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EDITORIAL

I must say that when Jon asked me to become part of
the editorial board for The Reasoner, 1 was quite sur-
prised. ‘What do I know about logic, reasoning and
method?’, I thought, considering my specialization in
a (not too popular—perhaps rightly so ...) mixture of
metaphysics, philosophy of physics and philosophy of
science. At the same time, I also thought that Jon surely
knew what he was doing, and that, as a general rule, one
should always accept new challenges. Having accepted
the challenge, here I am, writing my first guest editorial

and preparing my first interview for our gazette. Be-
fore I introduce my interlocutor, though, let me submit
to you a few considerations (unfortunately, still quite
vague at the moment) concerning some issues [ have
been thinking about lately, and that might be of inter-
est for at least some of the readers of The Reasoner.

On the one hand, there is
a debate in epistemology about
whether or not coherence is truth-
conducive, and although the exis-
tence of a direct connection be-
tween coherence and truth has
been almost conclusively ruled out,
some authors insist that the coherence of a set of beliefs
plays an important epistemic role. On the other hand,
scientific realists have sometimes defended their view—
that scientific theories are not simply useful instruments
but rather (approximately) true descriptions of an objec-
tive external reality—on the basis of a sort of ‘argument
from coincidence’. It is often the case that several inde-
pendent theories, hypotheses and practices lead to the
same conjecture, say, about the existence of a certain
unobservable entity or mechanism. Think, for exam-
ple, of Salmon’s argument that, since there are several
very different ways to establish the value of Avogadro’s
number, we should take the latter to correspond to a
real characteristic of the world. This can certainly be
made more general: there are, e.g., many independent
arguments for believing in the sphericity of the Earth,
in the fact that water is H,O, in the existence of mul-
tiverses (example courtesy of Jon Williamson!), and so
on. Now, couldn’t these two things be put together with
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a view to establishing, and making rigorous, a sort of ar-
gument ‘from the coherence of independent sources’ in
favour of scientific realism (so providing, at the same
time, a clear example of the truth-coherence connec-
tion)? To my knowledge, little has been said in this
respect—although I think that, in a sense, something
along these lines was already present in Whewell’s idea
of the ‘consilience of inductions’. I am curious to know
what people think about all this, perhaps some of the
readers of The Reasoner could write something related
to this topic send it to us!

Ok, let me now get back to duty and to our guest for
this month. I had the pleasure to first meet him at a
talk he gave in Paris; more recently, we met again in
Konstanz, where he is a professor and where I recently
started as a research fellow. Perhaps, he can tell me why
the idea of coherence cannot be of any help to scientific
realists!

Matteo Morganti
Philosophy, Konstanz

§2
FEATURES

Interview with Wolfgang Spohn

Wolfgang Spohn is Professor of Philosophy
and Philosophy of Science in the Department
of Philosophy of the University of Konstanz.
He has interests in logic, the the-
ory of knowledge and the philos-
ophy of the natural sciences. He
claims to have a high respect for
the history of philosophy, but also
whole-heartedly declares himself a
20th/21st century analytic philoso-
pher, interested in the rigorous con-
ceptual analysis of concepts and
problems rather than in what was
done in the past. He has written around 70 papers,
edited and translated books and given seminars and lec-
tures internationally on a broad range of topics. He is
the author of Causation, Coherence, and Concepts. A
Collection of Essays (Springer, Dordrecht, 2008).

Matteo Morganti: Can you, first of all, tell us how
you got interested in philosophy, and in the sort of phi-
losophy you have specialized in?

Wolfgang Spohn: I recall I lost faith when I was 15
and then got deeply interested in philosophy. Reading
a lot, I hit upon W. Stegmiiller’s Hauptstromungen der
Gegenwartsphilosophie, that contained various chapters
on deterring philosophers, but also a chapter on Rudolf
Carnap and the Vienna Circle. This opened my heart

and my mind, and so I decided at 17 to study this kind of
philosophy; in 1968, Stegmiiller’s institute was almost
the only place in Germany where I could do this. I never
got any reason at all to regret my decision.

MM: What topics are you currently working on? I
understand you’re completing an ambitious (and thick!)
book. Can you tell us a bit about it, a sort of special
preview?

WS: T hope to finish this year my book on ranking
theory comprising ca. 700 manuscript pages and col-
lecting my research over 27 years. Ranking theory may
rightfully claim to be the little sister of probability the-
ory reaching adulthood with my book. On important
scores (all related to relative frequency) ranking theory
is less useful than probability theory, on many scores
(confirmation, explanation, causation, lawlikeness, etc.)
it is equally useful, and on some scores, in particular
philosophical ones (belief, justification, and truth) it is
more useful. The fact that there could be a little sister
at all comes as a kind of surprise after probability the-
ory is already 350 years old. Of course, the siblinghood
helped me enormously in developing ranking theory.

MM: Apart from those that your research focuses on,
what do you take to be ‘hot topics’ for contemporary
logic and philosophy? Where do you see the most po-
tential for progress (if there’s anything like progress in
philosophy ...)?

WS: Oh, there are so many hot topics for contempo-
rary logic and philosophy; starting any list could only
mean starting to be unfair. There are even so many top-
ics on which I would still like to contribute. Of course,
there is progress on philosophy. I see a lot of timidity
and conservativity among my colleagues; I see that phi-
losophy has largely become a normal science and that
many philosophers feel like that (though there are rea-
sons to deplore this, it is first of all a virtue). However, |
also see that so many issues are still fundamentally un-
clear. I am convinced that many important ideas, foun-
dational and other ones, are lying ahead of us, worth of
all our efforts to find them.

MM: You probably know that The Reasoner is de-
voted to reasoning, inference and method in philosophy
and the sciences. What is your perception of the current
status of research in this area?

WS: The current research in these areas is definitely
in good shape. There are many excellent studies of de-
tails, and there is even foundational innovation (ranking
theory being one example) again entailing many partic-
ular studies. A symptom of flourishing certainly is the
foundation of the new European Journal for the Philos-
ophy of Science that will hopefully establish as an equal
partner to the two leaders in the field.

MM: In general, you seem to be fond of formal meth-
ods as a tool for philosophers. What exactly is the role
they play (or, should play) in your opinion? Should they
become a more integral part of philosophy education, or
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are they just useful in some cases?

WS: In teaching I am quite defensive about formal
methods, perhaps overly so. The reason is that students
of philosophy have widely varying interests, and most
of them are not educated for an academic career; I do
not feel to have the right to burden them with extensive
formal obligations. Still, formal methods are of utmost
importance in philosophy. In my view, they provide the
best method for gaining more security in philosophical
argument. You give an informal account of some philo-
sophical issue that is plausible (it can be no more), you
give a formal account of the same philosophical issue
that proceeds by rigorous proof, you cross-check the
two accounts at many points (that guards against formal
fantasies), and the two accounts agree well. What bet-
ter (though not fool-proof) control could there be that
you have done something reasonable? Of course, many
issues in philosophy are not amenable to formal meth-
ods. However, many are, and there are more than are
presently accessible.

MM: One of your long-standing interests is in the
philosophy of causality, on which you wrote several pa-
pers. I know this is asking a lot, but could you outline
your views on the topic, which is certainly one of the
most controversial in analytic philosophy?

WS: The more I think about it, the more it seems to
me that I am realizing a strictly Humean position. I am
not referring to his regularity theory (nor to his coun-
terfactual paraphrase), but rather to his other definition,
to what may be called his associationist theory of cau-
sation. Ranking theory is perfect for elaborating this
theory (there will be a long chapter on this in my book)
and thus provides a direct rival to the now popular coun-
terfactual theory of deterministic causation and its vari-
ants, foremost the interventionistic one. My main ar-
gument is that, overall, the ranking theoretic approach
is better suited to cope with all the examples, structural
intuitions, etc., that I subsume under the “logic” of cau-
sation. The conception thus emerging is decidedly sub-
jectivistic; causal relations are explained only relative
to doxastic states (as Hume had it). This is a high price
to pay, much too high for many. I agree. Therefore I
have bolstered up my subjectivistic account by a theory
of objectification that is present, in a simplistic way, al-
ready in Hume’s writings. In effect, I thereby render
precise what has been called Hume’s projectivism. I am
most interested to learn whether readers are satisfied by
this construction.

MM: You have recently started a new cooperation
with philosophers at the IHPST in Paris on this, more
precisely on probability and causality. Can you tell us
something about it, and about any other similar plans
you might have?

WS: Jacques Dubucs from the IHPST and I suc-
ceeded in getting our three-year joint project on Causal-
ity and Probability funded jointly by the ANR and the

DFG. The cooperation is just about to start, and I am
quite enthusiastic about it. We shall see how it really
develops. Another plan of mine is to engage in a DFG-
Sonderforschungsbereich Psychoeconomics for which
mainly economists and psychologists of my university
have applied and within which I would like to pursue
my project on, as I call it, reflexive rationality. I am
convinced that decision and game theory could consid-
erably gain in normative adequacy by attending to this
reflexive perspective.

MM: Who are you (or, will you be) working with for
this project on the Konstanz side? Did any ‘promis-
ing new talents’ arrive on the shores of Lake Konstanz
lately?

WS: For the French-German cooperation I hired
Michael Baumgartner from Bern and Luke Glynn from
Oxford. So, we shall be quite an international group.
Indeed, philosophical life in Konstanz has become (or
rather continues to be) very lively. Besides the regu-
lar department we could attract the Emmy Noether re-
search group of Franz Huber on Formal Epistemology
that will be with us for five years. Moreover, the Univer-
sity of Konstanz has succeeded in becoming one of nine
so-called elite universities in Germany. This means a
lot of funding for research from which philosophy prof-
its as well. One important funding line is what we call
our Zukunftskolleg at which so far the Italian quantum
philosopher Matteo Morganti and the German philoso-
pher/historian of science Samuel Schindler successfully
applied; we expect to have them here for five years. So,
you see: Lake Konstanz borders on three countries, and
the world meets at the university.

MM: Slight change of topic. In my editorial, I claim
that it might be interesting to explore the connection
between the epistemological debate on the relationship
(or lack thereof) between coherence and truth and the
discussion concerning scientific realism. In particular,
the (relatively unexplored) idea that a) the convergence
of different independent hypotheses, theories, meth-
ods and procedures towards the same conjecture about
the unobservable lends plausibility to realism might be
fruitfully connected to the idea that b) at least in some
cases, the probability of a belief increases with an in-
crease in the coherence of a set of beliefs that it belongs
to or follows from. Do you have anything to say about
this, if only at the level of intuition?

WS: Here you raise crucial issues by connecting var-
ious key notions. However, they find me in a state of
confusion, mainly because I have difficulties to share
the presuppositions apparently underlying the discus-
sion of those issues and because I have not yet devel-
oped a coherent view doing without these presuppo-
sitions. So, let me make just some miscellaneous re-
marks.

For instance, I always took scientific realism to be the
natural attitude and could never really grasp the force
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of objections; in particular, van Fraassen’s constructive
empiricism seems artificial to me. Also, I could not find
that the recent discussion of coherence (and its potential
for probability raising) led to useful positive results; in
my view this notion is too indeterminate to be explica-
ble. Of course, I endorse the inference to the best expla-
nation (and believe that it basically is the ranking ver-
sion of Bayes’ theorem), but I have found all accounts
of explanatory coherence wanting.

More importantly, I do not share common views
about epistemology, ontology, and their relation. For
instance, empiricist inclinations are strongly motivated
by arguments from the underdetermination of theo-
ries. The background of such arguments, though, is a
hypothetico-deductivist notion of theories that I do not
share. I rather believe that the inductive relations the-
ories bear to evidence are not external to them, but are
right away built into them and into the concepts they
use. In my account of dispositions (that are often treated
as a rudimentary kind of theoretical concepts) I have ex-
plained what this could mean, and I am wondering how
such ideas could work for richer scientific theories.

Similarly, a common view seems to be that basic on-
tological theories are rivals. I rather take them to be
essentially interdefinable, so that everything they claim
to exist does indeed exist; I am an ontological liberal
opposing Occam’s razor. So, in a way, all of these theo-
ries are true, they only err in their claims of ontological
primacy. Again, I am wondering how this view fares in
relation to more specific scientific ontologies. I am even
at odds about truth. I have come to the conclusion that
there really are two notions of truth (not just, as some
would have it, a concept and a criterion), which even ap-
ply to different kinds of bearers (or propositions). One
is the obvious one (correspondence, deflationary, etc.),
though it comes in subtle and vigorously discussed vari-
ants. The other one is still very ill-understood. It is re-
lated to pragmatic, coherentist, and evaluationist ideas
that are poorly elaborated and thus cannot yet be said to
converge. My background of such heretic remarks is my
view on two-dimensional semantics in which I strongly
believe and which, I think, indeed applies different no-
tions of truth in its two dimensions.

So, I would love to have positive answers to the is-
sues you raise, and I think they are feasible, but quite
different from present views and inquiries. However, |
presently have at best pieces—that may or may not be
worked out to form a coherent view.

MM: Ok, thanks a lot, this was very thought-
provoking ...Now, let me change topic again. How is
it like to be an analytic philosopher of science in Ger-
many? What is the situation like, especially with re-
spect to the relationship between analytic philosophy
and ‘traditional’ philosophy (I am not sure whether you
believe in the analytic-continental distinction ...)—in
Konstanz and elsewhere?

WS: The analytic/continental distinction wears its
silliness on its face; sometimes I suspect this is in-
tended. Still, it has descriptive content, and there
is some truth in mixing methodological and historio-
graphic features. As to Germany, both, “analytic phi-
losophy” and “traditional philosophy” stand for varie-
gated bunches of attitudes or paradigms that even par-
tially overlap. I do not perceive open fights, but under-
neath there is still a lot of rivalry and intrigue. In earlier
times I clearly felt analytic philosophy to be underrep-
resented in Germany (see my above remark about the
Stegmiiller institute); this is why I so heavily engaged in
Erkenntnis, was a founding member of the Gesellschaft
fiir Analytische Philosophie, etc. Presently, [ am not so
sure; analytic philosophy flourishes in Germany. More-
over, dominance and monoculture would definitely be
disastrous for philosophy; we have to cultivate plural-
ism and open-mindedness on high standards, and cer-
tainly analytic philosophy is not per se good philosophy.
Sometimes I feel that pluralism is rather threatened by
the weakness of other philosophical paradigms; it seems
we have to familiarize ourselves with the idea of having
pluralism within analytic philosophy.

MM: How do you see the role of German analytic
philosophy (especially of science) with respect to the
European, and more generally international, network?

WS: German analytic philosophy has no special role.
However, I am very pleased to see that European an-
alytic philosophy and philosophy of science gains in-
creasing confidence and organization, as manifested by
the foundation of ESAP and EPSA and their regular
congresses, the growing importance of the ESF, etc.
The American or Anglo-Saxon dominance in the past
decades was certainly unhealthy, and the fact that the
one European philosopher saw the other one only via
a transcontinental detour was absurd. I am glad this is
changing, certainly also to the benefit of the American
or Anglo-Saxon scene. I deplore that these remarks are
still extremely Western-centered. However, advancing
the integration of world philosophy is a more difficult
project by far.

MM: To conclude, do you have any advice for those
of us that are relatively new in the field, and especially
for the younger students thinking about an academic ca-
reer? Why should they choose philosophy?

WS: Advice? I do not try to persuade anyone to do
philosophy; the academic prospects are too dim. The
passion must come from inside. If it’s there, I have the
fullest empathy (or rather I share it for more than 40
years) and try to support and not to deter it. But you fol-
low your passion at your own risk. If so, do not be too
self-critical; however, try to have a realistic estimate of
your talents! Work really hard and, subsidiarily, be ac-
tive in acquiring good records (though they are no guar-
antee)! And don’t forget to be a philosopher (though
that’s hard sometimes)!
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MM: Thanks a lot for your time!
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Book: Argumentation in Artificial Intelli-
gence

Iyad Rahwan and Guillermo R. Simari (2009). Argu-
mentation in Artificial Intelligence, Springer.

This volume is a systematic, expansive presentation
of the major achievements in the intersection between
two fields of inquiry: Argumentation Theory and Arti-
ficial Intelligence. Contributions from international re-
searchers who have helped shape this dynamic area of-
fer a progressive development of intuitions, ideas and
techniques, from philosophical background to abstract
argument systems, to computing arguments, to the ap-
pearance of applications producing innovative results.
Each chapter features extensive examples to ensure that
readers develop the right intuitions before they move
from one topic to another.

In particular, the book exhibits an overview of key
concepts in Argumentation Theory and of formal mod-
els of Argumentation in Al. After laying a strong foun-
dation by covering the fundamentals of argumentation
and formal argument modeling, the book expands its
focus to more specialized topics, such as algorithmic is-
sues, argumentation in multi-agent systems, and strate-
gic aspects of argumentation. Finally, as a coda, the
book explores some practical applications of argumen-
tation in Al and applications of Al in argumentation.

Argumentation in Artificial Intelligence is sure to be-
come an essential resource for graduate students and
researchers working in Autonomous Agents, Al and
Law, Logic in Computer Science, Electronic Gover-
nance, and Multi-agent Systems. The book is suitable
both as a comprehensive introduction to the field, and
also as a highly organized and accessible reference for
established researchers.

The book is written for researchers and postgraduate
students working in artificial intelligence, Al and law,
logic in computer science, electronic democracy, multi-
agent systems, etc.

Iyad Rahwan
Faculty of Informatics, British University in Dubai

Journal: Dialogue and Discourse

We are happy to announce the launch of a new interna-
tional journal, Dialogue and Discourse.

Dialogue and Discourse reflects the surge of inter-
est in the analysis of language ‘beyond the single sen-

tence’, in discourse (i.e., text, monologue) and dialogue,
from a formal, computational, or experimental perspec-
tive, as reflected in the wide range of work presented at
the SEMDIAL and SIGDIAL conferences and various
other forums. Dialogue and Discourse will be the first
journal devoted to the wide dissemination of such work.

Our aim is to publish (i) the best research in the area
of dialogue and discourse (as specified in our Aims and
Scope), (ii) in a timely fashion (we are committed to
achieving a mean time between submission and deci-
sion of 3 months), (iii) open to interested readers every-
where (open access, online).

We are part of the ejournal initiative of the Linguistic
Society of America.

Articles will be published online as soon as they have
been accepted. Each year, a (hardcopy) volume, col-
lecting all articles of the year will be published by CSLI
Publications, Stanford.

The journal can be found here and here, each of these
sites providing immediate access to a submission portal
and to available articles.

As with any journal, the two most important re-
sources are its contributors and its readers. The jour-
nal is open for submissions and we urge you to consider
submitting your work on any topic relevant to Dialogue
and Discourse. Our first articles should start appearing
within the next two months.

David Schlangen
Computational linguistics, Potsdam

Conditionals, 11 May

On May 11th 2009 a one-day workshop on Condition-
als was held at the University of Diisseldorf, which was
organized by Gerhard Schurz and Matthias Unterhuber
(University of Diisseldorf). It took place in the con-
text of the European Science Foundation (Eurocores)
programme “Modelling Intelligent Interaction Logics
in the Humanities, Social and Computational Sciences
(LogiCCC)”, and brought together researchers from the
project “Logic of Causal and Probabilistic Reasoning in
Uncertain Environments (LcpR)” with reserachers from
another Eurocores project (Hannes Leitgeb, “Metacog-
nition as a Precursor to Self-Consciousness: Evolution,
Development, and Epistemology (MPSC)”) and other
projects (Igor Douven and Richard Dietz, “Formal Epis-
temology Project at the University of Leuven”; Niki
Pfeifer, “Mental Probability Logic” project of the Aus-
trian Science Foundation).

Hannes Leitgeb (University of Bristol and University
of Diisseldorf) gave an account of his logical system
for counterfactuals which combines a possible worlds
semantics with a probability semantics. Igor Douven
(University of Leuven) discussed several options of up-
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dating rules for beliefs in the context of the Judy Ben-
jamin problem and its consequences for an account of
belief. Niki Pfeifer (University of Salzburg) discussed
recent probabilistic approaches in the psychology of de-
ductive reasoning and described empirical studies on
how people understand and reason about uncertain con-
ditionals. Gerhard Schurz (University of Diisseldorf)
presented empirical findings on human non-monotonic
reasoning and discussed several formal problems in
probabilistically reliable reasoning. Eva Rafetseder
(University of Salzburg) described a series of studies
in which the development of hypothetical and counter-
factual reasoning compentencies from three year olds
to adults were traced. Gernot Kleiter (University of
Salzburg) proposed a formal framework for describing
imprecise conditionals by means of beta-distributions.
Finally, Richard Dietz (University of Leuven) discussed
explications of the Ramsey test for left-nested condi-
tionals in the context of Adam’s thesis. Material from
the talks can be found here.

Acknowledgements: We would like to thank the German
Research Foundation, the Austrian Science Fund and the
Alexander von Humboldt Foundation.

Matthias Unterhuber
Philosophy, Heinrich-Heine-Universitéit Diisseldorf

Argument Cultures, 3—-6 June

The Ontario Society for the Study of Argumentation
(OSSA) “Argument Cultures” conference was held 3—-6
June 2009 at the University of Windsor (Windsor, On-
tario, Canada), organized by the Centre for Research
in Reasoning, Argumentation & Rhetoric (CRRAR).
There were 88 papers and commentaries, plus 3 keynote
addresses, by 120 scholars from 19 countries (mainly
from Europe and North America), representing the dis-
ciplines of Al, classics, communication, discourse anal-
ysis, linguistics, law, medicine, philosophy and rhetoric.

The OSSA conferences are distinctive in that presen-
ters have c. 25 minutes, and each is followed by a 10-
minute commentary prepared in advance by a commen-
tator matched to the paper by the organizers, followed
by 15 minutes’ discussion with the audience.

Keynotes:

Ruth Amossy, Tel-Aviv University, “Agreeing on the
Reasonable: A Discursive Cultural Approach to Ar-
guments”. An approach to arguments allowing for a
“thick” description of their discursive and communica-
tive aspects, as well as their constitutive dialogism ...

Robert Pinto, University of Windsor, “Argumentation
and the Force of Reasons”. Argument viewed as of-
fering or exchanging reasons, reasons having normative
force as always either good or bad, and when good and
justifying something, making it right.

David Zarefsky, Northwestern University. “What
does an Argument Culture Look Like?”. Argument con-
ceived as process, method and human activity, embody-
ing practices undergirded by norms, and characterized
by such productive tensions as between commitment
and contingency, partisanship and restraint, personal
conviction and sensitivity to audience, reasonableness
and subjectivity and decision and non-disclosure.

The topics were wide-ranging and no single theme
emerged. Some were descriptive, some normative;
some theoretical, some applied. Several papers re-
porting on research projects related to the theory of
“strategic manoeuvring” of the Amsterdam Pragma-
Dialectical school. Several took up the conference
theme and addressed argument cultures in various
senses. Papers examined the Internet as a new argu-
ment culture and as a source of arguments from author-
ity. Medical and legal reasoning and argument, politi-
cal argument, working class argument; visual argument,
emotional argument, visceral argument; fallacies and
fallacy theory-each received more than one treatment.

The Abstracts are still available at the OSSA 2009
conference website.

Andrei Moldovan’s (Philosophy, Barcelona) “Prag-
matic considerations in the interpretation of denying the
antecedent” won the J.A. Blair Prize (500 dollars) for
outstanding graduate student paper.

The OSSA 2009 Proceedings, edited by Yuho Ritola
(Turku, Finland) will be available on a CD in August or
September (check the CRRAR website).

Hans V. Hansen, Christopher W. Tindale, J. Anthony
Blair, Ralph H. Johnson

Centre for Research in Reasoning, Argumentation &
Rhetoric, Windsor

Aim of Belief, 11-13 June

The theme of the conference is how the generally ac-
cepted claim “Belief aims at truth” should be under-
stood. The speakers were Timothy Chan, Pascal En-
gel, Kathrin Gliier-Pagin & Asa Wikforss, Anandi Hat-
tiangadi, Paul Horwich, David Papineau, Nishi Shah,
Asbjgrn Steglich-Petersen and Ralph Wedgwood. Re-
sponses were given (in corresponding order) by Jane
Friedman, Douglas Edwards, Anders Nes, Daniel Whit-
ing, Theodora Achourioti, Heine Holmen, J. Adam
Carter, Timothy Williamson and Davide Fassio.

Engel opened proceedings by outlining two main ap-
proaches to the question, normative and teleological.
The two camps disagree on the status of norms that en-
join us to form only beliefs that are true. On the tele-
ologist view, any such norms derive from the value we
attach to true beliefs, rather than the nature of belief.
On the normative view that Engel endorses, by con-
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trast, truth provides a fundamental standard of correct-
ness for belief, which is necessary in understanding the
irreducibly normative dimensions of the nature and con-
tents of belief.

The normative view is further argued for in the pa-
pers by Wedgwood and Chan. Developing the position
put forward in his previous work, Wedgwood spells out
and argues for the theses that, first, beliefs are essen-
tially regulated by certain standards of rationality, and,
second, that these standards of rationality applying to
belief are oriented towards the truth. Chan argues that
truth is a constitutive norm of belief, in the sense that
it defines an internal standard of success or correctness
for belief as a kind of mental state. Horwich opens the
case for the critique of normative accounts by distin-
guishing between different logical forms that a norm
of truth governing belief can take, and suggest plausi-
ble sources of the value of true beliefs. Papineau goes
further and argues that there are no sui generis norms
attaching to beliefs, since no real prescription can pos-
sibly follow from any such putative norms constitutive
of the attitude of belief. Hattiangadi also argues that no
prescription concerning what agents ought to do follows
from any plausible formulation of the truth-norms sup-
posedly constitutive of belief; at most what we have are
statements of “ought-to-be”’, which have no prescriptive
force.

Addressing the question “What is belief?”, Gliier-
Pagin & Wikforss develop an account in terms of the
functional roles of belief in action explanation, which
distinguishes belief from attitudes such as assuming or
imagining without appealing to norms of belief.

Finally, Steglich-Petersen defends the claim that truth
is the aim of epistemic justification against objections
in the literature, objections that face both normative
and teleological versions of this claim. In both his re-
sponse to Steglich-Petersen and discussion with Hor-
wich, Williamson defend the claim that it is knowledge
rather than truth which is the fundamental norm of be-
lief.

Podcasts of all the talks of the conference will be
made freely available in stages here, where you can also
subscribe to the RSS feeds and be alerted as new pod-
casts are uploaded. An anthology of papers based on
the conference is also being planned.

Timothy Chan
CSMN, University of Oslo

Arché Scepticism Conference, 13-14 June

The Arché Scepticism Conference took place on 13-14
June, 2009. The conference was part of the AHRC-
funded Basic Knowledge Project. Next year this project
will move from the University of St Andrews to the

Northern Institute of Philosophy at the University of
Aberdeen, and will continue there for three more years.

The conference had eight presentations by re-
searchers of their work in progress related to scepticism.
I found all the talks to be very interesting. Here are brief
summaries:

DAY 1 (Saturday, 13 June)

Stewart Cohen, “Bootstrapping and defeasible rea-
soning”. Cohen argued that responses to scepticism that
reject (1) ‘One can know things by perception only if
one antecedently knows that perception is reliable’ and
those that reject (2) ‘One can know that perception is re-
liable only by knowing things via perception’ have more
in common than is usually supposed. He also discussed
the bootstrapping objection to denying (1).

Brian Weatherson, “Probabilistic arguments for scep-
ticism”. Weatherson discussed a certain argument for
‘It’s impossible to know anything that is inferred am-
pliatively from one’s evidence’. He proposes a way of
denying this conclusion by adopting an interest-relative
view of belief.

Aidan McGlynn, “On epistemic alchemy”. McGlynn
argued that in order to avoid the problem of epistemic
alchemy, wherein one’s non-evidential entitlements can
be alchemically transformed into evidentially justified
beliefs, one must deny that entitlement is closed under
known disjunction introduction.

Ernest Sosa, “Descartes, scepticism, and virtue epis-
temology”. Sosa presented a puzzle for interpreting the
project of Descartes’ Meditations, which he argued can
be resolved if we read Descartes’ certain knowledge as
requiring a kind of superlative aptness in judgment.

DAY 2 (Sunday, 14 June)

Jonathan Vogel, “Explanation and the external
world”. Vogel argued that our external world beliefs
can explain the data of experience via necessary truths
like ‘No object exists in multiple regions of space’, and
skeptical hypotheses can’t. He argued that therefore our
experiences confirm our external world beliefs over the
sceptical hypotheses.

Anthony Brueckner, “~K~SK”. Brueckner discussed
arguments for and against the claim that ‘I don’t know
I’'m not a handless brain in a vat’. In particular,
he argued that it’s unclear how to get an argument
against this claim out of dogmatist theories of percep-
tual knowledge and justification, and argued against cer-
tain attempts to argue for this claim.

Roger White, “Defeasibility and scepticism”. White
criticized certain sorts of views of perceptual evidence,
which claim that evidence is often more than appear-
ances. He argued that supporters of such views will
have to say implausible things about how one’s cre-
dences ought to change in certain scenarios.

Crispin Wright, “Entitlement: Pascal, Reichenbach
and the sceptical point of view”. Wright discussed his
‘Entitlement Programme’, according to which it’s ratio-
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nal to take it for granted that certain ‘hinge propositions’
are true without evidence. This Programme should start
with the idea that the hinges are presuppositions of a
cognitive project, and that it’s part of rationality to be
engaged in cognitive projects.

Dylan Dodd
Philosophy, University of St Andrews

Non-Classical Mathematics, 18-22 June

The 20th century has witnessed several attempts to build
parts of mathematics on grounds other than classical
logic. The original intuitionist renderings of set the-
ory, arithmetic, analysis, etc. were later accompanied
by those based on relevant, paraconsistent, contraction-
free, modal, and other non-classical logics. The subject
studying such theories can be called non-classical math-
ematics (NCM), which we formally understand as the
study of any part of mathematics that is, or can in prin-
ciple be, formalized in some logic other than classical.

The first conference on Non-Classical Mathematics
was held on 18-22 June 2009 in Hejnice, Czech Repub-
lic. The conference brought together 28 researchers and
fulfilled its three aims: to introduce particular fields of
NCM to researchers from other branches; to present re-
cent advances in those fields; and to identify common
problems and methods and foster the exchange of ideas
between researchers from separate fields. The success
of the last aim was witnessed by long discussions—
some quite passionate— on such issues as: classical vs
non-classical metamathematics, the split of notions due
to the use of a weaker logic, motivation for particular
NCMs, parallels between results in one or other area,
and the question whether non-standard foundations over
classical logic already count as NCM.

There were four invited speakers: Giovanni Sam-
bin gave a tutorial on constructive mathematics, with
a distinctive meta-theoretical perspective of pluralism
of levels of abstraction. Greg Restall introduced the
notion of a bitheory, which treats truth and falsity in
parallel, and argued for its usefulness for NCMs in-
volving truth value gaps or gluts. Kazushige Terui in
his tutorial demonstrated a deep duality between cut-
elimination results in the sequent calculi for substruc-
tural logics and completion results in the correspond-
ing algebras. Chris Mortensen gave a tutorial on results
in non-classical logics for representing negation and in-
consistency and the analysis of the way that certain vi-
sual representations have inconsistent content. Out of
the 13 contributed talks we select: Shunsuke Yatabe
discussed the omega-inconsistency of Peano Arithmetic
in Lukasiewicz’s infinitely valued logic and argued that
this may be a virtue and not a flaw. Petr Hajek stud-
ied weak arithmetic theories in the context of fuzzy log-

ics and showed their quite distinctive non-classical be-
haviour, despite the standard incompleteness result. Li-
bor Behounek treated the notion of an infinitesimal as a
fuzzy property of standard numbers. Arnon Avron pre-
sented a weak theory of sets inspired by taking predica-
tivity very seriously, in a classical background theory.
A special issue of Logic Journal of the IGPL is planned
with an open call for papers.

Robert K. Meyer had submitted a paper, but he died
before the conference was held. We remembered him
with a minute of silence at the start of the meeting, and
his mark was on many of the discussions as we talked
of his results and some of his infectious enthusiasm for
using non-classical logic to illuminate important math-
ematical issues lived on in our meeting.

Petr Cintula
Institute of Computer Science, Academy of Sciences of
the Czech Republic

Greg Restall
Philosophy, University of Melbourne

Consciousness and the Self, 25 June

On 25th June 2009, the Department of Philosophy at
the University of Liverpool held a conference on ‘Con-
sciousness and the Self’, featuring Tim Crane (UCL),
Galen Strawson (Reading), Howard Robinson (CEU)
and Barry Dainton (Liverpool). The event was orga-
nized by Daniel Hill, of the Department’s ‘Metaphysics,
Language, and Mind’ research group.

Tim Crane opened proceedings with a paper dis-
cussing ‘Consciousness in the etymological sense’.
Noting that we speak both of conscious experiences
and conscious beliefs, Crane wondered whether a uni-
fied account could be provided to explain why the same
word could be applied to both beliefs and experiences.
With a nod to the etymological root of the word ‘con-
scious’ (“conscious f. L. con- together + scire to know”
(OED 2nd edition 1989)), Crane proposed that an un-
derstanding of the relationship between consciousness
and knowledge could provide such an account. In par-
ticular, while beliefs, unlike experiences, cannot them-
selves appear as events in the stream of consciousness,
they can nevertheless be brought under the gaze of the
stream of consciousness. Through introspection, we can
come to know the content of our beliefs in the same
privileged way that we can come to know our experi-
ences.

Galen Strawson’s paper, ‘Eye and I’, tackled the
question of whether the ‘I’ can turn inwards to attend
to itself as the subject of its awareness. Against the ‘old
claim’ that the ‘T’, like the eye, is unable to look at itself,
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Strawson argued that present-moment self-awareness is
possible, in a substantial, ‘thetic’ sense—that is, that the
‘I’ can hold itself as the focus of its attention. While the
‘I" does not see itself as it sees other objects of expe-
rience, it can nevertheless know itself by acquaintance,
by attending to itself as the subject of awareness. In the
process of presenting this argument, Strawson laid out
elements of his ‘real materialism’, including his ‘thin’
notion of the subject of experience as being, essentially,
identical to the neural activity that constitutes that expe-
rience.

Howard Robinson argued for three claims: (1) that
no physical objects, as standardly conceived, could be
the subject of conscious states (assuming that no ‘seri-
ously reductive’ account of mental states, such as be-
haviourism, is viable); (2) that no physical object, as
‘deviantly’ conceived by neutral monists, can be the
subject of conscious states; and (3) that a bundle of co-
consciously related states cannot be the subject of con-
scious states. Claims (2) and (3) set Robinson against
the views of Strawson and Dainton respectively, and he
presented detailed considerations against both.

Barry Dainton closed proceedings with a presenta-
tion of the neo-Lockean account of the self defended in
his recent book, The Phenomenal Self (Oxford: 2008).
Aiming for a balance between intuitive appeal and
metaphysical defensibility, Dainton argued that the per-
sistence of the self resides in phenomenal, rather than
psychological, continuity.

The conference was well attended, by academic
philosophers, students, and members of the public.

Mary Leng and Stephen McLeod
Department of Philosophy, University of Liverpool

Strategies-1, 26 June

The first workshop on Logics and Strategies, titled
Strategies-I was organized on June 26, 2009 at the
Department of Artificial Intelligence, University of
Groningen. The workshop was considered as the kick-
off meeting of the project “Strategies in Multi-agent
Systems: From implicit to implementable”, conceived
by Johan van Benthem from the Institute for Logic,
Language and Computation (ILLC), Amsterdam, and
Rineke Verbrugge and Sujata Ghosh from the Univer-
sity of Groningen.

The speakers and the participants of the workshop
were not restricted to Amsterdam and Groningen only.
They came from all over Netherlands and also from
abroad. To start the proceedings, Wiebe van der Hoek
from the University of Liverpool gave a talk on logics
with explicit and specific strategies. First he presented
an extension of Alternating Time Temporal Logic, in-
corporating explicit strategies in the framework by

means of strategy-commitment functions. Then he gave
an account of Cooperative Boolean Games, where a
strategy for a player is much more specific, setting val-
ues to the propositions that are considered to be under
her control. Complexities of computing solution con-
cepts of such cooperative games were discussed.

Jonathan Zvesper (ILLC) generalised a result on the
equivalence of m + 1 rounds of iterated domination of
non-optimal strategies with rationality and m-th order
mutual belief in rationality, where the natural number
m gets replaced by transfinite numbers. Following that
was an inspiring talk by Johan van Benthem, who pro-
vided food for thought regarding various aspects involv-
ing logics, games and strategies. Starting with strategy
constructs in Hintikka’s evaluation games, he discussed
functional and relational notions of strategies. Turning
implicit strategies into explicit ones by means of suit-
ably expressive logics was the main point of focus—be
it in dynamic logics, in modal y-calculus or in linear
logic game semantics.

The afternoon session commenced with Olivier Roy
(Groningen) who argued that an intuitive notion of “in-
formational support for an intention” is not sufficient
for the agents to achieve some goal in co-ordination
games. The concept of rationality and a meaningful set-
ting of mutual beliefs need to be considered. Cédric
Dégremont (ILLC) showed that any doxastic temporal
model satisfying certain intuitive properties which cap-
ture the belief revising behavior of agents, can be gen-
erated from some doxastic plausibility models, connect-
ing theses notions with beliefs about strategies. Follow-
ing this was an insightful talk by Yde Venema (ILLC)
on infinite satisfiability games. He presented a brief but
comprehensive survey of infinite games on graphs and
automata, and showed how they are intrinsically related
to logic.

After introducing probabilistic semantics for logics
and games of imperfect information, Pietro Galliani
(ILLC) showed some of its drawbacks which can be
handled with a slight modification to the existing se-
mantics resulting in multi-player multi-valued game se-
mantics. To conclude, Sujata Ghosh presented a nice
survey of the existing logics that reason about and ex-
plicitly mention strategies in their frameworks. She also
highlighted the broad goals of the project. It was indeed
a fruitful day of talks and discussions.

Soumya Paul
IMSc, Chennai

Multiplicity and Unification in Statistics
and Probability, 25-26 June

The Centre for Reasoning at the University of Kent and
Virginia Tech jointly held a conference on Multiplicity
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and Unification in Statistics and Probability. The aim of
the conference was to explore methodological, eviden-
tial and metaphysical aspects of multiplicity of inter-
pretation and justification in statistics and probability.
The conference also explored the extent to which such
multiplicities call for unification. Although it is hard to
give a unified account of the variety of papers presented
at the conference, they certainly all made a rigorous at-
tempt at addressing the core issues at hand.

A first group of talks discussed multiplicity and uni-
fication of interpretations of frequentist and Bayesian
statistics. Deborah Mayo and Aris Spanos (Virginia
Tech) offered a strong defence of the frequentist in-
terpretation of probability. Deborah Mayo argued that
learning from the work of D. R. Cox serves to expli-
cate the multiplicity of frequentist methods and goals,
and identify the unification of principles that direct their
valid use in scientific inquiries. Aris Spanos argued that
several charges against the frequentist interpretation of
probability are misguided. In particular, he outlined
how the Strong Law of Large Numbers can be used in
order to show that the so-called ‘circularity charge’ does
not hold. Jon Williamson (University of Kent) offered
a contrasting view and presented a bridge between fre-
quentist statistics and objective Bayesian epistemology,
arguing that frequentist statistics plugs into the objec-
tive Bayesian approach.

David Corfield and John Mingers (University of
Kent) addressed the issue of multiplicity and unification
focusing on particular fields. David Corfield considered
justification in machine learning and introduced a typol-
ogy containing four kinds of justification. John Mingers
engaged statistical and quantitative modelling domina-
tion in management science. Putting a strong emphasis
on the limits he sees in quantitative modelling he gave
an account of the critical realist approach, and argued
for a multimethodological framework taking into con-
sideration other sources of knowledge.

Other talks addressed evidential aspects of multi-
plicity and unification. Nancy Cartwright (LSE) made
a general case against evidence-based policy on the
ground that statistical results are invariant under con-
ditions that are never met. She argued that social scien-
tists should establish ‘tendency claims’. George Gaskell
(LSE) described the disconnection between the sources
of evidence that influence the adoption of genetically
modified food products and those affecting their regula-
tion. John Worall (LSE) argued that there are two dis-
tinct kinds of empirical support for a theory and offered
a unifying view stating that real evidence for a theory
is accounted for by that theory and is inconsistent with
other rivals to that theory.

The conference was a highly stimulating event dur-
ing which a large number of key epistemological issues
were discussed. In conclusion potential advantages and
disadvantages of unification were summarized. Over-
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all, this conference set a clear agenda for future work.
One can find some of the papers presented as well as
more information about forthcoming meetings on the
website.

Sami Stouli
Cemmap and Economics, UCL

Knowledge Discovery from Uncertain Data,
28 June

The importance of uncertain data is growing quickly
in many essential applications such as environmental
surveillance, mobile object tracking and data integra-
tion. Recently, storing, collecting, processing, and ana-
lyzing uncertain data has attracted increasing attention
from both academia and industry.

The goal of the First ACM SIGKDD Workshop on
Knowledge Discovery from Uncertain Data (U’09) was
to discuss in depth the challenges, opportunities and
techniques on the topic of analyzing and mining un-
certain data. The theme of this workshop was to
make connections among the research areas of uncer-
tain databases, probabilistic reasoning, and data mining,
as well as to build bridges among the aspects of models,
data, applications, novel mining tasks and effective so-
lutions. By making connections among different com-
munities, we aim at understanding each other in terms
of scientific foundation as well as commonality and dif-
ferences in research methodology.

The workshop program was very stimulating and ex-
citing. We were pleased to feature two invited talks by
pioneers in mining uncertain data. Christoper Jermaine
gave an invited talk titled “Managing and Mining Un-
certain Data: What Might We Do Better?” Matthias
Renz addressed the topic “Querying and Mining Uncer-
tain Data: Methods, Applications, and Challenges”.

Moreover, 8 accepted papers in 4 full presentations
and 4 concise presentations covered a bunch of inter-
esting topics and on-going research projects about un-
certain data mining. In the first session, two presen-
tations, “Efficient Algorithms for Mining Constrained
Frequent Patterns from Uncertain Data” and “Exploit-
ing Contexts to Deal with Uncertainty in Classifica-
tion”, discussed the frequent pattern mining problem
and the classification problem on uncertain data; while
the other two presentations, “Identifying Graphs from
Noisy and Incomplete Data” and “On Perturbation The-
ory and an Algorithm for Maximal Clique Enumeration
in Uncertain and Noisy Graphs”, focused on uncertain
graph mining and addressed several important issues in
handling uncertain and noisy graphs.

The second session focused on classification and pre-
diction on uncertain and probabilistic data. The prob-
lem of learning from uncertain data was discussed ex-
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tensively in two presentations, “Learning from Data
with Uncertain Labels by Boosting Credal Classifiers”
and “Lazy Naive Credal Calssifier”. The other two
presentations, “Using Uncertain Chemical and Thermal
Data to Predict Product Quality in a Casting Process”
and “Decision Support and Profit Prediction for Online
Auction Sellers”, discussed how to apply data mining
and machine learning techniques to make high quality
predictions based on uncertain and imprecise data. The
presentations triggered deep discussions.

Ming Hua
Computing Science, Simon Fraser University

Two Streams in the Philosophy of Mathe-
matics: Rival Conceptions of Mathematical
Proof, 1-3 July

This conference attracted mathematicians, philosophers
and computer scientists from Europe and North Amer-
ica (USA, Belgium, Canada, France, Finland, Germany,
NL). There were sixteen talks. Some were historical
(such as Madeline Muntersbjorn on Poincaré and Dirk
Schlimm on Pasch and Klein). Some contributors (such
as Alison Pease and Peter Koepke) discussed mathemat-
ics and machines. Others (such as Yehuda Rav, Jody
Azzouni and Alexander Paseau) debated the relation be-
tween formal logic and mathematical proof. All the
talks (including those not mentioned here) were of a
high standard. Perhaps the most exciting development
was an unexpected overlap between the presentations
given by Alexandre Borovik, Ivor Grattan-Guinness,
David Corfield and Michael Harris.

Grattan-Guinness identified what he called ‘notions’,
which play a structuring and connecting role in math-
ematics. Typical notions in his sense are: linearity,
generalisation, convexity, (in)equality, ordering, parti-
tioning, approximation, invariance, duality, boundary,
recursion, operators, combinations, bilinear/quadratic
forms, dispersion/location, regression/correlation, nest-
ing, mathematical induction, proof by contradiction, su-
perposition, structure and axiomatisation. He arrived at
this list through an examination of the history of me-
chanics and applied mathematics.

Corfield structured his talk using Ernst Cassirer’s
thesis that there are principles underlying scientific
thought. These principles play a structuring and di-
recting role. Corfield identified the following principle-
candidates in the mathematics of the last century or so:
symmetry, obstructions, completions, extensions/lifts,
descent, local-global relations, dimension, representa-
tion, duality/reciprocity, cohomology, nonabelian coun-
terparts, infinite dimensional ‘quantum’ mathematics,
structure/pseudorandomness, everything is a set. Cor-
field went on to note the kinship of these Cassirean
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principles with the mathematical ideas (in a Platonic
sense) of Albert Lautman. In the discussion, Grattan-
Guinness pointed out that the term ‘principles’ suggests
that these elements must be propositions, when in fact
many are not. Delegates wondered whether such math-
ematical notions are permanent features of mathematics
(once they have been discovered) or whether they might
lose their status. Corfield suggested that ‘Everything is
a set” may have had its day. One might add Aristotle’s
denial of infinite regresses and Peacock’