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June 30, 2014 - Monday

9:10 – 9:30 Welcome / Registration

9:30 – 10:30 Auditorium: Plenary Session 1 – SARAH SAWYER 

Contrastive Self-Knowledge and the McKinsey Paradox

Auditorium: 

Modal Accounts of 
Knowledge

Red Room:

Inference

Green Room: 

Fallibilism & Infallibilism

Blue Room: 

The Function & Value of 
Knowlege

10:35 – 11:15

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1 Michael Blome-Tillmann:

Lotteries and the Modal 
Conception of 
Knowledge 

Jesús Zamora-Bonilla:

Commitment, 
Entitlement and the 
Epistemology of 
Scientific Inference 

Mikael Janvid: 

Fallibility and 
Defeasibility Revisited 

Robin McKenna: 

Function First 
Epistemology

11:15 – 11:55

 S
e
ss
io
n
 2 Guido Melchior: 

Knowing and Checking: 
Where Sensitivity Matters 
(and Where It Does Not)

Anna-Maria Asunta Eder: 

What about Closure?

Stephen Wright: 

Infallibilism

Mona Ioana Marica: 

The Tertiary Value 
Problem 

11:55 – 12:15 Break

12:15 – 13:15 Auditorium: Plenary Session 2 - JORDI FERNÁNDEZ

Memory as a Source of Epistemic Justification

13:15 – 15:00 Lunch break

Auditorium: 

Modal Accounts of 
Knowledge

Red Room: 

Belief

 

Green Room: 

Intuitions & 
Methodological Issues

Blue Room: 

Epistemic Instruments & 

Social Epistemology

15:00 – 15:40

 S
e
ss
io
n
 3 Christian Piller: 

Why Safety Has No Place 
in Epistemology

Treasa Campbell: 

A Feeling Theory of 
Belief

Mark McEvoy: 

Do Epistemologists Know 
What They’re Talking 

about?

Sebastian Kletzl: 

Instruments and 
Evidence 

15:40 – 16:20

 S
e
ss
io
n
 4 Jan Heylen: 

Is Knowledge Actually 
Safe?

Kengo Miyazono: 

Doxastic Innocence of 
Delusional Believers

Eugen Fischer: 

Submarine Iceberg 
Epistemology: Towards a 
Key Epistemic Profile

Pierre Willaime: 

Questioning Reliabilism 
as the Basis of Social 
Epistemology through a 

Case Study

16:20 – 16:35 Break

Auditorium: 

Gettier Cases 

Red Room: 

Epistemic Circularity

Green Room: 

Suspension of Judgment 
& Ignorance

Blue Room: 

Cognitive Abilities

16:35 – 17:15

 S
e
ss
io
n
 5 Paul Egré: 

Knowledge, Gettier 
Cases and the de re-de 
dicto Distinction

Miguel Ángel Fernández: 

Bootstrapping and 
Second-Order 
Knowledge

Thomas Raleigh: 

Agnostic Are Believers

Ángel García Rodríguez: 

Why Abilities Matter to 
Epistemology

17:15 – 17:55

 S
e
ss
io
n
 6 Jason Iuliano & Madison 

Kilbride: 

Wrong Reasons, Right 
Verdicts: The Gettier 
Problem and Jury 
Decision Making

Javier Vilanova Arias: 

How to Get Reflective 
Knowledge

Jan Willem Wieland: 

Good Ignorance, Bad 
Ignorance 

Kristoffer Ahlstrom-Vij: 

What’s the Problem with 
Cognitive Outsourcing 

18:00 – 19:00 Auditorium: Plenary Session 3 – PASCAL ENGEL 

Literary Knowledge: A Defense of Cognitivism 
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July 1, 2014 - Tuesday

9:15 – 11:45 Auditorium: Round Table – ANNALISA COLIVA – ERIK J. OLSSON –NIKOLAJ J.L.L PEDERSEN –  MIKKEL GERKEN

Epistemic Pluralism

11:45 – 12:05 Break

Auditorium: 

Epistemic Norms

Red Room: 

Epistemic Justification & 
Related Topics

Green Room: 

Knowledge & Action

Blue Room: 

Epistemic Contextualism 
& Invariantism

12:05 – 12:45

 S
e
ss
io
n
 7 Christoph Kelp: 

The C Account of 
Assertion: A Negative 

Result

Luca Zanetti: 

How to Be a Pluralist 
about Epistemic 
Justification

Javier González de Prado 
Salas: 

Action as a Source of 
Knowledge: Practical 
Success and Implicit 

Beliefs

Jacques-Henri Vollet: 

Knowledge, High Stakes, 
and Reasons to Not 

Check

12:45 – 13:25

 S
e
ss
io
n
 8 Christos Kyriacou: 

Epistemic Goals, Ought 
to Believe and the 

Pursuit of Understanding

Logan Paul Gage: 

Phenomenal 
Conservatism and 

Bergmann's Dilemma For 
Internalism

Karyn Freedman:

Epistemic Akrasia and 
Somatic Representations

Jie Gao: 

How to Explain Away the 
High Stakes Cases

13:25 – 15:00 Lunch break

Auditorium: 

Epistemic Norms 

Red Room: 

Epistemic Justification & 
Related Topics

 

Green Room: 

Moral Epistemology

Blue Room: 

Epistemic Contextualism 
& Invariantism

15:00 – 15:40

 S
e
ss
io
n
 9 Martin Grajner: 

Epistemic Expressivism 
and Attributions of 
Justification

Giacomo Melis: 

About Priority Relations 
between Propositional 

and Doxastic 
Justification 

Scott Robbins: 

Evolution and the 
Justification of Moral 

Belief

Davide Fassio: 

Moderate Skeptical 
Invariantism

15:40 – 16:20

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
0

Charles Côté-Bouchard: 

Epistemic 
Instrumentalism and the 
Authority of Epistemic 

Norms

Harmen Ghijsen: 

Perceptual Justification 
and Reliability

Said Saillant: 

The Demise of Moral 
Philosophy?

Dirk Kindermann: 

What is Semantic 
Blindness (and May We 

Appeal to it in 
Epistemology?)

16:20 – 16:40 Break

16:40 – 17:40 Auditorium: Plenary Session 4 – HANS ROTT

Imperfect Discrimination and the Vagueness of Belief

17:40 – 18:40 Auditorium: Plenary Session 5 – KLEMENS KAPPEL 

Internal Rationality and the Epistemology of Disagreement
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July 2, 2014 - Wednesday

9:15 – 10:15 Auditorium: Plenary Session 6 – RENÉ VAN WOUDENBERG

Transparency Clarified

10:15 – 11:15 Auditorium: Plenary Session 7 – ANNALISA COLIVA 

Which Hinge Epistemology? – II

11:15 – 11:30 Break

Auditorium: 

Testimony & Related 
Topics

Red Room: 

Epistemology of 
Disagreement

Green Room:

Coherence

Blue Room:

Know-How & Related 
Topics

11:30 – 12:10

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
1

Jeroen de Ridder: 

Trust in Science: Nicety 
or Necessity 

Marc Andree Weber: 

Armchair Disagreement

John R. Welch: 

Measuring Coherence 

Neil Gascoigne: 

Knowledge-How, 
Understanding, and Luck 

12:10 – 12:50

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
2

Arnon Keren: 

Letting Hyde Loose: 
Testimony and the 
Second Person

Michele Palmira: 

Credal and Full 
Disagreement

Jakob Koscholke: 

Why Coherence Is Not 
Generalized Logical 
Equivalence

Benoit Gaultier: 

The Epistemology of 
Know-Hows

12:50 – 13:30

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
3

Dan O'Brien: 

More Testimony and Lies 

Peter Brössel: 

How To Resolve Doxastic 
Disagreement 

Michael Schippers: 

Coherence and 
Inconsistency

Kevin Lynch: 

Knowing What an 
Experience Is Like and 
the Standard Theory of 
Knowledge-Wh

13:30 – 15:00 Lunch break

Auditorium:

Evidence & the Basis 
Problem

Red Room:

Scepticism & Related 
Topics

 

Green Room:

Epistemic Logic

Blue Room: 

Virtue Epistemology & 
Related Topics

15:00 – 15:40

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
4

Clayton Littlejohn: 

Evidentialism and the 
Basis Problem

Cameron Boult: 

A Dilemma for 
McDowellian neo-
Mooreanism 

Tudor Protopopescu: 

From Intuitionistic 
Epistemic Logic to a 
Constructive Resolution 
of the Knowability 

Paradox

Modesto M: Gómez-
Alonso: 

Ernest Sosa on Meta-
Aptness

15:40 –16:20

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
5

Veli Mitova: 

Truthy Psychologism 
about Evidence

Nicola Claudio Salvatore:

Hinges, Knowledge, and 
Radical Epistemic Agency

Ivano Ciardelli & Floris 
Roelofsen: 

Issues in Epistemic 
Change 

Chris Ranalli: 

Knowledge-First and 
Anti-Luck Virtue 
Epistemology

16:20 – 17:00

 S
e
ss
io
n
 1
6

Andrea Giananti: 

Epistemological 
Disjunctivism and the 
Basis Problem

Martha Rössler: 

No Evidence for the 
Obvious

Franca D'Agostini: 

Epistemic Gluts and 
Gaps

Jesús Navarro: 

Achievement and 
Intention: A New Defence 

of Robust Virtue 
Epistemology

17:00 – 17:15 Break

17:15 – 18:15 Auditorium: Plenary Session 8 – MIKKEL GERKEN

How to Do Things with Knowledge Ascriptions
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PLENARY TALKS

Round Table on Epistemic Pluralism

Annalisa Coliva, University of Modena & Reggio 

Emilia – COGITO

(annalisa.coliva@unimore.it) 

Mikkel Gerken, University of Edinburgh

(gerken@hum.ku.dk) 

Erik J. Olsson, Lund University

(erik_j.olsson@fil.lu.se)

Nikolaj J.L.L Pedersen, Yonsei University

(nikolajpedersen@gmail.com)

The round-table will address the topic of 

epistemic pluralism and, in particular the issue 

of whether there could be different and yet 

equally legitimate domain-specific notions of 

knowledge and justification. One dimension 

along which this idea will be explored will 

concern the traditional opposition between 

internalist and externalist accounts of 

justification; another one will deal with the 

more recent distinction between evidential 

and non-evidential notions of justification. A 

third one will focus on Carnap's methodology 

of explication as a framework for a pluralistic 

approach to epistemology where different 

notions of justification and knowledge can be 

fruitful and acceptable depending on the 

domain of application.

The metaepistemological bearing of epistemic 

pluralism will be addressed too. In particular, 

it will be inquired whether certain long-lasting 

disputes, such as the one between internalism 

and externalism, might well turn out to be 

ultimately verbal, in the deep sense of latching 

onto different implicit notions of knowledge 

and justification, which take time to come to 

light.

Finally, the issue will be addressed whether 

epistemic pluralism stems from the project of 

providing a suitable description of our 

epistemic practices, or whether it could in fact 

be compatible with the idea that different, 

domain-specific notions of epistemic 

justification and knowledge could be 

construed whenever different epistemic 

challenges are faced and impose different 

constraints on these notions.

Which Hinge Epistemology?--II

Annalisa Coliva

University of Modena & Reggio Emilia - COGITO

(annalisa.coliva@unimore.it) 

In this talk I explore the idea of what may be 

called 'hinge epistemology', i.e. a theory about 

justification (and knowledge, insofar as one 

takes justification to be necessary for 

knowledge) which gives centre-stage to 

Wittgenstein's notion of 'hinges'.

I will start by putting forward some 

methodological considerations regarding the 

relationship between merely exegetical work 

on  Wittgenstein's texts, and  more 

theoretically-committed work which aims at 

developing suggestions which can be found 

there. I will then summarise in broad outline 

the main themes in On Certainty and the main 

interpretative lines it has given rise to so far. 

In light of the initial methodological 

considerations, I will review  some 

contemporary attempts at developing 

Wittgenstein's ideas into a more systematic 

epistemology, such as Crispin Wright's and 

Michael Williams'. I will argue that, their 

intrinsic merits notwithstanding, they fail to 

take proper measure of Wittgenstein's own 
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position. I will close by sketching my own 

version of hinge epistemology and by 

highlighting  points of contact and 

disagreement with Wittgenstein's own ideas.

Imperfect Discrimination and the Vagueness of 

Belief

Hans Rott, University of Regensburg

(hans.rott@psk.uni-regensburg.de) 

The beliefs we currently have are the results of 

belief formation processes prompted by our 

earlier experiences. Belief formation and 

transformation in turn are frequently modelled 

as being guided by doxastic preferences, also 

called "plausibility relations". Usually such 

doxastic preferences are represented by weak 

orderings, i.e., by reflexive and transitive 

relations. In non-doxastic contexts, however, 

the assumption of the transitivity of 

"indifference" has been questioned from an 

empirical (psychological) as well as a 

normative (logico-philosophical) point of view. 

In this talk, I argue that such problems of 

"indifference" arise from imperfect powers of 

discrimination that can be taken to be present 

in doxastic contexts, too. I present a 

characterization what happens, in the logically 

finite case, when we assume imperfect 

discrimination of the plausibilities involved in 

changes of belief, and discuss to what extent 

this modelling supports the idea that the 

concept of belief is vague.

Memory as a Source of Epistemic Justification

Jordi Fernández, University of Adelaide

(jorge.fernandez@adelaide.edu.au) 

Does memory only preserve epistemic 

justification over time, or can memory also 

generate it? I argue that memory can generate 

justification based on a certain conception of 

mnemonic content. According to it, our 

memories represent themselves as originating 

on past perceptions of objective facts. If this 

conception of mnemonic content is correct, 

then what we may believe on the basis of 

memory always includes something that we 

were not in a position to believe before we 

utilised that capacity. For that reason, a 

subject may be justified in believing a 

proposition on the basis of memory even if, in 

the past, she was not justified in believing it 

through any other source. The resulting picture 

of memory is a picture wherein the epistemically 

generative role of memory turns out to be 

grounded on its intentionally generative role.

Internal Rationality and the Epistemology of 

Disagreement

Klemens Kappel, University of Copenhagen

(kappel@hum.ku.dk) 

Following the spirit of Bergmann (Bergmann 

2009) I will discuss the epistemology of 

disagreement from the perspective of internal 

rationality, or internal epistemic rationality. 

After some clarificatory remarks about what I 

take this to involve, I will focus on one of the 

basic questions in the epistemology of 

disagreement. When Adrian believes that P 

but knows that Bart rejects that P, Adrian 

needs to reflect about what to do. The 

question is how Adrian's beliefs that P is to 

figure in his reflections. Is Adrian permitted to 

use this belief, or should he set it aside? 

Wedgwood defends a version of the former 

view (he calls it egocentric epistemic bias). 

Christensen's  Independence  Principle 
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requires that Adrian set aside his belief that P 

in his reflections. I will suggest that both 

Wedgwood's egocentric epistemic bias view 

and Christensen's Independence Principe are 

insufficiently motivated, and I will consider 

some alternatives. Finally, I will offer some 

suggestions about what internal rationality 

requires in various types of disagreement, 

including deep disagreements.

How to Do Things with Knowledge Ascriptions

Mikkel Gerken, University of Edinburgh

(gerken@hum.ku.dk) 

I investigate how knowledge ascriptions may 

constitute speech acts that serve further 

functions than conveying their literal 

content. I begin by considering Krista 

Lawlor’s recent proposal – inspired by Austin 

– that knowledge ascriptions serve to 

provide assurance. I argue that while this is a 

common function of knowledge ascriptions, 

it is not constitutive. Hence, it does not 

directly reflect the nature of knowledge or 

the semantics of ‘knows.’ I then consider how 

knowledge ascriptions may generate 

directive, as opposed to declarative, 

implicatures. I argue that this is an 

important conversational function  of 

knowledge ascriptions. However, I argue that 

the  implicatures  in  question  are 

particularized, as opposed to generalized 

implicatures. On the basis of this diagnosis, I 

consider how  considering knowledge 

ascriptions as particularized directive 

implicatures may help provide a traditional 

invariantist account of three effects on 

knowledge ascriptions: Contrast effects, 

error-possibility effects and stakes effects.

Literary Knowledge: a Defense of Cognitivism 

Pascal Engel, EHESS, Paris

(pascal.engel@unige.ch) 

I try to defend here literary cognitivism: there 

is indeed genuine propositional literary 

knowledge, including for narrative fictions. 

Such knowledge, however, does not convey its 

truths directly but indirectly. Most cognitive 

views claim  that this comes through 

inferences, hence further propositions not 

directly expressed. I take it, on the contrary, to 

be a kind of practical knowledge which is 

propositional only  derivatively. Such 

knowledge has to be, at least in part, some 

sort of knowing how, rather than a form of 

knowing that, a conception of practical 

knowledge construed along the lines of Stanley 

and Williamson 2000.

Transparency Clarified

René van Woudenberg, VU University Amsterdam

(rene r.van.woudenberg@vu.nl) 

This paper is a discussion of Richard Moran's 

Transparency Claim. It first seeks to state what 

the claim is, and next it discusses a number of 

problems for the claim. A rough statement of 

the transparency claim is this: if you want to 

answer the question "Do I believe that p?" 

then it is both normal and normatively ideal 

that you do so by reference to the very same 

reasons that would justify an answer to the 

question "Is p true?"
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Contrastive Self-Knowledge and the McKinsey 

Paradox

Sarah Sawyer, University of Sussex

(s.a.sawyer@sussex.ac.uk) 

In this paper I will argue that understanding self-

knowledge as contrastive allows us to solve the 

so-called 'McKinsey Paradox'. That is, a 

contrastive account of self-knowledge, which 

involves a contrastive account of the 

propositional attitudes, (a) shows how we can 

have privileged access to our anti-

individualistically individuated psychological 

states without the unwanted implication that we 

thereby have broadly a priori knowledge of our 

environment, (b) clarifies the extent to which we 

can have privileged access to our anti-

individualistically individuated psychological 

states, and (c) shows why such privileged access 

cannot provide an easy answer to the external 

world sceptic.
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CONTRIBUTED TALKS

Epistemological Disjunctivism and the Basis 

Problem

Andrea Giananti, King's College London

(andrea.giananti@kcl.ac.uk) 

Epistemological Disjunctivism (ED) holds that 

in paradigmatic cases of perceptual 

knowledge, the rational support that a subject 

S has for a proposition p is that S sees that p, 

where seeing that p is a rational support that 

is both factive and reflectively accessible to S 

(Pritchard 2012). 

ED faces the basis problem: seeing that p just 

is a way of knowing p. But if seeing that just is 

a variety of knowledge, it cannot figure in the 

explanation of knowledge. Pritchard solution 

consists in separating seeing that and knowing 

that: seeing that p puts one in a position to 

know that p, without entailing knowledge that 

p. 

In 1 I give an argument against separating 

knowing that and seeing that. In 2 I argue that 

the basis problem can still be met. 

1. When you are in doubt as to whether or not 

you ought to believe that p, you weigh the 

evidence. Suppose you are visually presented 

with a red ball, but you are being misled by an 

otherwise reliable informant into falsely 

believing that the lighting is deceiving you. On 

Pritchard view, this would be a case in which 

you see that the ball is red, buy fail to acquire 

knowledge of the relevant proposition. But 

Why do you fail to acquire knowledge? Because 

you weigh the evidence. You weigh the fact 

that there is a red ball against an undefeated 

misleading defeater, and the undefeated 

defeater… wins. But this is absurd: you can’t 

put the fact that p on your epistemic scale 

without thereby settling the issue whether you 

should believe that p. If a fact is made 

manifest to you through perception, weighing 

the evidence becomes idle, for nothing could 

possibly outweigh a fact. So Pritchard’s view 

doesn’t account for the way in which facts 

figure in theoretical deliberation. 

How then should one understand the fact that 

one fails to acquire knowledge? The most 

natural response is that in such case S simply 

sees a red ball, without seeing that there is a 

red ball. 

2. There’s still a sense in which seeing that p 

plays an explanatory role with respect to 

knowledge. On a Sellarsian view, a condition 

on having knowledge is that one be in a 

position to articulate the warrant in virtue of 

which one’s epistemic standings count as 

knowledge. One way of developing this idea is 

to say that perceptual knowledge that p 

incorporates a piece of self-knowledge to the 

effect that one sees that p. This piece of self-

knowledge is what makes human perceptual 

knowledge an act of rationality, as opposed to 

animal, non-reflexive knowledge. Thus the 

explanatory role of seeing that p consists in 

making available for a subject the credentials 

in virtue of which a certain episode counts as 

an episode of knowledge, even if these 

credentials are not available independently of 

whether the episode in question actually is 

one of knowledge.
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Why Abilities Matter to Epistemology

Ángel García Rodríguez, University of Murcia

(agarcia@um.es)

In a nutshell, the reason why abilities matter 

to epistemology is that they possess modal 

robustness. This core idea can be presented 

with the help of the following argument:

(P1) Modal intuitions matter to epistemology

(P2) Abilities matter to modal intuitions

(C) Therefore, abilities matter to epistemology

The modal intuitions referred to in (P1) are 

related to the nature of epistemic luck, 

understood as the following property of 

beliefs: a belief is lucky just in case it is true in 

the actual world, but false in most (or all) 

nearby possible worlds. On this basis, it is 

commonplace to make claims such as these:

(a) knowledge (post-Gettier style) excludes 

luck;

(b) knowledge (hence, non-lucky belief) is 

more valuable than mere true belief;

(c) Cartesian sceptical scenarios are an alleged 

threat to our knowledge-claims, because the 

latter are exposed as luckily true by such 

scenarios.

Hence, (P1) is the claim that many problems in 

epistemology (including the nature and value 

of knowledge, and scepticism) are, or contain, 

modal problems.

(P2) rests on the fact that abilities (epistemic 

abilities included) possess modal robustness. 

For, abilities in general bring, and account for, 

successful performance, not only in the actual 

world, but also in most (or all) nearby possible 

worlds. Thus, skilful performers not only do 

generally well on the occasions when they 

actually exercise their abilities, but would also 

do generally well on nearby counterfactual 

occasions. It is important to note that a 

possible world counts as nearby just in case 

the conditions for the exercise of the ability 

are included among the conditions under 

which the ability was learnt (or acquired). As 

an example, consider how a pupil’s alleged 

ability to do subtractions without carrying over 

is adequately tested only under circumstances 

involving new subtractions that do not require 

carrying over. This is so because only the latter 

circumstances count as nearby possible 

worlds, whereas what the pupil fails to do 

when presented with subtractions that involve 

carrying over is irrelevant when testing for the 

original ability. Consequently, it is the 

conditions under which abilities are learnt (or 

acquired) that determine  subsequent 

epistemic standing. Hence, failing to exercise 

an ability one could not have acquired (given 

what the conditions of acquisition were like) is 

no epistemic shortcoming.

Now, the modal robustness of abilities, thus 

understood, can help us obtain clarity about 

the modal intuitions that matter to 

epistemology:

(a) A belief amounts to knowledge just in case 

it is true through ability, for given the modal 

robustness of abilities, its non-lucky status is 

guaranteed.

(b) A belief that is true through ability (hence, 

non-lucky) is more valuable than a merely true 

belief, given the value of success through 

ability.

(c) Cartesian sceptical scenarios pose no real 

threat to our knowledge-claims, as they 

involve situations where subjects fail to 

exercise (or possess) discriminatory abilities 

they could not have acquired.

So, if abilities can illuminate the modal 

intuitions that matter to epistemology, 

abilities matter to epistemology. Q.E.D.
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What about Closure?

Anna-Maria Asunta Eder, University of 

Duisburg-Essen 

(Anna-Maria.Eder@uni-due.de) 

Imagine that you are rational to believe both 

that cows are ruminants and that there is a 

cow in front of you. Are you rational to believe 

that there is a ruminant in front of you, which 

is logically implied by the propositions that 

you believe? There seems to be no doubt that 

the correct answer is ‘Yes’. If you, as a 

philosopher, were asked why you think so, you 

would probably answer by referring to the 

closure principle (of rational belief ), which 

states that rational beliefs are closed under 

(logical) implication.

The notion of rational belief is commonly 

considered to be normative (see Brössel, Eder, 

and Huber 2013, Dogramaci 2012, Goldman 

1980, Kelly 2003, 2007, and Pollock 1987). In 

accordance with this, the closure principle is 

considered to be normative too. This explains 

why its specifications are commonly stated in 

explicitly normative terms, such as in terms of 

obligations or of permissions (e.g. Field 2009, 

Harman 1986, MacFarlane 2004, and 

Steinberger forthcoming).

The closure principle assumes a significant 

connection between implication and rational 

belief. Thus, it is of central concern for 

logicians who engage with the debate 

concerning the normative role of logic for 

reasoning. Roughly, logicians who endorse the 

slogan that logic is normative for reasoning 

often also endorse the thesis that what the 

correct logic is depends on what correct 

reasoning is. Needless to say, the closure 

principle is not only significant for logic but 

also for epistemology in general. In one form 

or another, it is one of the hallmarks of formal 

theories of rational belief, such as standard 

epistemic logics, belief revision theories, and 

ranking theory.

Appealing as the closure principle seems, at 

first sight, it faces some serious problems. 

Such problems have led Harman to conclude 

that “there is no clearly significant way in 

which logic is specially relevant for reasoning” 

(1986: 20). Seemingly, given such problems, 

others have concluded that standard logics are 

mistaken (Priest 1979).

Objections to the closure principle are 

sensitive to its precise normative specification. 

The principle states that rational beliefs are 

closed under implication. Thus stated, the 

principle is ambiguous and can be read at 

least in the following ways:

(N-RC) If {p1, . . . pn}  q, then if S believes (p1⊧  

 . . .  pn), S is rational to ∧ ∧ believe q.

(BN-RC) If {p1, . . . pn}  q, then if S is rational⊧  

to believe (p1  . . .  pn), S is rational to∧ ∧  

believe q.

(W-RC) If {p1, . . . pn}  q, then is S rational to⊧  

see to it that [if S believes (p1  . . .  pn), S∧ ∧  

believes q].

Since the precise normative specification of 

the closure principle is relevant, we first 

introduce some normative variants of the 

specifications (N-RC), (BN-RC), and (W-RC). The 

variants understand rational belief either in 

terms of beliefs one ought to have or in terms 

of beliefs one is permitted to have. 

Unfortunately, those variants face serious 

problems. We suggest new specifications, 

which understand rational belief in terms of 

beliefs one ought to have and beliefs one is 

forbidden to have. As it turns out the 

specifications that we suggest do not face the 

mentioned problems. We shall conclude by 

showing  that–given  some  plausible 

assumptions–an evidentialist characterisation 
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of rational belief fits very well with the 

following new normative specification of the 

closure principle, which is a variant of (BN-RC):

(BN-PIC) If {p1, . . . pn}  q, then if S is⊧  

permitted to believe (p1 . . .pn) as well as∧ ∧  

forbidden to believe ¬(p1. . .pn), S is∧ ∧  

permitted to believe q as well as forbidden to 

believe ¬q.

Letting Hyde Loose: Testimony and the Second 

Person

Arnon Keren, University of Haifa 

(akeren@research.haifa.ac.il) 

A number of prominent philosophers have 

argued in recent years for the centrality of 

second-personal reasons for the epistemology 

of testimony (McMyler 2011, 2013; Moran; 2005, 

2013; Zagzebski 2012). According to such 

second-personalists, while testimony, like any 

other form of human behavior, can provide us 

with evidence, this is not what speakers 

purport to provide us in testifying before us. 

Instead, in telling us that p, speakers purport 

to give us second-personal reasons to believe 

that p; and in believing them, we accept such 

second-personal reasons for belief. 

Critics of second-personalist views (and other 

interpersonalist views of testimony), typically 

argue that whatever second-personal reasons 

speakers give their audiences, such reasons 

are not epistemic reasons for belief, and, in 

themselves, have no epistemic significance. 

The paper argues that we can address the 

question of the epistemic significance of 

second-personal reasons by studying a 

hypothetical case of an "epistemic sociopath": 

of a thinker who properly responds to 

evidence, but is non-sensitive to second-

personal reasons for belief. Would such a 

thinker be in any worse epistemic position 

than an evidential-duplicate, who is properly 

sensitive not only to evidence, but also to 

second-personal reasons for belief? 

The paper argues, first, that in spite of what 

has been said by some leading second-

personalists, second-personalists must answer 

the question in the positive, if they want to 

avoid saying that believing speakers is 

"epistemically perverse": that is, if they want 

to avoid saying that epistemically speaking, we 

ought to avoid responding to second-personal 

reasons for belief, and ought to form our 

beliefs only in response to the evidence 

provided by testimony. Second, it argues that 

in spite of what has been said by other leading 

second-personalists, it is implausible to 

suggest that a thinker sensitive to second-

personal reasons for belief can ever be in a 

better epistemic position than an evidential 

duplicate properly responding to evidence, but 

not sensitive to second-personal reasons for 

belief. The paper thus concludes that if the 

second-personalist view is to have any 

plausibility, then it must lead to the conclusion 

that, epistemically speaking, we should avoid 

responding to second-personal reasons for 

belief provided by testimony, and form our 

beliefs only in response to evidence provided 

by it.

The Epistemology of Know-Hows

Benoit Gaultier, University of Helsinki

(benoitgaultier@hotmail.fr) 

Many seemingly powerful objections have been 

raised against the idea that knowing how to Φ 

(KHΦ) consists in possessing the ability to Φ. I 

first deny some of them (Bengson & Moffett’s 

in particular). Then I show why Jason Stanley 
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has not convincingly answered a major 

objection (raised by Yuri Cath or Elia Zardini, 

among others) against the kind of 

propositionalism he defends; namely, that it is 

not necessary to know that w in order to know 

how to Φ, but only to believe truly that w. 

Stanley's reply to this objection is that is only 

in a weak sense of 'know how to Φ' that I know 

how to Φ when this know-how is based on the 

mere, or lucky, true belief that w. But he seems 

to conflate two distinct ideas: it is indeed true 

that I do not really know how to Φ if I 

succeeded in Φ-ing but that I could easily have 

failed to Φ, given the unreliable way I 

proceeded when I intended to Φ; however, this 

does not imply the quite disputable thesis that 

I do not really know how to Φ if I proceeded in 

a reliable way each time I intended to Φ, but I 

could easily have relied on the false belief that 

w* and so proceeded in an unreliable way. 

Thereafter, I defend my own view about 

knowing-how: KHΦ consists in possessing, as a 

result of a learning process, the ability to Φ 

intentionally, which indeed involves knowing 

that the manner in which one (intends to) 

proceed(s) in order to Φ is correct. However, it 

does not involve knowing a proposition w 

about how to proceed in order to Φ that could 

be formed and grasped independently from 

the acquisition of the ability to Φ. I defend the 

idea that the nature of the kind of knowledge 

required to know how to Φ is such that its 

acquisition and possession are not distinct 

from those of the ability to Φ. When the ability 

to Φ is acquired to a certain degree, the 

knowledge that one should proceed in a 

certain way to Φ is always conjointly acquired 

to a corresponding degree. In other words, the 

more reliable or strong my ability to Φ, the 

more I know how to proceed to succeed in Φ-ing.

According the position I defend, KHΦ does not 

involve, properly speaking, believing of a way 

to proceed that it enables me to Φ. Once I 

possess the ability in which KHΦ consists, I 

possess a demonstrative concept of a way of 

acting for me to Φ whose possession, by virtue 

of the way it has been acquired, is identical to 

knowing that this way of acting enables me to 

Φ. Before I know it, I do not so much have false 

or unjustified beliefs about how to proceed as 

a (more or less) confused conception of how to 

proceed to succeed in Φ-ing; and I know of this 

confused conception that it does not enable 

me to succeed in Φ-ing (regularly enough). As 

a consequence, when I know how to Φ, 

knowing how to proceed in order to Φ cannot 

consist in knowing, even subdoxastically, a 

proposition stating how to proceed in order to 

Φ, because there are no such things as 

propositions whose understanding would 

depend on their being knowledge or not–that 

is, on their epistemic status.

If I have enough time, I will compare my view 

to Imogen Dickie’s (2012), who defends (against 

Stanley) the thesis that (1) “S is a skilled Φ-er 

iff S’s intentions to Φ are non-lucky selectors 

of non-lucky means to their fulfilment”; and 

that (2) knowing that w is a way to Φ “comes 

from the role the skill plays in generating non-

lucky fulfilment of intentions to Φ […] 

regardless of how the skilled Φ-er comes by 

his or her proficiency.”

A Dilemma for McDowellian neo-Mooreanism

Cameron Boult, University of Edinburgh

(c.j.boult@sms.ed.ac.uk) 

McDowellian neo-Mooreanism is an anti-

sceptical strategy characterized by an appeal 

to reflectively accessible factive reasons in 

order to underwrite the rejection of sceptical 
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hypotheses. The view is particularly interesting 

because of its putative ability to satisfy core 

intuitions motivating both internalist and 

externalist epistemology. As such, this strategy 

should appeal to a wide range of 

epistemologists. However, I argue that 

McDowellian neo-Mooreanism faces a dilemma 

once two distinctions are on the table. The first 

distinction is between what I call ‘ambitious’ 

and ‘deflationary’ epistemology. The second 

distinction is between what I call ‘direct’ and 

‘undermining’ responses to radical scepticism. 

I claim that only ambitious views can support 

direct responses to scepticism. Meanwhile, 

deflationary views may support an 

undermining approach. McDowellian neo-

Mooreanism is cast as a direct response to 

scepticism. I argue that McDowellian neo-

Mooreanism must either find more theoretical 

support or give up on the direct response to 

scepticism.

Epistemic Instrumentalism and the Authority 

of Epistemic Norms

Charles Côté-Bouchard, King's College London

(charles.cote-bouchard@kcl.ac.uk)

According to epistemic instrumentalism (EI), 

epistemic oughts are a distinctly epistemic 

species of instrumental or hypothetical oughts, 

i.e., oughts that arise from and depend entirely 

on the primary epistemic aim. ‘S epistemically 

ought to φ’ is thus true if and only if S has the 

primary epistemic aim and φ-ing is a means to 

that aim. This paper has three main goals. The 

first is to formulate two central problems with 

(EI). The second is to present and reject 

solutions that have been proposed to these 

problems. The third is to sketch an alternative 

solution for instrumentalists. I identify one 

particular thesis – what I shall call the 

constitutivist thesis – as the key to solve the 

central problems. Although I don’t argue for 

the truth of that thesis due to lack of space, I 

argue that its truth would make (EI) impervious 

to these worries. The resulting account would 

have the advantage of securing the place of 

epistemic normativity in a naturalistic ontology 

without sacrificing the inescapability that we 

ordinarily attribute to epistemic oughts.

Knowledge-first and Anti-Luck Virtue 

Epistemology

Chris Ranalli, University of Edinburgh 

(c.ranalli@sms.ed.ac.uk) 

One lesson one might learn from the (1963) 

Gettier counter-examples is that one’s theory 

of knowledge must make room for two related, 

though distinct necessary conditions on 

propositional knowledge: an  anti-luck 

condition and an ability-condition (cf. 

Pritchard 2012, 2005). Accordingly, our 

intuitions about Gettier cases point towards 

two master intuitions about knowledge: that 

knowledge is a success state that excludes 

success by luck––the anti-luck intuition––and 

that its success is due to ability––the ability 

intuition. A theory of knowledge which takes 

these two master intuitions as forming the 

basis for an analysis of knowledge is what we 

might call an anti-luck, virtue epistemology.1

At first glance, a knowledge-first epistemology 

1 This is Pritchard’s (2012) terminology. Note that Pritchard 

takes an anti-luck, virtue epistemology two be (1) the 

project of analysing S knows that p reductively, where, 

(2) in addition to the truth-condition and the belief-

condition, the anti-luck condition and the ability-

condition are necessary for knowledge, but (3) 

independent of one another, which is the main aim of his 

(2012).
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of the kind proposed in Williamson (2000) 

seems to be at odds with an anti-luck, virtue 

epistemology. According to a knowledge-first 

epistemology, one ought not understand S 

knows that p in terms of a composite state of 

belief plus the satisfaction of additional 

conditions (and so not in terms of belief plus 

the satisfaction of an anti-luck condition and 

an ability condition). Rather, knowledge should 

be taken as prime, where other interesting 

epistemological properties can be reductively 

analysed in terms of knowledge.

In this paper, I argue that what’s really at issue 

between a knowledge-first and an anti-luck, 

virtue epistemology are not the necessary 

conditions of knowledge, but whether there is 

any informative set of jointly necessary and 

sufficient conditions of knowledge. Building on 

my (2013; 2014) I argue that propositional 

perceptual states, such as seeing that p, 

respect both the anti-luck intuition and the 

ability intuition, so that proponents of an anti-

luck virtue epistemology have no reason not to 

endorse a knowledge-first epistemology, 

modulo the metaepistemological thesis that 

an analysis of propositional knowledge ought 

to be reductive. In short, the intuitions 

motivating an anti-luck virtue epistemology 

are compatible with a knowledge-first account. 

The main consequence of this argument is that 

the dispute between the two projects turns on 

the truth of the metaepistemological thesis, 

rather than any substantive thesis about the 

conditions of knowledge.

Why Safety Has No Place in Epistemology

Christian Piller, University of York

(christian.piller@york.ac.uk)

Two modal conditions are frequently discussed 

in epistemology. One is safety. A belief is safe 

if it could not have easily been wrong. Beliefs 

in Gettier cases – like looking at the stopped 

watch when it shows the correct time – fail to 

be safe: so easily could I have looked a minute 

earlier or later. The other modal condition is 

sensitivity. A belief is sensitive if it would not 

be held were it not true. Beliefs about our 

everyday surroundings turn out to be 

insensitive when we consider sceptical 

scenarios. Were I a brain in a vat and were I fed 

the same experiences I am having now, I would 

still believe that I am sitting at my desk. 

Traditionally, safety and sensitivity have been 

discussed as elements in an analysis of 

knowledge. 

In this paper, I take a different route to 

assessing the merits of these modal 

conditions. I will ask whether our epistemic 

interests–usually expressed by wanting to 

know or to find out about something–commit 

us to an interest in the safety and/or 

sensitivity of our beliefs. I look at the nature of 

knowledge (or other epistemic objectives) 

through the lens of our epistemic interests. 

Though indirect, this method will show us that, 

from an epistemic perspective, we are not 

interested in safety. I start with a note on this 

indirect methodology. I then distinguish 

between symmetric and asymmetric matching 

concerns, arguing that safety is not part of our 

epistemic concerns. 

If you are in charge of folding the laundry, one 

part of your task is to put all the socks in pairs 

–‘Hurrah for matching socks!’ This is a 

symmetric matching concern. It does not 

matter where, i.e. with which part of the pair, 

you start. If, however, you are buying new 

shoes – ‘Hurrah for comfortable shoes’ – you 

have an asymmetric matching concern. The 

size of your feet is fixed; the shoes have to fit 
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your feet. The basic epistemological concern – 

‘Hurrah for true beliefs’ – is another 

asymmetric matching concern. You regard the 

world as fixed and, like your shoes are 

supposed to match your feet, your beliefs are 

supposed to match the world. 

Any match can come about in two ways. Safety 

and sensitivity take these two ways of 

establishing a match and strengthens them 

modally. In order to check for sensitivity, we 

turn the world upside-down and ask whether 

our believing would have turned with the 

world. If there is a match between the world 

and our belief that p, we ask whether we still 

would have a match had the world contained 

not-p. This is an epistemologically sensible 

concern. We are interested in the adaptability 

of our side, i.e. the belief side, in creating a 

match. Safety, by contrast, looks at the match 

from the other side, the side of the world. 

Holding my belief that p fixed, we see how far 

we can stretch the world into the realm of the 

possible whilst holding on to the match. This is 

an interest in the flexibility of the world as 

opposed to an interest in our adaptability. A 

person with such an interest not only wants to 

be proven right, i.e. wants the world to match 

his beliefs, he wants to be right with modal 

reassurance. It is an interest in what the actual 

world and in what nearby possible worlds are 

like. The sensitivity interest, by contrast, is not 

an interest in the world being a certain way. It 

is an interest in us, i.e. in our epistemic 

adaptability. 

I end by considering two objections and by 

relating my criticism of safety to what 

motivates its proponents (like Sosa, 

Williamson, and Pritchard). In this discussion I 

will explain that the move from belief-safety, 

which is, if I am right, something that has no 

epistemic merit, to method-safety is a move 

that makes it harder to distinguish between 

the two modal conditions with which we 

started. 

The C Account of Assertion: A Negative Result

Christoph Kelp, KU Leuven

(christoph.kelp@hiw.kuleuven.be)

According to what Williamson labels ‘the C 

account’ of assertion, there is one and only 

one rule that is constitutive of assertion. This 

rule, ‘the C rule’, states that one must assert p 

only if p has property C. This paper argues [P1] 

that if the C account is true, then property C 

cannot be factive in the sense that p has C only 

if p is true. In order to achieve this, the 

following two theses are defended: [P2] If a 

certain activity is governed by only a single 

constitutive rule and if one violates this rule 

with near maximum systematicity, then one 

does not count as engaging in the activity. [P3] 

There are agents in radical sceptical scenarios 

who make assertions that, with near maximum 

systematicity, are false. It is shown that [P2] 

and [P3] jointly support [P1]. By the same 

token, a number of incarnations of the C 

account of assertion come under pressure, 

including Williamson’s version of the view, 

which identified property C with knowledge 

that p.

Epistemic Goals, Ought to Believe and the 

Pursuit of Understanding

Christos Kyriacou, University of Cyprus

(ckiriakou@gmail.com)

The working hypothesis of many epistemologists 

is that the (epistemic) goal of inquiry is to 

believe the truth and avoid falsity (cf. Sosa 
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2003). But further reflection on this goal of 

inquiry reveals that the two conjuncts of the 

goal are in tension. For reasons I explain, the 

two conjuncts are inversely proportionate: the 

more we satisfy the one conjunct the less we 

satisfy the other and vice versa. Call this 'the 

James point' in tribute to William James (1897) 

whom, to the best of my knowledge, first made 

the point. The James point is often 

acknowledged in the literature but mostly in 

passing (cf. Kelly 2003; Wedgwood 2008) and I 

think its importance has gone rather 

unappreciated (though, see Riggs (2003)).

In this paper I explain how the James point 

bears importantly on the ethics of belief 

debate. I argue that, because of the tension 

between the two conjuncts, we need to weigh 

the two goals and adjudicate which goal is 

primary and which secondary. Two extreme 

and contrasting pictures of belief formation 

emerge on the basis of how we weigh these 

goals and these pictures give different 

incentives about what one ought to believe. I 

call the first picture epistemic licentiousness 

and the second epistemic asceticism. 

Epistemic licentiousness implies as permissive 

and relaxed epistemic standards as one could 

get. It suggests that we ought to believe 

virtually all we can believe because in this way 

we promote the goal of believing the truth. In 

contrast, epistemic asceticism implies as 

restrictive and demanding epistemic standards 

as one could get. It suggests that we ought to 

believe on the basis of conclusive evidence 

[p(b/e)=1] because in this way we promote the 

goal of avoiding falsity.

The respective theoretical vices of epistemic 

licentiousness and asceticism are way too 

important to leave either of them as the 

plausible picture about epistemic normativity. 

I conclude, that we cannot have a plausible 

picture of epistemic normativity if we simply, 

one-sidedly, privilege one epistemic goal over 

another. We need to somehow balance and 

regulate the importance of the two goals by 

appeal to a higher-order, overarching 

epistemic goal (cf. Riggs 2003). 

I suggest that such a goal can only be of a 

holistic nature and not atomistic. That is, a 

goal that concerns belief systems and not 

individual beliefs. The goal that could best play 

this role is what I call ‘holistic evidential 

understanding’. Holistic evidential understanding 

is the view that the final goal of inquiry is 

holistic, not atomistic, and should offer an 

evidence-based conception of the wider 

picture of how (sets of) beliefs probabilistically 

inter-support each other. Holistic evidential 

understanding is a final goal in regard to 

interim, instrumental epistemic goals. However, it 

is again an instrumental goal in regard to the 

ultimate normative goal of eudaimonia or 

human flourishing (cf. Zagzebski 2003). And 

human flourishing implies that we discharge 

our normative obligations moral and 

epistemic) in good order.

Evidentialism and the Basis Problem

Clayton Littlejohn, King's College London

(cmlittlejohn@gmail.com)

According to evidentialism, your evidence is 

what determines the epistemic status of your 

beliefs. If you have sufficient evidence for your 

beliefs, you have justification to believe. 

Moreover, you’ll only have justification if you 

have sufficient evidence for your beliefs. While 

most evidentialists think of your evidence as 

something that supervenes upon your non-

factive mental states, recent critics of 

internalist approaches to justification have 
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argued that we should think of your evidence 

as something that supervenes upon your 

factive mental states. McDowell and Pritchard, 

for example, have argued that it’s only 

possible to have perceptual knowledge if facts 

about our surroundings partially constitute the 

rational basis of our beliefs about the external 

world. As they see it, internalist approaches to 

epistemic status lead rather quickly to 

skepticism. In this paper, I shall argue that the 

epistemological disjunctivist view defended by 

McDowell and Pritchard isn’t a viable 

alternative to the internalist evidentialist 

views they reject. The problem with their 

approach is that they retain too much of the 

evidentialist framework. I shall raise two 

problems for epistemological disjunctivism. 

The first worry is a dialectical worry. The 

epistemic principles that McDowell and 

Pritchard appeal to in the course of arguing 

that internalist evidentialism  leads to 

skepticism generate skeptical worries that the 

epistemological disjunctivist cannot overcome. 

The second worry has to do with the role that 

reasons play in determining epistemic status. 

The epistemological disjunctivists think that 

when our perceptual beliefs constitute 

knowledge, they do so because the reasons for 

which we hold these beliefs provide these 

beliefs with factive support. To understand 

how this is possible, the epistemological 

disjunctivists have to provide an account of 

how it is that we can come to possess these 

reasons and how they can constitute the 

rational bases for our perceptual beliefs. I 

shall argue that they cannot offer us an 

account of how we possess these reasons 

without abandoning  the  evidentialist 

framework. I shall sketch an alternative 

account of possessed evidence and its 

relationship to knowledge that avoids the 

difficulties that arise for epistemological 

disjunctivism. If this account is correct, we 

should reject evidentialism in all of its forms. 

Rather than think of evidence as the ultimate 

ground for epistemic status, we should think of 

possessed evidence in normative terms. 

Evidence is something we acquire as a result of 

acquiring knowledge, which means that it 

cannot be the ultimate means by which 

knowledge is acquired.

More Testimony and Lies

Dan O'Brien, Oxford Brookes University

(dobrien@brookes.ac.uk)

In my ‘Testimony and Lies’ (O'Brien 2007) I 

argue that in certain situations lies can be 

used to pass on knowledge. The kinds of cases 

upon which I focus are those that involve a 

speaker’s devious manipulation of another’s 

irrational or prejudiced thought–I now call 

these cases of “engineered knowledge”. Aware 

of Othello’s pathological jealousy, Iago lies to 

him that he has seen Cassio wiping his face 

with a fancy handkerchief in order that Othello 

comes to  know  that Desdesmona’s 

handkerchief is missing. Such a case shows 

that sometimes a speaker’s knowledge of 

another’s mind is necessary for the testimonial 

transmission of knowledge.

In this follow-up paper I explore the 

consequences this has for the claim that safety 

is necessary for knowledge (Williamson 2000, 

Sosa 2006). Considerations of safety help 

articulate a plausible reliability condition on 

knowledge. Knowledge must be the product of 

reliable psychological processes and reliability 

is cashed out in terms of processes that 

produce beliefs that are safe. A belief is safe 

(roughly) if the thinker would not have held 
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that belief had it not been true. Othello’s 

belief is not safe in this sense. Given his 

jealousy he would have the belief about the 

handkerchief even if it were still in 

Desdemona’s possession.

I argue, though, that a reliability condition can 

still be satisfied, although one distinct from 

that involving safety. Testimonial knowledge is 

social; it involves both a giver and a receiver, 

and an epistemology that only focuses on the 

cognitive mechanisms of one of these thinkers 

may not be able to account for the sometimes 

significant epistemic role of the other 

protagonist. Usually the focus is on the 

psychological processes of the receiver (in the 

case of spoken testimony, the hearer) but in 

cases of engineered knowledge the scheming 

and thus psychological processes of the 

speaker are epistemically crucial. Iago’s 

knowledge of Othello’s mind and his intention 

to deceive are necessary for the transmission 

of knowledge. The psychological processes 

relevant to knowledge transmission do not 

have to be limited to those that are internal to 

the hearer. There is a wider process here, one 

that involves the cognitive mechanisms of 

Othello and Iago. This wider social mechanism 

could be reliable and it could therefore be this 

mechanism that justifies Othello’s belief about 

the handkerchief. The manipulation of jealous 

reasoning can be a reliable route to true belief 

and it is this process that underlies Othello’s 

knowledge.

REFERENCES

O'Brien, D. (2007) “Testimony and Lies”, The 

Philosophical Quarterly 57(227), 225–38, 2007.

Sosa, E. (2006) ‘Knowledge: Instrumental and Testimonial’ 

in J. Lackey & E. Sosa, eds., The Epistemology of 

Testimony, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Williamson, T. (2000). Knowledge and its Limits, Oxford: 

Oxford University Press

Moderate Skeptical Invariantism

Davide Fassio, University of Geneva

(davide.fassio@unige.ch) 

Some linguistic intuitions seem to show that 

knowledge-attributions vary with pragmatic 

factors, such as practical interests and stakes. 

Philosophers have suggested pairs of 

scenarios such that in both scenarios the 

evidential support for a certain belief is held 

fixed, but in one scenario it’s more important 

that the belief be right than in the other. 

Intuitively, it seems to be correct to ascribe 

knowledge in the scenario in which not too 

much is at stake for the subject, but incorrect 

in the scenario where much more is at stake. 

Different explanations of this apparent 

sensitivity of knowledge-ascription  to 

pragmatic factors have been suggested. Some 

philosophers argue that such linguistic 

intuitions reflect genuine features of 

knowledge. On their view, such cases show 

that pragmatic factors have consequences for 

whether someone is in a position to know (or 

correctly be said to know) (Hawthorne 2004, 

Stanley 2005, Fantl&McGrath 2009). More 

conservative philosophers have denied that, 

holding fixed epistemic conditions, a mere 

change in one's practical situation may affect 

whether one is in a position to know 

(Williamson 2005, Brown 2008, Gerken 2012). 

Accordingly, they have argued that knowledge 

is preserved in both Low and High-stakes 

situations, and therefore that intuitions are 

wrong in the high-stakes scenarios. 

Alternatively, one could argue that only 

assessments in high-stakes scenarios are right, 

while intuitions go wrong in low-stakes 

scenarios. This possibility has not been 

embraced by any philosophers because it has 

been marked as skeptical. In effect, according 
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to this alternative, the subjects do not know in 

both low- and high-stakes scenarios. In my talk 

I want to defend a version of this latter view, 

that I will call Moderate Skeptical Invariantism 

(MSI). According to MSI, a subject knows that p 

only if she is rational to act on p no matter 

what it is at stake in being right/wrong about 

p. I will distinguish such a view from 

traditional forms of skepticism according to 

which one cannot know except if one is 

absolutely certain of something. 

I will argue that MSI is not so counterintuitive 

as it seems at a first sight, and that it has 

several explanatory  advantages  over 

alternative views: it maintains the intuitions 

that knowledge is stable and that there is a 

link between knowledge and action, it provides 

a good explanation of several practices of 

knowledge-ascription, it explains intuitions in 

lottery cases and the variable strength of 

different skeptical intuitions. Finally, I will 

show how MSI can avoid the problems 

commonly addressed to skeptical approaches 

to the cases, namely: i) the risk that the view 

entails a radical form of skepticism and ii) 

wrong  predictions about knowledge-

attributions in Low Stakes scenarios.
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What Is Semantic Blindness (and May We 

Appeal to It in Epistemology?)

Dirk Kindermann, University of Graz

(dirk.kindermann@gmail.com)

Knowledge attributions are expressed by 

sentences of the form Subject S knows 

[doesn’t know] that p. In the debate about the 

meaning of such sentences, error-theoretic 

objections of the data regarding speakers’ use 

of these sentences (as well as error-theoretic 

explanations) are ubiquitous. Many of the 

prevailing theories of knowledge sentences – 

traditional invariantisms, interest-relative 

invariantism, contextualism, and relativism – 

have faced objections that concluded that they 

are committed to attributing an implausible 

form of semantic blindness to ordinary 

speakers. Semantic-blindness objections 

typically follow this template:

S1. Theory T makes wrong predictions about 

some set of facts F regarding ordinary 

speakers’ use of expression E.

S2. To account for use facts F, theory T must 

appeal to systematic semantic error in 

speakers.

S3. The exhibited semantic error is 

unprecedented; it doesn’t occur with 

semantically similar expressions.

S4. Therefore, the attribution of semantic error 

is implausible, and for that reason theory T is 

implausible.

In this paper, I argue that semantic-blindness 

objections are either invalid or unsound. For 

concreteness, I focus on one particularly 

famous semantic-blindness objection against 

epistemic contextualism, presented by Schierff  

(1996), but the argument is generalized to 

other semantic-blindness objections following 

the above template.

It is a striking fact that the notion of semantic 
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blindness is hardly ever spelled out. To get 

clear on the force of semantic-blindness 

objections, I consider and reject a number of 

initially plausible candidates for the notion of 

‘semantic blindness/error’:

(i) lack of explicit knowledge of the semantic 

facts about one’s language;

(ii) ignorance of the conventions governing the 

use of some particular expression in one’s 

language community (cf. Lewis (1975));

(iii) performance error (cf. Chomsky (1986))

Getting clear on semantic blindness, I argue, 

requires taking a closer look at what a 

semantic theory is. I contrast the two 

prevailing conceptions of the subject matter 

and aims of semantic theory:

1. Psychological, internalist, individualistic 

conception of (language and) semantics (cf. 

Chomsky’s I-language; e.g., Chomsky (1986, 

2000))

On this conception, semantic theory studies an 

individual speaker’s competence: her ability to 

understand and produce language; more 

precisely, her tacit knowledge of ‘grammar’ – 

of the rules and psychological mechanisms by 

which sounds are paired with meanings. 

Attributing semantic blindness to an individual 

speaker, on this conception, doesn’t make 

sense: a speaker cannot be systematically in 

error about the mechanisms that constitute 

her individual competence. (Note that the 

object of study is individuals’ idiolects, not a 

shared public language.) Thus on this 

conception, premise S2 is false and the 

semantic-blindness objection unsound.

2. Non-psychological, externalist, non-

individualistic conception of (language and) 

semantics (cf. Chomsky’s E-language; e.g., 

Kripke (1980), Burge (1979, 1986); Putnam (1975); 

Williamson (2007))

On this conception, semantic theory studies 

the set of articulation-meaning pairs of a 

language community’s shared public language 

(to a large degree in abstraction from the 

psychological means by which speakers master 

this language). Importantly, meaning is 

understood externalistically: the meaning of 

‘know’ is the extension of the knowledge 

relation (at a possible world). To a rough 

approximation, attributing semantic blindness 

regarding some expression is attributing 

ignorance of the extension of that expression 

(at a world). But as externalist thought 

experiments have taught (most of) us, even a 

large degree of ignorance of the extension of 

an expression (at a world) is compatible with 

being a proficient user of the language (cf. 

Putnam’s ‘elm’/‘beech’ and Burge’s ‘arthritis’ 

cases). Large-scale ignorance of this kind is 

ubiquitous among proficient language users. 

Thus, attributing ignorance of the extension of 

‘know’ (at a world) is hardly implausible. Given 

an externalist conception of semantics, the 

semantic-blindness objection is invalid: all of 

its premises may be true, yet it isn’t 

implausible to ascribe semantic blinds qua 

ignorance of the extension of ‘know’ (at a 

world) to speakers.

I conclude by stating what lesson I think can 

be learned from semantic-blindness objections 

(and so what error-theoretic explanations are 

worth pursuing). A good theory should still 

explain how it is that speakers come to use 

‘know’ in the way they do. Some attempts have 

been made to do this at a cognitive level (cf. 

the appeal to heuristics and biases (Kahneman 

et al., 1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 2000; 

Gilovich et al., 2002) in Gerken (2013); Nagel 

(2008); Williamson (2005)). I show that, pace 

Stanley (2005), ‘semantic’ error – on the 

externalist and only plausible conception of 

semantic error – is cognitively no worse than 
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error about the metaphysical determinants of 

knowledge, and it can be explained in exactly 

the same way.
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Submarine Iceberg Epistemology: Towards a 

Key Epistemic Profile 

Eugen Fischer, University of East Anglia

(e.fischer@uea.ac.uk) 

Intuitions play key roles in philosophy and in 

everyday life (Gigerenzer 2008, Kahneman 

2011). In philosophy, they figure as evidence for 

theories and as source of paradoxes and 

problems (Fischer 2011, Alexander 2012, Pust 

2012, pace Cappelen 2012). A distinctive 

nascent strand of experimental philosophy, 

variously christened the sources project (Pust 

2012) and cognitive epistemology (Fischer 

2014), seeks to develop psychological 

explanations of philosophically relevant 

intuitions that facilitate their epistemological 

assessment: i.e., that help us assess the 

intuitions’ evidentiary value and thinkers’ 

warrant for accepting them (Knobe and Nichols 

2008, 8). The focus of recent efforts (incl. Fiala 

et al. 2011; Fischer 2014, forthcoming; Nagel 

2011, 2012) has been on explanations that 

invoke experimentally attested automatic 

cognitive processes (Bargh 1994, Dijksterhuis 

2010) and their interplay with consciously 

accessible processes (Evans 2010, Evans and 

Stanovich 2013, Thompson et al. 2011). This line 

of research promises to give empirical 

substance to the project of iceberg 

epistemology that examines epistemologically 

relevant psychological factors both above and 

below the waterline of conscious accessibility 

(Henderson and Horgan 2011, 196). The 

ultimate aim is to develop epistemic profiles 
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(Weinberg, forthcoming) of cognitive processes 

that let us understand precisely when and why 

generally reliable judgment-forming processes 

become unreliable and issue in cognitive 

illusions (Pohl 2004). 

This talk establishes the viability and 

immediate philosophical relevance of the 

‘submarine’ part of iceberg epistemology, by 

developing the epistemic profile of a key 

automatic process, and demonstrating the 

profile’s application  to  a  classical 

philosophical paradox. Based on theoretical 

integration of psycholinguistic work up to now 

neglected by iceberg epistemologists and 

experimental philosophers, I first argue that 

the automatic process of stereotype-driven 

amplification crucially contributes to the 

generation of intuitive judgments elicited by 

verbal case-descriptions (of the sort 

philosophers consider in thought experiments, 

etc.) and, second, develop key elements of this 

process’s epistemic profile. Third, I present 

experimental findings about stereotype-driven 

inferences from specific words that allow us to 

employ the profile to assess particular 

intuitions at the root of a classical paradox 

about perception (viz. the argument from 

illusion, Robinson 2001, Smith 2002). This 

illustrates how psychological explanations can 

contribute to epistemological assessment and 

philosophical paradox-resolution. 

When philosophers ‘consider a case’ in 

thought experiments, etc., they typically give 

or read verbal case-descriptions. Many 

intuitions thus elicited are due to automatic 

discourse processes that routinely go on in 

utterance- and text-comprehension. I draw on 

psycholinguistic findings about the role of 

verb-associated stereotypes in language 

comprehension (McRae et al. 1997, Ferretti et 

al, 2002, Hare et al. 2009, Harmon-Vukic et al. 

2009, Metusalem et al. 2012) to explain how 

fully automatic association processes in 

semantic memory can duplicate routine 

pragmatic inferences (governed by the I-

heuristic, Levinson 2000). I then use the 

experimentally  well-supported 

psycholinguistic graded salience hypothesis 

(Giora 2003, Givoni et al. 2013), to identify 

noxious conditions under which such 

automatic pragmatic inferences go through in 

inappropriate contexts that actually defeat 

them. The talk presents experiments I 

conducted with psycholinguist Paul Engelhardt 

to identify stereotypical associates of the 

verbs “looks”, “appears”, and “seems”, used in 

arguments from illusion. It shows that noxious 

conditions obtain in the formulation of that 

argument, and outlines how the findings 

contribute to a debunking explanation of 

paradoxical intuitions that reveals we have no 

right to accept them. I will close by extracting 

from the example a more generally applicable 

strategy  for deriving  epistemological 

assessments from psychological explanations, 

which is not open to familiar objections (cf. 

Leben 2014). 
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Epistemic Gluts and Gaps 

Franca D'Agostini, University of Milan

(franca.dagostini @unimi.it) 

Are there epistemic gluts? Epistemic 

contradictions may have three basic forms: I 

believe that p and I also believe that not p; I 

believe that p and not p; I believe and I do not 

believe that p. Gluttists generally concede that 

the last case is impossible (see Priest, 2006), 

while the other two cases are acceptable. So it 

may happen that I have contradictory beliefs, 

in distributive or conjunctive form. 

In the paper I explore five cases of alleged 

epistemic gluts, and I conclude that in fact 

none of them can be interpreted in terms of 

distributive gluts (I believe that p, and I also 

believe that not p), though one of them can be 

expressed in terms of conjunctive glut (I 

believe that p and not p). 
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Intra-subjective conflicts, such as the preface 

paradox or the lottery paradox, may exhibit 

divergence  between  distributive  and 

conjunctive beliefs, yet a reasonable 

probabilistic account shows that there is no 

contradiction, actually (see Beall and Restall, 

2006 and Leitger, 2014). In case of the 

reliabilist paradox, you have a conflict between 

epistemic reliable sources; but they act one 

against the other, so you have a global 

diminishing of belief: you do not believe that p 

and you do not believe that not p either. The 

fourth case occurs when you have conflicting 

pieces of evidence, like in Fermi-Hart paradox: 

I have reasons to believe that p = ‘there are 

extraterrestrial intelligent people’, and I have 

also reasons to believe that not p; yet I cannot 

believe that p and p, rather, the double glut is 

in itself a good reason for not believing that p 

and not believing that not p either. 

In all these cases, apparent epistemic gluts are 

in fact gaps, and this is showed by applying 

probabilistic  «graduated»  truth  (see 

Christensen, 2003). The last case is the case of 

Liar-like paradoxes: here the contradiction is 

logical (semantic), so you cannot ‘graduate’ 

truth, and then you do not believe that only p 

(because you know that if p then not p), and 

you do not believe that not p either (because 

you know that not p implies that p). But that 

liar-like contradictions are to be intended as 

truth value gaps is arguable (as you positively 

know that p implies not p and vice versa). So 

you do not believe each, but both. (The paper 

is part of a more general research about 

paradoxes from an epistemological point of 

view.) 
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About Priority Relations between 

Propositional and Doxastic Justification 

Giacomo Melis, University of Aberdeen

(g.melis@abdn.ac.uk)

I explore the relationship  between 

propositional and doxastic justification, and I 

argue that while the doxastic notion has 

conceptual priority over the propositional one, 

the propositional notion has theoretical 

priority over the doxastic one. 

I begin by distinguishing conceptual priority (a 

notion F is conceptually prior over a notion G 

when a previous grasp of F is required to 

acquire a grasp of G), and theoretical priority 

(a notion F is theoretically prior over a notion 

G when the role played by G in philosophical 

theorizing is subordinate to the role played by 

F). I continue by presenting an argument 

according to which the best explanation for 

the fact that doxastic justification entails 

propositional justification but not vice versa is 

that we conceptualize doxastic justification as 

the conjunction of propositional warrant and 

the basing relation. The argument concludes 

that since conjuncts have conceptual priority 

over the conjunction in which they appear, 

propositional justification has conceptual 

priority over doxastic justification. 

I argue that the argument fails. A conjunct can 

only be said to be conceptually prior to the 

conjunction in which it appears if it can be 

specified without reference to the notion 
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expressed by the conjunction. And arguably 

this doesn’t happen in the case at hand. 

Philosophers like Michael Bergmann and John 

Turri have suggested that a subject has 

propositional justification to believe a 

proposition when she’s got reasons or 

evidence such that, were she to base her belief 

on those reasons or that evidence, she would 

be doxastically justified. If so, a characterization 

of propositional justification relies on a 

previous grasp of the notion of doxastic 

justification. I provide support to such claim by 

considering some attempts to characterize the 

notion of propositional justification without 

appealing to the notion of doxastic justification, 

and showing that they fail. 

Having argued that doxastic justification has 

conceptual priority, I move on to consider the 

issue of theoretical priority. In a nutshell, I 

argue that since one can only be doxastically 

justified in believing p if she has propositional 

justification to believe p in the first place (one 

can base her belief in p on the basis of reasons 

r if she’s got r to begin with), propositional 

justification has theoretical priority over 

doxastic justification. That is to say, a 

description of the beliefs that one is justified 

in holding has to rely, at least implicitly, on a 

description of the propositions that are 

supported by one’s reasons or evidence 

(regardless of whether one goes on to form the 

relevant beliefs or not). I show that this is true 

even of theories that, like Goldman’s 

reliabilism, set out to account only for doxastic 

justification. 

I conclude by noting that, in general terms, the 

relationship between propositional and 

doxastic justification is one of intertwinement. 

On one hand, doxastic justification has 

conceptual priority; on the other, propositional 

justification has theoretical priority. 

Knowing and Checking: Where Sensitivity 

Matters (and Where It Does Not)

Guido Melchior, University of Graz

(guido.melchior@uni-graz.at) 

Nozick (1981) provides the following modal 

analysis of knowing via a method: S knows that 

p via M iff (1) p is true; (2) S believes that p via 

M; (3) If p weren’t true and S were to use M, S 

wouldn’t believe that p via M and (4) If p were 

true and S were to use M, S would believe that 

p. Condition (3) became known as the 

sensitivity-condition. 

Nozick’s knowledge account has been criticized 

for two main reasons, first that the claim that 

sensitivity is necessary for knowledge is too 

strong, because we can easily find examples of 

insensitive beliefs that are plausibly said to 

constitute knowledge as Vogel (1987) and Sosa 

(1999) pointed out. Second, knowledge-closure 

is a highly plausible principle, but since 

sensitivity is not closed under known 

entailment, knowledge is not closed either. 

However, this fact leads to counter-intuitive 

consequences as Kripke (2011) among others 

points out. Nevertheless, sensitivity seems 

intuitively appealing and, consequently, there 

are numerous knowledge accounts now on the 

market that try to incorporate sensitivity into 

an account of knowledge in a different way 

than Nozick suggested.2

In contrast to all these accounts, I will argue 

that the formulation of sensitivity Nozick 

suggested is useful, but knowledge is the 

wrong concept to which we should apply it. 

Based on our intuitive understanding, I will 

distinguish the two concepts of ‘knowing’ and 

‘checking’. They are both epistemic concepts 

2 DeRose (1995 and 2010) defends a sensitivity-based 

contextualism and Roush (2005) defends a sensitivity-

based knowledge account that keeps knowledge-closure. 
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and related to each other, but they do not 

collapse into one concept. Successfully 

checking whether p is true is one way of 

acquiring knowledge whether p is true. Thus 

checking is sufficient for knowing. However, it 

is not necessary, since various forms of 

knowledge such as inductive knowledge 

cannot plausibly be said to be resulting from 

checking. 

I will suggest to slightly modify Nozick’s 

sensitivity account. I will argue, that given our 

intuitive understanding of knowing and 

checking, this modified sensitivity is necessary 

for checking, but not for knowing. Accordingly, 

I will argue that those examples of insensitive 

knowledge presented in literature are 

examples of knowing without having checked. 

Furthermore, I will argue that checking is not 

closed under known entailment, but that 

knowledge is. 
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Perceptual Justification and Reliability 

Harmen Ghijsen, KU Leuven

(harmen.ghijsen@hiw.kuleuven.be) 

There are some well-known problems with 

internalist experientialist accounts of 

perceptual justification that stress the 

importance of conscious experience rather 

than the reliability of the perceptual system. 

However, externalist reliabilist accounts of 

perceptual justification need some way to deal 

with the Clairvoyance Problem and the New 

Evil Demon  Problem  that motivate 

experientialist accounts. Several amendments 

have been proposed on behalf of reliabilism to 

counter one or two of these problems: e.g., 

evidentialist reliabilism, agent reliabilism, 

proper functionalism, etiological reliabilism, 

and even transglobal reliabilism. In this talk I 

discuss some of these amended versions of 

reliabilism, and propose instead that a 

relatively simple kind of reliabilism is able to 

respond to the above two problems. The 

solution to the Clairvoyance Problem has to do 

with positing some kind of higher-order defeat 

rather than a complete absence of prima facie 

justification, and the solution to the New Evil 

Demon Problem has to do with showing how 

it’s supported by a mistaken, over-

intellectualized view of actual perceptual 

justification. The former solution has also been 

suggested by many kinds of reliabilism, but 

usually as an ad hoc addition rather than a 

principled part of it. 

With these responses in hand, many of the 

aforementioned versions of reliabilism can be 

seen as positing unnecessary and even 

problematic requirements for perceptual 

justification. Proper functionalism, etiological 

reliabilism, and other versions of reliabilism 

which stress that the reliability in question 
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needs to be non-accidental, all have the 

difficult task of explaining why non-

accidentality is necessary for justification at all 

– the case of Swampman illustrates this. 

Evidentialist reliabilism and agent reliabilism 

seem to rely on the over-intellectualized view 

of perception that leads to the New Evil Demon 

Problem: if we think that actual perceptual 

justification has to do with the agent’s taking 

into account some kind of experiential 

evidence, then this suggests that New Evil 

Demon subjects should be as justified as we 

are given that they are just as capable of 

taking into account their experiential evidence. 

Cases of unconscious perception, such as 

chicken-sexer cases and (hypothetical) 

blindsight cases illustrate this mistaken 

assumption. Finally, transglobal reliabilism, 

which claims that processes need to be 

reliable across a wide range of experientially 

possible global environments, also suffers 

from an unnecessary condition on reliability. 

There is certainly something right about 

explicating reliability in modal terms, but 

transglobal reliability is just too strong: 

perceptual justification can be had even if the 

perceptual processes work only in one’s home 

environment – which appears to be exactly 

how unsophisticated cognizers achieve it. 

Issues in Epistemic Change 

Ivano Ciardelli, ILLC, University of Amsterdam

(sobekal@hotmail.com)

Floris Roelofsen, ILLC, University of Amsterdam

(floris.roelofsen@gmail.com) 

Our aim is to bring together two recent 

developments in dynamic epistemic logic in 

order to establish a suitable logical framework 

for formal epistemology, addressing the need 

to represent an agent’s epistemic state in a 

way that reflects not only the agent’s beliefs, 

but also her research agenda, i.e., the set of 

issues that she is committed to address. 

Dynamic epistemic logic (DEL) provides a 

framework for reasoning about the information 

available to a number of agents, and how this 

information  changes  when  certain 

communicative actions take place. However, in 

information exchange, an equally important 

role is played by the issues that agents 

entertain and by actions of issue-raising. To 

capture this aspect, Ciardelli and Roelofsen 

(2014) have proposed an inquisitive dynamic 

epistemic logic (IDEL). Drawing on ideas from 

inquisitive semantics (Ciardelli et al., 2013a,b, 

among others), IDEL makes issues an integral 

component of the DEL framework. 

Independently of this development, it has 

been shown that DEL, when enriched with 

tools to model fallible beliefs, also provides a 

natural framework for belief revision (van 

Ditmarsch, 2005; Baltag and Smets, 2006; van 

Benthem, 2007), providing a more explicit 

setting for formal epistemology than the 

traditional AGM framework. 

The present contribution connects these two 

developments, enriching IDEL with beliefs and 

belief revision actions. Olsson and Westlund 

(2006) have called for such a framework in 

formal epistemology, emphasizing the crucial 

role of the research agenda in analyzing 

epistemic procedures. They argued that certain 

epistemic moves, like contracting a belief or 

adopting an auxiliary hypothesis, are rational 

only when accompanied by certain updates of 

the research agenda, such as undertaking a 

commitment to further investigate the veracity 

of the contracted belief, or to seek evidence 

for the auxiliary hypothesis. 

The framework we propose addresses this 
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need, allowing us to model interesting notions 

involving the interplay between issues and 

belief. We illustrate this with three examples. 

First, the framework allows us to distinguish 

between issues that are actively entertained 

and issues that are merely latent: both kinds 

of issues are on the research agenda, but a 

latent issue differs from  an actively 

entertained one in that it is settled by the 

current beliefs; belief revision may lead to the 

issue being unsettled, and thus becoming 

actively entertained. 

Second, we may draw a distinction between 

those beliefs that make an essential 

contribution towards settling some issues on 

the agenda and those that do not. As 

discussed by Olsson and Westlund, the former 

may be taken to be more pertinent than the 

latter. In our framework, they may be 

characterized as beliefs whose contraction 

would lead the agent to actively entertain an 

issue on the agenda that is settled in the 

present belief state. 

Finally, we may give a specific formulation of a 

rationality constraint that O&W argued for: 

namely, we may consider an epistemic strategy 

rational only if every contraction of a belief α 

is accompanied by adding a non-trivial issue to 

the research agenda which is settled by α in a 

particular way. 

We will argue that this semantic perspective 

holds certain important advantages, and we 

will compare our framework, which is based on 

inquisitive semantics, to the one of Enqvist 

(2009, 2012), which builds on the theory of 

questions developed by Hintikka (1999). 
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Knowledge, High Stakes, and Reasons to Not 

Check 

Jacques-Henri Vollet, University of Geneva

(jacques-henri.vollet@unige.ch) 

According to a traditional thought in 

epistemology, knowledge is not sensitive to 

the stakes. Another intuitive thought is that if 

you know something, and this is a reason for 

you to perform a certain action, this is a 

reason you have to perform this action. 

Recently, some philosophers have put forward 

pairs of cases tending to show that these two 

claims are incompatible. In some low stakes 

cases, you seem to know that p and properly 

act for the reason that p, whereas in the high 

stakes versions of the cases, the importance of 

being right on p prompts the intuition that you 

should check whether p. Some might think that 

if you should check whether p in such high 
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stakes cases, that is due to the fact that p is 

not a reason you have to φ in these cases. This 

idea has led philosophers to think that having 

a reason to perform a certain action is 

sensitive to the stakes, and this implies the 

denial of one of the two initial plausible 

claims: either knowledge is sensitive to the 

stakes or it is not always proper to act on what 

you know. 

I show that this general approach rests upon 

the contentious assumption that if p is a 

reason you have to φ, then you have a reason 

to not check whether p. I consider two ways of 

understanding it. The first one says that if p is 

a reason you have to φ, then you have a 

reason to not check whether p, namely p. The 

second one says that if p is a reason you have 

to φ, then you have a reason to not check 

whether p, namely that you know that p. I 

argue that the first option is implausible. On 

the basis of the idea that knowledge does not 

entail certainty, I show that the second option 

does not fare better. In contrast, I claim that if 

you do not have the best possible epistemic 

position with respect to p, then you have an 

epistemic reason to check whether p, even if 

you know that p. This relies on the idea that 

knowledge is not the highest epistemic value: 

a stronger epistemic position is a always better 

than a weaker one. 

On this basis, I put forward a new explanation 

of the bank cases. I argue that in the low 

stakes case, a pragmatic reason to not check 

outweighs the epistemic reason to check while 

in the high stakes case, this pragmatic reason 

is not decisive. I present different possible 

explanations why this is so. It might be that 

the high stakes weaken the strength of the 

pragmatic reason to not check. Alternatively, 

they can give more practical value to epistemic 

standings such as understanding. If so, one 

can explain why it is rational to check in the 

high stakes case but not in the low stakes 

case, even though in both cases the target 

proposition is a reason the subject has to φ 

since he knows it in both cases. 

Why Coherence Is Not Generalized Logical 

Equivalence 

Jakob Koscholke ,University of Oldenburg

(jakob.koscholke@uni-oldenburg)

According to some authors working on 

probabilistic coherence measures, most 

notably Fitelson (2003, 2004) and Meijs 

(2006), coherence can best be viewed as a 

quantitative generalization of classical 

logical equivalence and respectively an 

adequate probabilisitc measure of coherence 

should be a formalization of this view. In this 

paper I critically examine this assumption. To 

do so I develop a novel measure that trivially 

but elegantly captures the idea of a 

probabilistic generalization of logical 

equivalence. This measure is constructed 

such that it tracks the probability of any 

number of propositions being true or false 

together. Based on a series of Monte Carlo 

simulations of various joint probability 

distributions I show that some probabilistic 

measures of coherence rightly claim to be 

generalizations of logical equivalence while 

others do not. Still, since for most of the 

measures rightly claiming to measure 

coherence as generalized logical equivalence 

it can easily be show that in some cases they 

are rather problematic coherence measures, 

my conclusion is that coherence cannot 

generally be understood as generalized 

logical equivalence.
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Is Knowledge Actually Safe? 

Jan Heylen, KU Leuven

(jan.heylen@hiw.kuleuven.be)

In one form or another Sosa (1999), Williamson 

(2000) and Pritchard (2005) uphold the claim 

that safety is a necessary condition on 

knowledge. The simplest version of the safety 

condition is the following: a subject S knows 

that p only if there is no close possible world 

in which S falsely believes that p. Safe belief is 

a stronger condition than mere true belief. The 

topic of my talk is how to combine knowledge 

or safe belief and actuality. Before this can be 

addressed it is required to investigate how to 

combine belief and actuality.

If one straightforwardly combines Kripke 

models for belief with standard models for 

actuality, one runs into two problems. A first 

result is that the belief that something is 

actually true entails that it is actually true. This 

is the problem of unwanted factivitity. A 

second result is that it is not guaranteed that 

one believes that something is actually the 

case if and only if it is the case. (More 

generally, it is not guaranteed that any so-

called ‘weak validity’ is believed, even though 

every so-called ‘general validity’) is believed.) 

This is the problem of missing belief. Related 

work was done by Rabinowicz and Segerberg 

(1994) and I will argue that transposing their 

proposed modifications to belief and actuality 

models solves the two noted problems.

After having secured the foundation, I will 

discuss the straightforward combination of 

Holliday (2012) models for safe belief with 

standard models for actuality, with the proviso 

that the lessons learnt earlier have to be 

applied here as well. Again, two problems 

surface. A first result is that something being 

actually true and the belief that it is actually 

true entails that one knows or safely believes 

that it is actually true. This is the problem of 

easy knowledge. A second result is that it is 

not guaranteed that one knows that something 

is actually the case if and only if it is the case. 

(More generally, it is not guaranteed that any 

weak validity is known, even though every 

general validity is known or safely believed.) 

This is the problem of missing knowledge. I will 

proceed by showing that a trick similar to the 

one used earlier solves the two mentioned 

problems.

I will end with reflections on the further 

question of the semantical contribution of 

actuality operators in doxastic or epistemic 

contexts. In particular, I will consider the 

question whether or not one can eaceff  

actuality operators within doxastic or 

epistemic contexts.
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Good Ignorance, Bad Ignorance 

Jan Willem Wieland, VU University Amsterdam 

( j.j.w.wieland@vu.nl) 

Ignorance abounds. In plenty of cases we are 

ignorant, yet do not want it to be. Sometimes, 

it excuses us. If you were ignorant about the 

permissibility of one of your actions or beliefs, 

and if there was no way you could have known 

better, you are excused. Yet the question is: 

what exactly is it to be ignorant? 

In contrast to the inquiries into knowledge, 

ignorance has received surprisingly little 

attention. According to a few recent studies 

(Van Woudenberg 2009; Peels 2010), ignorance 

is lack of true belief rather than lack of 

knowledge. If one believes a certain 

proposition which is true, then even if one’s 

belief falls short of knowledge, it is argued, 

one is not ignorant. 

Furthermore, lack of true belief comes in three 

main kinds: (i) p is true and one suspends 

judgment on p; (ii) p is true and one 

disbelieves p; (iii) p is true and one does not 

have any doxastic attitude towards p 

altogether. All count as ignorance, and yet they 

seem to differ in at least two important ways. 

First difference. They do not seem to have the 

same excusing power. If you believe that x is 

permissible, while x is in fact impermissible, 

and decide to do x, then you might well be 

excused (depending on whether you are to be 

blamed for your belief). But the same does not 

carry over to ignorance of kind (i): if you 

suspend judgment on whether x is permissible, 

and decide to proceed with x, then you seem 

at least partially blameworthy (Harman 2011; 

Peels 2014). 

Second difference. They do not seem to be 

compatible with the same kind of epistemic 

virtues and vices, particularly inquisitiveness 

and indifference. If you disbelieve p or lack any 

doxastic attitude towards p altogether, then 

you might well be indifferent (or epistemically 

lazy). But the same does not carry over to 

ignorance of kind (i): if you suspend judgment 

on p, then it seems you are inquisitive rather 

than indifferent (Vogt 2012). 

The question is: what explains these 

differences? In this paper, I present such an 

account. The basic framework consists of two 

distinctions: one between doxastic and 

inquisitive attitudes (between attitudes 

towards the truth of propositions and those 

towards their pursuit worthiness), and one 

between active and lazy attitudes (between 

attitudes that require a lot of epistemic work, 

and between those that do not). On the basis 

of these distinctions, I will show why certain 

kinds of ignorance can excuse (and others 

cannot), and why certain kinds of ignorance 

are epistemically vicious (and others virtuous). 

Wrong Reasons, Right Verdicts: The Gettier 

Problem and Jury Decision Making 

Jason Iuliano, Princeton University

(jiuliano@princeton.edu) 

Madison Kilbride, Princeton University

(madisonk@princeton.edu) 

A young man strolls into Jack’s convenience 

store. While Jack is busy helping a customer, 

the young man hides a bag of cocaine in the 

storage room, unbeknownst to Jack. The young 

man intends to return the next day to retrieve 

the drugs. However, later that evening, a pair 

of police officers shows up with a warrant to 

search Jack’s convenience store. During the 

search, the officers find the bag of cocaine in 

the storage room. They believe the bag is 

Jack’s and accordingly arrest him  for 
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possessing illegal drugs. Based on this 

evidence and the testimony of the officers, a 

jury convicts Jack. Is this justice? If you are 

anything like most people, you would agree 

that it is not. Now, what if I tell you that Jack 

did, in fact, have a bag of cocaine hidden at 

the back of his store, but it was never 

discovered and therefore, never presented at 

trial? Does our intuition change, or is a key 

component of justice still missing? 

In this paper, we argue for the latter position. 

When wrong reasons lead to right verdicts, 

justice is not served. The concept of justice 

entails much more than simply reaching the 

correct verdict. Even justified true beliefs are 

not enough to guarantee a just verdict. In 

Jack’s case, the jury’s correct conclusion was a 

matter of pure epistemic luck. The jurors 

reasoned from false premises and fortuitously 

happened to reach a true conclusion. 

As it stands today, the law holds that these 

false premises are nothing more than harmless 

errors. But that rule seems fundamentally 

mistaken. Fair legal systems aspire to 

something higher than mere justified true 

belief. They aspire to genuine knowledge. A 

truly just legal system cannot countenance 

epistemic luck. For a jury verdict to be 

legitimate, it must not be Gettierized. 

This paper proceeds in two parts. First, we 

argue for the position that legitimate criminal 

convictions cannot be subject to the Gettier 

Problem. We maintain that mere justified true 

belief is insufficient. Second, through a survey 

administered via Mechanical Turk, we will 

examine whether our position comports with 

folk intuitions regarding justice. In our survey, 

we will provide participants with a series of 

legal thought experiments (like the one above 

involving Jack) and ask them to determine 

whether the verdict is just. Because a well-

functioning legal system requires the trust of 

its people, folk intuitions regarding the 

legitimacy of jury verdicts are particularly 

important. 

Action as a Source of Knowledge: Practical 

Success and Implicit Beliefs 

Javier González de Prado Salas, UNED & 

University of Southampton

(jgonzalezdeprado@gmail.com)

My goal in this paper is to criticize an 

argument in defence of success semantics 

proposed by Dokic and Engel (2002), and to 

explore some of the epistemological 

implications of this criticism.

Standard formulations of success semantics 

(Whyte, 1990; Dokic and White, 2002) identify 

the truth conditions of beliefs with the 

conditions that guarantee the success of the 

actions based on such beliefs (in combination 

with suitable desires). One of the main 

problems of this proposal is that the existence 

of unexpected obstacles may thwart the 

practical success of an agent, even when she 

bases her action only in true beliefs (Brandom, 

1994). For instance, even if my belief that there 

is water in the flask is true, I will not be able to 

drink from it if the cap is stuck. Thus, the truth 

of an agent’s beliefs does not guarantee the 

success of the actions elicited by them. 

A possible solution would be to attribute to 

the agent beliefs about the absence of each 

possible obstacle for her action. Brandom 

(1994) argues that this is not plausible, given 

that in most cases there are an indefinitely 

large number of possible obstacles. Dokic and 

Engel (2002), however, have defended success 

semantics by claiming that it is not implausible 

to attribute to agents implicit knowledge 
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about the absence of obstacles, at least in a 

particular understanding of the notion of 

implicit knowledge – which they import from 

debates about scepticism in epistemology. 

According to the epistemological perspective 

adopted by Dokic and Engel, when an agent is in 

a successful state of knowing that p, she 

implicitly knows that no defeater for her 

knowledge that p is taking place – in the sense 

that she is in a position to justifiably discard the 

presence of such defeaters. In the same way, 

Dokic and Engel argue that when an agent is 

successful in performing certain action, she is in 

a position to discard the presence of obstacles 

for the success of that action – and in this sense, 

implicit knowledge about the absence of such 

obstacles may be attributed to her. 

I argue that Dokic and Engel’s defence of 

success semantics is unsatisfactory. The sort 

of implicit beliefs they characterize may only 

be attributed to agents in cases of successful 

performance of an action. However, success 

semantics will only be saved if such implicit 

beliefs can be attributed also in cases of 

failure due to some obstacle – what is needed 

is that the failure can be blamed on the falsity 

of an implicit belief about the absence of the 

obstacle.

I conclude by suggesting that rational agents 

do not need to have (explicit or implicit) 

beliefs about the absence of every possible 

obstacle for their actions. For an action to be 

rational, it is enough if the agent has no good 

reasons for thinking that such defeating 

obstacles will take place. This is a typical 

feature of defeasible reasoning – of which 

practical reasoning is a species. 
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How to Get Reflective Knowledge 

Javier Vilanova Arias, Complutense University of 

Madrid

(vilanova@filos.ucm.es)

I know reflectively p if I know that I know p. In 

order to get reflective knowledge we have to 

obtain justification that the evidence that 

supports our beliefs constitutes good 

justification for those beliefs, or, in other 

words, justification that our epistemic 

procedures are fine (I call this the task of 

foundation of knowledge). Many philosophers 

think reflective knowledge is impossible to 

obtain. One of the main reasons for such a 

claim is that in the task of foundation of 

knowledge we are forced to use the very same 

epistemic procedures we are trying to justify, 

so our argumentations are circular. I agree on 

the inevitability of argumentative circularity in 

the foundation of knowledge, but I will try to 

prove that this argumentative circularity does 

not make the argumentation fallacious in all 

the cases.

I will begin by giving a definition of 

argumentative circularity and its varieties 

(specially supposition circularity). Next, I will 

consider the charge of fallacy associated to 

argumentative circularity: begging the 

question. Speaking informally, a person 

commits such a fallacy when they prove C, 

thanks only to the fact that they had already 

accepted C; or that they had already 

unconsciously, implicitly or inadvertently 

accepted that C. The sceptic about reflective 
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knowledge claims that we may prove that our 

epistemic procedures are fine only because we 

have supposed so. I will examine the notion of 

petitio principii involved in this attack, (I bring 

together classic analyses of begging the 

question, as can be found in Copi 1961, 

Hamblin 1971, Jackson 1987, Boghossian 1996 or 

Davies 2006), and I will try to prove that the 

definitions involved are faulty, due to a partial 

(and a bit out of fashion) conception of the 

structure and function of argumentation. First, 

because in the classic approach it seems as if 

the only goal in presenting an argument is to 

demonstrate that the conclusion is true. There 

may, however, be other objectives, such as to 

coax out and make explicit a logical relation 

(from A it necessarily follows that B; C 

contradicts D; E increases the probability of D; 

etc.), to shift the burden of proof or, to 

persuade someone to adopt a supposition. 

Second, in the classical approach an argument 

is sound only if its premises are a final and 

complete guarantee of the conclusion being 

true. However, we are not normally in 

conditions to decide an issue directly with a 

single stroke of the pen; rather we accumulate 

arguments that gradually move us towards a 

vision of truth until we can judge that the 

proposition in question is considerably more 

likely to be true than any other alternative 

hypothesis. To achieve this, any argument that 

makes its conclusion seem more plausible, 

however small that shift may be, is pertinent in 

the argumentative context, and therefore not a 

fallacy. Finally, I will provide a new definition 

of petitio principii, closely akin to recent 

developments in Argumentation Theory 

(Walton 1991, 1994, 2006), and I will give 

examples both of fallacious and non fallacious 

arguments involved in the task of foundation 

of knowledge.
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Trust in Science: Nicety or Necessity

Jeroen de Ridder, VU University Amsterdam

(g.j.de.ridder@vu.nl)

In the epistemology of testimony, which tends 

to focus on everyday cases of testimony rather 

than scientific testimony, there is substantial 

support for the idea that we have an a priori 

epistemic right to believe what others tell us, 

regardless of whether we have any inductive or 

other support for their reliability. This way, we 

can acquire knowledge through testimony. 

Even if this right for everyday cases of 

testimony, it is unattractive to think that 

scientists, too, have such an a priori epistemic 
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right to accept what their colleagues tell them. 

After all, isn’t the critical attitude supposed to 

be the hallmark of science, rather than a 

credulous attitude of trust without evidence? 

I will argue nonetheless that trust is essential 

in science. Scientists have to take a substantial 

amount of their colleagues’ testimony on faith, 

in the sense that they have to accept it without 

themselves (a) possessing proper justification 

for them and (b) possessing sufficient evidence 

for their colleagues’ reliability to justify 

acceptance of their claims. The key ingredient 

in my argument is a sober overview of the 

practice of contemporary science. 

I will then take up recent work by Elizabeth 

Fricker (2002) and Douven & Cuypers (2009), 

who argue for a contrary conclusion, namely 

that scientists typically do have sufficient 

evidence for the reliability of their colleagues 

to justify trusting their testimony. Although 

their arguments correctly point out that 

scientists do have some evidence for the 

reliability of their colleagues, the problem is 

that this evidence comes nowhere near 

justifying the extent to which scientists 

actually rely on each other. 

In the final part of the paper, I identify a more 

fundamental problem in both Fricker’s and 

Douven & Cuypers’ arguments, which is that 

they both assume that the point of testimony 

in science is to share knowledge. I then 

gesture at an alternative understanding of the 

role of testimony and trust in science. On this 

understanding, the point of scientific 

testimony is to share claims which are backed 

up by the particular kind of justification that 

scientific research provides, but which typically 

fall short of knowledge. Scientists trust each 

other to do exactly this. 
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Achievement and Intention: A New Defence of 

Robust Virtue Epistemology 

Jesús Navarro, University of Seville

(jnr@us.es) 

According to robust versions of virtue 

epistemology, the reason why knowledge is 

incompatible with certain kinds of luck is that 

justified true beliefs must be achieved by the 

agent in order to count as knowledge (Sosa 

2007, 2009; Greco 2010, 2012). In a recent set of 

papers, Duncan Pritchard (2010a, 2010b, 2012) 

has put pressure on this sort of views, 

advancing different arguments against them. I 

face one of them in this paper, which is 

constructed on the idea of environmental luck, 

which is the one that allegedly affects ‘fake 

barn’ cases (Goldman 1976). Pritchard’s point in 

this respect is that agents performing in 

scenarios affected by environmental luck 

would obtain justified true beliefs that are the 

effect of their own cognitive performances, 

and thus those beliefs may be considered as 

their achievements, whereas, nevertheless, the 

fact that those performances were unsafe 

would preclude the result from  being 

knowledge. If Pritchard is right here, 

knowledge and cognitive achievements may 

fall apart. 

My objection to Pritchard is based on the idea 

that we may only consider as achievements 

those objects, states or events that result from 

intentional action, and we may only extend 
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those attributions to descriptions that may 

still be considered as intentional. The agent’s 

awareness of what she is doing constrains our 

possible consideration of an event as her 

intentional performance, and thus our 

possibility to legitimately praise its different 

results as her achievements. 

The structure of the paper is as follows: after 

an introduction, in section 2 I will introduce 

some platitudes about human agency, namely 

that actions may only be considered as 

intentional under some descriptions but not 

others, and that this depends in part on the 

awareness the agent has of what she herself is 

doing–i.e., on what Anscombe (1957) called her 

practical knowledge. I will then make a more 

controversial claim, which is crucial for my 

argument: that only intentional actions may be 

properly considered as achievements –a claim 

that I will call the Intentional Condition for 

Achievements (ICA). In section 3 I will apply ICA 

to cognitive performances affected by 

environmental luck in order to show that, in so 

far as the agent was not aware that acting in 

that specific epistemic environment was what 

she was doing, her cognitive performance may 

not constitute a genuine achievement under 

that same description. This idea is what allows 

me to account for this sort of knowledge-

undermining luck from within the framework of 

the robust versions of virtue epistemology in a 

brand new way, different from those recently 

proposed by Greco (2007, 2012), Carter (2011) or 

Jarvis (2013). Finally, section 4 deals with some 

possible objections to my argument, mostly 

referred to the claim that assessments of 

performances and  their effects as 

achievements must be constrained by the 

scope of intentional action. 

If I am right, robust virtue epistemology would 

be able to account for environmental luck 

scenarios, and we would have a reason to 

reject additional clauses (such as safety 

clauses) that would allegedly deal with this 

sort of cases. 
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Commitment, Entitlement and the 

Epistemology of Scientific Inference

Jesús Zamora Bonilla, UNED

(jpzb@fsos.ued.es)

Javier González de Prado Salas, UNED & 

University of Southampton

(jgonzalezdeprado@gmail.com)

Our purpose in this paper is to contribute to an 

inferentialist characterization of scientific 
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practice. We take as our model Robert 

Brandom's version of inferentialism. Brandom 

has developed a general inferentialist analysis 

of rationality, but he has not discussed in 

detail what sort of account of scientific 

reasoning may be derived from  his 

inferentialist program. 

In the first part of the paper we criticize 

Brandom's analysis of inductive inference, 

which he characterizes as entitlement-

preserving, but not commitment-preserving, 

inferences. Brandom's reason for doing so is 

that he thinks that good and sound inductive 

inferences may properly entitle agents to 

incompatible conclusions. We argue that this is 

not right. Agents may be properly entitled to 

incompatible  conclusions in  practical 

reasoning, but not, in general, in the 

theoretical domain – at any rate, not in the 

sort of inferences usually involved in scientific 

practice. We follow Brandom in characterizing 

scientific inferences as typically non-

monotonic, but we argue that non-

monotonicity does not need to introduce the 

possibility of (simultaneous) entitlement to 

incompatible conclusions. We suggest that it is 

a regulative feature of our representational 

practices that an agent cannot be counted as 

appropriately entitled to accepting alternative 

incompatible claims about the way the world 

is. At least one of such claims is bound to be 

false, and it cannot be appropriate to accept a 

false claim (at least in the sort of framework 

presented by Brandom). 

In the second part of the paper, we analyze 

scientific practices as processes of selection 

among alternative competing inferential 

systems. While agents cannot be entitled to 

incompatible descriptive claims within a single 

coherent inferential system, different systems 

of inferential norms may lead to different, 

sometimes incompatible, conclusions. It may 

be the case that an agent endorsing a certain 

system of inferential norms is seen as entitled 

– from the perspective of that system – to 

conclusions that are incompatible with claims 

that would be seen as entitled from the point 

of view of an alternative system. In many 

cases, it will be legitimate for scientists to 

explore and work with any of such alternative 

inferential systems. We discuss the sort of 

criteria that determine which of these 

competing inferential systems will – or at least 

should – be eventually accepted within 

scientific practices. More specifically, we 

examine the sort of 'utility' a system of 

inferential norms must have in order to be 

accepted by a scientific community over its 

competitors.

How to Explain Away the High Stakes Cases 

Jie Gao, University of Edinburgh

(s1200047@sms.ed.ac.uk) 

Moderate Purist Invariantism (MPI) – the 

orthodox view in contemporary epistemology – 

is a conjunction of the anti-sceptical view 

according to which our everyday knowledge 

attributions are true (moderatism), and the 

views that truth-conditions of knowledge 

attributions depend exclusively upon truth-

conductive factors (purism) and do not vary 

across contexts (invariantism). MPI seems to 

be in conflict with intuitions about pair of 

cases in which stakes vary while ‘traditional’ 

epistemic factors like evidence and belief are 

held fixed. These intuitions suggest that 

people are less likely to ascribe knowledge to a 

subject for whom the practical consequences 

of error are severe (high stakes), than to a 

subject for whom the practical consequences 
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of error are modest (low stakes). Upholders of 

MPI exploited two types of strategies aiming to 

accommodate these cases: a pragmatic 

strategy and a psychological strategy. In this 

paper, I argue against the former strategy and 

defend a version of the latter. 

The pragmatic strategy aims to explain away 

the intuitions about knowledge ascriptions in 

high stakes cases in terms of Gricean 

pragmatic mechanisms. The idea is that in a 

conversational context in which it is made 

clear that the practical costs of being wrong 

about whether p are high, a positive 

knowledge ascription  would  implicate 

something false: for example, that one is in a 

particularly strong epistemic position with 

regard to p (Rysiew 2001; Brown 2006). This can 

explain one’s reluctance to self-ascribe 

knowledge in such circumstances. I argue that 

the main problem with this approach is that it 

remains unexplained why we tend to interpret 

literally the knowledge ascription ignoring the 

content pragmatically conveyed by that 

ascription. A supplementary explanation of 

this tendency to error leads us to a 

psychological explanation. 

According to one psychological explanation, 

we mistakenly judge that the subject lacks 

knowledge in High Stakes because we 

overestimate knowledge-destroying counter-

possibilities  when  they  are  made 

psychologically salient (Hawthorne 2004; 

Williamson 2005). The problem with theory is 

that it is purely descriptive, hence leaving the 

question of why it seems right to utter ‘I don’t 

know that p’ in High Stakes unanswered. 

According to another approach suggested by 

Jennifer Nagel (2008, 2010), the high stakes 

subject experiences higher epistemic anxiety 

and lower need-for-closure, and hence being 

more reluctant to form a settled belief. So 

stakes affect knowledge only by affecting 

belief. However, this approach also has serious 

problems. 

I suggest that both psychological approaches 

are partly right and a promising explanation of 

High Stakes lies in the combination of them. I 

suggest that anxiety triggered by high stakes 

determines a revision of our second-order 

belief that we know. A consequence of that is 

that in high stakes cases we tend to deny 

knowledge to ourselves because we believe 

that we don’t know, even though in fact we 

know. 
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Measuring Coherence 

John R. Welch, Saint Louis University, Madrid 

Campus 

(jwelch7@slu.edu)

Why should coherence be an epistemic 

desideratum? One response is that coherence 

is truth-conducive: mutually coherent 

propositions are more likely to be true, ceteris 

paribus, than mutually incoherent ones. But 
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some sets of propositions are more coherent, 

while others are less so. How could coherence 

be measured? 

Probabilistic measures of coherence exist; some 

are identical to probabilistic measures of 

confirmation, while others are extensions of 

such measures. However, the use of such 

measures has been challenged by the 

impossibility results obtained independently by 

Bovens and Hartmann (2003) and Olsson (2005a, 

2005b). These results establish that greater 

coherence need not correlate with greater 

probability. Whatever probabilistic measure of 

coherence is chosen, counterexamples to truth-

conduciveness can be found. 

Nevertheless, multiple strategies for defending 

the truth-conduciveness claim have been 

explored (Douven and Meijs 2007a). Angere 

(2007, 2008), for example, has shown that 

several standard coherence measures are 

partially truth-conducive: for belief sets with 

up to 15 members, greater coherence 

correlates with greater probability about 75% 

of the time. This result suggests strongly that 

coherence is a useful but defeasible heuristic 

for finding the truth. 

Probabilistic measures of coherence are fine 

when applicable, but many situations are so 

information-poor that the  requisite 

probabilities cannot be determined. To 

measure coherence in these cognitively 

impoverished situations, this paper proposes 

that the discussion be broadened to include 

plausibilistic measures of coherence. 

Plausibility measures retain the advantages of 

probability measures while adding others. For 

when the available data are precise enough to 

support a probability measure, plausibility 

admits the measure’s use–probabilities are 

plausibilities, after all. But when the available 

data are not sufficiently precise to define a 

probability measure, they can still be precise 

enough for the less numerically demanding 

concept of plausibility. In short, nothing is lost 

but much is gained by expanding our purview 

from probability to plausibility. 

The paper shows how plausibilistic measures 

of coherence can be defined using 

plausibilistic measures of confirmation. It does 

so by generalizing Douven and Meijs’ (2007b) 

concept of any-any coherence. For sets of 

propositions, any-any coherence is a function 

of the dependence of any non-null subset on 

any other non-overlapping, non-null subset. 

The paper then illustrates how plausibilisic 

coherence can be measured in situations 

where probabilistic coherence cannot be 

determined. The coherence values obtained 

through the use of plausibilistic measures are 

often, though not always, comparable. 
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Epistemic Akrasia and Somatic 

Representations 

Karyn Freedman, University of Guelph

(karynf@uoguelph.ca) 

Someone who displays practical akrasia 

exhibits a failure of control, but not an 
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absence of control. The akratic individual 

intentionally and voluntarily acts in a way that 

is contrary to what she judges she ought to do. 

I tuck into a large piece of cheesecake even 

though I know I ought not to, or I light up a 

cigarette although I have avowed to quit. In 

cases of akrasia practical judgments go in 

different directions; the agent acts against her 

best or better judgment in the face of a 

temptation to act to the contrary. I want the 

cheesecake and the cigarette, and I act on 

those wants even though more importantly I 

want to maintain a healthy diet and lifestyle. 

Practical akrasia may look irrational, indeed 

arguably it is, but it is not impossible. What, 

however, about epistemic akrasia? Is it 

possible to freely and intentionally believe 

something which one judges one ought not to 

believe? Some have argued for this possibility 

and others against it, but in a certain respect 

both sides in the debate fall short. 

In this paper I will agree with Adler (2002) and 

others that epistemic akrasia is impossible, 

but I argue that those who maintain otherwise 

are onto something. The examples offered in 

the literature share a similar structure, and 

while they are misconstrued as instances of 

epistemic akrasia, they do indeed pick up on a 

legitimate phenomenon. These cases are 

characterized by that funny feeling we get in 

cases of practical akrasia, that same dread and 

anxiety when it seems to us that our 

judgments about what we ought to believe 

diverge from what we choose to believe. But 

these cases are not, in fact, instances of two 

judgments coming apart, despite how it may 

seem. Drawing on contemporary results in 

neuroscience, in particular the research on 

psychological trauma, I show that the 

divergence in question is between a judgment, 

on the one hand, and a bodily or somatic 

response, on the other. Thus, the kinds of 

cases cited in the literature ought not be 

construed as instances of epistemic akrasia, 

since somatic responses do not aim at truth, 

nor are they regulated for truth – strongly or 

weakly – since they are not, in the first place, 

cognitive. 

Doxastic Innocence of Delusional Believers 

Kengo Miyazono, University of Birmingham

(kengomiyazono@gmail.com) 

It is a common idea, inside and outside 

philosophy, that people with delusions are 

not fully blameworthy for their morally wrong 

actions caused by their delusions. I want to 

defend a parallel claim  about the 

blameworthiness-for-belief, namely, the claim 

that people with delusions are not fully 

blameworthy for their delusional beliefs. For 

example, a person with schizophrenia, John, is 

not fully blameworthy for his delusional belief 

that he is always followed by the agents of 

The Organization. Let us call this claim 

“Doxastic Innocence of Delusional Believers” 

(DIDB). DIDB, or similar ideas, is sometimes 

discussed anecdotally in the literature on 

doxastic responsibility (e.g. Levy, 2007), but 

no systematic defence has been offered yet.

My argument for DIDB has two premises. The 

first premise is that the ability to believe 

otherwise (ABO) is significantly compromised 

in people with delusions. I will call this 

“Compromised-ABO” (CABO). The second 

premise is that ABO is necessary for 

blameworthiness-for-belief. I will call this 

“Necessity-of-ABO” (NABO). 

I defend CABO on the basis of the observation 

that people with delusion have difficulties in 

believing otherwise in the ways that normal 
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believers do due to various kinds of cognitive 

impairments. First, people with delusions 

might lack the capacity to think about 

alternative hypotheses at all (e.g. Freeman et 

al., 2004). Second, their capacity to evaluate 

alternative  hypotheses  might  be 

compromised due to reasoning abnormalities 

(e.g. Huq et al. 1988). Third, they might be 

exposed to very compelling yet misleading 

body of evidence due to abnormal perceptual 

systems (e.g. Ellis & Young 1990). Fourth, they 

might fail to pay attention to evidence 

appropriately due to abnormal attention 

allocation (e.g. Corlett et al. 2007). 

I will defend NABO against two objections. 

First objection rejects NABO on the basis of 

“doxastic Frankfurt-style cases”. An example 

is the case where a guy is blameworthy for his 

belief that P, but he couldn’t have believed 

otherwise because of a small device, 

surgically embedded in his brain by a mad 

scientist, which would have kicked in and 

forced him to believed that P anyway if he 

hadn’t formed the belief in the way he 

actually does. Second objection rejects NABO 

on the basis of the assumption that ABO 

involves voluntary control over beliefs. With 

this assumption, NABO seems to imply that 

voluntary control over beliefs is necessary for 

blameworthiness-for-belief, which is highly 

controversial. I will examine those objections 

in detail and show that they are not very 

plausible after all. In my view, doxastic 

Frankfurt-style cases can be dealt with 

without abandoning the core idea of NABO. 

Again, the assumption that ABO involves 

voluntary control is groundless. 

Knowing What an Experience Is Like and the 

Standard Theory of Knowledge-Wh 

Kevin Lynch, University College Dublin

(kevin.lynch@ucd.ie) 

In this paper I present a new counterexample 

to the standard, reductive analysis of 

knowledge-wh ascriptions. In a knowledge-wh 

ascription, the word ‘knows’ is followed by an 

interrogative: ‘who’, ‘what’, ‘where’, ‘when’, 

‘how’, etc. Moreover, such ascriptions contain 

‘embedded questions’. An example would be, 

‘Frank knows who made the mess’, which 

contain the embedded wh-question, ‘Who 

made the mess?’ 

According to the standard, reductive theory of 

knowledge-wh, a knowledge-wh ascription is 

true iff one knows a proposition which is an 

acceptable answer to the wh-question 

‘embedded’ in the ascription. For instance, if 

Tom made the mess, then an acceptable 

answer to ‘Who made the mess?’ could be ‘Tom 

made the mess’, so if Frank knows that Tom 

made the mess, Frank knows who made the 

mess. 

The case of knowing-how often springs to mind 

as the best contender for an exception to this 

analysis. However, I would like to present an 

alternative counterexample which to me seems 

more promising, arguing that certain cases of 

knowing what an experience is like, or what I 

call ‘experiential knowledge’, defy such 

treatment. 

Michael Tye has recently noted that ascriptions 

of experiential knowledge are knowledge-wh 

ascriptions, and has tried to show that the 

Standard Theory of knowledge-wh can handle 

such cases satisfactorily. Focusing on the 

example ‘Mary knows what it’s like to see red’, 

Tye argues that Mary’s knowledge consists in 

her knowing an acceptable answer to ‘What’s it 
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like to see red?’. What would such an answer 

be? In Tye’s view, it is that ‘seeing red is 

(phenomenally) like this, where this is an 

experience having the phenomenal character 

of the experience of red’ (2011: 304), an answer 

which one can only say correctly if one is 

having the experience. 

An unfortunate feature of the debate over 

experiential knowledge is that philosophers 

have been fixated with examples of what I call 

‘simple experiences’: experiences of simple 

phenomenal properties such as redness. The 

key feature of simple experiences is that their 

character can’t be described, which is why Tye 

is forced to resort to this demonstrative-

containing answer to the ‘What’s it like?’ 

question. However, there is another class of 

experiences, ‘complex experiences’, whose 

character can be described, e,g., the 

experience of being drunk, or of being in 

prison. 

The  strategy  for presenting  the 

counterexample will be as follows. I will 

show that with complex experiences, one can 

know an appropriate answer to the ‘what’s it 

like?’ question, namely, a correct description 

of the experience, without ever having had 

the experience. Given that (as I’ll argue) 

having or having had the experience is 

necessary for knowing what that experience 

is like, in such cases subjects will know an 

appropriate answer to the ‘what’s it like?’ 

question without knowing what the 

experience is like. This shows that one can 

know an acceptable answer to the question 

embedded in a knowledge-wh ascription, 

without that ascription being true of one, 

thus refuting the universality of the Standard 

Theory. 

What’s the Problem with Cognitive Outsourcing 

Kristoffer Ahlstrom-Vij, University of Kent

(h.k.ahlstrom@kent.ac.uk) 

To what extent can we rely on others for 

information without such reliance becoming 

epistemically problematic? In this paper, this 

question is addressed in terms of a specific form 

or reliance that is referred to as cognitive 

outsourcing. One engages in cognitive 

outsourcing to the extent that one hands over 

(outsources) one’s information collection and 

processing (the cognitive) to others. The specific 

question that will be asked about such 

outsourcing is this: Is there an epistemic 

problem about cognitive outsourcing as such? To 

ask if there is an epistemic problem with x for S 

is to ask if x is a problem for S’s ability to acquire 

true belief and avoid false belief. To ask if there 

is a problem for S with x as such is to ask if it is 

possible to solve the relevant problem for S 

while leaving x as is. It will be argued that, if we 

consider the five most plausible candidate 

epistemic problems raised by cognitive 

outsourcing–i.e., unreliability, gullibility, 

irrationality, unhealthy dependence, and lack of 

epistemic autonomy–we see for each candidate 

that it is either not an epistemic problem, or not 

a problem about cognitive outsourcing as such. 

It is concluded that this provides good evidence 

for the claim that there is no epistemic problem 

about cognitive outsourcing as such.

Phenomenal Conservatism and Bergmann's 

Dilemma For Internalism 

Logan Paul Gage, Baylor University

(logan_gage@baylor.edu) 

For almost a decade now Michael Bergmann 

has advanced a formidable destructive 
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dilemma against internalist theories of 

epistemic justification (Bergmann 2006). 

Internalist theories of justification (by which 

he means those theories of justification that 

impose an  awareness condition  on 

justification) come in strong and weak varieties 

depending on whether the required awareness 

condition is strong or weak. Regardless of 

which kind of awareness the internalist adopts, 

Bergmann claims, problems arise. Strong 

internalism leads to a vicious regress because 

of the meta-level awareness requirement it 

imposes. Once one imposes a meta-level 

awareness requirement on justified belief the 

subject then needs meta-level awareness of 

the subject’s initial awareness and so on ad 

infinitum. Weak internalism, on the other 

hand, can’t meet its own criteria of success 

and hence is unmotivated. That is, with only a 

weak awareness requirement on justification, 

there is little reason to think that justification 

requires awareness at all. What difference 

could such a weak awareness make to 

justification, he wonders? 

Recently some (Rogers & Matheson 2011) have 

thought Michael Huemer’s  principle 

Phenomenal Conservatism (PC)–the view that 

“If it seems to S that p, then, in the absence of 

defeaters, S thereby has at least some degree 

of justification for believing that p” (Huemer 

2007, p. 30)–might escape Bergmann’s 

Dilemma. After all, PC appears to be an 

internalist theory of justification which neither 

imposes a meta-level awareness requirement 

on justification nor (as I will explain in more 

detail) fails to meet its own criteria for success 

since it grounds justification firmly in the way 

things seem to a subject. Distinguishing 

between strong an weak versions of internalist 

PC (IPCS and IPCW), Bergmann has recently 

argued at length that PC too falls victim to his 

dilemma (Bergmann 2013).

In this paper I reply to Bergmann and argue 

that PC succeeds in splitting the horns of his 

dilemma. I begin by noting that Bergmann’s 

critique of PC depends crucially on the way he 

has formulated IPCS and IPCW. This 

formulation is gravely mistaken in that his 

transformation of PC from a principle of 

propositional justification into these two 

principles of doxastic justification fails to 

include a standard internalist basing clause. 

Once we add in such a clause it becomes clear 

that while Bergmann’s arguments against 

these principles may have seemed initially 

convincing, in truth they pose no problem for 

the advocate of PC. 

In addition, Bergmann errs at another crucial 

step in his argument. In order to support his 

charge that IPCW is too weak to meet its own 

criteria for success he argues for one particular 

account of what means for a belief to be 

“accidentally true” from  a subject’s 

perspective3. However, I argue that there is 

another plausible account of accidentally true 

belief by which the beliefs justified by IPCW 

are not accidentally true. Hence PC can meet 

its own internalist criteria for success. For 

these and other reasons I maintain that PC 

escapes Bergmann’s Dilemma for Internalism. 
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How to Be a Pluralist about Epistemic 

Justification 

Luca Zanetti, University of Modena & Reggio 

Emilia - COGITO

(luca.zanetti89@gmail.com)

The aim of a theory of justification has been 

standardly conceived within a framework that 

assumes two central claims. A commitment to 

the project of conceptual analysis and what I 

call monism about epistemic justification 

(MEJ): the claim that there is only one way in 

which a belief can be justified. More precisely, 

MEJ claims that there is only one set of 

necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for 

justification. Epistemologists working within 

this framework have offered divergent 

conceptions of justification, the main divide 

being the one between internalist and 

externalist conceptions of justification. In this 

paper I suggest to reject MEJ in favour of a 

pluralistic approach to the nature of epistemic 

justification. I claim that pluralism about 

epistemic justification (PEJ) is more faithful 

than MEJ in capturing our actual epistemic 

conceptual repertoire. 

I devote the main part of the paper to 

understand what it takes to be a pluralist 

about epistemic justification. The basic claim 

of PEJ may be understood in various ways. I 

explore three general forms of PEJ through a 

comparison with the recent work on alethic 

pluralism (Michael Lynch (2009) and Crispin 

Wright (2013)). According to the first, there are 

many properties that make a belief justified, 

but there is not, strictly speaking, a unique 

concept of justification or a unique property of 

justification. There are only a plurality of 

justification-making properties and nothing 

that preserves their unity. A similar variety of 

pluralism has been recently defended by 

William Alston (2005). The second and third 

forms of pluralisms try to have plurality and 

unity. They do so by defending the claim that 

there is a unique concept of justification 

whose defining platitudes are fulfilled by the 

plurality of justification-making properties. 

However, they diverge over the question 

whether there is also a unique property of 

justification that supervenes on the plurality of 

justification-making properties. I review these 

forms of pluralism and I argue that one 

specific variety of the first form of PEJ is the 

most promising one.
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Armchair Disagreement 

Marc Andree Weber, University of Freiburg

(andree-weber@t-online.de) 

At its heart, philosophy is an intellectual effort 

to seek a priori knowledge. There might be 

philosophical truths you cannot acquire 

without leaving your armchair; but if so, they 

are few and peripheral. Or so it seems. 
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This picture of philosophy appears to get 

under attack by a line of reasoning whose 

proponents aim at establishing a completely 

different thesis, namely that in a case of what 

is called peer disagreement, you and your 

epistemic peer (i.e. someone who is on a par 

with you with respect to well-informedness 

and general epistemic virtues such as 

intelligence and judgment) are equally likely to 

be right. As a consequence of this so-called 

Equal Weight View (EW), finding out that a peer 

disagrees with you should lead you to abandon 

your position and get agnostic about the 

matter under consideration. 

A commonly neglected characteristic of EW is 

its prima facie incompatibility with the picture 

of philosophy as an armchair activity. If we are 

rationally required to revise our beliefs in case 

we meet a peer who disagrees with us, then 

what we should accept as true depends at 

least partly on how intensely we look for a 

peer – for sitting in an armchair pondering 

arguments does not in general result in 

acquiring the same insights as leaving the 

armchair to find out whether there actually are 

disagreeing peers forcing us to accept 

agnosticism as the rational point of view. 

The obvious move a proponent of EW could 

make in order to retain the armchair character 

of most philosophical endeavours is to hold 

the following thesis: 

(A) At least concerning philosophical 

questions, the epistemic force of merely 

possible disagreements among peers is as 

great as that of actual ones. 

However, it would be ad hoc to maintain (A) 

without giving independent arguments for its 

truth. Even more problematically, the following 

two claims are far from being obvious: 

(B) The conditions under which a peer 

disagreement is possible at all can be 

specified. 

(C) The truth of (A) is compatible with EW. 

In my talk, I will argue for the truth of (A), (B) 

and (C). More specifically, I start by stating an 

argument from Thomas Kelly to the point that 

(A) is true but (C) is false. Then I reply to two 

objections against (A) and observe that one of 

them, though it fails, fails in a constructive 

way: It indicates a way of specifying the 

conditions asked for in (B). On the basis of 

these conditions, we can finally see what is 

wrong with Kelly's argument against (C). The 

upshot of all this is that EW does not have the 

strange  but prima  facie  inevitable 

consequence that it is incompatible with the 

common picture of philosophy as an armchair 

science; the disagreements EW is concerned 

with can without loss of generality be regarded 

as armchair disagreements: disagreements 

one can know about without coming to know 

the opinions or beliefs of others. 

Do Epistemologists Know What They’re Talking 

about? 

Mark McEvoy, Hofstra University

(phimvm@hofstra.edu) 

Several philosophers (for example, Stephen 

Stich, William Lycan, and Michael Bishop) have 

raised the following criticism: there have been 

few, if any, successful analyses of terms of 

philosophical interest in the history of 

epistemology. Epistemological methodology, 

according to such critics, is thus at best in 

need of repair, or at worst mere cultural 

anthropology (Stich’s term). In response, this 

paper suggests that at least one central goal of 

philosophical analysis is that of deepening our 

understanding of philosophically interesting 

terms, where such deepening includes the 
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refutation of prima facie appealing analyses of 

these terms. On this view, philosophical 

analysis in epistemology may well make 

progress, even without reaching definitive 

analyses of philosophical terms. 

The paper also addresses the worries that 

epistemological concepts may not be shared 

across cultures (due to Nichols, Stich et. al.), 

and that analysis of epistemological concepts 

may not tell us anything about what (e.g.) 

knowledge really is (due to Kornblith). The 

response offered here to such worries is that 

(i) there is clear societal pressure for the 

development of methods for reliably forming 

true beliefs, and that (ii) it is thus to be 

expected that in all cultures will have concepts 

that at least roughly encapsulate this notion, 

and that (iii) such concepts will share a 

common core, though they may diverge in 

some (less central) ways (e.g., they may simply 

be insufficiently well-defined to adjudicate on 

some of the more byzantine counterexamples 

in contemporary epistemological literature). 

Finally, (iv) to the extent that robust methods 

exist in the world for the formation of true 

beliefs, analysis of the concept of knowledge 

will thereby be analysis (even if partial or 

incomplete) of what knowledge really is.

Such a view makes sense of a number of 

aspects of actual practice in epistemology. For 

one, it allows a clear role for the philosophical 

analysis of concepts; it also explains how there 

can be progress in philosophy without there 

being (m)any generally accepted analyses. 

Further, the view on offer can explain the 

attractiveness of various contemporary 

analyses of knowledge, while allowing that the 

disagreement between these views is both 

entirely predictable, and indicative of progress 

rather than of flawed methodology. Finally, if 

the view on offer is correct, it shows criticisms 

of contemporary epistemological practice due 

to Kornblith and Nichols, Stich et. al. to be 

misguided.

No Evidence for the Obvious 

Martha Rössler, University of Vienna

(martha.roessler@univie.ac.at) 

G.E. Moore attempted to prove the existence of 

an external world by gesturing in front of an 

audience. Here are two hands, he reasoned, 

ipso facto, external things exist. In a recent 

series of papers, Crispin Wright has introduced 

an influential account of why Moore’s 

reasoning is as inappropriately question-

begging as it appears. He provides a model of 

warrant transmission-failure which ends up 

entailing that we have no evidential warrant 

for beliefs like “There is an external world.” 

In this talk, I argue that Wright’s model has 

radical consequences which have hitherto 

been largely overlooked. Namely, he ends up 

being committed to saying that very obvious 

empirical beliefs like “Here is a hand” can’t 

have any evidential warrant either. While some 

might take this as a strike against Wright’s 

model, I argue that it is actually a welcome 

demonstration of a plausible Wittgensteinian 

principle: 

No Evidence for the Obvious (NEO): Very 

obvious beliefs are unsupportable by 

evidence. 

I explain how to gauge NEO’s scope, arguing 

that we must check what reasons are available 

for doubting the given belief. If the only 

available reasons would either be (1) extremely 

general or (2) extremely improbable, the belief 

will turn out to be unsupportable. 

 In conclusion, I consider externalist-spirited, 

“dogmatic” objections and explain why such 
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strategies are irrelevant to the phenomenon 

described by NEO. While I agree that NEO does 

not necessarily entail full-blown skepticism, 

we should be cautious of victories that are too 

cheaply won.

Epistemic Expressivism and Attributions of 

Justification 

Martin Grajner, New York University & Dresden 

University of Technology

(mg4419@nyu.edu) 

Virtually all first-order epistemologists assume 

that attributions of justification in the form of 

‘S is justified in believing that p’ or ‘It is 

epistemically rational for S to belief that p’ do 

not significantly differ from claims that 

attribute a descriptive property to an object or 

individual. Epistemic claims thus feature the 

following characteristics: (i) they are genuine 

assertions with (ii) representational contents; 

(iii) the contents of epistemic claims are in 

principle true or false; and finally, (iv) there 

exist (presumably objective) epistemic facts 

that determine whether particular epistemic 

claims are true or false.4 A view that accepts 

the first three of these theses could be 

referred to as ‘epistemic cognitivism’. If one 

further endorses the fourth thesis, then the 

resulting position might be called ‘epistemic 

realism’. However, epistemic expressivists 

deny, to a first approximation, that epistemic 

claims should be characterized by theses (i) 

through (iv). Proponents of classical versions 

of epistemic expressivism maintain that 

epistemic claims primarily serve to express the 

4 Of course, one might endorse the first three theses and 

still deny the fourth by accepting a form of anti-realism 

with regard to epistemic facts. 

non-cognitive mental states of the attributor.5 

Proponents of non-classical versions of 

epistemic expressivism  concede to the 

epistemic realist that epistemic claims can be 

true or false. But such claims are, according to 

those theorists, only true in a ‘deflationist’ or 

‘minimalist’ sense. Still others endorse 

ecumenical versions of epistemic expressivism. 

Ecumenical expressivists hold, very roughly, that 

epistemic claims express both beliefs and non-

cognitive mental states (see Ridge (2006, 2007)). 

In this paper, I will explore an alternative 

position to epistemic expressivism. The view I 

seek to advocate is an extension of hybrid 

expressivism (sometimes also called realist- 

expressivism) to epistemic judgments. Hybrid 

expressivism concerning moral discourse is 

advocated by Stephen Barker (2000), David 

Copp (2001, 2009), Michael Finley (2004), and 

Caj Strandberg (2012). According to these 

theorists, moral claims express cognitive or 

descriptive contents semantically, but 

pragmatically convey the speaker's non-

cognitive, desire-like mental states via 

implicatures. I will attempt to show that when 

applied to epistemic judgments, a version of 

this hybrid view exhibits several advantages 

over its expressivist and  cognitivist 

competitors. In particular, a hybrid expressivist 

view of epistemic judgments preserves what I 

take to be the core insight of expressivism 

without running afoul of the main problems 

that have been identified for different versions 

of epistemic expressivism. The paper is 

organized as follows. In the first section, I will 

briefly present some considerations that seem 

to support epistemic expressivism. Although 

there are several (quite diverse) ways to 

motivate epistemic expressivism, I will focus 

5 The terms ‘classical expressivism’ and ‘non-classical 

expressivism’ are taken from Cuneo (2007: 124-184). 
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only on those that I view as the most pivotal. 

In the second section, I will briefly consider 

different expressivist positions and some of 

the arguments that have been presented 

against them. I maintain that the problems 

that have been identified for these different 

versions of expressivism will vanish if we opt 

instead for hybrid epistemic expressivism. In 

the third section of the paper, I will provide a 

rough sketch of the version of hybrid 

expressivism that I think is the most promising 

for epistemic judgments. 
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Lotteries and the Modal Conception of 

Knowledge 

Michael Blome-Tillmann, University of 

Cambridge & McGill University

(michael.blome@posteo.de) 

Since the early 1980s, epistemologists have 

been attracted to the idea that knowledge is 

an essentially modal notion. From Nozick’s 

counterfactual account of knowledge to more 

contemporary safety accounts, philosophers 

have been drawn to the idea that knowledge is 

incompatible with luck and that Gettier and 

lottery cases alike demand we think of 

knowledge in modal rather than probabilistic 

or causal terms. In this paper, I discuss recent 

problems for modal accounts, focusing on the 

topic of safety. In particular, I argue that 

recent problem cases suggest that the modal 

account of knowledge can only be upheld if it 

is combined with a healthy dose of 

contextualism or pragmatic encroachment. The 

emerging modal approach to knowledge is 

then shown to be independently plausible and 

well motivated. 

Section outline: 

Section 1: I introduce and discuss lottery 

arguments for scepticism (Vogel, Hawthorne), 

show their structure, compare them to more 

familiar Cartesian arguments for scepticism, 

and show how they establish sceptical results 

independently of Cartesian arguments, while 

at the same time also relying on closure 

principles. 

Section 2: I start the discussion of Safety by 

introducing the principle in its counterfactual, 

natural language formulation and then 

translate it into possible-worlds talk by 

employing the Lewis-Stalnaker standard 

semantics of counterfactuals. I show that 

Safety theorists are confronted with the lottery 

puzzle outlined in Section 1 independently of 

whether or not they accept closure. I conclude 

that the lottery puzzle represents a serious 

challenge for Safety accounts of knowledge. 

Section 3: It is argued that the only response 

available to the Safety theorists at this point is 

to reinterpret the accessibility relation 

underlying the counterfactual conditional in 
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the safety principle by replacing talk about 

overall resemblance (overall nearness) 

between worlds with talk about epistemic 

resemblance (or epistemic closeness). Doing 

so, however, creates a different problem: the 

safety theorists can no longer explain our 

intuition that we do not know lottery 

propositions and thus loses the initial 

explanatory motivation of her modal approach 

of knowledge. 

Section 4: I outline a version of a relevant 

alternatives approach that is a reinterpretation 

of safety accounts, and show how a relevant 

alternatives framework can explain our lottery 

intuitions, if combined with a contextualist 

account of epistemic relevance. The account 

proposed makes use of the independently 

motivated idea (developed elsewhere) that the 

pragmatic presuppositions at a context help 

determine whether or not a given alternative is 

epistemically relevant. Thus, in contexts in 

which we consider lotteries, lottery worlds are 

relevant in virtue of being compatible with our 

pragmatic presuppositions, not in virtue of 

being overall close to our actuality. The 

emerging account salvages the modalist idea 

that knowledge is an essentially modal notion. 

Coherence and Inconsistency 

Michael Schippers, University of Oldenburg

(mi.schippers@uni-oldenburg.de) 

The debate on probabilistic measures of 

coherence has largely focused on evaluating 

sets of consistent propositions. In this paper 

we draw attention to the largely neglected 

question of whether such measures concur 

with intuitions about the coherence of 

inconsistent sets of propositions. One such 

example is the following test case: assume that 

a crime has been committed and there are six 

suspects where each of them is equally likely 

to be the culprit. We know for sure that the 

culprit is among these suspects and consult 

three independent witnesses. In scenario A, 

witness i provides the following information Ai: 

A1: The culprit was either suspect 1 or 2. 

A2: The culprit was either suspect 2 or 3. 

A3: The culprit was either suspect 1 or 3. 

In scenario B, witness i provides the following 

information Bi: 

B1: The culprit was either suspect 1 or 2. 

B2: The culprit was either suspect 3 or 4. 

B3: The culprit was either suspect 5 or 6. 

The first thing to note is that, obviously, the 

testimonies in both scenarios are jointly 

inconsistent. Stipulating that consistency is a 

necessary condition for coherence, this entails 

that both sets are also incoherent in a 

qualitative sense. Nonetheless, it seems that 

the testimonies in the first scenario are still 

less incoherent than the ones in the second 

scenario. This is due to the fact that, while in 

the second scenario the testimonies are also 

pairwise inconsistent, all pairs of testimonies 

in the first scenario are consistent. We thus 

conclude that the set of testimonies in the first 

scenario should be assigned a lower degree of 

incoherence. However, this demand is violated 

by virtually all extant coherence measures. We 

consider this a devastating result for 

probabilistic coherence measures. 

Thus, while it turns out that for the vast 

majority of proposals the above question 

regarding their ability to concur with intuitions 

pertaining to inconsistent testimonies must be 

answered in the negative, we show that it is 

possible to adapt many of them in order to 

improve their performance. Based on the 

insight that the reason for why many measures 

fail the test case is that they are undefined for 
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sets involving inconsistent pairs of 

propositions, we examine three possibilities to 

adapt coherence measures. The upshot of this 

discussion will be that for a large number of 

measures, the improved results are robust in 

the sense that the outcome does not depend 

on the chosen modification. Finally, we 

evaluate the various proposals with respect to 

their overall adequacy. 

Credal and Full Disagreement 

Michele Palmira, University of Modena & 

Reggio Emilia - COGITO

(michelepalmira@gmail.com) 

In this paper I set out to address a largely 

neglected question in ongoing debates over 

disagreement: what is the relation, if any, 

between disagreements involving partial 

beliefs (call it credal disagreement) and 

disagreements involving outright beliefs (call it 

full disagreement)? 

I argue that credal and full disagreement can 

be subsumed under a unique definition of the 

relation that must be instantiated in order for 

disagreement to arise. The definition of 

doxastic disagreement I put forward can be 

outlined as follows: 

A and B are in disagreement if and only if the 

accuracy conditions of A’s attitude are such 

that, if they were fulfilled, this would ipso facto 

make B’s attitude inaccurate, or vice-versa. 

In previous work (Belleri and Palmira 2013), I 

defended this definition within what we may 

call the qualitative model of belief to the effect 

that belief is a binary attitude that either one 

has or one fails to have towards a proposition. 

The notion of accuracy for outright belief is 

spelled out thus: a belief that p held at a 

certain context of use cu is accurate just in 

case p is true (false) at cu, at the relevant 

circumstance of evaluation ce. 

In this paper, I propose to extend this 

definition to the alternative model of belief, 

call it the quantitative model of belief, which 

countenances a finer-grained representation 

of agents’ doxastic attitudes to the effect that 

these are the levels of confidence (aka 

credences, degrees of belief) one invests in the 

truth of the targeted proposition. 

The key move of the paper is to emphasise and 

exploit the flexibility of the notion of accuracy. 

Accuracy can be defined in both full and 

gradational terms: in the first case, accuracy 

depends on truth; in the second case, a 

credence’s accuracy can be established by 

looking at the distance between one’s 

credence in p and the truth-value of p at the 

actual world (see Joyce 1998). 

In the second part of the paper I argue that 

this definition delivers intuitively correct 

predictions about a vast array of cases and I 

contend that it enjoys two main advantages: 

(1) It enables us to remain neutral as to the 

relation between the two models of belief. 

That is to say, both advocates and detractors 

of the idea that outright belief reduces to 

partial belief can accept the definition of 

credal and full disagreement on offer. 

(2) It allows us to evaluate the as yet 

unexplored idea that just like we could be 

more confident in the truth of some 

propositions than of others, we could be more 

or less in disagreement about different topics. 

More to the point, I defend the contention that 

credal disagreement can be described as as a 

phenomenon coming in degrees. 
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Bootstrapping and Second-Order Knowledge 

Miguel Ángel Fernández, UNAM

(miguelangel.fernandezvargas@gmail.com) 

This paper investigates whether epistemic 

bootstrapping, roughly: the use of a source to 

establish inductively its own reliability, 

constitutes a problem for attaining second- 

order knowledge. The paper argues that 

epistemic bootstrapping does not constitute a 

problem for second-order knowledge. In what 

follows I summarize the contents of the paper.

I. Track-record arguments and bootstrapping 

reasoning 

A track-record argument for the reliability of 

belief-source F is commonly represented as 

follows:

1. At t1, F reports that p and p, therefore at t1 F 

was accurate.

2. At t2, F reports that p and p, therefore at t2 F 

was accurate.

3. At t3, F reports that p and p, therefore at t3 F 

was accurate.

.........

C. F is a reliable belief-source

A track-record argument is a perfectly good 

way to come to know that a source F is 

reliable. But this is so only if the second 

conjunct in the antecedent of each premise of 

the argument (the conjunct that I have 

underlined in the above representation of the 

argument) is known through a source different 

from F itself. If the track-record argument is 

developed under the restriction that the 

second conjunct in the antecedent of each 

premise is known through the same source F 

whose reliability is being investigated (call this 

the one-source restriction), the argument 

becomes obviously unacceptable: it is no 

longer a way to come to know that source F is 

reliable. Under such a restriction the reasoning 

becomes a case of illegitimate bootstrapping.

Bootstrapping is not a problem for everyone 

because nobody would ever be tempted to 

reason in that way. However, it is a problem for 

some theories of knowledge that seem 

committed to vindicate it as a way of knowing 

C, the conclusion of the bootstrapping 

reasoning. Those theories are defective 

because they permit a form of reasoning that 

shouldn’t be permitted, regardless of whether 

anybody ever tries to reason in that way. There 

is a wide disagreement concerning which 

theories face the bootstrapping problem: Vogel 

(2000, 2008) thinks that it is a problem 

specifically for process reliabilism; Cohen 

(2002) and Van Cleve (2003) argue that even 

weak internalist theories face the problem and 

Weisberg (2010) holds that even strong 

internalist theories face it. 

Regardless of which are exactly the theories 

that face bootstrapping, the problem that it 

poses will have a very circumscribed 

theoretical interest. The interest it will have is 

that theorists of knowledge will have to 

engage in some fine tuning to make it sure 

that their theories explain in a principled way 

why bootstrapping is wrong. But even if such 

an explanation is not yet available 

bootstrapping will not be any kind of threat to 

our reasoning practices, because so long as we 

can appeal to an independent source in 

checking the reliability of any source, we will 

then be able to avoid bootstrapping 

altogether. 

However, in studying the reliability of our most 

basic belief sources philosophers commonly 
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pick an individuation of them that seems to 

make bootstrapping unavoidable. So Van Cleve 

writes:

One cannot help but think it relevant that in 

the case of [a specific source, like a gauge] 

there is the possibility of making independent 

checks.... In the case of an ultimate source of 

knowledge such as perception or memory, 

however, there is no such possibility of an 

independent check (and no hope for support 

except self-support). (Van Cleve, 2003: 57)

If we subsume under the level ‘perception’ any 

perceptual belief-source and then ask if 

perception is reliable, we will be forced, at 

some point, to rely on some perception to 

determine if perception is reliable. This looks 

like a case of bootstrapping that stands in the 

way of second-order knowledge: In order to 

know that I know perceptually that p I would 

have to know at least that perception is 

reliable, but in order to know that perception 

is reliable I have to rely on perception, 

therefore bootstrapping seems unavoidable 

when one tries to ascend epistemic levels, 

from knowledge that p to knowledge that I 

know that p.

II. Hyper-coarse individuation and independent 

evidence

Philosophers face the unavoidability of 

bootstrapping in the explanation of second-

order knowledge only because they decide to 

use a hyper-coarse individuation of belief 

sources. But the “bootstrapping” that thereby 

results does not have the deleterious effects 

that the one-source restriction have on the 

original cases of bootstrapping. Let us recall 

the structure of each premise of a 

bootstrapping reasoning:

1. At t1, F reports that p and p, therefore at t1 F 

was accurate.

In an original case of bootstrapping the 

problem emerges because the source of our 

putative knowledge of the underlined conjunct 

is the very same “report” of belief-source F 

that is recorded in the first conjunct of the 

premise. This limitation is what renders the 

whole reasoning useless, it is because of it 

that whether or not source F is reliable the two 

conjuncts in the antecedent of each premise 

will always agree. But this is not bound to 

happen if the source we are investigating is 

perception hyper-coarsely individuated, in this 

case we can use different perceptual “reports”: 

one recorded in the first conjunct of the 

antecedent of the premise and a different one, 

for example a report from the perception of a 

different subject, as a source of knowledge of 

the second, underlined conjunct; this different 

report will be acting as an independent check 

on the first one. No such independent check is 

possible in a genuine case of bootstrapping, 

and its possibility changes completely the 

epistemic credentials of the reasoning: by 

being able to appeal to an independent check 

in each premise of the reasoning, it becomes 

an unproblematic case of a track-record 

argument. 

The independent checks I’ve made reference 

to are still episodes of perception, perception 

of different subjects but perception 

nonetheless. But the fact that we are using 

some episodes of perception to check the 

reliability of others, doesn’t override the 

independence of the former with respect to 

the latter. I put forward an explanation of the 

independence in question according to which 

two perceptual reports that p provide 

independent evidence in favour of p when the 

mechanisms responsible for generating such 

reports are causally independent from each 

other. No such independence is possible 

between the reports that sustain the conjuncts 
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in the antecedent of each premise of a genuine 

bootstrapping reasoning, but it is possible in 

the premises of a track-record argument for 

the reliability of perception that relies on 

perception. We can use perception to know 

that perception is reliable, and then give that 

first step in ascending to second-order 

knowledge.

Conclusions: (1) The hyper-coarse individuation 

of belief sources that philosophers like, fails to 

create a bootstrapping problem for the 

prospects of explaining how second-order 

knowledge is possible. (2) The discussion of 

the paper casts doubts on the legitimacy of 

using hyper-coarse individuations of basic 

belief sources in order to study their 

epistemology.
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Fallibility and Defeasibility Revisited 

Mikael Janvid, Stockholm University

(mikael.janvid@ philosophy.su.se) 

The paper investigates the epistemic 

properties fallibility and defeasibility. Although 

it is almost universally acknowledged that the 

otherwise positive epistemic status of being 

justified or warranted is fallible and 

defeasible, it is not completely clear what 

being so amounts to. Therefore, the first of the 

three aims of this paper is to clarify both these 

epistemic properties. The second aim, related 

to the first, is to distill internalist constraints 

that often, more or less tacitly, are attached to 

these properties. Such an endeavor paves the 

way for the third and final aim, which is to 

present the outline of an externalist model of 

defeaters as part of a unified externalist 

account of warrant and defeat. 

These days we are all fallibilists and almost to 

the same extent we pay tribute to the 

defeasible nature of warrant. But what do 

these claims amount to more precisely? Are 

they two ways of claiming the same thing or do 

the claims differ? If the latter, what relations 

obtain between them? As is often the case 

with views that become platitudes, these 

features are not so clearly understood as one 

would wish. A revisit is therefore well 

motivated. It will be argued that although 

these features can be related to some extent, 

they remain independent since they concern 

different kinds of epistemic states. Whilst 

being defeasible constitutes a prima facie 

characterization, being fallible constitutes an 

ultima facie one. 

Coupled with the general need for explication 

of these properties is a more specific concern 

partly responsible for their lack of clarity: both 

features are often tacitly saddled with 

internalist constraints that make them difficult 

to conjoin with otherwise externalist theories 

of warrant. Aside from inquiring into the 

nature of these epistemic properties, a 

purpose of the paper is therefore to propose 

externalist versions of each feature that can 

fruitfully be incorporated into a unified 

externalist model of warrant and defeat. 

Investigating defeat – “the dark side of 
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warrant” – deserves as much attention as 

warrant has received within epistemology. 

First, when it comes to fallibility specifically, 

one recent account, Jeremy Fantl & Matthew 

McGrath’s, is considered. Their notion of 

maximal justification is introduced for further 

elaboration, thereby making progress towards 

solving the problem how we can have fallible 

knowledge of necessary truths. The 

elaboration also fits well with the upcoming 

proposal concerning defeat. 

Second, with respect to defeasibility, it seems 

highly plausible that the features that 

determine the epistemic status of a belief of a 

subject are the same, irrespective of whether it 

is done positively, in the case of warrant, or 

negatively, in the case of defeat. An externalist 

account of defeaters is therefore proposed for 

both overriding and undermining defeaters in 

terms of reliable indicators. The proposal is 

then tested on some widely discussed cases, 

the airport case, BonJour’s reliable 

clairvoyants and misleading defeaters, and 

subsequently defended  against some 

objections. 

Ernest Sosa on Meta-Aptness

Modesto M. Gómez-Alonso, Pontificial 

University of Salamanca

(modestomga@hotmail.com)

According to Sosa’s recent version of virtue 

epistemology, there are counterexamples to 

the simple aptness theory of knowledge, that 

is, to the view that knowledge is mere apt 

belief. This means that first-order aptness is a 

necessary but not a sufficient requirement for 

knowledge, and that unsafe knowledge is 

deeply counterintuitive. When Barney, on the 

basis of his reliable visual competence, forms 

the true belief that there is a barn in front of 

him, his belief is apt (accurate, adroit, and 

accurate because adroit). However, given that 

he is in fake barn county, namely, that his 

belief could easily be false, and thus inapt, his 

belief doesn’t amount to knowledge. Epistemic 

luck doesn’t cancel aptness, it cancels meta-

aptness: the aptness of Barney’s belief that his 

first order belief is apt. When we refuse to 

attribute knowledge to Barney, we refuse him 

reflective knowledge, which means that human 

knowledge is better understood as a meta-

order (and so, as a reflective) phenomenon.

Notice that Sosa turns to meta-aptness 

because of the severance between safety and 

first-order aptness. A potential doubt about 

this sort of epistemic ascent is that, if safety 

and meta-aptness could be severed, meta-

aptness wouldńt amount to knowledge, 

duplicating the initial severance on the meta-

level. In order to sidestep this problem, we 

should add a clause according to which meta-

aptness entails safety. This clause would 

preserve the intuition that knowledge is a 

distinctively human  achievement, but 

seemingly at the high price of rising the levels 

of scrutiny a notch too high, of entailing that 

the epistemic agent has to know that the 

circumstances are safe in order to know (his 

belief must be meta-meta-apt in order to be 

meta-apt). This procedure yields an infinite 

regress. What is required is a view on meta-

aptness that, while avoiding this regress, 

accounts for the equivalence between unsafe 

and inapt second-order beliefs. In my opinion, 

Sosás last version of virtue epistemology does 

have resources enough to meet this challenge.

Notice that Barney’s reflective belief is both 

accurate (his first-order belief is apt) and 

adroit (he is exercising a rational competence 

to presume appropriate environmental 

60



European Epistemology Network Meeting 2014 Contributed Talks

conditions in absence of signs to the contrary). 

However, the connection between his meta-

competence and the truth of his meta-belief is 

severed. His epistemic position is analogous to 

Smith’s position in Gettier’s first case: as 

Smith’s true belief that the man who will get 

the job has ten coins in his pocket is entailed 

by his false belief that Jones is the man who 

will get the job and that Jones has ten coins in 

his pocket, Barney’s true meta-belief that his 

first order belief is apt is entailed by his false 

meta-belief (a general belief formed on the 

basis of his rational competence) that, given 

the scenario’s appropriateness, all his visual 

beliefs will be apt. This shows that Barney’s 

meta-belief is inapt not because incompetent, 

but because is based on a false belief whose 

contents include modally close features. This 

point warrants the connection between safety 

and meta-aptness without requiring a 

superlative competence.

The Tertiary Value Problem 

Mona Ioana Marica, KU Leuven

(monaioana.marica@hiw.kuleuve.be)

It is widely agreed that, in order to adequately 

explain the distinctive value of knowledge, it 

must be shown that knowledge is more 

valuable than any lesser epistemic standing. 

Duncan Pritchard, however, argues that 

meeting the above challenge still won’t be 

enough to account for the distinctive value of 

knowledge. In order to achieve this, one must 

solve what Pritchard calls ‘the tertiary value 

problem’, i.e. one must explain why knowledge 

is more valuable than belief that falls short of 

knowledge not just as a matter of degree, but 

as a matter of kind. Otherwise, knowledge 

simply marks a point on a continuum of 

epistemic value and it is far from clear why the 

main epistemological concern has been with 

this particular point rather than some other. 

This paper has three aims: 

The first aim is to show that the standard 

virtue epistemological solution to the tertiary 

value problem, due to John Greco, fails. 

According to virtue epistemological accounts 

of knowledge, knowledge is the cognitive 

incarnation of a more general normative kind, 

to wit, of success from ability. Greco argues 

that successes from ability, as opposed to 

successes that aren’t from ability, enjoy final 

value; as such, knowledge, the cognitive 

incarnation of success from ability, enjoys a 

kind of value not possessed by beliefs that fall 

short of knowledge.

It is argued that Greco’s account remains 

unsatisfactory as he fails to establish at least 

one crucial claim, viz. that true belief is not of 

final value. 

The second aim is to show that a widely 

accepted requirement on a satisfactory 

solution to the tertiary value problem does not 

hold. According to this requirement, a 

satisfactory such solution requires showing 

that a different kind of value attaches to 

knowledge. We argue that this requirement is 

(i) too strong and (ii) not supported by 

Pritchard’s motivations, to wit, that knowledge 

should be taken off a value continuum with 

belief that falls short of knowledge. The latter 

can be done by establishing the weaker claim 

that knowledge is at least ‘weakly superior’ to 

belief that falls short of knowledge, that is by 

showing that there is some amount of 

knowledge that is more valuable than any 

amount of belief that falls short of knowledge. 

The third and last aim of the paper is to outline 

one way in which virtue epistemologists may 

explain the weak superiority of knowledge over 
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belief that falls short of knowledge. The idea is 

that a life of eudaimonia is a life rich enough in 

the kind of cognitive achievement that virtue 

epistemology identifies with knowledge: no 

amount of belief that falls short of knowledge 

can replace some amount of knowledge without 

the loss of eudaimonia. We argue that a life of 

eudaimonia is strongly superior to a life without 

it and that, consequently, knowledge is weakly 

superior to a belief that falls short of knowledge. 

Knowledge-How , Understanding, and Luck 

Neil Gascoigne, Royal Holloway, University of 

London

(neil.gascoigne@ rhul.ac.uk) 

In recent articles, Duncan Pritchard and Adam 

Carter seek to shift the debate about the status 

of knowledge-how away from an emphasis on 

linguistic arguments and reassert its relevance 

to broader epistemological concerns. Since 

these concerns relate for the most part to 

Pritchard’s ongoing project to articulate an 

anti-luck (as opposed to robust) virtue 

epistemology, the account of knowledge-how 

turns on an attempt to distinguish it from 

knowledge-that through the identification of 

divergent epistemic properties that are 

themselves expressive of the different kinds of 

knowledge-undermining epistemic luck that can 

be in play. Specifically, they argue that although 

knowledge-how  and knowledge-that are 

likewise incompatible with ‘intervening’ luck of 

the sort in evidence in Gettier’s original 

thought-experiments, knowledge-how  is 

compatible with the ‘environmental’ luck one 

finds in barn-façade-style examples. In this 

respect, it manifests a degree of resilience that 

propositional knowledge lacks and should thus 

be grouped along with understanding-why as a 

cognitive achievement. This willingness to see 

knowledge-how as kith if not kin to 

understanding is of course in the spirit of Ryle’s 

own thought that “Understanding is part of 

knowing how”, and Pritchard and Carter are 

content to classify their contribution as broadly 

anti-intellectualist. However, the orientation 

towards an account of knowledge-how that 

emphasizes its community with understanding is 

shared  across  the  anti-intellectualist 

/intellectualist divide. Accordingly, this paper 

begins by outlining Pritchard and Carter’s 

proposal, situating it in relation both to Wiggins’ 

more avowedly Rylean (and indeed, Aristotelian) 

account and to that of self-confessed 

intellectualists Bengson and Moffat. It proceeds 

to argue that although they are right (contra the 

neo-Rylean) to stress that knowledge-how is a 

cognitive achievement, their emphasis on the 

parallel with understanding-why reveals their 

treatment to be too narrowly intellectualist to 

accommodate the peculiarly practical nature of 

that achievement. The preliminary conclusion is 

that in order to account for the resilience of 

knowledge-how in the face of epistemic luck the 

cognitive standing of abilities must be admitted 

from the outset. The paper ends with a proposal 

for an understanding of knowledge-how that 

undercuts the distinction between intellectualism 

and anti-intellectualism and in so doing promotes 

a better understanding of understanding. 

Hinges, Knowledge, and Radical Epistemic 

Agency 

Nicola Claudio Salvatore, University of 

Hertfordshire

(n.salvatore@herts.ac.uk)

In this paper, I present and criticize a number 

of influential anti-skeptical strategies (Moyal-
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Sharrock, 2004, Pritchard, 2012, forthcoming; 

Coliva, 2012) inspired by Wittgenstein’s (1969) 

remarks on ‘hinges’. Furthermore, I argue that 

following Wittgenstein’s analogy between 

‘hinges’ and ‘rules of grammar’ we should be 

able to get rid of Cartesian skeptical scenarios 

as nonsensical, even if apparently intelligible, 

combination of signs. 

Take SH as a skeptical scenario such as “ I 

might be a disembodied Brain in the Vat, and 

M as a mundane proposition such as ‘I have an 

hand’; roughly, the structure of Cartesian 

skeptical arguments can be stated as follows: 

(S1) I do not know not-SH 

(S2) If I do not know not-SH, then I do not 

know M 

(SC) I do not know M 

As we can repeat this argument for each and 

every of our mundane propositions, the radical 

skeptical consequence that we can draw from 

this and similar scenarios is that our 

knowledge is impossible. 

As per Wittgenstein, statements such as ‘I have 

a body’ or 'There are external objects’ are 

‘hinges’ or rules of grammar; apparently 

empirical propositions which perform  a 

different, more basic role in our system of 

beliefs. Consider the following statements: 

i) What is red must be coloured 

ii) Nothing can be red and green all over 

iii) All bachelors are unmarried 

iv) A proposition is either true or false 

Despite their differences, all these share a 

number of significant common features:

- They are all normative as they delimit what it 

makes sense to say, for instance licensing and 

prohibiting inferences 

- They cannot be confirmed or disconfirmed by 

reality; rather, they determine what counts as 

a possible description of reality. 

- They are not propositions, namely they 

cannot be either true or false; for their 

‘negation’ is not false but senseless. Consider 

the following sentences: 

i*) p is red and is not coloured 

ii*) p is red and green all over 

iii*) Some bachelors are married 

iv*) A proposition is neither true nor false 

As per Wittgenstein (2009) all these are 

nothing but nonsensical, even if intelligible, 

combinations of signs. 

In a similar fashion, as ‘hinges’ such as ‘I have 

a body’ or ‘There are external objects’ are not 

propositional, for they have a normative rather 

than a descriptive role, then their putative 

‘negation’ should be dismissed as an illicit 

combination of signs which is excluded from 

the practice called ‘rational epistemic inquiry’, 

as the putative statements i* and ii*) are 

excluded from any sensible language game 

with colors. 

A promising anti-skeptical consequence of a 

non-propositional account so construed is that 

it will not affect the Closure principle, which 

underlies the skeptical challenge. The crucial 

aspect of Closure to notice is that it involves 

an agent forming a belief on the basis of the 

relevant competent deduction. But crucially 

‘hinges’ are not the expressions of a 

propositional attitude such as a belief in; 

rather, they are the expression of non-

propositional rules. Thus, the very fact that we, 

strictly speaking, do not know the denials of 

skeptical scenarios is then compatible with 

Closure; for ‘hinges’ are not beliefs, so they are 

not in the market for propositional knowledge. 

Moreover, the non-propositional nature of 

‘hinges’ can cast more light on their epistemic 

status. Recall that rules of grammar they 

cannot be considered ‘true’ or ‘false’; as they 

depict meaningful ways to describe reality, 

their correctness is antecedent to questions of 
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truth and falsity. A consequence of this 

thought is that once we ‘know’ that, for 

instance, iv), we do not know anything about 

reality rather, we master a technique which 

can enable us to make sense of reality. If in 

order to know that p an agent has to, for 

instance, provide evidence or reasons in 

support of her belief, our understanding of a 

rule is exhibited in what we call following the 

rule and contravening the rule in actual cases 

(2009); hence in practice, in making or avoiding 

certain ‘moves’ in our language games. 

Accordingly, to deny or question a rule of 

grammar does not display factual ignorance 

but rather lack of understanding, for it means 

that an agent has not understood or fully 

understood the rules at issue. 

Similarly, to deny or doubt ‘hinges’ does not 

show factual ignorance but a systematic 

misunderstanding of the role they play in our 

system of beliefs. Also, and more importantly, 

this lack of understanding will imply our 

inability to engage in the language game called 

‘rational epistemic agency;’ as to deny or put 

in question a rule of grammar like ‘i) and ii) 

only shows our inability to engage in any 

practice with color words. 
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Knowledge, Gettier Cases and the 

de re-de dicto Distinction 

Paul Egré, Institut Jean Nicod, Paris

(paul.egre@ens.fr)

Kratzer (2002) proposed a causal analysis of 

knowledge, inspired by Goldman’s 1967 

account, in which knowledge is defined as a 

form of reliable de re belief of facts. In support 

of Kratzer's view, this paper argues that the de 

re/de dicto distinction can be used to 

integrally account for our truth-conditional 

intuitions in the original Gettier cases (Gettier 

1963), but in contrast to Kratzer, I surmise that 

such an account does not need to distinguish 

facts from true propositions.

The paper is organized in two main parts. In 

the first part of the paper, I show that 

mechanisms of scope and variable binding are 

in effect sufficient to capture the opposition 

between mere true belief vs. knowledge in the 

two original cases Gettier proposed. Gettier’s 

first scenario involves a definite description 

which can basically be read either de re or de 

dicto, depending on whether it scopes in or out 

of the belief verb. Similarly, albeit less 

expectedly, Gettier’s second scenario, which 

involves a disjunctive sentence, can also be 

accounted for in terms of de dicto vs. de re 

belief, depending on whether the disjunction 

is given narrow scope or wide scope over 

belief. 

In the second part of the paper, I go on to 

discuss whether the analysis of knowledge as 

a form of de re true belief captures an 
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essential component to the definition of 

knowledge, or whether it might be only an 

accidental feature of Gettier’s original cases 

that they are amenable to an analysis in 

terms of de re vs. de dicto belief. As the recent 

literature on the psychology of Gettier cases 

demonstrates (Starmans and Friedman 2012, 

Nagel, San Juan and Mar 2013a, 2013b), how to 

characterize a Gettier case in full generality 

remains controversial. In agreement with 

Kratzer, and Starmans and Friedman, I will 

argue that an analysis of knowledge in terms 

of de re true belief is incomplete if it does not 

also include reliability conditions (the 

Goldman-Ginet fake barn cases are not 

adequately handled merely in terms of a de 

re/de dicto distinction). Despite this, I will 

show that the de re-de dicto distinction allows 

us to account for a distinction Starmans and 

Friedman recently introduced between 

apparent evidence vs. authentic evidence in 

their empirical study of Gettier cases, in a way 

that questions their claim that a causal 

disconnect is not operative in the contrasts 

they found. 
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How To Resolve Doxastic Disagreement 

Peter Brössel, Ruhr-University Bochum

(peter.broessel@rub.de) 

Doxastic disagreement is one of the biggest 

challenges of probabilistic approaches to 

social epistemology. Roughly speaking, two 

agents (e.g. scientists or experts) are in 

doxastic disagreement with respect to a 

proposition if and only if they have different 

doxastic attitudes towards that proposition. 

Two questions are to be answered to overcome 

the challenge of doxastic disagreement. On the 

one hand we have to answer the question 

under which conditions an agent should revise 

her epistemic state in the light of doxastic 

disagreement. On the other hand we have to 

answer the question how the agent should 

revise her epistemic state in such a case. Since 

almost everyone agrees that there are cases of 

doxastic disagreement in which the agent 

should change her epistemic state, we focus 

on the latter challenge. 

In Part I of the talk we introduce the standard 

probabilistic framework  for modeling 

epistemic states, i.e., Monistic Bayesianism: 

according to it, an agent's epistemic state is 

best represented by her credence function 

alone. Then we show how the various problems 

associated with doxastic disagreement arise 

under the  assumption  of Monistic 

Bayesianism. More specifically, we discuss 

various normative requirements as well as 

rules, which have been proposed in the 

literature, for how to (rationally) revise one's 

epistemic state in the light of doxastic 

disagreement within this framework. On the 

one hand we demonstrate that it is logically 

impossible to simultaneously satisfy all these 

normative requirements. On the other hand we 

argue against the various rules that have been 
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suggested. 

Furthermore, we introduce examples which 

show that the standard framework cannot be 

used to model other important kinds of 

epistemic disagreement besides doxastic 

disagreement. In addition, these examples 

indicate that the doxastic disagreement of two 

agents can be based on disagreement with 

respect to two aspects of their epistemic state: 

First, they might disagree on the evidence on 

which they base their credences. We call this 

form of disagreement evidential disagreement. 

Second, they might disagree on the 

confirmational import of their evidence with 

respect to a proposition in question. We call 

this form of disagreement confirmational 

disagreement. Finally, it might be the case that 

the doxastic disagreement of two agents is 

based on evidential and confirmational 

disagreement. 

In Part II we argue that for modeling cases of 

doxastic disagreement (and other forms of 

epistemic disagreement) we should adopt 

Pluralistic Bayesianism: according to it an 

agent's epistemic state is best represented by 

her confirmation commitments, which capture 

how the agent justifies her credences, and the 

(total) evidence available to her. In addition it 

is required that the agent's (rational) 

credences equal her (rational) confirmation 

commitments conditional on the evidence. 

Finally, we show that within this framework it 

is possible to provide an adequate answer to 

the question of how to rationally revise one's 

epistemic state in the light of epistemic 

disagreement. We demonstrate that our 

proposal deals adequately with the normative 

requirements on how to revise one’s epistemic 

state in the light of doxastic disagreement. 

Questioning Reliabilism as the Basis of Social 

Epistemology through a Case Study 

Pierre Willaime, University of Lorraine

(pierre.willaime@univ-lorraine.fr)

Alvin Goldman, in Knowledge in a Social World 

(1999), developed the project of a social 

epistemology. The starting point of this new 

epistemology is the recognition of (1.) the 

individualistic nature of a significant portion of 

classical epistemology and (2.) the need to 

develop an anti-individualistic epistemology 

which takes care of social factors and their 

roles in the pursuit of knowledge. More 

precisely, it is the internalist position in 

epistemology which is stigmatized by 

Goldman. According to this position, the 

“justification is solely determined by factors 

that are internal to a person” (Poston 2008); in 

other words, the epistemic inquiry should be 

centered only on individuals who are able to 

justify their beliefs by themselves. At the 

opposite, a “social” epistemology is, above all 

else, an externalist one. Indeed, a social 

epistemologist would argue that there are 

beliefs which are justified (or warranted) by 

external "social" factors (Pouivet 1997, p.6); 

their justifications are, consequently, not 

entirely accessible to believers because they 

depend of the context, of the belief–forming 

process, etc. The believer does not possess by 

himself his justification. 

The form of externalism used to develop the 

social epistemology of Alvin Goldman is 

reliabilism. According to this thesis, it is the 

belief-forming process or method which is 

relevant to study the justification or the 

warranty of the belief (Goldman 1979); at the 

opposite, internalism would ask to the believer 

to expose his reasons to believe and then, 

evaluate them in order to insure the 
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justification of the belief. Applied to social 

epistemology, reliabilism allows us to compare 

different social processes in terms of truth-

getting or truth-indicating properties. For 

example, in the famous case of the novice and 

the two experts who disagree (Goldman 2007), 

there are different methods or processes for 

the layperson to produce a rational choice (to 

listen a debate between the two experts, to 

call meta-experts,...) which are more or less 

interesting for the pursuit of knowledge. 

In this talk, I would like to discuss the choice 

of the reliabilism to develop a social 

epistemology. I am wondering if it is the best 

candidate to develop such epistemology. For 

this presentation, I will leave aside standard 

and theoretical issues such as the “swamping 

argument” or the value problem (for a 

presentation of these arguments, see Kvanvig 

2003; Zagzebski 2003; for counterarguments 

and answers, see Goldman and Olsson 2009). 

Indeed, I will rather go to the field of applied 

epistemology (Coady 2012) with a case study. I 

will focus on the epistemic processes inside 

Wikipedia, the free online encyclopedia in 

order to present two manners to understand 

this epistemic community. One can understand 

Wikipedia in reliabilist terms by focusing on 

editing processes without taking care of the 

personal characteristics of the contributors. 

According to this understanding of Wikipedia, 

no matter the person, it is the structure of the 

encyclopedia which warranted a high ratio of 

epistemically valuables actions. One can also 

understand Wikipedia in terms close to the 

virtue epistemology by focusing on the 

epistemic personality of contributors. 

After a careful and illustrated study, I will try 

to show that a virtue based epistemology 

could described Wikipedia in a better way than 

a social epistemology based on reliabilism. In 

the case of Wikipedia, the virtue epistemology 

has a good explanatory power when reliabilism 

fails to explain some empirical processes of 

the free encyclopedia. Finally, I will analyze the 

possibility to generalize this result to the 

global social epistemology project. 
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Function First Epistemology 

Robin McKenna, University of Vienna

(rbnmckenna@gmail.com) 

Much work in contemporary epistemology 

focuses on the idea that knowledge serves a 

range of social functions. For example, Edward 

Craig claims that knowledge has the function 
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of identifying good informants (Craig 1990), 

Christoph Kelp and Patrick Rysiew claim that it 

has the function of terminating inquiry (Kelp 

2011, Rysiew 2011) and James Beebe claims that 

it has the function of assigning responsibility 

(Beebe 2012). This paper aims to make 

progress on three questions. First, what does it 

mean to say that knowledge has a ‘function’? 

In some sense of the word, lots of things have 

functions; knives have the function of cutting, 

and hearts have the function of pumping 

blood. Second, how are the various functions 

related? Does knowledge serve all of these 

three functions all of the time, or just some of 

them some of the time? One would like a 

taxonomy of the various functions of 

knowledge. Third, many have appealed to the 

functions of knowledge in theorising about the 

nature of knowledge (Fricker 2012, Pritchard 

2012). But why are the functions of knowledge 

relevant to theorising about the nature of 

knowledge? Just because we use knowledge to 

do certain things doesn’t mean that doing 

those things is part of what knowledge is. 

The Demise of Moral Philosophy? 

Said Saillant, Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology

(saids@mit.edu)

Moral beliefs have come under evolutionary 

fire – and rightly so. In fact, those leading the 

charge have not made the case against our 

justification for moral belief as forceful as 

actual evolutionary considerations allow.6 I aim 

to show that an adaptationist explanation of 

our moral psychology defeats our ultima facie 

justification for moral belief irrespective of 

6 I have in mind Michael Ruse (1986; 2006; 2009), Sharon 

Street (2006; 2008; 2011), and Richard Joyce (2006; 2012). 

one’s meta-ethical views. Indeed, if the 

argument works, it is hard to see how one 

could justify any ethical view – let alone views 

on the nature or objectivity of morality. 

More precisely, evolutionary considerations 

concerning the evolution of our capacity for 

moral belief defeats our epistemic justification 

for holding moral beliefs. I argue that it is 

biologically unrealistic to suppose that the 

genetic underpinnings needed for reliable 

moral belief formation would ever be naturally 

selected. In brief, since moral beliefs help 

produce  behavior that is adaptive 

independently of their truth-value, the 

evolution of the moral belief-forming 

mechanism, from inception to present form, 

would have proceeded exactly as it actually did 

even in the absence of a moral reality. 

The argument under consideration differs from 

other evolutionary debunking arguments in 

that it does not rely on the assumption of 

moral realism and because it concludes that 

our epistemic justification for holding moral 

beliefs is permanently defeated. I then 

consider and respond to various objections, 

many of which cause trouble for previous 

attempts to debunk morality (including non- 

evolutionary ones). Importantly, I argue 

against a Moorean reply on which the extent of 

our pre-existing justification for moral beliefs 

is such that evolutionary considerations 

cannot justifiably cause us to doubt them. 

I end with a discussion of the epistemic 

predicament in which moral philosophers – 

both normative ethicists and meta-ethicists – 

find themselves if the argument is successful. 

In light of the argument against our 

justification for pre-theoretic moral beliefs, I 

cast doubt on the status of moral philosophy 

as the epistemically reputable field of inquiry 

it purports to be. Unless the moral 
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evolutionary debunking argument is somehow 

rebutted, whether the work of moral 

philosophers has anything of epistemic merit, 

includes anything of genuine cogency, is an 

open question. Further, the only moral 

questions one can hope to answer concern the 

practical rationality of moral action, since the 

argument defeats our epistemic, but not our 

pragmatic, justification for moral beliefs. I 

conclude that evolutionary considerations do 

not only lead to moral skepticism, they can 

also lead to skepticism  about moral 

philosophy’s epistemic worth. 

REFERENCES

Joyce, R. (2006). The evolution of morality. Cambridge, 

MA: The MIT Press. 

Joyce, R. (2012). Evolution, truth-tracking, and moral 

skepticism. In B. Reichardt (Ed.), Problems of 

goodness: New essays in metaethics. Bonn: Bernstein 

Verlag. 

Ruse, M. (1986). Taking Darwin seriously: A naturalistic 

approach to philosophy. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

Street, S. (2006). A Darwinian dilemma for realist 

theories of value. Philosophical Studies, 109-166. 

Street, S. (2008). Reply to Copp: Naturalism, 

normativity, and the varieties of realism worth 

worrying about. Philosophical Issues, 207-228. 

Street, S. (2011). Mind-independence without the 

mystery: Why quasi-realists can't have it both ways. 

Oxford Studies in Metaethics, VI, 1-32. 

Evolution and the Justification of Moral Belief 

Scott Robbins, VU University Amsterdam

(s.a.robbins@vu.nl) 

Among the variety of evolutionary debunking 

arguments (EDAs) against morality which lead 

to very different conclusions (Nihilism, 

Constructivism, Non-cognitivism, Skepticism), 

there is one version of the EDA which presents 

the strongest challenge to the epistemic status 

of our moral beliefs. This argument has the 

conclusion that all of our moral beliefs 

currently lack justification (see Joyce 2014a). 

This throws the default stance of many moral 

philosophers (that our moral beliefs are basic) 

into doubt - and is an expression of moral 

skepticism. 

The EDA: 

P1: The moral sense is an adaptation 

P2: Adaptations are selected for their 

evolutionary success 

P3: There is as of yet no explanation for 

evolutionary success to track the moral truth 

 C1: Our moral sense does not yet track the∴  

moral truth 

P4: Moral beliefs are formed by our moral 

sense 

 C2: Our moral beliefs do not yet track the∴  

moral truth 

P5: Moral beliefs are only justified if they track 

the moral truth 

 C3: Our moral beliefs are not yet justified ∴

Notice, that this argument leaves room for one 

to show that moral beliefs are justified. 

Richard Joyce himself claims his argument has 

“shifted the burden of proof” to the moral 

philosopher to reinstate justification to our 

moral beliefs. In this article I layout: the 

options available to reinstate the justification 

of morality, the obstacles associated with 

those options, and attempts in the literature 

to argue for each path. 

The first path disputes P3, claiming that there 

is a “third factor” which is responsible for both 

moral facts and our moral beliefs - and 

therefore responsible for their correlation. 

Examples of natural facts which can ground 

moral truth are: pleasure vs. pain (Skarsaune 

2011), Cognitive capacities (Wielenberg 2010), 

and the goodness of reproductive success 

(Enoch 2010). Weilenerg, for example, claims 
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that our cognitive capacities entails the 

presence of (moral) rights and also generate 

moral beliefs pertaining to those rights - 

therefore explaining a correlation between 

moral beliefs and moral facts. 

The second path objects to P1 by claiming that 

our moral sense is not an adaptation; rather, it 

is a byproduct of a complex interaction of 

many adaptive traits. One will both have to 

argue for a positive claim about what a moral 

sense is, and how a specific conception of that 

sense helps a defender of morality against 

EDAs (especially if the parts contributing to its 

complexity have an evolutionary genealogy). 

Examples of this argument include Prinz (2008) 

and Nichols (2005) - who argue that non-moral 

adaptations such as: the ability to use non-

hypothetical imperatives, empathy, the 

capacity to anticipate consequences, etc. give 

off the byproduct of a moral sense. 

The third path claims that this EDA takes with 

it the justification of other generally accepted 

beliefs as collateral damage (e.g. mathematical 

beliefs). Examples of this path are Clarke-

Doane (2012) who argues specifically that 

mathematics would fall victim  if this 

evolutionary argument is true, and Vavova 

(forthcoming) argues that this evolutionary 

argument leads to global skepticism and is 

therefore unacceptable. 
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Instruments and Evidence 

Sebastian Kletzl, University of Vienna

(sebastian.kletzl@univie.ac.at) 

When epistemologists talk about knowledge 

acquired via evidence, they often talk about 

things like clouds as evidence for rain, smoke 

as evidence for fire or Geiger counters as 

evidence for radiation. When one considers 

instruments as a source of evidence this list 

becomes  problematic  because  it 

surreptitiously equates natural phenomena 

which are taken as evidence and cases where 

other agents established such an evidential 

relation. 

In this talk I want to show how epistemic 

instruments are a sui generis source of 

evidence, distinct from  both natural 

phenomena and testimony. I will do so in three 

steps: (i) I will examine which concept of 

evidence is the most useful for capturing the 

role instruments play, (ii) I will compare 

instruments to testimony as sources of 

knowledge and (iii) show how instruments are 

different from natural phenomena when it 

comes to the question how they provide 

evidence. 

(i) I argue that out of all the concepts of 

evidence on the market, Thomas Kelly's 
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"indicator evidence" captures most faithfully 

the epistemic role of instruments. Indicator 

evidence consists of facts and their 

interrelations. I'll try to give a definition of 

indicator evidence that adequately captures 

how both natural phenomena and instruments 

provide us with such evidence. 

(ii) While it is correct that natural phenomena 

and instruments are best described as 

producing the same kind of evidence, the 

structure in which this evidence is embedded 

is different. How does this structure look like 

in the case of instruments? In answering this 

question I will compare instruments to 

testimony. The picture of testimony I favor 

here will be what has been dubbed the 

"assurance view" associated with the work of 

Richard Moran. I will show that Instruments 

bear sufficient analogies to testimony to 

distinguish them from natural phenomena; but 

instruments are different enough from 

testimony to constitute a distinct source of 

evidence. The central similarity between 

instruments and testimony is that the 

epistemic labour of other agents is necessary 

for the hearer/user to acquire knowledge. The 

manufacturers and calibrators of the 

instrument have to allocate their epistemic 

labor in order for the instrument to provide 

evidence. They intend that the instrument 

reliably provides evidence and they assume 

responsibility for its reliability. If the 

manufacturers and calibrators were unreliable 

in doing the relevant epistemic labor, they can 

be blamed for such mistakes by the user. 

(iii) This means that in the case of instruments 

as source of evidence, other agents are 

indispensable for the user coming to know. 

This fact is missing when one considers natural 

phenomena. If natural phenomena are taken 

as evidence, only the subject who uses it (e.g., 

in inferences) is relevant. Therefore 

instruments are also distinct from natural 

phenomena in providing the user with 

evidence. 

Thus, instruments are a genuine source of 

evidence by virtue of fitting easily in the class 

of indicator evidence; but they are also a 

distinct source of evidence by virtue of playing 

a different epistemic role from both testimony 

and natural phenomena. 

Infallibilism 

Stephen Wright, University of Sheffield 

(pip10sw@shef.ac.uk)

Infallibilist theories hold that: 

(I) An individual’s belief amounts to knowledge 

if and only if it is supported by justification 

that guarantees the truth of the belief. 

A common worry about infallibilist theories is 

that it is hard to see how our everyday beliefs 

should be supported by justification that 

guarantees the truth of our beliefs. 

Infallibilism thus seems to lead to scepticism. 

Fallibilism would seem to fare altogether 

better. According to fallibilist theories: 

(F) An individual’s belief can amount to 

knowledge even if it fails to be supported by 

justification that guarantees the truth of the 

belief. 

It is less clear that fallibilist theories have any 

problem with scepticism. Rather, they have a 

problem with Gettier cases. It is almost 

universally accepted that, because fallibilist 

theories allow the possibility of an individual’s 

belief being false and supported by the kind of 

justification associated with knowledge, they 

are inevitably victim to Gettier cases, where 

something goes wrong between the truth of 

the individual’s belief and her justification 
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come apart. As well as being generally agreed 

that fallibilist theories are subject to refutation 

by Gettier cases, it is generally agreed that 

infallibilist theories are not. 

It’s therefore tempting to think that infallibilist 

theories have something serious going for 

them. I will argue that infallibilist theories are 

in fact subject to refutation by Gettier cases. In 

support of this idea, I offer the following case: 

At 10am one day, Morgana comes to believe 

(on the basis of infallible justification) that X 

drank a vial of poison. Morgana also believes 

(on the basis of infallible justification) that 

anyone who drinks such a vial of poison will be 

dead within 24 hours. At 10am the following 

day, Morgana comes to believe (on the basis of 

her other two beliefs) that X is dead. This is 

true but, unbeknownst to Morgana, the 

individual died because she was hit by a bus at 

11am the previous day. 

I propose to argue that the following claims 

about the above case are true: 

(1) Morgana’s case is structurally similar to 

certain Gettier cases and should therefore not 

amount to knowledge. 

(2) Morgana’s belief is supported by 

justification that guarantees the truth of her 

belief. 

Arguing for these two claims involves arguing 

that infallibilist theories also face the 

problems presented by Gettier cases. I argue 

that insofar as it is plausible to think that one 

might have beliefs supported by infallible 

justification (an assumption that is friendly to 

infallibilism) one ought to think that Morgana’s 

belief that X is dead is supported by infallible 

justification. The argument for thinking that 

Morgana’s case is structurally similar to Gettier 

cases comes from the observation that, in 

many standard Gettier cases, individuals form 

true beliefs but are (either explicitly or 

implicitly) mistaken about why their beliefs are 

true. Morgana is implicitly mistaken about why 

her belief is true. I suggest that the result is a 

Gettier case featuring infallible justification. 

Agnostics Are Believers

Thomas Raleigh, Norwegian University of 

Science & Technology

(thomas.raleigh@ntnu.no) 

This paper is about the state of mind that is 

often called ‘suspending judgement’ whether p 

– also known as, withholding judgement, 

agnosticism, committed neutrality. I argue, 

contra recent papers by Friedman (2013) and 

Sturgeon (forthcoming), that suspending 

whether p constitutively involves the attitude 

of belief. 

Friedman (2013) lists 3 possibilities for a 

positive characterisation of suspending 

judgement: 

(1)  Assigning  some  subjective 

credences/degrees of belief for p/not-p that 

fall short of outright belief in either p or in 

not-p. 

(2) Having a higher-order or meta-cognitive 

belief about whether one ought to believe 

p/not-p. 

(3) Having a ‘sui generis’ propositional attitude 

of suspending about p/not-p, which is ‘not a 

matter’ of having either of the previous 2 

possibilities. 

There are various interesting technical 

problems facing the project of reducing the 

coarse-grained doxastic attitudes to fine-

grained credences. But more simply, it seems 

pretty intuitive that I might rationally suspend 

judgement as to whether p/not-p without 

assigning any kind of determinate probability 

for p. So I assume that option (1) is not 
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necessary for suspension. 

Friedman suggests, without trying to provide 

any supporting arguments, that option 3 is 

correct (see also Sturgeon, forthcoming). In 

contrast Bergmann (2005), asserts – also 

without any real supporting argument – that 

option 2 is correct. The overall aim of the 

paper is to provide arguments for 2/against 3. 

Initial clarification: both Friedman and 

Bergmann frame option 2 in meta-cognitive 

terms – i.e. a belief about whether one should 

believe, an attitude about a mental attitude. 

But I argue that this meta-cognitive element is 

notnecessary – all that is required is a belief 

about one’s own currently available evidence 

(viz, that it does not adequately support either 

belief that p or belief tat not-p). And evidence 

might be treated as non-mental (e.g. facts, 

propositions etc). 

Further clarification: suspension/agnosticism 

is genuine opinion about the truth/falsity of p 

– albeit a neutral opinion. This needs to be 

distinguished from the mere lack of an opinion 

about p’s truth/falsity. 

The central point against (3)/in favour of (2) is 

that in order for a mental state to be a genuine 

opinion it must be committed to the 

truth/falsity of something, otherwise it will 

lack certain essential epistemic features: 

(i) It will not be subject to the demands of 

theoretical rationality. Option (3) holds that 

suspension does not require committment to 

anything; but then why should new evidence 

strongly indicating that p is true make it 

irrational to continue suspending? Option (2) 

has a ready answer: suspending essentially 

involves a commitment that one’s evidence 

does not strongly indicate that p is true. 

(ii) It will not be capable of being 

justified/unjustified according to the evidence 

for/against p. Belief that p is justified by 

evidence bearing on the truth/falsity of p as 

this state is essentially committed to the truth 

of p. Whereas desiring that p, hoping that p, 

fearing that p, etc. are not the kinds of states 

that are justified by evidence for/against p, as 

they are not committed to anything. Option (3) 

seems to leave suspension in the same boat as 

desiring, fearing, hoping etc. Whereas option 

(2) allows suspension to be justified (or not) 

according to the evidence as it treats 

suspension as essentially involving a 

commitment about that evidence. 

I also argue that option (3) cannot account for 

how suspension is bound by the standard 

doxastic norms to aim for truth and to avoid 

falsity. 

A Feeling Theory of Belief 

Treasa Campbell, New Europe College, Institute 

for Advanced Study

(treasacampbell@gmail.com)

This paper develops and expands on threads 

of a feeling theory of belief found in Hume’s 

descriptive account of causal belief formation. 

It will be argued that the account of what a 

belief is according to this feeling theory has 

significant implications for the kind of 

normative discourse appropriate to belief. 

Hume famously claims “belief is more properly 

an act of the sensitive, than of the cogitative 

part of our natures.” (T 123; T 1.4.1.8; SBN 183) 

The paper begins by building on this 

identification of belief as an act of feeling, and 

not cogitation to develop an account of belief 

as a specific feeling. It will be demonstrated 

that a belief is nothing other than a feeling, 

and for an idea to have this feeling is for this 

idea to be a belief. I shall refer to “belief-

feeling” as the feeling that constitutes belief. 
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In adopting the feeling theory of belief we 

must cease to regard the purpose of belief as 

the indication of truth. An account of belief as 

feeling locates beliefs primary role as a guide 

to action. It is the belief-feeling that gives the 

ideas it connects to “more force and influence; 

makes them appear of greater importance, and 

renders them the governing principles of all 

our actions.” (T 68; T 1.3.7.7; SBN 629) Having 

provided an account of a Humean style belief 

theory the paper highlights, how the act of 

belief is fundamentally affective and it is this 

affectivity that enables beliefs to play a key 

role in our actions. In this way belief as belief-

feeling represents dynamical dispositions for 

action, rather than primarily some inner state 

of being or truth indicator. This necessitates 

the broadening of epistemological inquiry from 

a narrow focus on propositional knowledge to 

a much wider context of epistemic evaluation 

in general. Inside this expanded context it will 

be argued that it is within the discourse 

surrounding epistemic emotions that the 

normative status of belief is best addressed. 

Significant implications for issues surrounding 

irrational beliefs and belief in non-human 

animals will be discussed. Attention will also 

be drawn to aspects of Hume’s method for 

establishing a feeling theory of belief. The 

most direct evidence for the ‘feeling theory’ of 

belief and certainly the evidence that Hume 

appeals to is that of introspection. In reporting 

the phenomenal difference between belief and 

disbelief people who, like Hume, report that 

they get a feeling that accompanies and 

signals they’re believing provide strong 

evidence for a ‘feeling theory’ of belief. As an 

essential aspect of this descriptive method 

Hume appeals to intersubjective verification by 

asking his readers to confirm his claims within 

their own experience. It will be highlighted 

that this approach opens up new and 

interesting pathways for projects in 

experimental philosophy. 

From Intuitionistic Epistemic Logic to a 

Constructive Resolution of the Knowability 

Paradox 

Tudor Protopopescu, City University of New York 

(tprotopopescu@ gmail.com)

Sergei Artemov, City University of New York 

We outline an intuitionistic view of knowledge 

which maintains the Brouwer-Heyting-Kolmogorov 

semantics and is consistent with Williamson’s 

suggestion that intuitionistic knowledge is the 

result of verification and that verifications do 

not necessarily yield strict proofs (Williamson, 

1992). On this view, the principle of the 

constructivity of truth, or co-reflection,

A→KA

is valid while the factivity of knowledge, or 

reflection,

KA→A,

is not. The former expresses the constructivity 

of truth, that proof yields verification, while 

the latter demands that verifications yield 

strict proofs. This would require there be a 

uniform procedure which takes a, possibly 

non-proof, verification of A and returns a proof 

of A; but there is no such procedure.

Unlike in the classical case where

Classical Knowledge  Classical Truth⇒

intuitionistically

Intuitionistic Truth  Intuitionistic Knowledge⇒

Consequently we show that KA→A is a 

distinctly classical principle, too strong to 

express intuitionistically the truth condition on 

knowledge – that “falsehoods cannot be known” 

– which can be more adequately expressed by 

e.g., ¬(KA ¬A) or, equivalently, ¬K .∧ ⊥
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We construct a system  of intuitionistic 

epistemic logic, IEL, which is intuitionistic 

propositional logic augmented with the 

propositional operator K:

Axioms

1. Axioms of propositional intuitionistic logic.

2. K(A → B) → (KA → KB)

3. A → KA

4. ¬K⊥

Rules

Modus Ponens

We provide a Kripke semantics for it and prove 

IEL to be sound and complete. A few notable 

facts about IEL are that while reflection is 

invalid, ⊬ KA → A, it holds for negative formulas 

 K¬A →¬A, and the corresponding reflection⊢  

rule,  KA   A, is admissible. The disjunction⊢ ⇒ ⊢  

property holds,  A  B   A or  B, but ⊢ ∨ ⇒ ⊢ ⊢ ⊬ 

K(A  B) → (KA  KB). Knowledge and negation∨ ∨  

commute,  ¬KA ↔  K¬A, and unverifiability is⊢  

equivalent to unprovability,  ¬KA ↔ ¬A.⊢

Within the framework of IEL, the knowability 

paradox is resolved in a constructive manner. 

The proper intuitionistic response to the 

paradox is that there is no paradox, A → KA is 

an intuitionistic truism; the knowability paradox 

is the product of a classical reading of A → KA. 

We argue that previous intuitionistic attempts 

to analyze the paradox are insu cientlyffi  

intuitionistic.

This framework also enables us to address the 

‘undecidedness paradox of knowability’ 

(Percival, 1990). IEL, like the principle A → ◊KA, 

intuitionistically yields ¬(¬KA  ¬K¬A); which∧  

purportedly says that no truth is forever 

undecided. We argue that on the BHK reading 

embodied in IEL this statement is 

unexceptionable – it says just that all truths are 

knowable – and exemplifies how by extending 

BHK with verifications IEL can accommodate 

non-mathematical propositions; they are simply 

a subset of the verified propositions.

REFERENCES
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Analysis, 50(3):182–187

Williamson, T. (1992) On Intuitionistic Modal Epistemic 

Logic. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 21(1):63–89

Truthy Psychologism about Evidence

Veli Mitova, University of Vienna

(velislava.mitova@univie.ac.at) 

What sorts of things can be evidence for belief? 

Five answers have been defended in the recent 

literature: (1) propositions, (2) facts, (3) 

psychological states, (4) factive psychological 

states, (5) all of the above. Each of the first 

three views privileges a single role that the 

evidence plays in our doxastic lives, at the cost 

of occluding other important roles. The fifth 

view, pluralism, is a natural response to such 

dubious favouritism. If we want to be monists 

about evidence and accommodate all roles the 

concept plays in epistemology, we need to think 

of evidence as propositional, psychological and 

factive. Our only present option along these 

lines is the fourth view, which holds that 

evidence consists of known propositions. But 

the view comes with some fairly radical 

commitments. This talk proposes a more 

modest view – ‘truthy psychologism’. According 

to this view, evidence is also propositional, 

psychological and factive; but we don’t need the 

stronger claim that only knowledge can fill this 

role; true beliefs are enough. In this talk I show 

that this view can accommodate all of the roles 

epistemologists have envisaged for the concept 

of evidence. Truthy psychologism thus gives us 

everything we want from the evidence, without 

forcing us to go either pluralist or radical.
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION

Conference Venue

The 2014 edition of the European Epistemology 

Network Meeting will take place in:

Centro Cultural La Corrala – UAM

Carlos Arniches 3-5

28005 Madrid

<M> La Latina (L5)

How to get from La Latina metro station to the 

conference venue:

1. Head southwest toward Calle de Toledo

2. Exit the roundabout onto Calle de Toledo

3. Turn left onto Calle López Silva

4. Continue onto Plaza General Vara de Rey

5. Continue onto Calle de Carlos Arniches 

(La Corrala will be on the left)

The area

La Corrala is located at the heart of Madrid, 

between the vibrant La Latina neighborhood 

(at the west side of Toledo street) and the old 

Jewish quarter, Lavapiés, the multicultural 

neighborhood of Madrid (at the east side of 

Toledo street). Landmarks such as Plaza Mayor, 

Puerta del Sol or the Royal Palace are 10-15 

minutes walk from La Corrala.

About the venue

La Corrala is a mid-19th century building 

restored by the City Council of Madrid and 

handed over to the Autonomous University of 

Madrid to serve as a multipurpose facility. 

‘Corralas’ were first built in the 16th century 

(when King Philip II made Madrid the capital of 

the empire) with the aim of accommodating 

the working classes. The typical structure of 

these buildings consists of a common 

courtyard surrounded by several floors of open 

galleries that give access to a series of small 

adjoining apartments. In the 19th century, 

when thousands of people came from the 

countryside to work in the city, the 

construction of corralas became widespread. 

They were usually overcrowded.

La Corrala hosts the Museum of Arts and 

Popular Traditions, which exhibits a collection 

of Spanish folk art.
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Airport > Downtown

Madrid-Barajas Airport is situated twelve 

kilometers to the northeast of the city. It has 

four terminals (T1, T2, T3 and T4) connected to 

the city center by metro (line 8). T1, T2 and T3 

share the same metro station. T4 (mainly 

operating Iberia flights) has its own metro 

station (line 8 as well) and a railway station. 

Free buses connect T4 with T1, T2 and T3.

You can get downtown Madrid by Taxi, Metro, 

Bus and Suburban local train (if you are 

arriving at T4)

Taxi

Madrid taxis are white with a red stripe, a 

license number and the coat-of-arms of 

Madrid City Council on the door. They are 

parked outside each of the airport terminals. 

From January 7 there is a flat fare of 30€ on 

trips with origin or destination between the 

Airport and the inside of the M-30 beltway 

(downtown hotels are inside the M-30 

beltway). No supplements can be added to this 

flat fare. Taxi drivers do not expect tips but, if 

you wish, a small tip (1-1,50€) is appropriate. 

Bus

Línea Exprés (the express bus) runs from 

Madrid-Barajas Airport to the Atocha-RENFE 

transport hub in Madrid city center (very near 

to the well-known Paseo del Arte and the main 

museums: the Prado, Reina Sofía and Thyssen-

Bornemisza) in just 40 minutes in normal 

traffic conditions.

Timetable

24 hours a day, 365 days a year.

Runs every 15 minutes during the day and 

every 35 at night.

The stop at Atocha-RENFE is not used from 

23:30 to 6:00. During this period the departure 

point is in Plaza de Cibeles, where there are 

connections to all the Municipal Transport 

(EMT) night buses, known as ‘búhos’ (owls).

Tariffs

A single ticket costs 5€. Luggage is carried free. 

You can buy tickets (cash only) on board the 

bus.

More info: www.emt.es

Metro

Metro Line 8 runs from all the airport terminals 

to Nuevos Ministerios station in central Madrid 

in approximately 12-15 minutes.

Opening hours

From 6:05 to 2:00.

Tariffs

One-way ticket: 4.5€ (includes the 3€ airport 

supplement).

Money-saving tickets:

Metrobus pass:

Valid for 10 Metro trips in zone A, in EMT 

city buses (except the Línea Exprés to and 

from the airport) and Metro Ligero line 1: 

12.20€.

Valid for 10 Metro trips and EMT city bus 
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trips (except Línea Exprés) with a single 

transfer from EMT to EMT in a maximum of 

60 minutes from the first validation: 18.30€.

  Tourist pass:

This pass gives you unlimited use of all 

forms of public transport. There are passes 

from 1 to 7 days. Children under 11 pay half 

price. You can choose two zones:

Zone A: includes Metro Madrid, Metro Ligero 

ML1, Cercanías-RENFE (local trains) within 

the zone, and EMT Madrid buses

Zone T: includes all public transport in the 

Madrid Autonomous Region. It is not valid 

for the Línea Exprés airport bus or for 

regional RENFE railway lines.

The tourist pass is personal and not 

transferable. When requesting it you must 

present an official document (ID, Passport, 

etc.) proving your identity, and note its 

number on the pass.

You can buy all these tickets at the ticket 

counters and ticket machines in the lobby of 

any Metro station.

Information, maps, apps: www.metromadrid.es

Suburban Train

Line C1 of Renfe Cercanías runs from terminal 

T4 of Madrid-Barajas Airport to downtown 

Madrid.

Timetable

The approximate frequency is 30 minutes. 

Approximate journey time from Airport T4 

station to:

Chamartín (connecting to long distance 

trains): 11 minutes.

Nuevos Ministerios (financial district): 18 minutes.

Atocha (connecting to long-distance trains, 

the Renfe AVE high-speed train, and the 

Prado, Reina Sofía and Museo Thyssen-

Bornemisza museums): 25 minutes.

Méndez Álvaro (connecting to long-distance 

buses): 29 minutes.

Pirámides (connecting to Metro Line 5 –the 

green line–; Pirámides is just two metro 

stations away from La Latina station and 

one station away from Puerta de Toledo 

station, both close to the conference venue): 

35 minutes.

Príncipe Pío (connecting to long-distance 

buses and transport hub): 38 minutes.

Opening hours

To Airport T4 station: from 6:02 to 23:32.

To Príncipe Pío: from 5:59 to 22:28.

Tariffs

One-way ticket: 2,40€. Valid for one journey in 

the two hours after it is issued. This service is 

free for passengers with AVE high-speed train 

tickets connecting with a flight.

Return ticket: 4,80€. The outbound journey 

must be made in the two hours after the ticket 

is issued, and the return can be used at any 

time the next day.

Important information

Be sure not to throw out your train ticket 

during the journey. Otherwise you won’t be 

able to go through the turnstiles of the train 

stations! (it happens)

Web: www.renfe.com/EN/viajeros/cercanias/madrid/
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Restaurants

Asador de Pollos Navarro

Calle de López Silva, 7

Tel. 917309780

Average price: <20€

Casa Lucas

Calle Cava Baja, 30

www.casalucas.es

Tel. 913650804

Average price 19-30€

Casa Mateos

Calle del Ángel, 7

www.facebook.com/CasaMateos

alexbalsa@gmail.com / Tel. 913668968

Average price: 20€

El Capricho Extremeño

Calle de Carlos Arniches, 30

Tel. 913655841

Speciality: Tostas

Average price: 15 €

El Colmao GastroClub

Calle Redondilla, 7

www.grupoelcolmao.com

attcliente@grupoelcolmao.com 

Tel. 912507200

Average price: 20€ / Menu of the day: 8€∼

El Estragón Vegetariano

[Vegetarian restaurant]

Plaza de la Paja, 10

www.elestragonvegetariano.com

Menu of the day: 8-12

Emma y Julia

[Italian restaurant]

Calle Cava Baja, 19

emmayjuliarestaurante.blogspot.com.es

Menu of the day: 11,5€

Gauranga Trascendental Food 

[Vegetarian restaurant]

Calle Angosta de los Mancebos, 6

www.facebook.com/GaurangaTranscendentalFood

Menu of the day: 7,5€

La Antoñita

Calle Cava Baja, 14

www.posadadeldragon.com

info@posadadeldragon.com / Tel. 911191424

Average price 20-30€

La Camarilla

Calle Cava Baja, 21

www.lacamarillarestaurante.com

Average price: 15€

La Cava de Yllán

Calle Cava Baja, 16

Average price: 20€

La Morena Cantina

[Mexican restaurant]

Calle Humilladero, 28

www.facebook.com/morenacantina

Average price: 15€

Malacatín

Calle Ruda, 5 (next to Plaza de Cascorro)

www.malacatin.com

restaurante@malacatin.com / Tel. 913655241

Speciality: Cocido madrileño

Average price 20-30€
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Mercado de San Miguel

[Culinary space]

Plaza de San Miguel s/n

www.mercadodesanmiguel.es

Nara

[Sicilian take-away]

Calle de la Cava Baja, 27 

www.narasicilia.es

info@narasicilia.es / Tel. 911 72 84 15

Piscomar 

[Peruvian restaurant]

Calle san Isidoro de Sevilla, 4

www.restaurantepiscomar.com

restaurantepiscomar@gmail.com

Tel. 910014597

Average price: 23€ / Menu of the day: 10€

Restaurante Esteban

Calle Cava Baja, 36

www.rte-esteban.com

Menu of the day: 25€

Restaurante Los Ángeles

Calle del Ángel, 8

www.restaurantelosangelesmadrid.es

Average price: 11-19 €

Restaurante María la Lía

Calle Don Pedro, 6

www.marialalia.com

Average price: 18€ / Menu of the day: 12€∼

Ristorante La Piperna

[Italian restaurant]

Calle Relatores, 20

https://www.facebook.com/lapiperna

Tel. 913896546

Average price: 20€ / Menu of the day: 11€∼

Restaurante Toma Jamón

Calle de las Tabernillas, 23

www.facebook.com/Tomajamontabernillas

Average price: 16€

Sidrería La Burbuja Que Ríe

Calle Ángel, 16

www.laburbujaquerie.net

Menu of the day: 9€

Taberna de Antonio Sánchez

Calle Mesón de Paredes, 13

www.tabernaantoniosanchez.com

Average price: 19€ /Menu of the day: 10€

Taberna J. Blanco

Calle de las Tabernillas, 23

Tel. 913664842

Taberna la Bua

Plaza de la Cebada, 10

http://www.tabernaelbuo.com

Menu of the day: 11€

Taberna la Concha

Calle Cava Baja, 7 

www.facebook.com/tabernalaconcha

Tel. 616910671

Average price 15-25€

Viuda de Vacas

Calle Aguila, 23

www.viudadevacas.es

jjvacas@hotmail.com / Tel. 913665847

Average price: 20-30€

Viva la Vida

[Vegetarian buffet]

Costanilla de San Andrés, 16

www.vivalavida.com.es/latina.html

Menu of the Day: 11,5€
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Coffee Shops

Bar Santurce

Plaza General Vara del Rey, 14

www.barsanturce.com

Café Molar

[Coffee Shop & Bookstore]

Calle Ruda, 19

www.facebook.com/pages/Molar/

Cafetería Onís

Calle Toledo, 73

www.facebook.com/CafeteriaOnis

Casa Álvarez 

[BBQ chicken]

Calle López Silva, 10

La Cabra en el Tejado

Calle de Santa Ana, 29

www.lacabraeneltejado.com

Martina Cocina

Plaza Cascorro, 11 

www.martinacocina.es

Copy Shops

There are a couple of copy shops very 

close  to the conference venue: 

Calle de López Silva, 3

Calle Toledo, 43

Internet Connection

La Corrala has wireless network:

Network Name (SSID): EENM2014

Password: 33nM%20!4
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