept of pain falls outside the realm of rationality.

Skiba 9
Against the haecceities argument for
necessitism
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9:45
a. m., Tagungsraum
Lukas Skiba
University of Hamburg
One of Williamson’s main arguments for necessitism, the view
that necessarily everything is necessarily something, turns on
haecceitistic properties, such as the property being identical
to Williamson. This haecceities argument has two parts. First,
it is argued that an adequate higher-order modal logic entails
that all haecceities exist necessarily. Second, it is argued that
whoever accepts that all haecceities exist necessarily should
also accept that all individuals exist necessarily, i. e. should
accept necessitism. The main justification for the second part
is that one would otherwise incur an explanatory commitment
that one would be unable to discharge, namely that of explaining how it is that haecceities »track« their target individuals
even when those individuals are absent. In this paper I first
try to clarify the haecceities argument in several respects. In
particular, I consider the question of what notion of explanation the argument is operating with. After arguing that the
argument is best understood as a challenge to provide metaphysical grounds for certain tracking facts, I further argue
that, thus understood, contingentists can reject the haecceities argument by drawing on recent work on the connection
between ground and essence.

Smith 17
Epistemic resistance
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9:45 a. m.,
S 13
Leonie Smith
The University of Manchester
The thought that structurally prejudiced-against groups might
have epistemic advantages despite – or because of – their
conditions of injustice is well-trodden ground in standpoint
epistemology. But in addition to insight into their own situation as ›the oppressed‹, the sheer necessity of survival can
require that minority group members do the epistemic work
to understand the attitudes, beliefs and demands of majority
group culture. The question this paper asks is: when it comes
to the epistemic ignorance and prejudices of others, if those
of us who are oppressed do in fact possess this enhanced
understanding, to what extent can we use it to alleviate our
own oppression, before risking perpetuating epistemic and
cognitive harms of our own?
Clearly the epistemic victim is rarely in a position to behave
with epistemic paternalism towards those who mistreat her.
But what if those of us who are victims could nonetheless use
our epistemic insight to co-opt the tools of epistemic paternalism and ethical nudging from within our oppression, to
create a form of ›epistemic nudging‹ aimed at alleviating our
own mistreatment? In this paper I consider (a) the conditions
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under which epistemic victims might do this, and (b) how far
they might take it whilst still retaining ethical justification.
In doing so, I suggest that many actions which might not be
justified from a position of power are indeed ethically defensible from a position of injustice. However, the significant
dangers to the epistemically oppressed of misapplication may
indicate practical caution in widespread application.

5

Sofroni
Virtue by accident
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10.30
a. m., S 14
Razvan Sofroni
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
The fourth chapter of the second book of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics is puzzling. There, Aristotle answers an objection
to his claim that agents become virtuous by acting virtuously:
the claim can’t be true because one needs to be virtuous in
the first place in order to be able to act virtuously. His answer to the objection plays on a distinction between »virtuous
acts« – which can be performed by non-virtuous agents – and
»actions done virtuously« which are the domain of virtuous
agents only. Yet this distinction is not readily intelligible. On
the one hand, Aristotle says that we become virtuous just by
doing what the virtuous person does. One the other hand, he
insists that there is a crucial difference between the actions
of virtuous agents and the ones of those merely on their way
to becoming virtuous. Are these actions the same or are they
not? This is the puzzle. This talk presents a solution inspired
by some previously ignored connections between this chapter
and Aristotle’s discussion of actions which are only »incidentally« just from Book V, Chapter 8. The solution is that that
actions performed by non-virtuous agents are only incidentally virtuous while those performed by virtuous agents are
virtuous in themselves. This equivalence allows one to admit
that the actions are identical in a sense and different in another and thus dispels the confusion that arises from the fact
that Aristotle seems to say both that they are equivalent and
that they differ in important ways.

2

Stear
Is aesthetic immoralism obviously true?
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 13
Nils-Hennes Stear
University of Southampton
Three dominant theories purport to explain how ethical properties determine aesthetic ones in artworks. Autonomism
denies any determining relation. Moralism affirms one according to the valence constraint: ethical merits only ground
aesthetic merits, ethical flaws only ground aesthetic flaws.
Immoralism affirms one too, but denies the valence constraint. The question these theories answer, I argue, can be
(and knowingly or not has been) read in one of two ways: the
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›counterfactual‹ and the ›as-such‹ way. Each reading requires a different kind of answer: a counterfactual or an as-such
theory, respectively. I argue that if one accepts the so-called
qua problem, as-such theories run into a dilemma: they either
beg the question against their opponents or else collapse into
counterfactual theories. I do this by first showing how existing arguments for as-such theories, specifically Berys Gaut’s
›ethicism‹ and Noël Carroll’s ›moderate moralism‹, fall prey to
the dilemma, before offering more general reasons why any
as-such theory will similarly falter. This leaves the counterfactual reading, to which I show immoralism is the obvious
answer. The discussion has various significant and unnoticed
consequences for the aesthetic moralism debate as a whole
that I lay out at the end.

Stephenson 5
Existence, modality, and imagination in Kant:
Lessons from the Barcan formulas
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10.30–11.15
a. m., S 14
Andrew Stephenson
University of Southampton
This paper considers Kant’s theory of modality in light of a
debate in contemporary modal metaphysics and modal logic
concerning the Barcan formulas. The comparison provides a
new and fruitful perspective on Kant’s complex and sometimes confusing claims about possibility and necessity. The
starting point for the comparison is the famous dictum that
existence is not a real predicate, which is shown to be intimately connected to the view encoded in the Barcan formulas.
Kant’s views on what he distinguishes as three different kinds
of modality are then considered in light of this connection:
logical, material (or physical), and real (or metaphysical). The
first two cases are relatively straightforward. It is argued that
Kant would reject the view encoded in the Barcan formulas for
logical modality but accept it for material modality. For each
case, there is textual evidence as well as both a philosophical
and a formal corollary. The hardest case is that of real modality. This case raises a puzzle concerning how, according to
Kant, we can know whether something non-actual is nevertheless really possible. A solution is proposed based on Kant’s
account of the imagination as a capacity for intuition ›without
the presence of the object‹ and it is argued that Kant’s idealism provides an explanation of how the imagination can form
the basis of a modal epistemology in this way.
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Stern
A Solovay-style completeness theorem for
Kripke-Feferman

ver, this does not make procreation morally innocuous: After
all, having a child does make a difference to overall carbon
emissions. We need a new framework for evaluating actions
which, even though they do not increase agents’ personal
footprints, still make a difference to overall carbon emissions.

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10.30 a. m.,
S 25
Johannes Stern
University of Bristol
A seminal result of Solovay establishes that the modal logic
GL is the modal logic of the provability predicate of Peano
arithmetic. In other words, GL is the logic of provability of the
provability predicate of Peano arithmetic—it aptly captures
the modal properties of the provability predicate of Peano
arithmetic within Peano arithmetic. While Solovay and others
have focused on the notion of provability, that is, the provability predicate we propose to ask similar questions with
respect to the notion of truth, that is, the truth predicate of
prominent theories of truth. In this talk, we will investigate
the modal properties of the truth predicate of the theory of
truth Kripke-Feferman and determine the exact modal logic of
this theory, that is, its logic of truth.

10

Sticker
Why having children does not count towards
parents’ carbon footprints
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 11.15 a. m.–
12.00 p. m., S 21
Martin Sticker
Trinity College Dublin
and Felix Pinkert
The University of Warwick
Several climate ethicists have recently argued that having
children is morally equivalent to over-consumption, and contributes greatly to parents’ personal carbon footprints. However, this is mistaken for two reasons: First, the position that
procreation counts towards parents’ carbon footprints leads
to double-counting of children’s consumption emissions, by
including them in both their parents’ and their own footprints.
Double-counting makes the carbon footprint unsuitable as a
measure for the sustainability and equitability of one’s activities and choices. Further, any attempt to avoid double counting by counting some of children’s consumption emissions
towards their own, and some towards their parents’ footprints
has problematic implications for children’s footprints: Some
of their consumption emissions will then no longer feature
in their personal carbon footprints, and thus children’s own
contribution to climate change is misrepresented. Second, procreation and consumption are supposedly morally equivalent
because both are voluntary actions which foreseeably lead to
additional carbon emissions. But this reasoning overgenerates: Saving someone’s life would turn out to generate an enormous carbon footprint. We should therefore assume a much
narrower conception of what counts towards one’s footprint.
On this conception procreation would be morally distinct from
consumption. We conclude that children’s emissions should
not count towards parents’ personal carbon footprints. Howe-

Störzinger 13
»Ich glaube, dass p« – Eine Analyse von
Selbstzuschreibungen propositionaler
Einstellungen und ihre Konsequenz für eine
Theorie von Metakognition
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10.30–11.15
a. m., Hörsaal E
Tobias Störzinger
Institut für Philosophie der Universität Stuttgart
In der theoretischen Auseinandersetzung um Metakognition
werden Sätze der Form »Ich glaube, dass p« häufig als »Ich
befinde mich im psychologischen Überzeugungszustand, dass
p« verstanden. Eine Reihe von Theoretiker*Innen argumentieren hingegen aber dafür, dass »Ich glaube, dass p« vornehmlich als aus einer Perspektive eines Subjektes gefällten
Urteil bezüglich des zur Debatte stehenden Gehalts (nämlich
»p«) und daher nicht als Zuschreibung psychologisch-mentaler
Zustände zu verstehen sind (vgl. Henning 2018). Nachdem ich
eine Reihe von theoretischen Versöhnungsversuchen dieser
widerstreitenden Sichtweisen der Interpretation von Sätzen
der Form »Ich glaube, dass p« zurückgewiesen habe, schlage
vor, Selbstzuschreibungen propositionaler Einstellungen auf
ihre metakognitive Rolle hin zu untersuchen, um so die beiden
unterschiedlichen Zuschreibungsarten zu typologisieren und
miteinander in Verbindung zu setzen. Metakognition bezeichnet allgemein eine Fähigkeit von Individuen ihre eigenen mentalen Zustände, erkennen, bewerten und evaluieren zu können.
Meinem Vorschlag zufolge handelt es sich bei jenen Selbstzuschreibungen, die sprachphilosophisch als Urteile bezüglich
eines zur Debatte stehenden Gehalts verstanden werden, um
Urteile mit einer metakognitiven Bewertungs- und Regulations-Funktion. Also gerade nicht um deskriptive Wissensbekundungen, sondern vielmehr um evaluative Bezugnahmen wie zu
handeln und zu denken ist. Jene Übertragung der sprachphilosophischen Erkenntnisse zur Interpretation von Sätzen der
Form »Ich glaube, dass p« erlaubt es also auf neuartige Weise
die Rolle von Evaluation als einem Teil von Metakognition zu
analysieren.

Tepelmann 4
Knowledge and autonomy
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 26
Niklaas Tepelmann
Freie Universität Berlin
Recently, some epistemologists have appealed to the special
role that knowledge plays in action, in order to explain its
value: They claim that an action which is based on knowledge
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is in some sense superior to an action which is based on a
belief which falls short of knowledge. In my paper, I want to
elaborate on this idea and make it more intelligible by connecting knowledge with autonomy. I will argue that knowledge
is a necessary condition for autonomous agency, where the
latter is understood along externalist lines. I want to develop my claim by elaborating on the deficiencies of Hyman’s
proposal according to which knowledge is the ability to act
in such a way that one is guided by reasons. I claim that
Hyman’s proposal cannot account for barn-style Gettier-cases
which do not involve deviant causal chains but only the presence of so called environmental luck. Because my proposal
can account for such cases, it is superior. It connects knowledge with externalists accounts of autonomy. According to
externalists accounts, in order to act autonomous, one must
have control over both, one’s own mental household and one’s
immediate environment. I argue that knowledge gives one
more control over one’s environment and thereby helps one
to act autonomously.

13

Thonhauser
Collective emotions and embodiment

Tiefensee 7
Metasemantics for relaxed moral realists
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 23
Christine Tiefensee
Frankfurt School of Finance & Management
By holding that there are objective moral facts, but ›relaxing‹
about this claim through maintaining that it is itself substantively moral, rather than robustly metaphysical, relaxed moral
realism makes the stirring promise of reaping the fruits of
moral objectivity without being saddled with the metaphysical burdens that are normally thought to come with robust
moral realism, nor the drawbacks that are generally associated with sophisticated expressivism. However, it has recently
been argued that this promise is empty: Relaxed moral realism
is fundamentally unstable, critics explain, as it collapses either
into its robust sibling, or into sophisticated expressivism. In
this talk, I refute this objection by providing a metasemantic
theory which is such that it is compatible with relaxed moral
realism’s commitments and distinct from both robust moral
realism and sophisticated expressivism.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11.15
a. m., Hörsaal E
Gerhard Thonhauser
Freie Universität Berlin
Steven Connor (2013) claims that there are »reasons to feel
doubtful« about the possibility of collective emotions. From
the absence of collective feelings and the necessary role of
feelings for emotions, he infers that collective emotions are
impossible. The aim of my talk is to assess Connor’s argument, building on what we might call a phenomenological
turn in the philosophy of emotion. Whereas I agree with
Connor’s second premise, I raise doubts about his first. Connor’s main argument supporting the first premise seems to be
that groups cannot feel emotions because they do not have a
group-body.
I will show that Connor’s argument involves the wrong
assumption that the link between feelings and embodiment
implies that feelings are ›trapped inside‹ a body. That feelings
depend on embodiment does not counter the possibility of
collective emotions, but rather supports the hypothesis that
our embodiment plays a constitutive role for our openness
towards experiencing emotions together with others.
The way Connor sets up the debate leads to a wrong dichotomy: we either need to accept the dubious notion of a groupbody, or reject the notion of feelings shared beyond individual bodies altogether. However, between these two claims
there is ample room for a nuanced understanding of how
feelings can be experienced together by a plurality of individuals. The question is not whether there is a group-body
capable of having feelings. Rather, the real issue is how our
embodiment opens us up to the possibility of experiencing
feelings together with others.
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Unterhuber 6
Convergence results for probabilistic logics and
the connexive principles
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11.15
a. m., S 25
Matthias Unterhuber
Ruhr University Bochum
In the last decades Systems P and R have been found to characterize conditional, non-monotonic, and probabilistic logics
alike. This paper firstly extends this convergence result by proving that System R is nothing but Lewis’s System V for counterfactual conditionals. Secondly, it investigates the role of
connexive principles in the context of such conditional logics.
One such connexive principle, Aristotle’s thesis, states that
conditional of the form »if A then non-A« have to false. However, as my talk aims to show that extending conditional logics
by connexive principles is surprisingly difficult, although they
seem to be highly intuitive. The latter point is highlighted by
the fact that connexive principles are validated by a high probability interpretation of conditionals, as employed Adams’s
probability logic. They thereby draw on a consistency condition, but play a key role in the axiomatization of System
R based on the principles of System P and are, as I aim to
show, an essential part for the convergence results of conditional logics in terms of Systems P and R. Finally, alternatives
to a consistency condition for connexive principles are explored and different venues for connexive conditional logics are
discussed.
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van der Rijt

Vasić S

Toleration, dignity and self-respect

4

Condorcet’s jury theorem: General will and
epistemic democracy

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 1:30–2:15
p. m., S 21

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15 p. m., S 16

Jan-Willem van der Rijt
University of Bayreuth

Miljan Vasić
University of Belgrade

One of the most prominent open questions in the analysis of
toleration is that of drawing its limits in a non-ad-hoc fashion –
a question that has proven so vexing that it is sometimes
called a paradox. In this paper I develop a solution for this
problem by scrutinising the (in)compatibility of toleration
and self-respect.
Self-respect is respect for one’s own dignity. Relying on a
broadly Kantian notion of dignity as moral-lawgiving status
I developed in other works, I first argue that the question of
the limits of toleration can be recast as one of proper respect
for one’s own lawgiving status. Subsequently, I examine the
impact of each of the classic toleration conceptions (grace /
permission, coexistence, respect, esteem) on the tolerator’s
lawgiving status. Respect-based toleration, for example, has
no effect on the tolerator’s lawgiving status, as it can be
regarded as recognition of the tolerated’s right to do wrong.
Most importantly, though, I argue for a re-appraisal of the
grace conception of toleration – a conception often considered outmoded and /or inappropriate in contemporary debates.
I claim that grace-based toleration is similar to a Kantian wide
duty, provided two conditions are met: (1) toleration is only
permitted when it poses no threat to one’s own standing, and
(2) it must be motivated by a regard for the dignity of the tolerated. Lastly, I show that this implies that though the limits
of toleration cannot be drawn without taking circumstances
into account, their drawing need not be fully ad hoc either.

In my talk I will discuss what is Condorcet’s Jury Theorem
(CJT) and in what way is it related to epistemic democracy
and Rousseau’s idea of general will. CJT says this: If we assume that every voter has the same level of competence (i. e. a
probability of making a correct decision when choosing between a pair of alternatives) which is greater than 0.5, then, if
the voters choose independently of each other, their collective competence (i. e. a probability that the group deciding
on the basis of majority rule will make a correct decision)
will be greater than the competence of any individual voter.
There are many assumptions in the background of such formulation, and I will summarize them in the following way:
(1) Correctness – among the alternatives there is exactly one
which is correct; (2) Independence – voters decide independent of one another; (3) Homogeneity – competence of all
voters is the same; (4) Minimal competence – competence of
every voter is larger than 0.5; (5) Majority rule – the winner is
the alternative which scores more than a half of the votes; (6)
Binarity – the choice is made between two alternatives. In the
second part I will look into every assumption in more details.
I will examine the connection between assumption of correctness and independent standard in epistemic democracy proposed by Cohen (1986), and connection between assumption
of independence and Rousseau’s notions about negative influence of factions on voting outcomes. In the end I will look at
the assumption of binarity. CJT assumes that we choose between two alternatives, while in democratic elections we are
usually faced with multiple options. Condorcet himself proposed that the majority voting method should be replaced with
one that requires of voters to rank all of the options according
to their preferences, and then declares the option which is
preferred over any other by a majority of voters as a winner.
The second solution is proposed by List and Goodin (2001)
who argue that CJT could be applied to the situations with
multiple options, as long as minimal average competence of
the voters is larger than 1 /k, where k stands for number of
options, and majority rule is replaced with plurality rule. I
will try to show that their solution implicitly leads to rejection of assumption of correctness and is therefore unsuitable
for epistemic democrats. References: Cohen, Joshua (1986),
»An Epistemic Conception of Democracy«, Ethics, 97 (1), pp.
26–38. Estlund, David, Waldron, Jeremy, Grofman, Bernard, &
Feld, Scott L. (1989), »Democratic Theory and the Public Interest: Condorcet and Rousseau Revisited«, American Political
Science Review, 83 (4), pp. 1318–1340. Grofman, Bernard, &
Feld, Scott L. (1988), »Rousseau’s General Will: A Condorcetian
Perspective«, American political Science Review, 82(2), pp.
597–576. List, Christian, & Goodin, Robert (2001), »Epistemic
Democracy: Generalizing the Condorcet Jury Theorem«, Journal of Political Philosophy, 9 (3), pp. 277–306. Miller, Nicholas R. (1986), »Information, Electorates and Democacy: Some
Extensions and Interpretations of the Condorcet Jury Theorem« (B. G. Owen, Ed.) Information Pooling and Group Decision Making, pp. 173–192. Rousseau, Jean-Jacques (1999), Dis-

van Lith
Elusive knowledge hyperintensionalized
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:00–9.45 a. m.,
S 24
Janneke van Lith
Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies,
Utrecht University
and Johannes Korbmacher
Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies,
Utrecht University
In »Elusive Knowledge« (Lewis 1996), Lewis lays out his relevant alternatives theory of knowledge ascriptions. One problem for this theory is that it doesn’t work in hyperintensional
contexts, which is odd since as, Schaffer points out, »epistemology is evidently a hyperintensional topic« (Schaffer 2015,
478). In this paper, we develop a hyperintensional version of
Lewis’s relevant alternatives theory in the framework of exact
truthmaker semantics, which has recently been championed
by Fine and others (Fine 2017).
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course on Political Economy and The Social Contract, Oxford:
University press

11

Venter
The self as subject in the predictive processing
framework
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10.30
a. m., Hörsaal A2
Elmarie Venter
Ruhr Universität Bochum
Hohwy & Michael (2017) describe the self as a set of endogenous causes modeled by the agent. I propose that they overlook the important distinction between the self as subject and
the self as object. On their account, the self is represented as
a cause in the world just as any other cause. This implies that
the self can be part of the content of experience in the same
way as any other object. I will argue that this view ignores the
dimension of self as subject since the agent as subject is not
explicitly represented in the contents of experience. In this
paper, I will show that representation of perceptual inputs
necessarily takes place with reference to the situation of the
self as subject. First, I argue that the dimension of self as subject may be captured by being the default mode of the whole
mechanism of the hierarchical generative model (of the world
and of self). Secondly, I emphasize that the self as subject can
be captured by relying on active inference which has some
peculiar features that distinguish it from perceptual inference.
According to Clark (2015), mental representations relevant to
the generative model are essentially action-oriented, i. e. they
represent with respect to possible actions. Such as action-oriented representations are action possibilities emerging for a
given agent out of the coupling of agent and environment. In
this way, active inference provides an angle that can explain
also the dimension of self as subject within the predictive
processing framework.

15

Crupi and Girotto(2014) and Crupi(2016). To mount a charge
of irrationality is to claim that participants’ behavior violated
some normatively compelling principle of reasoning. These
charges conceal a complex logical structure. First, I reconstruct the logical structure of valid argument schemes to
irrationality. These arguments rely on a number of premises,
which are preconditions to diagnose experimentally people’s
irrationality. Second, I identify three potential problems that
in principle affect any irrationality diagnosis. Finally, I show
that the proposed analysis lays the groundwork for a conceptual clarification of reasoning research, and it provides a set
of principled guidelines to assess the extent to which given
irrationality diagnoses are supported.

Wagner 4
Suspension of judgment: the third doxastic
attitude?
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:45–10.30
a. m., S 24
Verena Wagner
Universität Konstanz
Suspension of judgment is standardly introduced as the ›third
doxastic attitude‹ apart form belief and disbelief. This seems
plausible since for an epistemic subject S there are three ways
to respond to a presented proposition p regarding its truth:
S either believes that p is true, disbelieves that p is true or
S suspends judgment as to whether or not p is true. In this
paper, however, I will argue that suspension of judgment is
not a doxastic attitude in that sense. Suspension of judgment
rather can be captured by an attitude of endorsement regarding one’s doxastic state of non-belief. I will show that my
account of suspension of judgment has the following four
features: First, it takes non-belief to be necessary for suspension of judgment, second, it does not identify suspension with
›non-belief plus an extra condition‹, third, it does not require
a sui generis attitude of suspension, and finally, it captures
what I call ›settled indecision‹ in the right way.

Vindrola
The »Duhemian« character of reasoning
research

Weber 9
The abstract and the concrete

Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10.30 a. m.,
S 11
Filippo Vindrola
Ruhr University Bochum
In the psychology of reasoning, an impressive body of experimental evidence suggests that sometimes human behavior
seems to deviate from what we consider our norms of rationality. But what does it take to claim that participants’ behavior
seems to deviate from our norms of rationality? I suggest
that the toolbox of contemporary philosophy of science and
argumentation theory might provide an answer to this foundational question, characterizing reasoning research as typically »Duhemian« in its methodological structure. The aim of
this contribution is to lay the groundwork for a philosophy
of science reconstruction of reasoning research, building on
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Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11.15
a. m., Tagungsraum
Marc Andree Weber
Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg
What is the crucial difference between abstract objects and
concrete ones? Several proposals have been made. They focus,
for instance, on spatiotemporal locatability or causal efficacy.
I will argue that these and similar suggestions have problems
to categorize other possible worlds and the objects these
worlds contain. This is a grave problem, for two reason: possible worlds and possibilia are of striking relevance in contemporary metaphysics; and since they are a breed of objects quite
dissimilar to all other ones, they make for good test cases.
Taking them seriously leads to a new definition of abstract
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and concrete objects, namely that an object is concrete if and
only if it (given that it exists at all) exists only as part of some
but not all possible worlds, and abstract if and only if it (given
that it exists at all) exists as part of every possible world. It
turns out that this definition is also able to categorize various
other kinds of objects in a convincing way, among them those
that cause trouble for some of the traditional ways to put the
abstract /concrete distinction.

11

Weber
Sich selbst sehen – Eine Kritik mechanistischer
Perspektiven auf Kognition
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11.15
a. m., Hörsaal A2
Arne Weber
Department of Philosophy, Heinrich-HeineUniversity Düsseldorf
Es werden ein kritisches und ein konstruktives Ziel verfolgt:
Erstens werden verschiedene neo-mechanistische Konzeptionen für eine Erklärung hinsichtlich ihrer Operationalisierung
im Fall von Kognition miteinander vergleichen. Zweitens
wird eine Kombination der bisherigen Ansätze entwickelt, um
schließlich neue Einsichten in die Funktionsweise des menschlichen Geistes zu eröffnen. Unter Berufung auf empirische
Befunde resultiert zugunsten der interdisziplinären Zusammenarbeit in der Kognitionswissenschaft damit ein Modell
mit höherer Erklärungskraft. Neo-mechanistische Auffassungen stellen zwar aktuell sehr prominente Kandidaten in der Diskussion um eine Erklärungskonzeption dar, unterscheiden sich
aber in wesentlichen Punkten voneinander. Während der allgemeine Anspruch erhoben wird, fächerübergreifend Anwendung finden zu können, treten in der Kognitionswissenschaft
in Form eines interdisziplinären Anliegens die Unterschiede
der einzelnen Konzeptionen besonders hervor. Der ursprünglich veranschlagte Status einer universellen Anwendbarkeit
steht damit in Frage. Als Explanandum wird speziell auf das
Phänomen eingegangen, sich bei den eigenen Bewegungen
zu beobachten und diese visuell kontrollieren zu können.
Als Beispiele werden Befunde bezüglich verschiedener Neuround Psychopathologien wie Schizophrenie, Zwangsstörungen,
Deafferenzierung und Morbus Parkinson herangezogen, um
die Erklärungskraft der unterschiedlichen Mechanismuskonzeptionen zu prüfen. Schließlich wird für ein Erklärungsmodell
argumentiert, das zwar neo-mechanistisch inspiriert ist, diesem aber im Abgleich mit den empirischen Befunde nur noch
entfernt ähnelt. Dabei wird deutlich, dass diese Renovation
nicht nur bereits eine Anwendung in der interdisziplinär vorgehenden Kognitionswissenschaft gefunden hat, sondern auch
zusätzliche Erkenntnisse über die Architektur des Geistes liefert.

Weber-Guskar 1
Würde als Haltung in der Diskussion um
assistierten Suizid
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4:45 p. m.,
S 12
Eva Weber-Guskar
Georg-August-Universität Göttingen
Gibt es gute Gründe, einer sterbewilligen Person bei der
Selbsttötung zu helfen und wenn ja, welche Gründe können
das sein? Bei der Frage um Erlaubnis, Angemessenheit oder
gar Gebotensein von Hilfe zum Suizid wird häufig mit dem
Begriff der menschlichen Würde argumentiert – auf allen Seiten. Meist wird dabei auf Würde-Konzeptionen von Würde als
Wert menschlichen Lebens oder Würde als moralischer Status
zurückgegriffen. Die dritte derzeit in der philosophischen Diskussion prominente Konzeption von Würde, nämlich Würde
als Verfassung, wurde in diesem Zusammenhang erst weniger
untersucht. In diesem Vortrag wird genau diese dritte Konzeption ins Zentrum gerückt. Sie scheint zumindest zur Lösung
eines Problems beizutragen, nämlich zu der Frage, was ein
guter Grund sein kann, jemand beim Suizid zu helfen – vorausgesetzt man nimmt an, dass es (aufgrund des Werts der
Selbstbestimmung eines Menschen) erlaubt ist, ihm oder ihr
dabei zu helfen.

Welpinghus 13
The emotional nature of implicit group-related
attitudes
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., Hörsaal E
Anna Welpinghus
TU Dortmund
Sometimes we interpret other people in line with culturally
transmitted stereotypes about social groups, which can lead
to subtle differences in the way we treat members of different
social groups. Such stereotype use is not always caused by
any explicit intentions to do so and even despite intentions to
treat everyone equally. This can escape our awareness and it
can happen to people who sincerely disavow the stereotypes
in question. We may call the subtle differences in the way
a person treats others her ›implicit biases‹, and the mental
states that guide such behavior her ›implicit attitudes‹. I will
argue that some implicit attitudes are subtle emotions. Subtle
emotions are at play in many paradigmatic cases of implicit
biases. My argument is directed against the claim that implicit
attitudes are sui generis states comprised of closely associated
representational, affective and behavioral contents (Madva &
Brownstein 2016; Gendler 2008). Theories of emotion have
long noted that affective phenomena already entail behavioral tendencies, and they offer an explanation as to how behavioral aspects, phenomenal aspects and the representational
aspects of emotions relate to each other. I’ll use the attitudinal theory of Deonna and Teroni (2012) to show that conceptualizing implicit group-related attitudes as subtle emotions
is more informative than Madva & Brownstein’s description.
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In addition, I argue that the reason why a person reacts to
members of a particular social group with, say, contempt, lies
in evaluatively rich culturally transmitted stereotypes. They
do not themselves carry affective and behavioral contents.

Essence, immediate grounding and epistemic
gaps

Wendelborn

Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 2:15–3:00 p. m.,
S 01

»Kritisches Denken im Kontext von
Kontroversen zur Bildung« Der Beitrag der
Philosophie in der Lehramtsausbildung: Ein
Seminarkonzept
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 3:15–4:00 p. m.,
S 15
Christian Wendelborn
Universität Konstanz
Ich möchte in meinem Vortrag ein Seminarkonzept vorstellen
und erläutern, mit dem das Fach Philosophie einen wirksamen,
fachspezifischen Beitrag in der generellen Lehramtsausbildung
leisten kann. Ich gehe dabei einerseits davon aus, dass in der
Lehramtsausbildung ein Bedarf an der Vermittlung von generellen aber auch an bildungswissenschaftlichen Themen ausgerichteten Fähigkeiten zum kritischen Denken und zur argumentativen Auseinandersetzung besteht. Andererseits setze
ich voraus, dass insbesondere die Philosophie mit ihrer theoretischen Expertise (informale Logik, Argumentationstheorie)
und mit ihrer Praxis der argumentativen Auseinandersetzung
geeignet ist, diesen Bedarf zu stillen. Der Beitrag zur Lehramtsausbildung darf aber nicht – und das möchte ich in meinem Vortrag begründen – auf ein abstraktes und von spezifischen Inhalten losgelöstes Lehren von Kernbegriffen und
Kernmethoden des Argumentierens (wie z. B. die Argumentanalyse) reduziert werden, wie es oftmals in gängigen Seminaren zum kritischen Denken (vor allem im angelsächsischen
Sprachraum) anzutreffen ist. Vielmehr muss ein Seminarkonzept entwickelt werden, das i) in der direkten Auseinandersetzung mit einer bildungswissenschaftlich oder pädagogisch
relevanten Kontroverse ii) die Voraussetzungen, Einstellungen
und Methoden einer rational-argumentativen Untersuchung
(Inquiry) dieser Kontroverse vermittelt und einübt, und zwar
iii) mit dem Ziel, zu einer eigenständigen Meinungsbildung
zum Thema zu gelangen. Das Seminarkonzept, das ich vorstellen möchte, versucht diese Bedingungen zu erfüllen, indem es
zwei Ansätze integriert: Das von Bailin und Battersby entwickelte Verständnis von Kritischem Denken als »Inquiry« verbindet sich mit dem von Jennifer Mulnix vorgestellten SchreibPortfolio, in dem in fortschreitenden Aufgaben Studierende
zur Entwicklung eines eigenen argumentativen Beitrages zu
einer Kontroverse geführt werden.
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Werner 9

Jonas Werner
University of Hamburg
In my talk I defend an epistemic constraint on something
fundamental giving rise to something non-fundamental. It is
based on a metaphysical thesis regarding the connection between grounding and essence, namely that it is essential to the
grounded that the grounds are capable of binging it about.
I will argue for a modification of this link, namely that it
should be restricted to cases of immediate grounding, grounding without any mediating steps. This modified metaphysical
thesis will be argued to straightforwardly give rise to the following epistemic constraint: For an ideal reasoner, knowing
the essence of a grounded entails knowing whether something is a potential immediate ground of it. This constraint
will be shown to have advantages both over stricter accounts
that treat epistemic gaps as incompatible with grounding and
over weaker accounts that treat epistemic gaps as completely
irrelevant to questions of ground.

Werning 12
The interaction of Bayesian pragmatics and
lexical semantics in sentence meaning
composition
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9.45
a. m., Hörsaal D
Markus Werning
Ruhr University Bochum
and Erica Cosentino
We contrast two views of how contextual influence on sentence meaning composition can be explained. The Semantic Similarity View maintains that discourse context affects
sentence meaning mainly because of the semantic similarity
between the words in the discourse context and the words
in the sentence (as measured by Latent Semantic Analysis).
The Free Pragmatic View, in contrast, defends the claim that
also pragmatic aspects of the discourse context can affect
sentence meaning composition. This effect can be quantitatively modelled by Bayesian Pragmatics /Rational Speech Act
Theory, which accounts for the rational cooperation between
speaker and hearer in an act of communication by modelling
the hearer’s probabilistic expectations about the speaker’s
communicative intentions by Bayes’s Theorem. The speaker’s
choice of words is assumed to pursue the aim of optimzing
informativity and relevance. We introduce a Predictive Completion Task in which the hearer at every moment in a communicative situation has to generate a probabilistic prediction
about how a discourse being uttered by the speaker is continued. We provide detailed probabilistic models of the two
views and test their predictions in a psycholinguisitic experiment. The resutlts of the experiment are best explained by
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the assumption that the hearer accomplishes the Predictive
Completion Task as envisaged by the Free Pragmatic rather
than the Semantic Similarity View.

1

White
Against a »capturing analysis« of autonomy
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 10:30–11.15
a. m., S 12
Lucie White
Leibniz Universität Hannover
The notion of respect for autonomy dominates bioethical discourse, but a precise definition of autonomy is notoriously
elusive. This is compounded by the fact that the concept of
autonomy that interests action theorists seems to have little
to do with autonomy as it is employed in medical contexts.
Particularly, the condition of »authenticity« that forms the
basis of many theoretical models of autonomy is too restrictive to include the full range of actions that we might wish to
see protected in medical contexts. In response to this, several
prominent theorists have attempted to undertake what is
sometimes referred to as a »capturing analysis« of autonomy.
That is, they start with the role that autonomy is thought
to play in medical contexts, namely, protecting and ensuring
respect for a sufficiently wide range of self-regarding decisions, and attempt to devise a single model of autonomy
that can play this role. This type of approach is valuable,
but theorists undertaking this type of analysis make two related mistakes. First, in attempting to make their models of
autonomy sufficiently inclusive, they abjure a condition of
authenticity altogether. I will show that authenticity plays a
crucial role in ensuring that some self-regarding decisions are
sufficiently protected. Once the role of authenticity is revealed, the second mistake becomes apparent: no single concept
of autonomy can capture the entire range of decisions we
wish to see protected and respected in medical contexts. We
need an authenticity-based concept for some situations, and
an authenticity-free concept for others.

13

Whiteley
Plenty of work for a pluralist account of
causation
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9.45
a. m., Hörsaal E
Cecily Whiteley
King’s College London
It has recently been argued that ›causation‹, despite its’ unified and monolithic appearance, masks an underlying ontological diversity (Psillos 2009). In this paper I explore the
implications of adopting such a pluralistic account of the
metaphysics of causation for contemporary debates in mental
causation, to which metaphysical analyses of causation are
frequently applied. I argue for the following claims: (i) that
the monistic assumption – that causation is single kind of
relation – does crucial work in securing the soundness of Kim’s

much discussed Causal Exclusion Argument (2005) against
non-reductive physicalism (ii) that its’ denial in an ontological
form of causal pluralism (Psillos 2009) provides the resources
for a new case against the exclusion argument, suggesting a
novel picture of mental causation according to which downward and horizontal causal relations track distinct worldly
relations. This response, I argue, is best understood as as falling within the set of arguments which grant the systematic
overdetermination of physical effects by mental and physical causes yet claim that the occurrence of ubiquitous causal
overdetermination is benign in virtue of the causal overdetermination in the mental causation case possessing certain
unique features viz. the overdetermination of physical effects
by different types of ontological causal relations. Finally, I
argue that (iii) the provisionary account of pluralistic mental
causation presented here provides a convincing case against
the recent attack on so-called ›overdetermination acceptors‹
posed by Sara Bernstein (2016), of which this response is an
instance.

Wiese 13
Modeling valences of conscious experiences
with lexicographic vectors
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4.45
p. m., Hörsaal E
Wanja Wiese
Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz
Peter Carruthers (2017) provides an insightful representational
analysis of the valence of conscious experiences. In his lucid
analysis, Carruthers makes the following two background assumptions:
(1) Both seeming goodness and seeming badness »exist on
a single continuum of seeming value« (Carruthers, 2017, p. 6).
(2) Valence-processing appears to be underlain by a single
(albeit multicomponent) neurobiological network, the signals
of which »provide an evaluative ›common currency‹ for use
in affectively-based decision making« (Carruthers, 2017, p. 3).
I will argue that there are theoretical objections to (1), and
empirical objections to (2). These objections are not knockdown arguments, but I will show that there is a theoretically
attractive alternative to (1) that can make sense of empirical
findings conflicting with (2). Crucially, since (on my reading)
neither (1) nor (2) are essential to Carruthers’s account, incorporating my suggested alternative promises to yield a more
coherent and empirically plausible version of his account. Instead of (1) and (2), I will argue for: (10 )
There is a lexicographically ordered hierarchy of subjective
values. At each level of this hierarchy, there is a single continuum of seeming value. (20 )
There is no single neural network specifically associated
with the processing of valences. Instead, distributed representations of value contribute to affectively-based decision
making.
Reference Carruthers, P. (2017). Valence and value. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. doi: 10 1111 /
phpr.12395«
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Wilck
Scientific definitions and a new problem for
pyrrhonian scepticism
Tuesday, September 18th , 2018, 4:00–4.45 p. m.,
S 14
Benjamin Wilck
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
My paper raises a previously unnoticed problem for the applicability of Pyrrhonian scepticism to scientific definitions.
Sextus Empiricus defines his sceptical method as an ability to
suspend judgment about any given proposition by constructing pairs of opposing and equipollent arguments. In adversus Mathematicos I-VI, Sextus nonetheless presents a series
of straightforward refutations of scientific doctrines rather
than oppositions of arguments and counterarguments (Pappenheim 1874: 16–17; Apelt 1891: 258–259; Zeller 1923: 51n2;
Janacek 1972: 87; Dumont 1972: 164; Mueller 1982). Recently,
however, it has become widely accepted among scholars that
this apparent lapse from Pyrrhonian scepticism into negative
dogmatism that we find in adversus Mathematicos I-VI can be
rectified by supplementing opposing arguments (Blank 1998:
l-lv; Morison 2004: section 5; cf. Barnes 1988: 72–77). Against
this I present a counterexample. While the aforementioned
strategy accounts for scientific theorems, which are usually
accompanied by a proof, it fails in the case of particular definitions, for which there is no proof or justification of some other
sort. Neither the standard (Striker 1983: 25; Annas & Barnes
1985: 25) nor the most recent interpretations (Morison 2011)
of Pyrrhonian scepticism give a satisfying interpretation of
Sextus’ arguments against particular scientific definitions.

9

Wilsch
The axiomatic account of governance
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 2:15–3:00
p. m., Tagungsraum
Tobias Wilsch
Tübingen University
The main motivation for non-reductive theories of laws of
nature is to capture the laws’ governance. The notion of governance, however, has proven elusive: it is not clear what governing laws would be. The paper aims to explicate the notion
with the idea that governing phenomena are characterized
by particular axioms. I begin with a brief critical discussion
of views that understand governance in terms of ground. I
then introduce the Axiomatic Account of Governance in two
steps. I first argue that explanatory phenomena are characterized by axioms that contain the necessity-operator and
that phenomena with such ›modal axioms‹ exert necessity on
the facts. Exerting necessity is what enables phenomena like
laws, essence, or logical consequence to establish explanations. In the second step, I develop a distinction between governing and non-governing explanatory phenomena. Governing
phenomena are fundamentally input-output mechanisms: the
laws govern only if they fundamentally take (putative) causes to their effects. For, if the laws fundamentally establis-
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hed regularities, causal explanations would merely follow by
subsumption under these regularities and would not be ›produced‹ in the relevant sense by the laws. I characterize this
intuitive constraint with modal axioms of a particular conditional form and I conclude that to govern is to be characterised by this sort of modal axiom. I conclude my presentation
by suggesting that the Axiomatic Account commits the nonreductivist about laws not only to fundamental nomic phenomena, but also to primitive necessity.

Witt 1
Demenz und personale Identität
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9:00–9.45
a. m., S 12
Karsten Witt
Universität Duisburg-Essen
Viele Menschen halten Patientenverfügungen für ein geeignetes Mittel, um selbstbestimmt zu entscheiden, wie mit ihnen
im Fall schwerer Demenz umgegangen werden soll. Die meisten Bioethiker stimmen ihnen zu: Demenzverfügungen seien
Ausdruck der ›verlängerten Autonomie‹ der Patientin. Doch
ob das stimmt, ist unklar. Dem viel beachteten ›Identitätseinwand‹ zufolge sind die Ausstellerin der Verfügung und ihre
schwer demente Nachfolgerin numerisch verschieden. Sie sind
zwei und nicht eins. Wenn das stimmt, kann die Ausstellerin
nicht verfügen, wie mit ihr im Falle schwerer Demenz umgegangen werden soll. Demenzverfügungen sind kein Fall verlängerter Selbstbestimmung. Eine bisher wenig diskutierte Möglichkeit, auf den Identitätseinwand zu antworten ist die ›ontologische Kritik‹. Sie basiert auf dem Verhältnis von Person und
menschlichem Organismus. In meinem Vortrag möchte ich
sie vorstellen und kritisch untersuchen. Auf den ersten Blick
hat sie eine Reihe von Vorzügen. Insbesondere akzeptiert sie
die populären Annahmen, auf denen der Identitätseinwand
basiert. Bei näherem Hinsehen zeigen sich jedoch Probleme,
die so gravierend sind, dass wir von ihr Abstand nehmen sollten.

Wündisch 16
Towards a non-ideal theory of climate migration
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 3:15–4:00
p. m., S 16
Joachim Wündisch
Heinrich-Heine-Universität Düsseldorf
The unique problem of lost territory poses one of the most
important and complex challenges of compensating for loss
and damage due to anthropogenic climate change. Anthropogenic climate change will cause a significant increase in the
sea level for centuries to come. A rising sea level endangers
many low lying coastal areas but also entire states. However,
the inundation of an entire state will remain a rare event. Partial loss of territory will be far more pervasive. As measured
by the number of states, the area of land, and, in particular,
the number of people affected, the phenomenon of partial
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territorial loss is much more significant. I address it from the
perspective of compensatory justice. In particular, I offer (i)
background on basic concepts, (ii) an overview and critique of
existing accounts, and propose (iii) a novel interpretation of
territory as well as (iv) a corresponding criterion of a duty to
compensate before (v) I flesh out the overall theory, and (vi)
take into view implications and details of application.

11

Yahya
Breaking beyond the border of the brain: Why
we need a situated view of self-control
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 10.30–11.15
a. m., Hörsaal A2
Jumana Yahya
Institute of Cognitive Science, Osnabrück
University
Situated cognition, broadly speaking, is the view that the
mind is not constricted to the borders of the brain, but also
involves external factors such as the body, environment, and
society. Very recently, a handful of situated theories of selfcontrol have emerged (e. g. Heath & Anderson, 2010; Hung &
Labroo, 2011). To propose that self-control is a situated phenomenon is to go against the traditional paradigm of assuming
that successful self-control is the product of the right sorts
of thoughts. The goal of this paper is to motivate the paradigm shift to adopt a situated perspective where the body,
environment and /or society become bona-fide members of
the self-control system. In order to do so, this paper will raise
two problems for the assumption that thinking the right sorts
of thoughts entails control of one’s own behavior: a practical
problem that draws upon neuroscientific evidence of individuals who suffer from (and seek to overcome) chronic selfcontrol problems. Such agents are likely to experience either »cognitive blindness« (i. e. lack of conscious awareness of
their reward seeking behavior) or increased cognitive effort
sensitivity, both of which prevent the agent from being able
to think the right sorts of thoughts. The second problem is
logical, in that the entailment claim is false. Certain studies
reveal that even when an agent is thinking the right sorts
of thoughts, some external factor is a better predictor of her
behavior. Taken together, these two problems suggest that
the brain alone is not capable of producing successful selfcontrol.

12

Zakkou
Presupposing Counterfactuality

is by now long standing and broad consensus that this view
cannot be upheld, neither for non-past subjunctive (›would‹)
conditionals nor for past subjunctive (›would have‹) conditionals. If the speaker of either counterfactual conveys the falsity
of the antecedent at all, she conversationally implicates it. In
this paper, I shall examine the two most prominent arguments
for the claim that not even past subjunctive conditionals presuppose the falsity of their antecedents: Anderson’s argument
featuring sentences such as ›If Jones had taken arsenic, he
would have shown the same symptoms he actually shows‹
and Stalnaker’s modus tollens argument. I will argue that
neither of them is conclusive. I will thus show that we can
hold on to the presupposition view for past subjunctives. This
is relevant for ongoing debates about conditionals not only
because it suggests that there is a clearly defined class of true
counterfactuals, but also because it suggests that there might
well be a deep difference between indicative and subjunctive
conditionals.

Zednik 11
Will machine learning produce machine
intelligence?
Thursday, September 20th , 2018, 9:45–10.30 a. m.,
Hörsaal A2
Carlos Zednik
Otto-von-Guericke Universität Magdeburg
I consider the potential of Machine Learning methods for the
development of genuinely intelligent computers. To this end,
I first outline a criterion of Behavioral Indistinguishability
(BI), according to which a computer’s putative intelligence
depends on its ability to integrate seamlessly within human
society, and argue that ML-programmed computers are well
on the way toward satisfying this criterion. That said, I also
consider the (much-discussed) possibility that BI is an inadequate criterion of machine intelligence. For this reason, I also
introduce the Algorithmic Similarity (AS) criterion, according
to which it matters whether computers are governed by rules
and representations that resemble the ones that are implemented in human brains. I go on to discuss a posteriori as
well as a priori ways of determining whether ML-programmed
computers actually satisfy AS and may therefore be considered genuinely intelligent. For one, I review some methods
from the nascent Explainable AI research program that are
designed to solve the so-called Black Box Problem in AI. For
another, I argue that, because ML-programmed computers
are nurtured and situated in the real-world environment that
is also inhabited by human beings, the similarities between
human and artificial intelligence are likely to be more than
merely skin deep.

Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 4:00–4.45
p. m., Hörsaal D
Julia Zakkou
University of Hamburg
What distinguishes counterfactual conditionals from other
conditionals? The arguably most immediate and most simple
answer has it that they presuppose the falsity of their antecedents. Both among philosophers and linguists, however, there
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Zisman
Correct intuition, wrong framework – why
retributivists are wrong about the value of
painful emotions such as guilt, remorse, and
regret
Wednesday, September 19th , 2018, 9.45–10:30
a. m., S 16
Valerij Zisman
Bielefeld University
and
Retributivist theories of punishment experienced a resurgence
in the last decades. At the same time, some retributivists
distanced themselves from the traditional insistence on the
mere infliction of suffering on offenders. Instead, they focused on suffering experienced specifically in the form of painful
emotions such as guilt, regret, and remorse, arguing that if
nothing else, there at least is deontological value in an offender going through these kinds of experiences. Furthermore,
that value is thought to largely derive from the communicative dimension of suffering, which is typically conveyed via
the sincere apology of an offender. In our contribution, we
want to dispute this claim. Our method is to look at work
from evolutionary and social psychology to explain (and ultimately debunk) the intuition that an offender’s suffering in
the form of guilt, regret, and remorse communicates something deontologically valuable. But other than many critics of
retributivism, we do not want to argue that the retributivist is
mistaken in thinking that the suffering of the offender is communicatively valuable at all. Rather, we claim that a deeper
understanding of the origins of that intuition reveals its consequentialist underpinnings – the retributivist is therefore only
wrong to capture the value of punishees’ suffering in deontological terms. We take this as further evidence that future
work revolving around the role of suffering in punishment
should focus more on the consequences of painful emotions
such as guilt, regret, and remorse, instead of misplacing their
value under the umbrella of retributive justice.
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Wednesday, September 19th, 2018, 11:15–12:15 p.m., Foyer
P1

Applied Ethics

P2

Aesthetics

P3

Didactics of Philosophy

P4

Epistemology

P4
P6
P6

Epistemology
Logic
Logic

P6
P7

P10
P11

Logic
Metaethics, Theory of Action,
and Decision Theory
Metaethics, Theory of Action,
and Decision Theory
Normative Ethics
Philosophy of Cognition

P11

Philosophy of Cognition

P12
P13
P13

Philosophy of Language
Philosophy of Mind
Philosophy of Mind

P13
P15
P16

Philosophy of Mind
Philosophy of Science
Political Philosophy and
Philosophy of Law

P7

Eine deontologische Perspektive auf die Ethik der
Lebensmittelproduktion: das Prinzip der Doppelwirkung
Ästhetik ohne Grenzen? Frank Sibley und die
Alltagsästhetik
Analytische Philosophie und Philosophiedidaktik –
Philosophische Bildungsprozesse im Spannungsfeld von
Fachwissenschaft und Fachdidaktik
An Optimality-Argument for Equal Weighting
Re-evaluating New Evidentialism
The Rationality of Predicate Change
A weak symmetry condition for probabilistic measures of
confirmation
The Logic of Probabilistic Knowledge
Ethical Intuitionism, Moral Disagreement, and Pluralism
Use your imagination! Imagination as a source of our
knowledge of practical reasons
Against Narrative Ethics
The Paradox of the False Belief Task: the Role of
Situational Factors in Cognitive Development
What Enculturated Arithmetical Practices Can Tell Us
about Brain Organization and Embodied Cognition
On the (Meta-)Semantics of Virtualects
Causal exclusion and causal Bayes nets
Self-Knowledge through Bypass? Fernández on the
Transparency of Mind
Modelling Mental Causation: Against Closure
Applying Big Data Beyond Small Problems
Political Epistemology: Assessing the Challenge of ‘Fake
News’ and Strategic Manipulation for Epistemic Theories
of Democracy

Lukas Tank and Stefanie Thiele
Nora Sophie Olbrisch
Marcel Gerlach

Christian J.
Feldbacher-Escamilla
Sebastian Schmidt
Corina Strößner
Jakob Koscholke
Patricia Rich
Markus Seethaler
Razvan Sofroni
Anh-Quân Nguyen
Julia Wolf
Regina E. Fabry
Daniel Milne-Plückebaum
Alexander Gebharter
Martin Fricke
Paul Freye
Benedikt Knüsel
Simon Scheller
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P11 Fabry
What Enculturated Arithmetical Practices Can
Tell Us about Brain Organization and Embodied
Cognition
Regina E. Fabry
Justus Liebig University of Giessen
Arithmetical cognition is the result of enculturation. Enculturation is a process of cultural learning that leads to the
acquisition of evolutionarily recent, socio-culturally shaped
cognitive practices such as arithmetic and reading. On a subpersonal level, enculturation is realized by learning driven plasticity and learning driven bodily adaptability, which leads
to the emergence of new neuronal circuitry and bodily action
patterns. Empirical evidence shows that the acquisition of
arithmetical practices is associated with the development of a
neural circuit involving regions in the parietal and temporal
cortices, which also contribute to other cognitive functions.
Furthermore, there appears to be a tight functional relationship between arithmetic, counting, and finger gnosis (i. e., the
identification of fingers). Furthermore, writing is also crucial
for the ontogenetic development of arithmetical competence.
This competence can be lost as a result of a brain lesion in the
left parietal lobe in Gerstmann’n syndrome, which is defined
by the comorbidity of acalculia, finger agnosia, and deficits in
writing and left-right distinction.
Enculturated arithmetical practices are a good test case for
large-scale theories of the neuro-functional architecture of the
mind. I will argue that Fodor’r (1983) modified modularity
theory and Carruthers’s (2006) massive modularity theory fail
to account for the ontogenetic development of the cerebral
and extra-cerebral components of arithmetical practices – and
how they can be lost in Gerstmann’n syndrome. By contrast,
Anderson’n (2015) neural reuse theory promises to elucidate
and deepen our understanding of enculturation and how we
can acquire, apply, and lose our arithmetical capacities.

P4

Feldbacher-Escamilla
An Optimality-Argument for Equal Weighting

of the equal weight view. A common argument for this view
stems from a principle one might want to call the »principle
of epistemic indifference«: If the epistemic attitudes of n individuals are, regarding their rational formation, epistemically
indistinguishable (i. e. the individuals are epistemic peers),
then each attitude should be assigned a weight of 1 /n. However, as we will show, the equal weight view results from a more
general approach of forming epistemic attitudes towards propositions in an optimal way. By this the argument for equal
weighting can be massively strengthened from reasoning via
indifference to reasoning from optimality.

Fricke P13
Self-Knowledge through Bypass? Fernández on
the Transparency of Mind
Martin Fricke
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (UNAM)
In Transparent Minds (2013), Jordi Fernández argues for »the
bypass view«, according to which we self-ascribe beliefs not
on the basis of the first-order beliefs to be ascribed but on the
basis of the grounds for those first-order beliefs. If I see an
apple in front of me I can directly self-ascribe the belief »I
believe there is an apple in front of me«, thus bypassing the
first-order belief »There is an apple in front of me«. Fernández
further argues that Bypass is a good procedure because we
form all our beliefs on the basis of other mental states that
regularly cause them as grounds.
In my talk I shall question Fernández’z theory in four
points. First, is it »mad« to base a self-ascription of belief
on a mental state which is about the world and not myself
(Boyle 2011)? Second, if I make a fluke error in the formation
of my first-order belief, there is no causal regularity in the relation between the belief and its ground. Is Fernández right in
claiming that in this case my self-ascription arrived at through
Bypass is unjustified? Third, is Bypass capable of revealing
pre-existing first-order beliefs (Gertler 2011)? Fourth, can the
procedure detect changes in our ways of forming first-order
beliefs?

Christian J. Feldbacher-Escamilla
Duesseldorf Center for Logic and Philosophy of
Science (DCLPS), University of Duesseldorf
Two peers have an epistemic disagreement regarding a proposition, if their epistemic attitudes towards the proposition
differ. The question of how to deal with such a disagreement
is the problem of epistemic peer disagreement. Several proposals to resolve this problem have been put forward in the
literature. Most of them mainly concentrate on the question
of if, and if so, to what extent one should incorporate evidence of such a disagreement in forming an epistemic attitude
towards a proposition. Classical is the so-called »equal weight
view« which suggests to generally incorporate such evidence
by equally weighting. At the other end of the spectrum is the
so-called »steadfast view« which suggests to generally not
incorporate such evidence. In between are views that suggest
incorporating such evidence from case to case differently as,
e. g., the total evidence view.
In this paper we want to present a new argument in favour
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Gebharter P13
Causal exclusion and causal Bayes nets
Alexander Gebharter
DCLPS
In this talk I reconstruct and evaluate the validity of two versions of causal exclusion arguments within the theory of causal Bayes nets. I argue that supervenience relations formally
behave like causal relations. If this is correct, then it turns out
that both versions of the exclusion argument are valid when
assuming the causal Markov condition and the causal minimality condition. I also investigate some consequences for the
recent discussion of causal exclusion arguments in the light
of an interventionist theory of causation such as Woodward’d
(2003) and discuss a possible objection to my causal Bayes net
reconstruction.
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Gerlach
Analytische Philosophie und
Philosophiedidaktik – Philosophische
Bildungsprozesse im Spannungsfeld von
Fachwissenschaft und Fachdidaktik
Marcel Gerlach
Leibniz Universität Hannover
Das Forschungsprojekt untersucht die Bedeutung der analytischen Tradition für philosophische Bildungsprozesse. Durch
das Projekt soll ein Beitrag zur Didaktik der Philosophie geleistet werden, indem aus der systematischen Durchdringung des
Verhältnisses von Analytischer Philosophie und Fachdidaktik
konkrete methodische und didaktische Impulse für die Gestaltung philosophischer Bildung in der Schule abgeleitet werden.
Das Ziel besteht darin, analytische Verfahren stärker in den
Fokus der Philosophiedidaktik zu rücken und aufzuzeigen, wie
durch analytische Arbeitsweisen philosophische Fähigkeiten
kumulativ gefördert und der rationale Diskurs als Kern philosophischer Bildungsprozesse gestärkt werden können. Um dies
zu erreichen, sollen analytische Konzepte ausgewählt, transformiert und somit für Unterrichtspraxis und Lehrerausbildung
verfügbar gemacht werden.
Es wird davon ausgegangen, dass zentrale Merkmale der
Analytischen Philosophie wie der linguistic turn, die Orientierung an Logik oder der besondere Stellenwert von Klarheit
in der Argumentation auch in philosophischen Bildungsprozessen eine wichtige Funktion erfüllen. So sind analytische
Verfahren beispielsweise für die Entwicklung von Reflexionsund Urteilsfähigkeit, die als elementare Ziele philosophischer
Bildung gelten, unverzichtbar.
Vor diesem Hintergrund stellt es ein Desiderat der Philosophiedidaktik dar, das Potential analytischer Methoden aus
fachdidaktischer Perspektive zu untersuchen. Die Arbeit soll
verdeutlichen, wie sich analytische Verfahren zielgerichtet
und altersgemäß in die Unterrichtspraxis einbinden lassen.
Im Verlauf der Argumentation wird sich zudem zeigen, dass
eine analytisch orientierte Philosophiedidaktik in hohem Maße
anschlussfähig ist an bestehende fachdidaktische Paradigmen
wie die Problem- oder die Kompetenzorientierung.

the constancy of the identified correlations and patterns between the variables over the relevant configurations of the
target system. I exemplify these reflections with case studies
from climate science and show that the required arguments
have to be based on the relevant scientific theory. Hence, a
promising way forward to exploit the advantages of big-data
elements consists in embedding them into more traditional
tools of scientific inquiry.

Koscholke P6
A weak symmetry condition for probabilistic
measures of confirmation
Jakob Koscholke
University of Hamburg
I present a symmetry condition for probabilistic measures of
confirmation which is weaker than commutativity symmetry,
disconfirmation commutativity symmetry but also antisymmetry. It is based on the idea that for any value a probabilistic
measure of confirmation can assign there is a corresponding
case where degrees of confirmation are symmetric. It is shown
that a number of prominent confirmation measures such as
Carnap’p difference function, Rescher’r measure of confirmation, Gaifman’n confirmation rate and Mortimer’r inverted
difference function do not satisfy this condition and instead
exhibit a previously unnoticed and rather puzzling behavior
in certain cases of disconfirmation. This behavior also carries
over to probabilistic measures of information change, causal
strength, explanatory power and coherence.

P15 Knüsel
Applying Big Data Beyond Small Problems
Benedikt Knüsel
ETH Zurich
Success stories of big data in the business world have led some
to advocate for big data-like reasoning in scientific research at
the expense of more standardized theory-based approaches.
Big data has thus far been successfully applied to »small problems«, which are characterized by constant and repeated
verification of the predictions and consequent adaptations
of the algorithms. There are many scientific issues for which
big-data elements could be useful complements by helping to
make research more efficient or perform an analysis despite
limitations in the scientific understanding. However, most
such problems are not small problems. Hence, I provide considerations for when big data can be applied beyond small
problems. Namely, researchers need to provide arguments for
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P12 Milne-Plückebaum
On the (Meta-)Semantics of Virtualects
Daniel Milne-Plückebaum
Universität Bielefeld
Pokémon GO players say things like »I see a jigglypuff«. Typically, such utterances facilitate communication and coordinated action among Pokémon GO players, and so are plausibly
regarded as having content. Yet prima facie, »jigglypuff« is a
species predicate; and a species predicate’e application condition is grounded by its actual original samples—that is, by
those members of the species that have originally and actually
been picked out as falling under the species predicate in question. But there are no such actual original samples to ground
»jigglypuff«’s application condition. So »jigglypuff«, and thus
any sentence involving this expression, is devoid of content.
Faced with this problem, I argue, in this talk, that »jigglypuff«
isn’n to be regarded as a real species predicate at all. Instead,
I hold that in playing Pokémon GO, players not only imaginatively presuppose that certain non-linguistic facts obtain, such
as the fact that certain species exist, but also imaginatively
speak what I call a Virtualect; and it is only within the Pokémon GO Virtualect that »jigglypuff« is a species predicate
and has an application condition. Outside of the Pokémon
GO Virtualect, »jigglypuff« is a make-believe species predicate, where make-believe species predicates form a separate
semantic category. This picture gives rise to two questions:
First, what, in reality, grounds the fact that make-believedly,
»jigglypuff« has the application condition that it has? And
second, does »jigglypuff« actually, qua make-believe species
predicate, have a content as well, and, if so, which one? I shall
provide some tentative answers to these questions.

P13 Näger
Modelling Mental Causation: Against Closure
Paul Näger
Westfälische Wilhelms-Universität Münster
Exclusion arguments are one of the main challenges to nonreductive physicalism. Since the arguments crucially depend
on the theory of causation assumed, there have been recent
attempts to provide formalizations on the basis of the largely
neutral and formally precise theory of causal Bayes nets. In
this paper I examine the prospects of defending non-reductive physicalism on the basis of such precise formulations of
the argument. I argue that under a suitable formalization,
a central assumption of the argument, the Exclusion principle, is a conceptual truth. If one accepts that there is no
systematic overdetermination, the only resort for the defender of non-reductive physicalism is to deny the assumption
of physical causal closure. I demonstrate that appealing to
indeterminism, which violates the assumption, is not a successful strategy since one can generalize the argument to
hold in indeterministic contexts as well. My main objection
to physical causal closure is that it yields a dilemma: without
ceteris paribus clause it is wrong (because there are no causes that are sufficient for their effects simpliciter) and with
ceteris paribus clause it is question begging (since whether
there are further, mental causes is precisely at stake). Finally,
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I examine a stronger version of the argument that claims to
do without the controversial assumption of physical causal
closure. I shall explain why this version fails as well because
the assumed criterion for the non-efficacy of mental causes is
not well founded.

Nguyen P10
Against Narrative Ethics
Anh-Quân Nguyen
St Andrews and Stirling Graduate Programme
»Recently, philosophers have defended a popular thesis in
moral theory: the narrative structure of a person’n life matters
as such. Typically, the narrativity thesis in ethics states that
there are meaningful, irreducible relations between life events
that tell us something about the person’n life story.
For example, Dorsey (2015) thinks that these narrative relations explain why we think that the temporal sequence of life
events matter – the shape of a life indicates existence of narrative relations. Kauppinen (2012) cashes out narrative relations
as coherence between earlier and later activities with respect
to setting, seeking and achieving goals, which gives rise to
meaningfulness of life.
I argue that this popular view is mistaken. We should reject
the narrativity thesis because future-bias is rationally permissible and incompatible with narrative relationism. If a person is
future-biased, past events do not matter to her – the value of
her past is discounted. Since future-bias is so natural and normal that it is considered a basic feature of practical rationality
(Dorsey 2016, Parfit 1984), it should be rationally permissible.
Hence, we are permitted to disconnect with our past, which is
incompatible with narrative relationism. Therefore, the narrativity thesis is false.
Also, future-bias offers a full alternative explanation why
we care about the shape of a life – we want bad things to be
past and good things ahead. We don’n need any assumptions
about a person’n narrative self to explain a life’e value. The
narrative self doesn’n matter, and the narrativity thesis is
false.«

Olbrisch P2
Ästhetik ohne Grenzen? Frank Sibley und die
Alltagsästhetik
Nora Sophie Olbrisch
TU Dortmund
Alltagsästhetikerinnen wie Sherri Irvin, Yuriko Saito oder
Emily Brady behaupten, Ereignisse wie das Kratzen an einer
juckenden Stelle, Wäscheaufhängen oder das Trinken eines
heißen Tees könnten als ästhetische Erlebnisse gelten. Die
größte Schwierigkeit besteht für sie darin, ästhetische Erlebnisse von rein körperlichen klar abzugrenzen. Eine Möglichkeit,
die Abgrenzung vorzunehmen, bietet Frank Sibleys Theorie,
derzufolge von Geschmacks- und Geruchssinn hervorgerufene
Erlebnisse als ästhetisch gelten können, wenn Geschmäcker
und Gerüche über Eigenschaften verfügen, die von einem Subjekt mit Geschmack in ästhetischen Termini komplex beschrieben werden können.
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Ich argumentiere, dass die Anwendung von Sibleys Theorie
Alltagsästhetikerinnen nicht hilft, die Grenze zwischen dem
Ästhetischen und dem bloß Körperlichen zu ziehen. Ausgehend von David Davies’ Analyse einiger alltäglicher Erlebnisse zeige ich ein Dilemma für die von Sibley inspirierte
Alltagsästhetikerin auf: Sie muss entweder einen nicht explizierten Begriff von Geschmack zugrunde legen, der eine rein
intuitive Basis für die Unterscheidung zwischen ästhetischen
und nicht-ästhetischen Termini darstellt. Dann fehlen ihr aber
Argumente gegen jene Skeptiker, die den ästhetischen Status
der von ihr gewählten alltäglichen Beispiele aufgrund ihrer
eigenen Intuition bezweifeln. Oder sie muss behaupten, es
gebe keine scharfe Trennlinie zwischen dem Ästhetischen und
dem Nicht-Ästhetischen. Dann wird es ihr schwerfallen, ihre
Theorie gegen andere ästhetische Ansätze zu verteidigen, die
eine solche Trennlinie bieten; zumal gegen solche, die gleichwohl die Existenz von ästhetischen Erlebnissen des Alltags
erlauben.

P6

Rich
The Logic of Probabilistic Knowledge
Patricia Rich
University of Hamburg
Sarah Moss provides an extensive argument for the thesis
that we have probabilistic knowledge in her new book of that
title. This thesis is in many respects appealing and intuitive,
but some important challenges have yet to be adequately
addressed. Critically, knowledge is factive, but it is hard to
see how the full range of our probabilistic beliefs could be
(non-trivially) true. Part of the problem is that Moss focuses
heavily on philosophy of language, and in doing so leaves
out details which are crucial for epistemologists. My solution
is to interpret Moss’ probabilistic knowledge using a modified Kripke framework, which allows me to fill in the details
necessary for answering the most forceful challenges to her
thesis. My probabilistic Kripke semantics replaces the standard
epistemic possibility relation between possible worlds with
a new relation; this relation associates each possible world
with the probabilistic hypotheses that the agent cannot rule
out at that world. Instead of evaluating propositions with
respect to possible worlds, I evaluate them with respect to
probability spaces. These probabilistic reference points permit
probabilistic propositions to come out as true, and in turn,
for agents to have probabilistic knowledge. I show how the
new semantics allows other challenges to be similarly addressed. The probabilistic semantics makes familiar propositions
and propositional knowledge limiting cases of probabilistic
propositions and probabilistic knowledge.

Scheller P16
Political Epistemology: Assessing the Challenge
of ›Fake News‹ and Strategic Manipulation for
Epistemic Theories of Democracy
Simon Scheller
Munich Center for Mathematical Philosophy
Democratic decision making is often praised for its epistemic
value. However, recent political developments, such as the
spike of ›fake news‹, seemingly undermine its superior position and attest to Democracy’y ›epistemic crisis‹. This poses a
challenge for various theories of democracy. This paper aims
to contribute to the literature on epistemic democracy by
assessing the structural challenges from false information and
other forms of strategic manipulation on democratic processes.
Normative Theories of Epistemic Democracy claim an instrumental or procedural value of democratic processes: Either the
process in itself is valuable (procedural), or one cares about
the outcomes of the process only, regardless of how they were
brought about (instrumental). In light of this dichotomy, the
challenge of ›fake news‹ can imply very different conclusions:
While procedural arguments hinge very much on the quality
of individual inputs (i. e. participants honesty and informedness), instrumental values solely revert to whether or not the
›good outcomes‹ are hindered or not, and hence false information would only constitute a problem if it were to significantly
distort the outcomes of the democratic process.
Furthermore, this distinction justifies different counter-measures: While one can legitimately counter false information in
procedural accounts only by ›fact-checking‹, instrumentalists
are free to employ manipulative strategies as an answer to
dishonest behavior.
This not only improves our theoretical understanding of
how discussions can be strategically influenced, but also how
democratic communities can safeguard against such attempts.
Hence, the paper aims to refine and reassert Democracy’y
virtue in light of newly emerging challenges.

Schmidt P4
Re-evaluating New Evidentialism
Sebastian Schmidt
FAU Erlangen-Nürnberg
The aim of this talk is to shed light on the normativity of epistemic reasons. It is a well-known problem that beliefs are not
voluntarily controlled (unlike actions), and that we are thus in
need of an explanation of how there can be normative reasons
for belief, or responsibility for belief. In this talk, I argue that,
over and above this problem, there are at least two further reasons for doubting the status of epistemic reasons as genuine
normative reasons. Before stating these further reasons, however, I reject two recent objections against evidentialism which
center around Shah’h new argument for evidentialism (2006).
These objections either deny the deliberative constraint on
reasons (Rinard 2015), or they deny that this constraint excludes pragmatic reasons for belief (McCormick 2015, 28f). Although these objections fail, they contain an insight which
motivates my arguments that epistemic reasons are not genu-
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inely normative. The objections draw our attention towards
differences between reasons for actions and epistemic reasons. In contrast to reasons for actions, epistemic reasons do
not always amount to criticizability of the subject who does
not respond correctly to sufficiently strong epistemic reasons,
and, secondly, are not authoritative in situations where epistemic reasons and reasons for actions clash. The upshot is
that neither evidentialism nor pragmatism, as traditionally
understood, correctly capture the normativity of belief. In
conclusion, I hint towards a more adequate understanding of
normativity. (For references see longer summary.)

P7

Markus Seethaler
Karl-Franzens-Universität Graz
In recent years, a moral intuitionism re-emerged in ethics
in a refined and moderate outfit. One major advantage of
such an ethical theory seems to be the close connection to
the real life experience of moral agents. One popular way to
argue against this theory also seems to gain its justification
directly from everyday moral experience: objections based
on widespread disagreement. My aim is to argue, that while
an ethical intuitionism is legitimately supposed to deal with
these objections, it is fully equipped to do so. Therefore, I
proceed in three steps. First, I identify three epistemological aspects that every moderate ethical intuitionism has to
endorse: non-inferentiality, prima facie justification and general fallibility. Second, I claim that if we take intuitionism as
a comprehensive ethical theory that not only endorses epistemological claims about non-inferential knowledge but also
a pluralism concerning basic moral principles, the grounding
assumption of many objections that if intuitionism is true we
should expect widespread agreement in moral matters, is not
adequate. Third, from an intuitionistic standpoint the ideal
of finding a solution to all moral disagreements is not only
unattainable but also unreasonable. What we need instead is
to find a way to continue a reasonable discourse even if we
disagree with each other. Assuming that pluralism is correct,
to find common ground concerning basic moral principles is
way more likely than in a concrete conflict.

Sofroni
Use your imagination! Imagination as a source
of our knowledge of practical reasons
Razvan Sofroni
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
»How do we come to know what practical reasons we have?
One answer which epitomizes a certain approach to this question is the one T. M. Scanlon gives in his chapter on epistemology from Being realistic about reasons: we attain knowledge
of normative truths (i. e. of truths about our normative reasons for actions and attitudes) by thinking about things in the
right way. In this paper I shall discuss one particular mental
process which, as I will argue, often plays a crucial part in
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Strößner P6
The Rationality of Predicate Change

Seethaler
Ethical Intuitionism, Moral Disagreement, and
Pluralism

P7

the thinking that leads to knowledge of normative reasons
for action (henceforth: practical reasons). Taking my cue from
recent discussions on knowing by imagining in the epistemology of counterfactuals and modality, I will endorse and
explore a similar knowing-by-imagining claim in the domain
of practical normativity, namely the claim that we may come
to know what reasons we have by using our imagination.«

Corina Strößner
Heinrich Heine Universität Düsseldorf
The poster gives an account of predicate change as a form of
conceptual change. Technically, this change is defined as a
change of the interpretation function I in a predicate logic.
After introducing predicate changing operations, rational preconditions and restrictions are investigated. The formal procedures are illustrated by an application to the history of the
category of mammals.

Tank and Thiele P1
Eine deontologische Perspektive auf die Ethik
der Lebensmittelproduktion: das Prinzip der
Doppelwirkung
Lukas Tank and Stefanie Thiele
Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Um die wachsende Menschheit zu ernähren, müssen Tiere
getötet werden. Dem ist nicht etwa so, weil Fleisch das beste
Mittel zur Ernährung der Menschheit ist, sondern weil auch
die Produktion von anderen tierischen und von pflanzlichen
Lebensmitteln unter realistischen Bedingungen notwendig mit
dem Töten von Tieren einhergeht. Das maschinelle Bestellen
der Felder und der Transport von Lebensmitteln sind mittelfristig unumgänglich, um die Weltbevölkerung zu ernähren, und
werden, im großen Stil angewendet, immer tierische Opfer
fordern. Für eine konsequentialistische Position in der Tierethik ist diese Erkenntnis vielleicht tragisch, aber nicht theoretisch fordernd. Gleiches gilt dagegen nicht für deontologische
Ansätze, die ein Tötungsverbot in Bezug auf Tiere beinhalten.
Wir zeigen in diesem Vortrag eine genuin deontologische Möglichkeit auf, Formen der Lebensmittelproduktion unterschiedlich zu klassifizieren, auch wenn diese stets mit der Tötung
von Tieren einhergehen. Unter Rückgriff auf das Prinzip der
Doppelwirkung (PDW) in der Version von Warren S. Quinn
präsentieren wir eine Alternative zum reinen Abzählen von
Tötungsakten, die der Intuition Rechnung trägt, dass nicht
alle Tötungsakte moralisch gleichwertig sind. Es kann mithilfe
des PDW gezeigt werden, warum typische Formen der Fleischproduktion moralisch problematischer sind als z. B. manche
Tötungsakte in der Produktion von pflanzlichen Lebensmitteln. Gleichzeitig nehmen wir uns aber auch Fällen an, in denen
die Beurteilung durch das PDW auf den ersten Blick nicht so
eindeutig ist und einer näheren Untersuchung bedarf.
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P11 Wolf
The Paradox of the False Belief Task: the Role of
Situational Factors in Cognitive Development
Julia Wolf
Ruhr Universität Buchum
It is a well-known finding that children only pass the explicit
false belief task at the age of around 4, while they pass the
implicit false belief task as young as 15 months old. In this
paper develop and cognitive-situational account of the development of social cognition to explain this paradox. Making
use of the mental files framework (Perner & Leahy, 2016), I
argue that a full explanation of the paradox requires appealing
to the interplay between internal cognitive and external situational factors. Situational factors emphasising the perspective
of the other person explain the improved performance in the
implicit false belief task. However, it is also necessary that
this improved performance becomes internalised and results
in internal cognitive development: only based on this internal
cognitive development children are able to pass the explicit
false belief task in which the situational facilitation is absent.
This account builds on Sterenly’y (2010) scaffolding account
which emphasises the role of the environment in facilitating
and thereby ›scaffolding‹ cognitive performance. It goes a
step further, however, in that I argue that situational factors
not only improve performance directly, but also lead to an
internal cognitive development. This, in turn, explains successful performance even in non-favourable environments.
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Satellite Workshop: Change and Change-Makers
Friday, September 21st , 2018, 10:15 a. m.–7:00 p. m., S14
Saturday, September 22nd , 2018, 10:15 a. m.–7:00 p. m., S14

Organizers
Ludwig Jaskolla (LMU München) and Florian Fischer (Bonn)

Workshop description
The main topic of this satellite workshop will be persistence. Usually, the problem of persistence is motivated via Leibniz’s
Law of the Indiscernibility of Identicals. Prima facie, there is a logical problem in reconciling trans-temporal identity with the
exchange of properties. If, now, change is conceptualised as the exchange of properties (difference) of the same entity (identity)
at different times, the problem of persistence displays itself as the philosophical question how difference and identity can be
conceived together.
Different strategies to avoid the problem have been proposed. Simply put there are, on the one hand, approaches that
formulate existence as a tenseless concept and conceive of the world as a four- dimensional spacetime continuum. Those include
Willard Van Orman Quine’s spacetime worms, David Lewis’s perdurantism, Ted Sider’s stage theory and Yuri Balashov’s version
of exdurantism. On the other hand, there are approaches which view the world and the material objects in it as three-dimensional
entities.
Four-dimensional approaches have the great advantage that they can ground persistence in the persisting entity. However,
they can only offer surrogates for persistence. As David Oderberg has pointed out, there can be no real change in a fourdimensionalistic ontology because four-dimensionalism presupposes that there is only the replacement of different – in part
very similar – spatio-temporal objects. As of yet, an actually plausible explanation for persistence – especially for difference and
change – is also missing from the endurantistic counterproposals.
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Aimar
tba
Simona Aimar
UCL

tinuous replacement theorized by four-dimensionalists can
only be accommodated either by invoking special dispositions or by imposing certain constraints on the modal space. I
conclude that this asymmetry counts in favour of Endurance
Theory over FourDimensionalism.

Fischer W1
W1

What are Change-Makers and why do we need
them

Banfi
Time and existential change
Luca Banfi
Dublin
The philosophical problem of change is too often and too
quickly approached as the problem of persistence of things
through time: how does one thing remain the same by instantiating incompatible properties at different times? In this
paper, I am going to endorse the problem of change from a
different perspective by asking: how do we explain the fact
that one thing could exist and not exist at different times?
First of all (§ 1), I offer an introduction of change as the
coming into and passing out of existence – i. e. existential
change – and then I discuss the notion of change-makers in
order to see how it helps for a better understanding of such
a change. In the second part of the paper (§ 2), I analyse
how perdurantism and endurantism treat existential change.
By the end of the paper (§ 3), I deepen the relation between
change and time, especially by arguing that existential change
perfectly fits into Presentism – i. e. the temporal ontology
according to which everything that exists is present.

W1

Benocci
Existential Fragility and Stage Replacement
Within Four-Dimensionalism

Florian Fischer
Bonn
The philosophical debate about persistence revolves around
examples of changes. A change in color is a typical example
employed in the publications on persistence; say a ball changing its color from red to green. Following David Lewis, this
change of color is problematic for persistence since it is in
tension with a plausible principle, sometimes
called Leibniz Law of the Indiscernibility of Identicals. This
principle states that if A and B are identical then they share all
their properties. Now, the ball which is red is identical to the
green ball, but being green is incompatible with being red. The
debate about persistence focuses on conceptualizing changes,
like this change in color of said ball, in a way that removes the
tension with Leibniz Law. The question of how the change in
color happens is generally not covered. Contrary, I argue that
we need to give an account of how changes are brought about
if we want to understand persistence. Personally, I believe
that dispositions are the entities which bring changes about,
the change-makers, so to say. I will present a theory of dispositions – the triadic process account of dispositions TPD –
and show how it avoids the looming incompatibility in the
context of Leibniz Law.

Ingthorsson W1

Matteo Benocci
Reading

A Powerful Particulars View of Causation,
Constitution, and Persistence

The ongoing debate about persistence has taken the form of
a dispute between two theories: Endurance Theory and FourDimensionalism. Endurance Theory and FourDimensionalism
are committed to different views of the existential stability of
objects. Endurance theorists endorse the view that ordinary
objects tend to remain in existence unless some perturbation makes them pass away. By contrast, four-dimensionalists
maintain that the world is made up of momentary objects,
which pass away instantaneously and are eventually replaced
by later objects having some appropriate continuity with the
earlier ones. In this paper, I argue that this basic difference,
though overlooked in the literature on the topic, is relevant
to the adjudication of the debate about persistence. First, I
show that endurance theorists have only to maintain that
objects are disposed to remain in existence in certain conditions and to pass away in other conditions, and that this view
can be worked out just by appealing to the causal structure
of the world as it is studied by natural science. At the end of
the day, endurance theorists do not need to posit any special metaphysical principle or to impose any constraint on
the space of metaphysical possibilities. By contrast, the con-

Rögnvaldur Ingthorsson
Lund
Causation, constitution, and persistence are traditionally characterized in incompatible ways. Causation as a diachronic
relation between distinct entities, persistence as a diachronic
relation an object has to itself, and constitution as a synchronous relation between parts and whole. I argue that the neoAristotelian view of causation I presented in ›Causal Production as Interaction‹ (2002) offers a plausible causal account
of the constitution and persistence of compound entities.
Like other powers-based accounts, I characterise effects as
the mutual manifestation of reciprocal interactions between
powerful particulars. However, they describe the mutuality
involved as one of equal importance of so-called disposition
partners, but depict the interaction as unidirectional; one
object acts while the other receives the influence. However,
modern science does not recognise any form of unidirectional
action and insists that all interactions are perfectly reciprocal,
i. e. that whenever one object exerts an influence the other
simultaneously exerts a proportional influence of the same
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kind on the first, but in the opposite direction. To accept
the reciprocity of interactions opens up the possibility of a
causal account of constitution and persistence, because the
relationship between the constituents of compound objects is
reciprocal in exactly the same way as the relationship between
two distinct objects; its just that the interaction between component parts of a unity do not only produce a change, but
also preserves the structure of the unity. On this view, change,
constitution, and persistence are merely different sides of the
same coin: causation.

W1

Jansen
Ludger Jansen
Bochum
The times they are a-changing, Bob Dylan sings. But are they?
Metaphysical orthodoxy does not agree: Time are not substrates of change, but the medium of change. But why? And what,
then, is changing? In order to discuss this question, I will
proceed as follows: First, I will distinguish various possible
conceptions of change: change of truth values (Cambridge
change), change by replacement, and real change (Aristotelian change). Second, I will discuss various candidates for the
substrates of change: Dylan’s times, the world, Aristotelian
substances, and properties like qualities and dispositions. In
doing so, I will rehearse several arguments for and against
assigning the honorific of being a substrate of change to these
candidates. Unsurprisingly I will argue that the soundness of
these arguments depends on the conception of change one
embraces.

Jaskolla
Process-Ontology and the Puzzle of Persistence
Ludwig Jaskolla
Munich
The Problem of Persistence is notorious for being adamant
in its insolubility. In addition to the »classical« solutions in
analytic metaphysics – i. e. threedimensional endruantism and
fourdimensional perdurantism – there have been relatively
new approaches to modeling persistence – e. g. Sider’s stageperdurantism (where some, like Balashov, have even contested
that stage-theory is a form of perdurantism). In addition, there
has been a relatively recent renaissance of deflationism about
persistence in analytic metametaphysics. The situation seems
to be, to say the least, dodgy.
Nevertheless, others, like Fischer or Seibt, have proposed
that we might make progress concerning questions about
persistence, if we adapt our ontological framework. In this
paper, I want to explore the explanatory power of processontology for advancing a more viable solution to the problem
of persistence.
I proceed in four steps: (1) I start by briefly introducing the
problem of persistence as an everyday phenomenon, which
I call the »fact of persistence.« (2) Then I will develop the
»puzzle of persistence« as a genuine philosophical problem,
which arises from the »fact of persistence«. I will argue that
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Marmodoro W1
Time after Change
Anna Marmodoro
Oxford /Durham

Substrates of Change

W1

the puzzle of persistence is basically a problem about diachronic identity and change – and that endurantism and perdurantism are equally ill suited for solving this puzzle. Then (3)
I sketch a process-ontology and (4) show how this ontology
solves the problem of persistence.

How primitive is time in relation to change? How do we go
about to investigate this metaphysical problem? I propose to
start with Plato’s and Aristotle’s views on change, time and
number; and then propose a novel solution about how order
enters the universe

Pemberton W1
Changing
John Pemberton
LSE
As Johanna Seibt notes, philosophers have long found changing (or ›dynamicity‹) an elusive concept.
The ontological basis for such consideration of changing
is often along the lines of Russell: the obtaining of similar
properties (events) at a densely infinite series of ›neighbouring‹ places. Sometimes a relation of causality, rather than
similarity, is posited between such component states. In any
case, the states come first and some story is told about how to
connect them. Within such ontologies, change consists of the
obtaining of one little thing and then another related different little thing shortly after. A change from P to ¬P is surely
a step change rather than changing. But even where properties are continuous values of a determinable each component
state seems unchanging.
Entities which act through time in the manner of Aristotelian agents / patients offer an alternative ontology. In order
to act through time, such entities must obtain through time
(not just a single point in time). Importantly, the particles
associated with the basic forces of physics may be understood as acting through time, e. g. a mass attracting another
mass. I shall show how this fits with Esfeld and Deckert’s view
that contemporary physics characterises elementary particles
according to their patterns of change of distance relations –
so that matter points must be understood as permanent, i. e.
existing through time.
Entities which exist through time in this way do license
a notion of changing, e. g. changing in respect of relative
positions and velocities of a spatial arrangement of entities.
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between spacelike-separated events and no »global now«, in
consonance with what relativity theory teaches us about time.

Sandstad
Form, Stability-Makers, and Homeostasis
Petter Sandstad
Rostock

Vetter W1
Potentiality Through Time

There are some changes which a substance cannot undergo
while still persisting. In many cases, one or more homeostatic
mechanisms are in place to ensure that the substance does
not undergo a change which hinders the substance from persisting. A simple example is the vital homeostatic mechanism
controlling a human’s core temperature.
Strictly speaking, stability-makers are change-makers. They
do make a difference, and they do have causal efficacy. Stability-makers will bring about some change in order to avoid
some other change.
Stability-makers can be understood to be, or consist of, dispositions that are finks or masks /antidotes. Or shorter, one
can follow Aristotle and understand stability-makers as dispositions to resist change. The typical cases of finks and masks /
antidotes are external to the substance. For instance, an antidote to a poison is external to Robert who has swallowed
poison. In contrast, homeostatic mechanisms are internal to
an organism / artefact / system.
Here enters form, as the internal principle of a substance.
First, form gives a substance’s identity- and persistence-criteria. It is then trivial that a substance’s form settles which changes a substance cannot undergo while persisting, as this is
what persistence-criteria are. Second, form is also the internal
principle of a substance’s homeostatic mechanisms. Humans,
in common with all mammals, are warm-blooded or more
precisely homeothermic. And it is because we are mammals
that we have this homeostatic mechanism. More generally, I
conclude that form is what makes substances have stabilitymakers.

W1

Barbara Vetter
FU Berlin
Dispositionalism about modality holds that all modal truths
are ultimately grounded in the dispositions – or, more generally, the potentialities – of individual objects. I have developed and defended such a view (Vetter 2015). In this paper, I
turn to a major unresolved issue for dispositionalism: the relation between metaphysical modality and time. Potentiality
differs from metaphysical modality as we usually conceive it
in two ways. First, potentiality is dated: like other properties,
potentialities are possessed by objects at a given time, and are
subject to change. Metaphysical modality, on the other hand,
is timeless and unchanging. Second, potentiality is directed:
their manifestation concerns the future or the present, but
not the past (relative to the time of their possession). Metaphysical modality, it seems, does not have such a direction
in time. I argue that the dispositionalist can deal with both
these apparent disanalogies, but only at the cost of accepting
certain claims about the metaphysics of time.

Saudek
Deriving change and time from an ontology of
substances and dispositions
Daniel Saudek
Innsbruck
I will argue that the notions of change and of time can be
derived non-circularly given simple assumptions about substances and their dispositions. In this way, the Newtonian
assumption whereby everything is »in« a time existing indepedently of other entities is turned on its head. In detail, I
will propose a derivation of three properties of time: 1. its
ordering properties, in particular the relation »before« between events; 2. its metric properties, i. e. the length of time
intervals and their comparison; 3. time’s »arrow« or oneway
street character, whereby time only moves »forward«, leaving behind a fixed and unchangeable past and heading into
an open future which can be influenced. The overall picture
is that time indeed »flows« in a robust sense, unlike in the
classical block universe, but such time is a local phenomenon »attached to« a substance, not an absolute passage as
envisaged by classical A-theory. Such a model of time’s arrow
requires no ontologically privileged relation of simultaneity
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Satellite Workshop The Significance of Higher-Order Evidence
Friday, September 21st , 2018, 09:20 a. m.–07:05 p. m., S16

Organizers
Peter Brössel (Bochum), Anna-Maria A. Eder (Köln) and Charlotte Werndl (Salzburg und LSE).
General Description
Higher-order evidence (HOE) is a key topic in contemporary
epistemology, challenging the standard conception of the
connection between evidence and rational belief. According
to this conception, rational belief is based primarily on evidence about the world. Although in accordance with popular
characterizations of rational belief, this conception is threatened by HOE. Roughly speaking, first-order evidence is evidence
about the world, while HOE is evidence about, for instance,
evidence itself, cognitive performance, or evidential relations. Many of our practices in politics, in courts of law, and in
science involve HOE. Sometimes we receive HOE that suggests
that our own reasoning with respect to some hypothesis is
flawed, or we receive HOE that an expert disagrees with us
with respect to an hypothesis; such evidence might influence
the epistemic status of the belief in the hypothesis. When politicians decide on policies, they often do not seek evidence on
the specific topic in question; instead they are interested in

9:20 a. m.– 9:30 a. m.
9:30 a. m.–10:30 a. m.
10:35 a. m.–11:35 a. m.
11:35 a. m.–12:00 p. m.
12:00 p. m.– 1:00 p. m.
1:00 p. m.– 2:30 p. m.
2:30 p. m.– 3:30 p. m.
3:35 p. m.– 4:35 p. m.
4:35 p. m.– 5:00 p. m.
5:00 p. m.– 6:00 p. m.
6:05 p. m.– 7:05 p. m.
8:00 p. m.–
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HOE about what experts believe. In science, we often rely on
HOE about our peers’ beliefs and about whether our own evidence has been obtained reliably and our reasoning is correct.
The question arises: What is the epistemic significance of such
HOE? The workshop is devoted to answering this question.
The purpose of the workshop is to bring together epistemologists who work on HOE. We are especially interested in
debates concerning:
• conceptions of higher-order evidence
• epistemic akrasia
• evidence of evidence
• higher-order evidence and deductive reasoning
• higher-order evidence and defeaters
• higher-order evidence and disagreement
• higher-order evidence and suspension of judgment
• higher-order evidence, and propositional and doxastic justification
• modelling higher-order evidence

Anna-Maria A. Eder
Introduction
Maria Lasonen-Aarnio
Higher-Order Evidence and Good Epistemic Strategies
Margaret Greta Turnbull
Level-Splitting: It’s Not as Bad as You Believe
Coffee Break
Kevin Dorst and Branden Fitelson
Evidence of Evidence: A Higher-Order Perspective
Lunch
Aleks Knoks
Higher-Order Evidence by Way of Deontic Logic
Mattias Skipper
Does Rationality Demand Higher-Order Certainty?
Coffee Break
Thomas Raleigh
Agnosticism and Higher-Order Evidence
Timothy Williamson
Evidence of Evidence: The Autoepistemic Case
Workshop Dinner
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Dorst

Lasonen-Aarnio W2
Evidence of Evidence: A Higher-Order
Perspective

Higher-Order Evidence and Good Epistemic
Strategies

Kevin Dorst
MIT

Maria Lasonen-Aarnio
Helsinki

and Branden Fitelson
Northeastern
»Evidence of evidence is evidence« (EEE) is a slogan that has
stirred much recent debate in epistemology. The intuitive idea
seems straightforward: if I have reason to think that there is
evidence supporting p, then – since what’s supported by evidence is likely to be true – I thereby have (some) reason to
think that p. However, formulating precise, nontrivial versions
of this thesis has proven difficult. In this paper we propose to
do so using a higher-order approach – a framework that lets
us model (higher-order) opinions about what opinions you
should have, i. e. opinions about what opinions your evidence
warrants. This framework allows us to formulate propositions
about your evidence as objects of uncertainty, and therefore
to formulate principles connecting evidence about evidence
for p to evidence about p. Drawing on a general theory of rational higher-order uncertainty developed elsewhere, we examine
which versions of EEE principles are tenable – showing that
although many are not, several strong, intuitive ones are. If
these details are correct, then it has (broadly conciliationist)
implications for the peer disagreement debate that started
the EEE discussion. And regardless of the details, we hope to
show that a higher-order approach is fruitful for formulating
and testing precise versions of the »evidence of evidence is
evidence« slogan.

In this talk I outline an epistemic framework based on a book
I am writing (that draws on previous work I have done), and
apply the framework to various cases and puzzles involving
higher-order evidence. I outline two evaluative perspectives,
one that focuses on success(whether one hits a target, whether
one knows, whether one acts rightly), and another that focuses on whether one’s action or doxastic state manifests successconducive dispositions, or a strategy that is conducive to the
relevant success. In general, manifesting good dispositions is
neither necessary nor sufficient for success. I outline an epistemic perspective focused on dispositions and strategies, and
contrast my account of such strategy-based evaluations with
similar ideas that have been put forth in the literature, such
as views that focus on instrumental means to success. Second,
I argue that many cases involving higher-order evidence pull
apart success and good dispositions or strategies. Though
there is no systematic phenomenon of defeat by higher-order
evidence, we can criticize subjects who manifest obstinacy
in the face of evidence about their own cognitive failure. I
contrast my view with alternatives, and highlight some of its
merits.

Raleigh W2
Agnosticism and Higher-Order Evidence

W2

Thomas Raleigh
Bochum

Knoks
Higher-Order Evidence by Way of Deontic Logic
Aleks Knoks
Maryland
One good reason for the recent interest in higher-order evidence is the fact that it gives rise to a puzzle about rationality.
If we think that such evidence can mislead and accept two
plausible rationality requirements, we’d seem to have to conclude that there are rational dilemmas. This paper approaches
the puzzle formally, via deontic logic. It presents a language
that allows us to formalize the reasoning that leads to the
disconcerting result. Then, drawing on work on normative
conflicts, it puts forth a new solution to the puzzle that allows
us to retain all of its three components – the two rationality
requirements and the possibility of misleading higher-order
evidence. The solution denies the common assumption that
conflicts between requirements imply a commitment to rational dilemmas. It also induces an unorthodox perspective on
rationality requirements, suggesting that they are defeasible.
But then we’ve good grounds for optimism about this perspective’s prospects.

A good account of the agnostic attitude of Suspending Judgement should explain how it can be rendered more or less
rational /justified according to the state of one’s evidence. I
argue that the attitude of suspending judgement whether p
constitutively involves having a belief – more specifically, a
belief about one’s evidence for p. I show that a theory of suspending that treats it as a sui generis attitude (see Friedman
2013, 2017), wholly distinct from belief, struggles to account
for how suspension of judgement can be rendered more or less
rational (or irrational) by one’s evidence. An interesting and
tricky issue that then arises for any account of Suspension –
and for a belief-based account in particular – is the rational
bearing of higher-order evidence on Suspending Judgement
and how this interacts with the rational bearing of one’s firstorder evidence. I show how a belief-based theory can account
both for the constraint that 1st -order evidence can rationally
bear on Suspension and for the equally plausible idea that
higher-order evidence can also bear on the rationality of suspending judgement. I argue that in those tricky cases where
the rational bearing of the subject’s 1st -order and higher-order
evidence are in conflict, a belief-based theory of suspension is
at least no worse-off than any other candidate theory.
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Skipper
Does Rationality Demand Higher-Order
Certainty?
Mattias Skipper
Aarhus
Should you always be certain about what you should believe?
In other words, does rationality demand higher-order certainty? First answer: No! Higher-order certainty cannot be
rational, since it leads to a distinct kind of dogmatism. Second
answer: Yes! Higher-order uncertainty cannot be rational, since
it paves the way for full-blown epistemic akrasia. Which answer
wins out? The second; or so I will argue. Once we recognize
what, exactly, one is certain of when one is certain about
what one should believe, it becomes clear that higher-order
certainty does not leave us prone to the kind of dogmatic
behavior that one might think. This is good news for proponents of the Enkratic Principle.

W2

Turnbull
Level-Splitting: It’s Not as Bad as You Believe
Margaret Greta Turnbull
Boston College
The Level-Harmony requirement on rational belief holds that
you can rationally believe p only if your evidence about your
evidence indicates that your evidence about p supports belief
in p (Feldman 2005, 95–6). In other words, Level-Harmony tells
us that first-order and higher-order levels of rationality should
always harmonize or match. In this paper, I argue that in some
cases, it is rationally permissible to violate Level-Harmony by
believing »Level-Splitting« beliefs (Horowitz 2014). To do so,
I provide an explanation for why Level-Splitting beliefs have
often been viewed as intuitively irrational. I show that by carefully distinguishing between distinct sets of evidence relevant
to level-splitting belief, we can identify a group of level-splitting beliefs which are rationally permissible and whose rationality can be defended from recent criticisms (Horowitz 2014).
I conclude that level-splitting belief is not always as irrational
as we might have believed.

W2

Williamson
Evidence of Evidence: The Autoepistemic Case
Timothy Williamson
Oxford
The slogan ›Evidence of evidence is evidence‹ is obscure. It
has been applied to connect evidence in the current situation
to evidence in another situation. The link may be diachronic or
interpersonal. Is present evidence of past or future evidence
for p present evidence for p? Is evidence for me of evidence
for you for p evidence for me for p?
The talk concerns putative intra-perspectival evidential
links. Is present evidence for me of present evidence for me
for p present evidence for me for p? Unless the connection
holds between a perspective and itself, it is unlikely to hold
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between distinct perspectives. Evidence will be understood
probabilistically. Formal models will be used from epistemic
logic, which provides a natural integration of first- and secondlevel epistemic conditions. An integrated framework is needed
to give a fair chance to the idea that evidence of evidence is
evidence. We ask questions like this: if the probability on the
evidence that the probability on the evidence of a hypothesis
H is at least 90 % is itself at least 90 %, when does it follow
that the probability on the evidence of H is indeed at least
90 %, or at least more than 0%? These resemble synchronic
analogues of probabilistic reflection principles.
Bridge principles between first-level and higher-level epistemic conditions often imply versions of controversial principles, such as positive and negative introspection. Formalizations of intra-perspectival principles that evidence of evidence
is evidence have similar connections.
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Satellite Workshop
Mental Representation, Mechanistic Explanation & Situated Cognition
Friday, September 21st , 2018, 9:15 a. m.–5:50 p. m., S01

Organization
Beate Krickel (Bochum), Albert Newen (Bochum), Achim Stephan (Osnabrück)
General Description
The workshop brings together young researchers from the
DFG-funded Graduiertenkolleg on »Situated Cognition« and
experts working on issues concerning 4-E cognition. We will
tackle central meta-questions as well as discuss core applications of 4E-approaches. Meta-questions that will be addressed
9:15 a. m.–9:20 a. m.
9:20 a. m.–10:20 a. m.

10:20 a. m.–11:00 a. m.
11:00 a. m.–11:30 a. m.
11:30 a. m.–12:30 p. m.

12:30 p. m.–2:00 p. m.
2:00 p. m.–3:00 p. m.

3:00 p. m.–3:40 p. m.
3:40 p. m.–4:10 p. m.
4:10 p. m.–4:50 p. m.
4:50 p. m.–5:50 p. m.

in the workshop concern the nature and role of mental representations incognitive processing, the causation /constitution
distinction in accounts of extended cognition, and the compatibility of extended cognition and mechanistic explanation.
As application cases, we will focus on the relevance of situatedness for social and moral cognition.

Introduction
Keynote talk
Louise Antony (Amherst):
Cartesian Materialism
Matej Kohár (Bochum):
The role of covariance in mechanistic explanation of cognition
Coffee
Keynote talk
Beate Krickel (Bochum):
The Causation /Constitution Distinction: Can the New Mechanistic Approach help?
Lunch
Keynote talk
Leon de Bruin (Nijmegen, Amsterdam):
Extended Cognition and the Limits of Mechanistic Explanation
Jumana Yahya (Osnabrück):
Putting the Mind Back Together: Reconceiving the Status of Emotions in Self-Control
Coffee
Lasse T. Bergmann (Osnabrück):
Situated Moral Cognition
Keynote talk
Richard Menary (Maquarie):
Cognitive Norms are Social Norms: A Naturalistic Account
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Antony
Cartesian Materialism (provisional title)
Louise Antony
University of Massachusetts

W3

Kohár

that one challenge remains: in order to avoid the trivialization of extended cognition, one has to be able to distinguish
between what I call cognitive constituents and behavioral constituents. This challenge leaves us with two options: either
one rejects the whole project Kaplan started as we first have
to understand what cognition is in order to, then, identify
its constituents. Or one holds that the challenge cannot be as
there simply is no difference between cognitive and behavioral
constituents-which is what defenders of extended cognition
might have wanted to convince us of all along.

The role of covariance in mechanistic
explanation of cognition

Matej Kohár
Ruhr-Universität Bochum
In this contribution I explore the mesh between covariance
accounts of representational contents and the requirements
of the new mechanistic model of explanation. In particular,
I show that there is a tension between appeals to covariance
between neural states and extraneural properties and the criteria of locality and mutual manipulability used to identify
mechanism constituents. I show that depending on one’s
favoured account of probability, content-as-covariance is either non-local to cognitive phenomena, or not mutually manipulable with them. I consider various options out of the
dilemma and show that they lead to more unwelcome consequences (e. g. widening the scope of the cognitive phenomena
so that the covariance is local to the phenomenon trivially validates extended cognition, and possibly naive realism about
perceptual states). I conclude that covariance between neural
and extraneural states is more fruitfully viewed as an explanandum rather than as an explanans in cognitive science. I
argue that simply noting the existence of a covariant relationship between neural and extraneural states does not explain
cognitive achievements unless the mechanisms which bring
about this covariance are uncovered.

de Bruin W3
Extended Cognition and the Limits of
Mechanistic Explanation
Leon de Bruin
Radboud University Nijmegen /VU University
Amsterdam
In this talk I will explore whether the mechanistic explanatory
strategy can be applied to cases of extended cognition and
discuss two challenges to such an approach. First, it is unclear
how we can determine the boundaries of mechanisms whose
components are across brain, body, and the environment.
Second, extended cognitive processes are often taken to be
characterized by reciprocal causation, which (allegedly) precludes mechanistic explanation because it imposes limits on
the explanatory heuristics of structural and functional decomposition.

Yahya W3
Putting the Mind Back Together: Reconceiving
the Status of Emotions in Self-Control

W3

Krickel
The Causation /Constitution Distinction: Can
the New Mechanistic Approach help?
Beate Krickel
Ruhr-Universität Bochum
In the debate on extended cognition, one central but still illdefined distinction is that between causation and constitution. In a recent paper, David Kaplan (2012) suggested using
the new mechanists’ mutual manipulability account of constitutive relevance due to Carl Craver (2007) to determine when
and whether extracranial processes are constituents of cognitive processes. If successful, Kaplan’s approach has a further
advantage: it is independent from any specific understanding
of what cognition is, which is of the key disagreements between defenders and opponents of extended cognition. The
aim of this paper it twofold: First, I will show that although
Kaplan’s considerations provide a good starting point, his application of the mutual manipulability account is problematic.
Second, I will show how Kaplan’s suggestion can be improved
in a way that avoids the original problems. Still, I will argue
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Jumana Yahya
Universität Osnabrück
Can emotional processes function as bona-fide members of
the self-control system, or are emotions always compulsive?
The Divided Mind view, presented by Chandra Sripada (2014),
splits the mind into two motivational processes, deliberate
and emotional, and argues that willpower (i. e. self-control)
belongs exclusively to the deliberative processes.
I will argue that emotions can function as members of
the self-control system. According to Sripada, the function
of deliberative willpower is inhibiting emotional-action desires, but some forms of self-control – for example, the strategies required to overcome diminished motivation, a state
of behavioral apathy – rely on inciting emotional-action desires. This »go willpower« is not only utilized for overcoming
diminished motivation, but can also overcome temptations.
Furthermore, if the mind is to be divided, then »go willpower«
belongs to the emotional motivational system. If this »go
willpower« belongs to the emotional motivational system,
then (at least some) emotions can genuinely participate in
successful self-control.
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Bergmann
Situated Moral Cognition
Lasse T. Bergmann
Universität Osnabrück
Moral cognition is an emerging area of research, which aims
to explore cognition in morally challenging situations. This
interdisciplinary research is experimentally driven relying on
methods from neuroscience and psychology, thus inheriting
their classic cognitivist commitments: Many experiments are
inspired by thought-experiments, putting subjects in highly
artificial situations. These situations are designed to isolate
intuitions supporting moral theories, not to provide generally applicable insights into cognitive processes. Non-situated approaches mainly focus on cognition distinct from the
world, forgetting or marginalizing cognition in participation
with the world and people. Situated approaches offer a more
inclusive way of looking at moral cognition: positing cognition to emerge from the interaction of body and world. How
agents make sense of morally challenging situation depends
on how they relate to the world. Their experience of interactions appropriately guides their moral assessments if applied
to the right kinds of moral problems.

W3

Menary
Cognitive Norms are Social Norms: A
Naturalistic Account
Richard Menary
Macquarie University Sydney
Living systems trade in normative interactions with their environment. For example, errors in honey bee waggle dances
produce interesting behavioural results. Okada (2014) and colleagues report that small errors in the waggle dance are ultimately beneficial to the bee colony. This is because it forces
the colony to flexibly respond to those inaccuracies in the
dance. Consequently, foraging bees actively exploit the errors
in the bee dance signal to improve foraging outcomes. Two
features of this kind of phenotypic flexibility are apparent,
firstly this is an entirely natural process and secondly it is a
social process – the colony responds as a collective. I shall
build on examples such as these to argue that social processes
in nature are norm sensitive. They are ultimately responsible
for cognitive norms, norms that do not need to be explicitly
represented or linguistically formulated.

143

Vortragende A–Z / speakers A–Z
B
K
M
P
W

Buchsymposien / book symposia
Kolloquien / colloquia
Hauptvorträge / Main Lectures
Poster / posters
Satellitenworkshops / satellite
workshops
Kolloquien / Colloquia

K1 Theoretical Topics in Analytic
Feminism
K2 Belief Aggregation and Epistemic
Diversity in Science
K3 Epistemic Authority
K4 Logic, Norms, and Reasoning
K5 Moral Philosophy and the Sciences:
How Can Normative Theories Be
Based on Empirical Findings?
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