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Thursday 4 June – Aula Crociera Alta Giurisprudenza

15:00 – 16:30   Paul Egré (Institut Jean-Nicod)
  “What is an adequate justification?”

Commmentator: Daniele Sgaravatti (University of Rome)

16:30 - 17:00   Coffee break

17:00 – 18:30   Isidora Stojanovic (Institut Jean-Nicod) 
    “The grammar of valuing”
Commentator: Alain Pe-Curto (University of Geneva)

Friday 5 June – Aula Crociera Alta Studi Umanistici

11:00 - 12:30    Esa Diaz Leon (University of Manitoba)
    “Pejorative terms and the semantic strategy”
Commentator: Tristan Thommen (Institut Jean Nicod)

12:30 - 14:00   Lunch break

14:00 – 15:30  Elia Zardini (University of Lisbon)
   “Against the world”

Commmentator: Eugenio Orlandelli (University of Bologna)

15:30 – 16:00  Coffee break

16:00 – 17:30  Dan Zeman (University of the Basque Country)
    “Contextualism and disagreement in attitude: a bad marriage?”
Commentator: Neftalí Villanueva Fernández (University of 
Granada) 

Saturday 6 June – Aula Crociera Alta Studi Umanistici

10:00 – 11:30   Teresa Marques (Pompeu Fabra University, Barcelona)
    “A puzzle for conflicts”

Commentator: Sebastiano Moruzzi (University of Bologna)

11:30 - 12:00   Coffee break

12:00 - 13:30   Annalisa Coliva (University of Modena and Reggio Emilia)
    “How to committ Moore's paradox”

Commentator: Ángel García Rodríguez (University of 

Murcia) 



Speaker: Paul Egré (Institut Jean-Nicod)

Title: What is an adequate justification? 

Talk scheduled at: Thursday 3 PM 

Commentator: Daniele Sgaravatti (University of Rome)

Abstract.  In this talk I would like to puzzle about the nature of justification

and about the relation between knowledge and justification. Justification has

two sides, an internal side, and an external side. I will present elements from

a  recent  account  of  knowledge  that  I  defended  in  a  recent  joint  paper

coauthored with Paul Marty and Bryan Renne ("Knowledge, Justification and

Reason-Based Belief"), in which we argue that knowledge may be equated

with justified true belief, provided the notion of justification is understood in

terms  of  adequate  reasons.  We  propose,  in  particular,  an  axiomatic

characterization  of  the  notion  of  adequate  reason,  whose  function  is

essentially to make adequacy a stronger requirement than veridicality. One

criticism that may be voiced against our approach is that it commits us to a

form of infallibilism about knowledge. In this paper, however, I would like to

respond to this criticism, and to show that our account can distinguish various

levels  of  knowledge,  an  atomic  level  (the level  of  the  relation between a

reason and a proposition),  for  which infallibilism may indeed apply,  and a

more holistic level (the network of reasons that can support a proposition), for

which a version of fallibilism may become relevant. Both aspects may coexist,

provided a  satisfactory account  of  reasons and their  relationships  can be

given.



Speaker: Isidora Stojanovic (Institut Jean-Nicod) 

Title: The Grammar of Valuing

Talk scheduled at: Thursday 5 PM 

Commentator: Alain Pe-Curto (University of Geneva)

Abstract. Evaluative predicates have recently come to the focus of interest,

bringing  together  research  in  philosophy  of  language  and  semantics  with

discussions in ethics, aesthetics or epistemology. While moral predicates like

'good' and 'bad' and aesthetic predicates like 'beautiful' and 'ugly'  might be

seen as paradigms of evaluative predicates, there are usually dozens of ways

for a speaker to say or convey that he or she values something. The puzzle

that I shall address in this talk is how ordinary predicates may acquire an

evaluative use, and how one and the same predicate, such as 'simple'  or

'somber', may be used to express a positive value on some occasions, and a

negative value on other  occasions.  My ultimate aim is  to  investigate how

natural  languages encode evaluative information,  and to see whether  it  is

possible to delineate a (lexical) category of evaluative adjectives.

Speaker: Esa Diaz-Leon (University of Manitoba)

Title: Pejorative Terms and the Semantic Strategy 

Talk scheduled at: Friday 11 AM 

Commentator: Tristan Thommen (Institut Jean Nicod)

Abstract. Christopher Hom (2012) has recently argued that pejorative terms

give raise to a puzzle: whereas some occurrences (adjectives, adverbs) seem

to  be  best  accounted  for  non-truth-conditionally,  some  other  occurrences

(nouns, verbs) seem to be best accounted for truth-conditionally. Hom calls

the former orthodox occurrences of pejoratives terms, whereas the latter are



called  non-orthodox occurrences. As Hom argues, this diversity of intuitions

generates  a  puzzle.  Whereas  non-orthodox  occurrences seem to  be  best

explained  by  means  of  a  truth-conditional  theory,  according  to  which

pejorative terms make a truth-conditional contribution,  orthodox occurrences

seem  to  be  best  explained  by  means  of  a  non-truth-conditional  theory,

according to which pejoratives do not make a truth-conditional contribution

(but rather express the attitudes of the speaker). Hom argues that the best-

overall  account of pejorative terms is what he calls  the semantic strategy,

which can provide a unified semantic, truth-conditional account of the content

of pejoratives that can be applied to all occurrences of pejoratives (although

prima facie it seems best suited to explain non-orthodox occurrences only). In

addition,  he  offers  what  he  calls  the  conversational  implicature  strategy,

which he argues can explain our intuitions regarding orthodox occurrences. In

particular, he argues that pejorative terms express complex, negative socially

constructed properties (in virtue of their semantic content), and furthermore,

utterances of pejorative terms trigger conversational implicatures to the effect

that  the  corresponding  pejorative  terms  are  non-empty  (that  is,  there  are

individuals who fall under them), which explains the offensiveness of those

utterances. In this paper I aim to defend this semantic strategy from several

recent objections, and I will also present a novel objection, which in my view

shows  that  we  should  understand  the  semantic  account  as  a  version  of

inferentialism, rather than radical externalism.



Speaker: Elia Zardini (University of Lisbon)  

Title: Against the world 

Talk scheduled at: Friday 2 PM 

Commentator: Eugenio Orlandelli (University of Bologna)

Abstract. In  previous  works,  I’ve  developed  naive  theories  of  truth  and

vagueness which validate the law of excluded middle (LEM) and the law of

non-contradiction (LNC), and which solve the semantic paradoxes and the

paradoxes  of  vagueness  by restricting  instead  the  structural  properties  of

contraction and transitivity respectively. Moreover, the principle of distributivity

of  conjunction  over  disjunction  (D)  fails  in  the  theories—in  fact,  even  the

weaker  principle  of  modularity  (M)  fails.  However,  since  neither  kind  of

paradox seems to involve the last two principles in the first place, it  might

seem that the solutions I’ve proposed feature logics that are unnecessarily

weak. I’ll first argue that these appearances are deceiving: if the broad naive

approaches I’ve proposed are on anything like the right track—in particular, if

they are correct in upholding LEM and LNC—D and M just cannot be had. I’ll

then offer a philosophical diagnosis of the failures of D and M, arguing that

the fundamental problem with D and M is that they allow one to go from the

disjunctions of facts licenced by LEM to a disjunction of complete ways things

are (aka worlds)  each of  which violates LNC. D and M fail  because they

transform  the  former,  acceptable,  “local”  determinacy  into  the  latter,

unacceptable,“global” determinacy.



Speaker: Dan Zeman (University of the Basque Country)  

Title: Contextualism and Disagreement in Attitude: A Bad Marriage? 

Talk scheduled at: Friday 4 PM 

Commentator: Neftalí Villanueva Fernández (University of Granada)

Abstract. The phenomenon of “faultless disagreement” forms the basis of an

argument that relativists about a variety of expressions have leveled against

rival contextualist views. In a nutshell, the objection is that, while having no

problem  with  the  faultlessness  part,  contextualists  cannot  account  for

disagreement in ordinary exchanges involving the expressions in question.

Recently,  several  answers to  the relativist  challenge have surfaced in  the

literature.  One  of  those  answers  is  to  conceive  of  disagreement  in  the

relevant  cases  as  a  clash  of  non-doxastic  attitudes,  on  the  model  of  the

notion of “disagreement in attitude” borrowed from expressivist literature. In

this  talk  I  explore  this  answer  in  detail.  After  briefly  presenting  the

phenomenon of  faultless disagreement  and sorting out  both  the notion of

disagreement involved in the relativist challenge and the relevant uses of the

expressions  at  stake,  I  lay  down  what  seems  the  most  basic  notion  of

“disagreement in attitude”. I further investigate two possible ways in which the

contextualist can incorporate this notion in her framework. The main question

I  will  be  tackling  concerns  the  relationship  between  the  content  of  the

attitudes disagreement is said to consist in and the semantic content of the

utterances of  the participants in the relevant exchanges. For each way to

combine disagreement in attitude with contextualist semantics I will point out

some  problems.  The  (tentative)  conclusion  will  be  that  the  contextualist

strategy investigated falls short of giving a successful answer to the relativist

challenge.



Speaker: Teresa Marques (Pompeu Fabra University, Barcelona) 

Title: A Puzzle for Conflicts 

Talk scheduled at: Saturday 10 AM 

Commentator: Sebastiano Moruzzi (University of Bologna)

Abstract. The  first  chapter  of  Stevenson’s  1963  Facts  and  Values is

dedicated  to  the  nature  of  ethical  disagreement,  and  the  book  starts  by

drawing a distinction between two kinds of disagreement that philosophers,

but  mostly meta-ethicists, have assumed to exist ever since it  was made.

Expressivists  (Stevenson,  Blackburn  or  Gibbard),  relativists  (MacFarlane,

Egan),  contextualists  (Sundell,  Huvenes,  etc.)  all  embrace  it.  Stevenson

called them ‘disagreement in belief’ and ‘disagreement in attitude’, but they

are  doxastic  disagreements and  conflicting  conative  attitudes.  This  talk  is

concerned with the latter variety of ‘disagreement’, attitudinal conflicts.

Stevenson discriminated between two conditions for attitudinal conflicts. The

first condition is one of rationality, the second is one of satisfaction.

 

RATIONALITY: if it is not possible for an individual to rationally have a pair of

attitudes  X  and  Y,  then there is an attitudinal conflict  between two

people A and B where A has attitude X and B has attitude Y.

SATISFACTION: Attitudes X and Y are in conflict if  X and Y can’t be jointly

satisfied.

 

In this talk, I will first show that the individual rationality constraint depends on

an individual satisfaction condition. I will then show that RATIONALITY is not

a  condition  for  interpersonal  attitudinal  conflicts.  We  are  hence  left  with

SATISFACTION  as  the  only  condition.  However,  there  is  a  puzzle  for

SATISFACTION: on most accounts (most expressivist theories, for instance)

the majority of conative attitudes expressed in normative, evaluative or ethical



disputes can be jointly satisfied. As theorists, we are left with two options:

(i)       We  accept  that  people  are  massively  in  error  when  they  take

themselves to have attitudes that conflict with others’ attitudes.

(ii)       We seek  a  better  account  of  the relevant  attitudes,  and  of  their

contents, to accommodate satisfaction.

Speaker: Annalisa Coliva (University of Modena and Reggio Emilia) 

Title: How to commit Moore’s paradox 

Talk scheduled at: Saturday 12 AM 

Commentator: Ángel García Rodríguez (University of Murcia)

Abstract. Moore’s paradox comes in two forms. Namely, (1) “I believe that P

and it isn’t the case that P” and (2) “I don’t believe that P and it is the case

that  P”.  The paradox is  widely taken to have significant  implications for  a

variety  of  issues  in  philosophy  of  language  and  mind,  as  well  as  in

epistemology, and to be emblematic of peculiarities in the first person point of

view. Yet, its nature remains elusive.  Since it was first discovered by G. E.

Moore, two main kinds of analysis of it have been proposed. One, which goes

back to G. E. Moore himself, holds that the paradox arises only when (1) and

(2) are asserted, since, in that case, pragmatic norms governing the speech

act of assertion are violated. In contrast, another kind of analysis, which can

be traced back to  Wittgenstein,  maintains  that  (1)  and (2)  come down to

outright contradictions of the form “P and not-P”.

In the paper, both kinds of analysis are criticized. Furthermore, it is claimed

that,  surprisingly,  there are cases in which (1)  and (2)  can be legitimately

judged and/or asserted. Close inspection of those cases, however, reveals

that  the doxastic conjuncts in (1) and (2)  are self-ascriptions of beliefs as

dispositions. That is to say, of mental states that mediate between sensory

inputs and behavioural outputs, need not be self-known, yet, when they are,



they are known in a third-personal way and aren’t normatively constrained. It

is  then  argued  that,  in  order  to  save  the  paradox,  one  must  resort  to  a

thoroughly normative notion of beliefs as first-personal commitments. These

depend  on  subjects’  mental  agency,  are  necessarily  self-known,  and  are

normatively constrained also from a subject’s own point of view. The bearing

of beliefs as commitments on the account of the paradox is presented and

explored in detail. In closing, the idea of beliefs as first-personal commitments

is defended from possible criticisms.


