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INTRODUCTION
It is a great pleasure to welcome you to the 2014 British Postgraduate Philosophical 
Association Conference and to demonstrate the current high standard and diversity of 
postgraduate philosophical inquiry. 

The response we have received from the community this year stands as a testament 
to this purpose, with a program of postgraduate speakers submitting high-quality 
research from across the discipline and representing many different universities 
around the UK and on the European continent. 

We hope that the whole event will not only be inspiring but a lot of fun, and provide 
encouraging feedback for those presenting. To this end, we urge that respondents and 
audience members will pose their thoughts and arguments to speakers in ways that 
are respectful and charitable.

The BPPA Annual General Meeting on Thursday afternoon will be an opportunity 
for members to vote for the 2015 management committee, as well as to voice issues 
arising from this year‘s operations. 

The final day of the Conference will focus on working as a philosopher inside and 
outside academia and give postgraduates an insight into some of the ways that 
philosophy is being introduced to the wider public, as well as the dynamics of the job 
market and the paths to getting published. 

A variety of social activities will provide ample opportunity for everyone to let down 
their hair and to get to know their fellow students in a few of Leeds’ celebrated locales.

Wishing you an enjoyable and enriching conference. 

The Organising Committee
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DAY TWO
Wednesday, 10th September: Oblong Community Centre

9:30 Coffee Main Hall 

9:45  Keynote Address:  
 Main Hall 
  Ian Kidd University of Leeds:  

SILENCING THE SICK — Epistemic injustice, illness and philosophy

11:15 Break

11:45 Concurrent Presentations: 
  Doreen Tinker Room 
   Harry Lewendon-Evans University of Durham:  

HEIDEGGER, PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE PROBLEM OF REALISM 

  Pat Reagan Room 
   John Parry University of Birmingham: 

THE PROCREATOR’S GUIDE TO MODALITY: Benatar and the pain 
 of non-actual persons

12:45   Lunch Doreen Tinker Room and Louis Le Prince Room

14:00  Concurrent Presentations: 
  Doreen Tinker Room 
   William Gamester University of Warwick:  

PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS AND SEMANTIC PLURALISM 

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Daniel Venello University of Southhampton: 

IMAGINATION AND THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF PERCEPTION

15:00  Concurrent Presentations: 
  Doreen Tinker Room 
   Elisabeth Thorson University of York:  

LOCKE’S THINKING MATTER — A compromise between substance 
dualism and materialism

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Michael Lyons University of Bristol: 

CONSEQUENTIALISM AND THE ‘OUGHT IMPLIES CAN’ PRINCIPLE — 
Are we merely obligated to try?

16:00 Break Pat Reagan Room

16:30 BPPA Annual General Meeting Pat Reagan Room

17:00  Drinks at the Faversham

19:00 Conference Dinner at the Faversham

DAY ONE
Tuesday, 9th September: Oblong Community Centre

10:00 Registration, Coffee and Welcoming Remarks: Main Hall

10:45 Keynote Address:  
   Angela Hobbs University of Sheffield:  

THE USES AND ABUSES OF PHILOSOPHY

12:15   Lunch Main Hall 

13:00  Registration and Rest

14:00 Concurrent Presentations: 
  Doreen Tinker Room 
   Alan Wilson University of Edinburgh:  

COURAGE IS NOT A MORAL VIRTUE

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Tsung-Hsing Ho University of Southhampton: 

THE EPISTEMIC VALUE OF TRUE BELIEF

15:00  River Swimming and BBQ/Bar Games



16:45  Concurrent Presentations: 
  Doreen Tinker Room 
   Adam Andrzejewski Uniwersytet Warszawski:  

NEW COOKERY AS IDEA-DEPENDENT ART 

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Daniel Brigham University of Cambridge: 

ATTITUDE REPORTS AND SUBSTITUTION ANOMALIES 

18:00  Woodland Walk, and Pub Quiz with Fish & Chips

DAY THREE
Thursday, 11th September: Oblong Community Centre

9:30 Coffee Main Hall 

9:45  Concurrent Presentations: 
  Main Hall 
   James Cook University of St Andrews:  

SUBSTANTIVITY AND PRESUPPOSITION FAILURE

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Andrew Routledge University of Manchester:  

THE CASE FOR SELFLESS EXPERIENCE

11:00 Break  Main Hall 

11:15  Concurrent Presentations: 
  Main Hall 
   Marc Wilcox University of Leeds:  

MORAL STATUS AND INTERESTS —  
What does it mean to ‘have interests’?

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Romina Zuppone Universitat de Barcelona: 

OVERCOMING THE EXPERIMENTER’S REGRESS  
IN BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH

12:30 Lunch  Main Hall 

13:30  Keynote Address:  
 Main Hall 
  Naomi Goulder New College of the Humanities, London:  

ON ACTING AGAINST ONE‘S BETTER JUDGEMENT

15:00 Break:  Main Hall 

15:15  Concurrent Presentations: 
  Doreen Tinker Room 
   James Kirkpatrick University of Oxford:  

THANK GOODNESS IT’S FINALLY OVER! Or, how to give tenseless 
truth-ascriptions to tensed attitude ascriptions 

  Pat Reagan Room 
   Edgar Phillips University College London: 

HOW NOT TO NATURALISE ACTION 

16:30 Break:  Doreen Tinker Room and Louis Le Prince Room



PRESENTATIONS
Instructions to Speakers:

Presentations should be a maximum of 35 minutes, followed by 5 — 10 minutes of 
response, after which questions will be invited from the floor. 

All conference rooms have PowerPoint facilities. Please bring your presentation on  
an USB stick and come to the session room where you are to present at least  
10 minutes before the start of the session to upload. We recommend that you save 
your presentation as a PDF to avoid incompatibility issues. 

DAY FOUR
Friday, 12th September: Centenary Gallery, Parkinson Court

9:00 Curriculum vitæ reviewing session

  Aaron Meskin University of Leeds 
  Robbie Williams University of Leeds

10:30 Coffee and Welcoming Remarks

11:00 Talks and Discussion: 
   Charlotte Blease University College Dublin: 

Mathew Hammond Stand Up Philosophy: 
Elizabeth Watkins Thinking Space: 
PHILOSOPHY OUTSIDE ACADEMIA

12:30 Lunch   

13:30 Talks and Discussion:  
   Jennifer Saul University of Sheffield:  

Alessandra Tanesini University of Cardiff:  
Sam De Boise Örebro Universitet:   
GENDER AND PHILOSOPHY IN ACADEMIA

15:00 Break

15:30 Talk:  
   Greg Radick University of Leeds:  

GETTING PUBLISHED: A journal editor‘s perspective

16:30 Talks and Discussion:  
   Becky Clark University of Leeds:  

Mike Finn University of Leeds:  
THE JOB MARKET IN ACADEMIC PHILOSOPHY

17:30 Break and Closing Remarks



Tuesday, 9th September: Doreen Tinker Room 
Alan Wilson a.t.wilson@sms.ed.ac.uk
University of Edinburgh, PhD

COURAGE IS NOT A MORAL VIRTUE

The virtue-status of the trait of courage has long been accepted. And yet, courage sits 
rather uneasily alongside other candidate moral virtues such as kindness or justice. In 
this paper, I argue against the inclusion of courage on any list of the moral virtues. I do 
this by first highlighting two problems facing those who would defend the virtue-status 
of courage — the nature problem and the value problem. I then propose an alternative 
understanding of the relationship between courage and moral virtue on which courage 
ought to be viewed as an enabler for virtue. 

The nature problem facing those who would include courage as a moral virtue points 
out that the trait of courage differs in structure from other candidate moral virtues — 
courage does not have a characteristic motivational end in the way that other moral 
virtues do. Responses to this problem are discussed, and this discussion leads, in part, 
to a second problem. The value problem points out that the trait of courage is more 
prone to examples where possession of the trait is of no moral worth than are other 
candidate moral virtues. Problematic examples include the possibility of courageous 
burglars or terrorists. Responses to this problem are discussed and rejected (including 
the claim that such cases must not be examples of genuine courage). These two problems 
suggest that the burden of explanation regarding the relationship between courage and 
virtue does not lie solely with those who would deny it virtue-status. 

The focus then moves to presenting a positive proposal for how we ought to understand 
this relationship. The enabler account of courage states that an agent is courageous 
regarding some end or context only when their motivation towards that end (or within 
that context) is not easily defeated by considerations of personal risk. Having set-out 
this account, it is then possible to better explain the connection between courage and 
moral virtue. The virtues involve a motivation towards some characteristic end, and 
this motivation must (among other things) not be easily defeated by considerations  
of personal risk. To possess a moral virtue, then, it is necessary that the agent be  
courageous regarding the characteristic end of that virtue. Therefore, an agent can-
not be morally virtuous without possessing courage — not because courage is a moral 
virtue but because courage enables an agent to possess moral virtue. The paper ends 
with a discussion of the benefits of this alternative understanding. 

Tuesday, 9th September: Pat Reagan Room 
Tsung-Hsing Ho th6g11@soton.ac.uk
University of Southampton, PhD

THE EPISTEMIC VALUE OF TRUE BELIEF

1. According to T-teleology, true belief is non-instrumentally valuable. For many, to 
defend T-teleology, one must overcome the triviality objection that trivial truths are 
not valuable. I argue that the triviality objection is not an objection to T-teleology. 

The reason is that epistemologists confuse non-instrumental value with what I call 
the Moorean notion of intrinsic value, which means neither being valuable in virtue 
of one’s intrinsic properties, nor merely non-instrumentally valuable. The Moorean 
notion of intrinsic value is actually a species of non-instrumental value. Accordingly, two 
theses should be distinguished: 
 (TGnon-instrumental) A belief that p is non-instrumentally valuable, if p is true;
 (TGintrinsic) A belief that p is intrinsically valuable, if p is true. 

(TGintrinsic) is stronger than (TGnon-instrumental). Consequently, (TGintrinsic) cannot 
meet the triviality objection, whereas (TGnon-instrumental) answers the objection 
easily. However, T-teleology requires only (TGnon-instrumental). The fact that most 
epistemologists take that objection seriously and fail to see the alternative shows their 
confusion between intrinsic and non-instrumental value.

2. I explain that the Moorean notion of intrinsic value is a species of non-instrumental 
value. To show that, I introduce two principles:
  ADD: Adding something of intrinsic value to the world, ceteris paribus, makes the 

world better;
  PRO: The fact that something is intrinsically valuable itself, without reference to 

circumstances or consequences, provides us a reason to promote it, preserve it, or 
make it true.

All things of intrinsic values must be non-instrumentally valuable and satisfy ADD and PRO, 
whereas things of non-instrumental values do not have to satisfy ADD and PRO. I offer 
some examples to explain this point. Therefore, the Moorean notion of intrinsic value is a 
species of non-instrumental value. Since T-teleology requires only (TGnon-instrumental), it 
is a conceptual mistake to think that to defend T-teleology one needs to defend (TGintrinsic).

3. I show that (TGintrinsic) is difficult to meet the triviality objection. I will also defend a 
version of (TGnon-instrumental). Therefore, the distinction between intrinsic value and 
non-instrumental is crucial to T-teleology.
The version of (TGnon-instrumental) I defend is:
 (TGattributive) A belief that p is good qua belief, if p is true. 

I argue that (TGattributive) is plausible and answers the triviality objection easily. Therefore, 
true beliefs are noninstrumentally valuable, but not intrinsically valuable in the Moorean 
sense. Hence the fact that the triviality objection is taken as serious to T-teleology shows 
the confusion in the literature concerning the value of true belief.

Respondent:
John Bladari J.D.Baldari@leeds.ac.uk
University of Leeds — IDEA Center, PhD



Wednesday, 10th September: Pat Reagan Room
John Parry jjp313@bham.ac.uk
University of Birmingham, PhD

THE PROCREATOR’S GUIDE TO MODALITY:
Benatar and the real pain of non-actual persons

David Benatar argues that procreation is morally wrong as existence always harms  
the child. In his view, this is due in part to a fundamental asymmetry between the value  
of the presence of benefits and harms in existent persons, and the absence of those 
same benefits and harms in non-existent persons. In particular, there is a plausible 
asymmetry between the relative goodness and badness of these scenarios. 

Whereas the presence of benefit and harm are good and bad respectively, the absence 
of harm is good simpliciter but the absence of benefit is only bad if there is a person 
to deprive. Therefore, by comparing two possible worlds differing only in the existence 
of the future child (X), the one where X does not exist is always better for them, as X 
avoids harm and is not disadvantaged by avoiding benefit. 

I argue, however, that this is wholly dependent on an abstractionist possible world  
framework. 

In this paper, I focus on an interpretation of Lewis’ modal realism and its impact on  
the possible world comparison central to Benatar’s asymmetry. In order to achieve 
this, I consider the moral argument against modal realism proposed by both Adams 
and Heller, and examine the intuition that we may have a level of moral obligation 
towards the future children of our closest counterparts. I argue that, if true, we cannot 
realistically prevent harm to the relevant X, as they will always exist at some other 
world, and that because of this we should divorce procreative decisions from all 
considerations concerning the welfare of the future or never-actual child.  

Lastly, I consider whether this would constitute a unique exception to Lewis’ actual-
world-centric morality, such that other forms of moral decisions are insulated from the 
consequences of this view, with euthanasia as a key comparison case. 

Wednesday, 10th September: Doreen Tinker Room
Harry Lewendon-Evans  h.e.lewendon-evans@durham.ac.uk
University of Durham, PhD

HEIDEGGER, PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE PROBLEM OF REALISM

Many commentators have argued that Heidegger is committed to a ‘minimal realist’ 
stance, according to which entities ultimately exist in their own right, independent of 
human being (Kochan 2011; Glazebrook 2001; Glazebrook 2000; Dreyfus and Spinosa 
1999; Dreyfus 1990). This paper will challenge three arguments offered in support of 
this claim.

The arguments are: 

1. Heidegger separates an entity’s existence from its essence, which entails that an en-
tity can exist prior to showing up in Dasein’s (roughly, human being) world; 

2. Heidegger’s analysis of the present-at-hand reveals an entity devoid of significance 
and as such denotes the factum brutum of an entity’s existence; 

3. even if Dasein did not exist, the natural world will continue to ‘be’. 

Hence, Heidegger accepts ‘the core realist doctrine of independent existence’ (Kochan 
2011: 82).  

I challenge this conclusion on phenomenological grounds. I argue that: 

1. rests on a mistaken reading of Heidegger’s phenomenological distinction between 
existence and essence; 

2. misinterprets the meaning of presence-at-hand, which does not denote the ‘brute 
existence’ of an entity but rather one possible way in which entities can reveal them-
selves ‘as’ entities; 

3. presupposes what it is trying to argue for, namely a ‘Dasein-centred realism’, and 
thus relies on the erroneous assumption that entities already exist, ‘awaiting’ Dasein’s 
understanding of being.

Respondent:
William Duncan Sharkey will.sharkey1@gmail.com
University of Southampton, PhD



Wednesday, 10th September: Pat Reagan Room 
Daniel Venello tativanello@gmail.com
University of Warwick, PhD

IMAGINATION AND THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF PERCEPTION

One of the most influential views about the relation between the imagination and  
perception originates in Kant’s Transcendental Deduction. Kant argues that a  
necessary condition for the possibility of the perceptual experience of an object is  
the ability to represent non-present, or absent, aspects of the object and to synthesise 
the former with the object’s presented aspects. Kant bestows the faculty of (productive) 
imagination both with the ability to represent absent aspects of an object as present and 
with the synthesising power. This led Kant to state that the ‘imagination is a necessary 
ingredient of perception itself.’ 

The aim of this paper is to challenge the Kantian conception of the relation between 
the imagination and perception. I do so by reconstructing an argument found in Sartre’s 
treatise on the imagination and based on the phenomenology of the imagination and 
perception. Sartre’s argument consists in a subtle distinction between two manners 
in which an intentional object can be phenomenally represented as “present within its 
absence”. On the one hand, in imagination an (absent) object is phenomenally given as 
irreal and as isolated from the objects constituting the subject’s present situation. On 
the other hand, the absent or “hidden” aspects of a perceived object are presented as 
real and cannot be given in isolation from the present sides of the perceived object. 

This latter manner of phenomenally representing an object as present within its absence 
is what in phenomenological parlance is usually referred to as the horizonal structure 
of perceptual experience. Once this distinction is clearly formulated and substantiated 
by examples drawn from the phenomenology of perception, Sartre is able to argue  
that the Kantian understanding of the relation between the imagination and perception 
has confounded these two modes of presentation of “presence in absence”. The failure 
of drawing this distinction leads to the unwarranted Kantian conclusion that the  
imagination is necessary for perception. 

The paper ends by briefly questioning the justification of identifying the ability to  
synthesise different representations of an object with the imagination rather than with 
the structure of sensibility itself.

Respondent:
Ravi Thakral rt37@st-andrews.ac.uk
University of St Andrews   Arché Research Centre, PhD

Wednesday, 10th September: Doreen Tinker Room
William Gamester prwg@leeds.ac.uk
University of Leeds, PhD

PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS AND SEMANTIC PLURALISM

The goal of the paper is to argue for the possibility of pluralism about semantic  
properties and relations, and to therefore suggest a pluralistic methodology in the  
investigation of semantic phenomena. This flies in the face of tradition in the  
philosophy of language, which has been tacitly guided by a monistic presupposition 
which I call the ‘Highlander Assumption’ (it says “there can be only one”). 

The argument draws on Haslanger’s distinctions between different kinds of  
philosophical analysis: conceptual, descriptive, and ameliorative. Of most interest  
for our purposes are ameliorative analyses, which aim to provide an analysis of a  
particular concept for a particular purpose. Central to my argument is a thesis I call 
the primacy of the teleology of an analysis: that the purposes for which a philosophical 
analysis is formulated (its teleology) determines its success conditions; and therefore 
that the evaluation of a philosophical analysis must happen by the lights of its  
teleology. I then argue for the plurality of teleology of ameliorative analysis when it  
comes to our semantic concepts. This is based on the fact that we aim to use our  
semantic terminology to account for large and highly complex domain of  
representational phenomena. 

As such, there are a large number of explanatory roles associated with our semantic 
concepts. Using the primacy of the teleology of analysis, I argue that we should be 
open to the possibility that different, potentially incompatible analyses of our semantic 
concepts may serve different explanatory roles. This is semantic pluralism. Naturally, in 
endorsing multiple incompatible analyses of one and the same concept, the semantic 
pluralist faces a number of immediate worries. 

It is the purpose of the rest of the paper to examine and combat three charges that 
may be made against the pluralist: that she endorses contradictions; that she is  
changing the subject from the original questions of interest; and that she cannot be a 
realist about semantic properties and relations. 

A critical observation made in discussing these objections is based on Chalmers’  
distinction between ‘substantive’ and ‘verbal’ disputes. Ultimately, I shall argue that  
the naturalistic pluralist can be a realist without being committed to any troubling kind 
of inconsistency; and that she is better positioned than most to answer the questions 
of interest in the semantic domain.



Wednesday, 10th September: Pat Reagan Room 
Michael Lyons ml9427.2009@my.bristol.ac.uk
University of Bristol, PhD

MASON ON CONSEQUENTIALISM AND THE ‘OUGHT IMPLIES 
CAN PRINCIPLE’. — Are we merely obligated to try?

There is still substantial debate on whether the limited ability of a moral agent to 
anticipate and control the consequences of his/her actions is a problem for objective 
consequentialism. Dale Miller (2003) for instance points out that, under objective 
consequentialism, even the best moral agents are worthy of constant punishments. 
What I think is a stronger objection to make here concerns the implications objective 
consequentialism has for the deeply intuitive ‘ought-implies-can‘ principle (OIC). On 
the basis that moral obligations are meant to instruct moral agents on how to act, 
both Francis Howard-Snyder (1997, 2005) and Elinor Mason (2003) have claimed that 
ensuring moral obligations are met can be unacceptably beyond the practical means 
of a moral agent if one accepts objective consequentialism. This is because whether or 
not the optimal consequences are produced can be a matter of luck (Nagel (1976) gives 
clear account of how this can be), and this violates the OIC principle.

In order to avoid this violation, Mason ambitiously suggests that we should understand 
our moral responsibilities as intentional abilities, in the sense that our moral 
obligations are obligations to try to conduct the consequentially optimal action. This 
means our moral obligations are dependent on what actions are psychologically as 
well as physically possible for us to conduct. This alternative account of subjective 
consequentialism seems to handle the matter of luck ably, and even manages to avoid 
the typical alienating qualities of subjective consequentialism.

What I wish to argue in this paper however, is that Mason significantly under-
appreciates the significance of the following set back she anticipates for this account:
“If you only have an obligation when you have beliefs about likely results of various 
attempts, people who have no such beliefs, children and amoralists for example, have 
no obligations.“ (Mason (2003), p. 327)

This is a strong line to take and in itself seems deeply counterintuitive, but might be 
allowable on the more borderline cases, since it requires a person to actively believe 
that they have no moral obligations in order to be exempt from them. It even provides 
a plausible explanation for why children may not have obligations, and why the matter 
is blurred dependent on the relevant capacities. A bigger issue though is the matter of 
how moral anti-realists (for instance error theorists) could be accounted for. For they 
seem, on Mason‘s account, to be eternally exempt from obligations despite being fully 
aware of what their moral obligations are, since they simply don‘t take there to be any 
objective truth behind them. The scope of anti-realist intuitions spreads pretty wide, 
not just amongst philosophers, making this bullet a much harder one to bite.
 

Wednesday, 10th September: Doreen Tinker Room
Elisabeth Thorson elisabeth.thorson@gmail.com
University of York, PhD

LOCKE’S THINKING MATTER:  
A  compromise between substance dualism and materialism

In the legendary passage of the Essay IV.iii.6, Locke introduces the concept of 
‘thinking matter’ and states that it is possible for God to superadd thought to matter. 
There is a tension between two possible ways of interpreting this concept: on the one 
hand it is advocating a materialist position which presents thought as purely material 
while on the other hand it acknowledges a substance dualism: thought and matter. 
However, in an earlier passage of the Essay, Locke denies that we can know the 
general nature of substances; therefore, he denies that we can know the true nature of 
thought and matter. Due to this, most scholars have agreed that Locke’s position, even 
though leaning towards a materialist position, is best explained as agnostic. 

This paper aims to reassess the status of Locke’s concept of ‘thinking matter’. I will 
argue instead that this term is a compromise between the two strands of materialism 
and dualism. 

First, I will show that it is possible to trace both materialist and dualist tendencies 
in Locke’s treatment of the concept. Secondly, I will show how it has been possible 
for scholars (such as Ayers, Jolley and Yolton) to conclude that Locke tends towards 
a materialist starting point and that he rejects Cartesian dualism on the basis of 
agnosticism. Third and finally, I will argue against this conclusion on the basis of that 
Lock is a) not presenting a materialist solution of the mind-body problem; because  
he holds that the power of thought is not, and cannot be, originated in matter, and  
b) that Locke cannot be seen as agnostic in respect to the definition of thought, and is 
only agnostic with regards to the tenability of the concept of substance, for even if the 
ontological status of thought remains uncertain his rebuttal of materialism is explicit. I 
will thereby conclude that Locke introduces his term ‘thinking matter’ as a compromise 
between the two strands of materialism and dualism.

Respondent:
Martin Bloomfield dodgyshoes@hotmail.com
University of York, PhD



Thursday, 11th September: Pat Reagan Room 
Andrew Routledge andrew.routledge@manchester.ac.uk
University of Manchester, PhD

THE CASE FOR SELFLESS EXPERIENCE

It is often claimed that whenever we have an experience we are necessarily aware of 
ourselves undergoing the experience. This claim has a distinguished history and is 
thought to tell us something important about the very nature of experience. Flanagan 
(1992), Zahavi (2005), Rosenthal (2005), Strawson (2009), and various other writers 
endorse this position. This claim forms the focus of my paper. 

I describe two ways in which we might interpret the claim. Firstly, we might think that 
we must be aware of ourselves as a bare subject: a simple experiencer. Alternatively, 
we might think that we must be aware of ourselves as a person, with psychological, 
social, and/or bodily properties.

I argue that neither claim is correct. I begin by arguing that we have good reason to 
deny that we are aware of ourselves as a bare subject at all. 

I examine a group of cases in which we experience ourselves as authoring a mental 
state, such as when we actively visualise something. I argue that a bare subject is  
not the right kind of entity to play the role of author as it lacks the appropriate  
psychological properties. I then turn to show that in these cases the entity that  
appears to author the state is the same entity that appears to undergo it. Having  
established this Author/Subject Identity Claim, I go on to argue that if the bare subject 
is unsuitable to play the role of author, it cannot play the role of subject either. I  
conclude that it is incoherent to posit the bare subject within experience. I suggest 
that it is only a person that can appear to author mental states and, therefore,  
undergo them.

I acknowledge that we do regularly represent ourselves as a person yet close by  
arguing that there are ordinary, everyday cases in which personal representations 
break down completely. I describe a new kind of case that has been overlooked,  
involving the transition from waking states to late hypnagogic states. 

I assess Yang et al. (2010) on the phenomenology of falling asleep and argue that the 
most plausible interpretation of the empirical evidence suggests that subjects often 
undergo phases of experience that do not involve the representation of their own  
psychological, social or bodily properties.

Taken together, these two arguments demonstrate the existence of phases of  
experience that are, phenomenologically, entirely selfless. Such experience is not only 
conceivable, it is commonplace.

Thursday, 11th September: Main Hall
James Cook jrc22@st-andrews.ac.uk
University of St. Andrews, PhD

SUBSTANTIVITY AND PRESUPPOSITION FAILURE

Philosophers use the term ‘substantive‘ when referring to certain disputes. I think 
when they apply the word they mean to say that the dispute is worth pursuing. But of 
course there are multiple candidates in the vicinity for such a role. This paper will be 
focussed on just one; a conception of substantivity which emphasises the question‘s 
connection to the world. I shall argue that the main (perhaps the only) account cannot 
cover a group of important cases, that is, those involving presupposition failure 
(Perhaps following Yablo it would be best to call this ‘Catastrophic presupposition 
failure‘).

One of the only accounts of substantivity, at least under that name, is Sider‘s. For 
Sider, there are two conditions which a question must meet in order to be non-
substantive. For an expression E in a non-substantive question, the candidates for the 
semantic contents of E are such that:
 1.  Each opposing view about the question comes out true on one of these 

candidates
 2.  No candidate carves at nature‘s joints better than the other (2011: 46) 

So a non-substantive question is one where each answer comes out true on 
some candidate meaning and no candidate meaning is better than the others.

But consider this scenario: Me and my sister are arguing over whether our cat, Pixie, is 
four or five years old. Little do we know; we do not actually have a cat. For the last four 
or five years our mum has elaborately deceived us. It is pretty obvious that our dispute 
is not verbal; there is no metalinguistic disagreement between us and we are competent 
with all the terms involved. However, our dispute is not substantive either as we don‘t 
actually have a cat! We are arguing over the properties of a non existent object. Our 
dispute is non-substantive without meeting (.), as neither view comes out true on some 
semantic candidate. Sider‘s account, therefore has problems dealing with certain cases 
of non-substantive disputes which have presuppositions involving non referring terms. 
Cases, like the one we mentioned are non-substantive but do not meet condition (1).



Thursday, 11th September: Pat Reagan Room 
Romina Zuppone rzuppone@gmail.com
Universitat de Barcelona, PhD

OVERCOMING THE EXPERIMENTERS’ REGRESS IN  
BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH

In his book Changing Order, Replication and Induction in Natural Sciences (1992), and 
as a result of his extensive field work in gravitational radiation detection experiments, 
Harry Collins, a well known British sociologist of scientific knowledge, coined the  
expression experimenters’ regress to refer to an infinite regress that takes place in 
experimental practice and that prevents us  —or so Collins thinks— from securing  
experimental knowledge by relying exclusively in scientific considerations. The goal of 
the paper is to present Collins’ challenge, to reconstruct his argument and to evaluate 
the impact of the experimenters’ regress in biomedical research. I will argue that Teira’s 
contractarian approach (2013) regarding the use of de-biasing procedures in biomedical 
research constitutes a necessary condition when providing an internal answer to the 
experimenters’ regress. I will claim that the consensus regarding the implementation  
of de-biasing procedures plus theoretical considerations are conjointly sufficient  
conditions to justify a choice in the context of an experimental disagreement. 

In so doing, I will be providing an alternative explanation of how disagreement regarding 
experimental results can be settled by appealing to scientific resources. I will claim that 
even if we can never be certain about the correctness of an experimental result (or an 
empirical claim whatsoever), this does not mean that we are not epistemically justified 
in believing it to be correct and therefore, in making a scientifically informed decision  
in cases of discordant results arising from experimental replications. That this is so  
arises from the following considerations: to begin with, as David Teira claims, the use of 
de-biasing procedures (in bona fide research) guarantees that experimental results are 
 neutral regarding the interests of the actors. Moreover, it is the case that even in the 
testing of low level empirical regularities theoretical reasons are an aid to deciding 
whether an experiment could have yielded the results it did. For instance, mechanistic 
reasoning (Cf. Howick, 2011) is a relevant tool when deciding whether or not a result  
can be correct, hence providing a closure to the debate by appealing to scientific  
considerations. 

The structure of the paper is the following: in the first section I will motivate the  
discussion, explaining why the study of the grounding of experimental evidence became 
so relevant in the past decades; in the second section I will present and reconstruct 
Collins argument; the third section will present Teira’s contribution and my proposal.
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MORAL STATUS AND INTERESTS:  
What does it mean to ‘have interests’?

Philosophers seem to generally agree on what it means to have moral status. Moral 
status means having a ‘sake’ or having interests. However, despite this apparent unity, 
there is deep disagreement about what having ‘interests’ actually means. Defenders of 
the moral status of animals often cite sentience or consciousness as an integral part  
of having interests whereas deep ecologists often understand having interests to mean 
something like having goals or functions. 

In this article I argue that having functions should not count as having ‘interests’ for 
two reasons. First, while functions may count as interests in conscious beings this does 
not necessarily mean that they count as interests in non-sentient beings. I argue that it 
is entirely plausible that a being’s consciousness makes its biological functions morally 
important and thus makes them count as ‘interests’. Secondly, I argue that using the 
term ‘interests’ implies that there is some good that one’s functions aim at. However 
the only good that a plant or other non-conscious beings can aim to achieve is living, 
or performing a specific function which facilitates its living, or the reproduction and 
living of its progeny. Assuming that living is a ‘good’ which benefits one I argue is 
mistaken. Living only benefits an individual because of the consequences that it brings 
about, all of which are dependent upon consciousness to some extent. Living cannot 
be said to be a good at which biological functions aim and non-conscious life cannot be 
said to have ‘interests’ in any morally important way.

In the second part of this article I argue that the most plausible account of ‘interests’ 
understands both interests as functions and interests as desires/preferences to be 
derived from desires. As such my desires determine whether my biological functions 
feature in my interests. I draw on recent work on the topic of ‘well-being’ to argue 
this point and show that we can (and should) understand an individual’s interests as 
entirely derived from the desires they have, or conditional counterfactual desires. For 
this reason, non-conscious beings cannot be said to have ‘interests proper’ even if 
biological functions could plausibly considered to be good for them in some sense.
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HOW NOT TO NATURALISE ACTION

Some philosophers are concerned about how intentional action fits into the 
‘explanatory order’ of the world at large. One influential approach to this issue, which 
has come to be known as the ‘standard story’, says that an action is intentional, or that 
an event —a bodily movement, for instance— is an intentional action, in virtue of its 
being caused, in the right kind of way, by mental states of the right kind. The kinds of 
mental state in question are typically taken to be: belief, desire, and intention.

An apparently intractable problem for the standard story has been to give a principled 
non-circular account of the ‘right kind’ of causation, distinguishing it from ‘deviant’ 
causation. In this paper, I argue that deviant causation grounds a stronger objection 
to the standard story— one that leaves less room for optimism. The point is not just 
that we haven‘t been given a satisfactory account of the right kind of causation. It‘s 
that we can give such an account, but that in doing so we must reject the standard 
story. The account works by conceiving of the mental states at issue as dispositions 
manifested in intentional action: the distinction between the right and the wrong kinds 
of causation is just the distinction between the action‘s manifesting a disposition and 
its being a ‘mere symptom’ of that disposition. Since dispositions are defined in terms 
of their characteristic manifestation, this solution to the problem of deviant causal 
chains presupposes that belief, desire and intention are defined (in part) in terms of 
intentional action. That these states should be so defined is, I argue, independently 
plausible. If all this is correct, then the standard story is circular and cannot give a 
reductive account of intentional action. The argument applies a fortiori to the standard 
story as an account of action simpliciter.

I conclude with some brief suggestions about how the project of naturalising 
intentional action must go forward once the standard story is abandoned. Intentional 
action must be explained either independently from, or together with, the mental 
states it manifests, but not analysed in terms of those states. Naturalising intentional 
action will likely require naturalistic answers to more general questions about the 
nature of causal powers and their exercise, intentionality and mental representation. 
The claim is not that intentional action cannot be naturalised; it‘s that it can‘t be 
naturalised as quickly the standard story suggests.
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THANK GOODNESS IT’S FINALLY OVER! Or, how to give tenseless 
truth-conditions for tensed attitude ascriptions

This paper attempts to reconcile the B-theory of time with A. N. Prior‘s (1959) 
objections that (i) the B-theorist cannot provide tenseless truth-conditions for attitude 
ascriptions containing temporal indexicals; and (ii) the B-theorist cannot explain why 
we only have such attitudes at some times and not at others. Roughly speaking, the 
B-theorist is committed to two theses: first, the metaphysical thesis that there are no 
irreducible or un-analysable A-properties such as being past, being present, and being 
future in reality; and second, the semantic thesis that any talk of being past, being 
present, or being future can be reduced to talk about B-relations, such as being-earlier-
than or being-later-than. If Prior’s objections are correct, the B-theory is false.

I will argue that the correct B-theoretic solution lies in adopting the property theory of 
content, the view according to which the contents of our attitudes are properties, not 
propositions (Lewis 1979). Depending on one’s theory of persistence, different stories 
must be told. If perdurantism is true, that is, the view that things persist by having 
different temporal parts at different times although no one part of it is wholly present 
at more than one time, then the B-theoretic truth-conditions for attitude ascriptions 
containing temporal indexicals are given by referring temporal parts. More specifically, 
my belief at T1 which I report by saying “I believe that the root canal is over” is true 
if my temporal part at T1 self-ascribes the property of existing at some time T earlier 
than the root canal. If endurantism is true, that is, the view that things persist by 
being wholly present at more than one time, then the B-theoretic truth-conditions 
for attitude ascriptions containing temporal indexicals are given by ‘now-ascribing’ 
certain properties. More specifically, one now-ascribes a property if one ascribes to 
oneself at the current time some property. I argue that perdurantism is independently 
motivated, it better coheres with the B-theory of time, and the perdurantist solution 
has advantages over the endurantist solution. 

To conclude, I will argue that the perdurantist solution can provide a B-theoretic 
explanation for why we only have tensed attitudes at certain times.
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ATTITUDE REPORTS AND SUBSTITUTION ANOMALIES

Substituting a ‘that’-clause with an apparently co-referring nominal complement such 
as ‘the proposition that p’ in the context of a propositional attitude report produces 
some striking effects. It can change the truth-value, grammaticality, and even  
intelligibility of the original sentence. For example, substituting ‘the proposition that 
the Butler did it‘ for ‘that the Butler did it‘ in (1a) fails to necessarily preserve truth-
value. (1a) Poirot discovered that the Butler did it. [T] (1b) Poirot discovered the  
proposition that the Butler did it. [F] Whatever sinister detail about the culprit of the 
crime Poirot discovered, he did not discover an abstract proposition.

I argue that these substitution anomalies militate against the standard conception of 
the attitudes, according to which propositional attitudes are relations between thinkers 
and propositions. In particular, I argue that substitution anomalies give rise to two  
distinct problems for the standard conception: the explanatory challenge and the  
substitution challenge. I question whether proponents of the standard conception 
have the resources to meet the first, and anyway argue that the second is persuasive.

In response to the first challenge, authors such as Jeffrey King (2002) argue that  
propositional attitude verbs such as ‘discovers‘ are lexically ambiguous. And in response 
to the second challenge, authors such as Stephen Schiffer (2003) and Alex Oliver 
(2005) have argued that the operative substitution principles are open to counter-
example. In this paper, I respond to both of these responses and show how they fail.
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NEW COOKERY AS IDEA-DEPENDENT ART

The main goal of this paper is to show that molecular gastronomy might be regarded 
as conceptual art. The recent investigations in professional cooking (e.g. Ferran Adrià 
or Andrew Modest Amaro), everyday aesthetics (Brady 2005) as well as theory of taste 
(Korsmayer 1999, 2002; Savedoff 1985) have given the methodological tools allowing 
us to analyze gastronomy as a sort of art. However, even the adherents of such an idea 
claim that dishes or wines tend to be a minor kind of art. Thus, they are rather similar 
to the craft than to the fine arts, (Tayler 1996; Quinet 1981).

In the paper I shall argue the opposite. My claim is molecular gastronomy can be  
understood and experienced as full-blooded art. The paper consists of three sections. 
The first section presents, discusses and deals with arguments against perceiving food 
as a form of art. I will focus especially on the three arguments: (1) food lacks sufficient 
complexity; (2) food does not mean anything, and (3) food does not move us. In the 
second section, I will introduce the basic information about molecular gastronomy  
as well as descriptions of some representative dishes. In the last section, it is examined 
how we might understand and experience molecular gastronomy in terms of  
conceptual art. I will show that molecular gastronomy’s dishes share the same notion 
of creativity and meaning as works of conceptual art. Finally, it will be suggested  
that when making judgments (in aesthetic and culinary terms) on molecular 
gastronomy’s dishes we rely on the very similar kind of aesthetic testimony as in a 
case of conceptual art.
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