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Brendan S. Gillon (PLENARY SPEAKER)
McGill University, Montreal, Quebec, Canada
brendan.gillon@mcgill.ca

What is the object of semantics?

As a moment’s thought will reveal, this question is ambiguous, for the word “object”
may mean either aim, here a discipline, or the entities comprising the domain of the
discipline. In this paper, | shall try to answer this question in both of these senses of the
word “object”. | shall begin by addressing the question in the first sense, since its answer
bears on the answer | shall give to the question in the second sense.

A central aim in the study of language is to explain how a speaker's understanding of a
complex expression in his or her language arises on the basis of his or her understanding
of the expression’s immediate subexpressions. The observation on which the aim is
based was brought to the general attention of modern philosophers and linguists by
Donald Davidson and by Noam Chomsky. And though the observation is often said to
have been first made by Gottlob Frege, in fact it is found both in the work of Medieval
European philosophers and in the work of ancient Indian grammarians and philosophers.
However, it was only with the advent of the pioneering work of Alfred Tarski that this
aim could be pursued in a rigorous way. The key idea is that one might do for the
expressions of natural language what elementary parts of model theory do for strings of
symbols in a notation, an idea first mooted by Alfred Tarski in his pioneering work on
model theory (Tarski 1935, 164) and mentioned subsequently by other prominent
logicians such as Paul Rosenbloom (1950, 153) and Alonzo Church (1956, 3) - all of
whom thought the undertaking infeasible, since they thought that the grammatical
expressions of natural language do not form a well-defined set. However, in the early
1970s a number of people undertook to carry out at least part of such a project. They
included Richard Montague, a student of Tarski's, Renate Bartsch and Theo Vennemann
(1972), David Lewis (1972) and Max Cresswell (1973). While | believe that the pursuit
of this aim has proved most illuminating in semantics, its fruits have been spoiled in
much work by two failures, the failure to look at data widely enough to extract reliable
empirical generalizations, on the one hand, and the failure to formalize properly the
generalizations extracted. These twin failures are especially egregious in work which
falls partially or entirely under the rubrics of subcategorization, selection restriction,
7



argument structure, event structure, X-bar thead/tgpe-driven semantics. | shall show
how better attention to the facts and better cdth mespect to formalization not only
broadens the empirical scope of the grammar, bupldies its formalization. Next,
drawing a general lesson from the foregoing, |Ist@hjecture an answer to the second
question: what are the entities in the domain ofia&ics? | shall try to shore up my
conjectured answer with an illustration from thentsx and semantics of natural
language numerals.

Key words: semantics, model theory, natural language nusiesalbcategorization,
selection restriction, argument structure, evenicttire, X-bar theory and type-driven
semantics



Peter Pagin (PLENARY SPEAKER)
Stockholm University, Sweden
peter.pagin@philosophy.su.se

What is language for? The complexity arguments

In their 2016 bookWhy Only Us? Robert Berwick and Noam Chomsky argue that
language is primarily an instrument of thought, amdy secondarily an instrument of
communication. Language evolved as an instrumenhadight, and we can learn that
from facts about computational complexity: "Therg ihen, a conflict between
computational efficiency and interpretive-commutii@ efficiency. Universally,
languages resolve the conflict in favor of comguta! efficiency. These facts at once
suggest that language evolved as an instrumenterhial thought, with externalization a
secondary process." (Berwick and Chomsky 2016,)p 74

The main idea is that certain syntactic movemettsnternal merge operations, have a
low computational complexity but increase the carjy of the interpretation task for
the hearer.

Two questions immediately arise:

1. Is the inference from complexity consideratiomemises to conclusions about
purpose, in the sense of evolutionary selecticeriai, justified?

2. Do facts about the computational complexityasfduage processing support the idea
that articulation is privileged over interpretatfon

| shall briefly discuss the first question and spenore time on the second. | shall
examine the reasoning that supports the articulgtidvilege, and | shall present facts
that speak in the opposite direction, supportirtigrpretation.

Those facts concern the complexity of interpretgtim the sense of computing the

meaning of a disambiguated expression. We can ctatipoally model the

interpretation process as a Term Rewriting systérctwreflects the clauses in a formal

semantics, for instance a truth definition. In suclksystem, rewrite rules, which are

substitution rules, step by step take us from aesgmtation of the object language
9



meaning to a direct representation of the conterthé meta-language. The complexity
measure is the number of rule applications in &d#éon that leads to full interpretation,

that is, to a right-hand side that no longer corgtaDL terms or computation-symbols.
We get a complexity assessment by relating thetheofjthe derivation to the size of the
input/size of the output.

Examination of such systems shows that composittgria a necessary condition both
of minimal interpretational complexity, and of ttalle interpretational complexity. If
we allow recursive but non-compositional semantia® also allow non-tractable
complexity. We thus have an a priori reason todvelithat natural language semantics is
(general) compositional, and this is borne outdtya theories (as far as | know).

Thus, interpretation after disambiguation is, isemse, easy, and this also helps with
disambiguation. Semantics then seems designed ke r@mmunication less complex
for the hearer. In fact, finding an appropriate resgion of a thought is in one respect
more complex, because of the linguistic articulatahoices between (near-)equivalent
alternatives that need to be made.

The question of the evolutionary purpose of languisgtherefore more complex. Facts
do not unambiguously point in the direction prigileg thinking. Some of them actually

point in the opposite direction.

Key words: communication, thought, interpretation, articidaf computational
complexity

10



Goran Rossholm (PLENARY SPEAKER)
Stockholm University, Sweden
goran.rossholm@littvet.su.se

Literary interpretation: explanation, chance and usefulness

Intentional interpretation has been severely qaestl in scholarly circles during the last
fifty years or more. It is in general taken to bpassible, but misguided or irrelevant,
course of interpretative practice. | claim that gearch for authorial intentions is a
valuable part of literary scholarship, but that #hethor’s intention can’t be a criterion of
interpretative validity. There are two main reastorsthis: the author may have failed to
realize his intentions; and a work of art may beated by chance, and consequently
without any authorial intention. Leaving these ckins aside, we may ask why
intentional readings are and have been so popoiang non-professional readers, and
also, in particular before New Criticism, amongdaahs. | suggest the answer is: because
they explain, in the scientific sense of the womsthy the work is as it is, and why the
reader reads as he/she does. This puts the notiexptanation in focus and gives
support to the idea that interpreters of differddntls try to understand the literary work
in an explanative perspective. If this is true df kinds of interpretations, also
interpretations produced by scholars who explicitgpudiate such an idea, the
explanative character must be found in the intégbim itself, not in the claims
formulated by the interpreter. | suggest three dealtures: 1) almost all interpreters try
to avoid blatant anachronisms, and 2) they prdfeng interpretations that cover much
of the material, that is the interpreted work, afigdally, 3) they prefer simple
interpretations. The two latter properties, strargytd simplicity, are central in scientific
theorizing and scientific explanation. | will illtrate how they show themselves in some
extremely sketchy alternatiidamlet interpretations. This idea, if true, constitutes a
answer to the first objection of intentionalismhe ffailed intention — but not to second —
artworks produced by chance. Still worse, as destnated by some Dadaist examples,
this second objection disqualifies all explanatil@ms. Should we ignore the lessons
from these modernistic and post-modernistic worksl @rogrammes because they
represent such a small part of the totality of arks? | think not — | will give an
example of the explicit intentions made by a mapresentative literary writer which
point to a compromise. Interpretations in geneaaitain both explanative perspectives
and a more pragmatic aspect: the interpretatianigHa to use is chosen.

Key words: literary interpretation, intentional interpretati explanative interpretation,
chance and interpretation
11



Alberto Voltolini (PLENARY SPEAKER)
University of Turin, Italy
alberto.voltolini@unito.it

Can one refer to and quantify over intentional objets of hallucination?

A.D. Smith (2002) has claimed that we can refer nmnexistent objects of our
hallucinations, which are intentional objects theg ordinary objects, just as the existent
objects of our genuine perceptions, even thouglikeaithe latter, they do not belong to
the overall ontological domain of entities. BothmTiCrane (2001, 2013) and Mark
Sainsbury & Michael Tye (2012) have generalized tiaim to all nonexistent objects of
our thoughts. According to them, we can truly gifgrdver such objects, even though
they fail to be entities but are merely grammatiteahs or at most schematic objects, i.e.,
objects that have no metaphysical nature insoféhes are thought-of; thus, such a true
quantification is not a mark of ontological commétmt. In this talk, | will however try to
show that we cannot have our cake and eat it fome irefer to and truly quantify over
nonexistent intentional ordinary objects of halhation and of thoughts in general, this
is because they are fully-fledged entities jusinésntional objects of perception and of
other factive mental states. Indeed, the only r@ndf an existential quantification of the
kind “There are intentional objects that do notsé€xthat saves its genuine truth is the
reading that commits one to nonexistent entities.b& sure, Crane finally attempts to
justify the claim that both singular and existeingientences about nonexistent intentional
ordinary objects can be true and yet noncommittglgrounding them in truthmakers
involving only genuine existing entities. Yet suah attempt does not work. For it fails
to provide sufficient truthmakers. Moreover, Saimsts (2017) recent attempt at
defending the merely grammatical character of theats that such sentences involve
does not work either. He tries to show that theggenices are just particular cases of
intentional sentential constructions that have dempnts that seem not to refer to
objects of any sort. Yet in order for the lattenteeices to be genuinely true, they must
either involve intentional objects that are genummtities or be paraphrased into
sentences that involve such entities. As a reséhtences that seem to involve
intentional objects that turn out to be non-ergit@n merely be phenomenally true, that
is, true within the scope of our phenomenologythis respect, they work like sentences
that are interpreted within a fictional contextckusentences do not commit us to the
items they make-believedly involve insofar as tlaeg merely fictionally true, that is,
true within the unreal world of that fictional cemt. This result may please Smith, since
12



his original claim that we can refer to nonexistajects of our hallucination is for him a
phenomenological, not an ontologically loaded, rolahat he appeals to in order to
account for the force of the so-called Phenomenmgicile: if it sensibly appears to
someone to be something that possesses a certagibleeproperty, then there is
something of which that someone is aware that gsssehat property.

Key words: intentional objects, entities, ontological commitrhegrammatical items,
schematic objects
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Jean H. M. Wagemans (PLENARY SPEAKER)
University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands
J.H.M.Wagemans@uva.nl

Analogy, similarity, and the Periodic Table of Arguments

Arguments based on the concept of analogy (or edjaconcepts such as comparison,
equality, metaphor, and similarity) have long bedgemed fallacious because they
cannot be conceived in terms of deductive reasoprggesses. In recent decades,
scholars in the field of argumentation theory hawduded them in their accounts of
‘argument schemes’, a notion that also allows foguments based on defeasible
reasoning. Unfortunately, the various accountspaeenised on different ideas about the
constituents of arguments and employ differentoreties for classifying the types of
arguments. As a result, there is little agreementoathe linguistic characteristics of
arguments based on analogy and the way in whiclk tketate to other types of
arguments.

The aim of this paper is to indicate the systemptace of arguments based on the
concept of analogy within the theoretical framewofkhePeriodic Table of Arguments

a new standard for describing and classifying amnum that integrates traditional

dialectical accounts of arguments and fallacies duedorical accounts of the means of
persuasionl¢gos ethos pathog into a comprehensive framework.

First, the theoretical framework of the table Vi expounded. Then, several concrete
examples of arguments based on analogy, compagspiality, metaphor, and similarity
will be analyzed in terms of the framework. Finaltywill be indicated where they can
be placed in th@eriodic Table of Argumentsvhich subtypes can be distinguished, and
how they relate to other types of arguments thatliated within this new standard of
argument description and classification.

Key words: argument classification, analogy, comparison, dtyjahetaphorPeriodic
Table of Argumentsimilarity

14



Maciej Witek (PLENARY SPEAKER)
University of Szczecin, Poland
witek@whus.pl

Accommodation in linguistic interaction

Accommodation is a mechanism whereby the contexarofutterance is adjusted or
repaired in order to maintain the presumption thatutterance constitutes an appropriate
conversational move. In other words, if the appaipness of a speech act made in
uttering a certain sentence requires that the gbmi@s a certain property, and if this
requirement is not satisfied just before the timhéhes utterance, thenormally— i.e., if
certain conditions are met and no one objects -edimext is changed so as to have the
required property. The idea of accommodation playsentral role in philosophical
accounts of such conversational phenomena as iaforenpresuppositions (Lewis 1979;
Stalnaker 1998, 2002; von Fintel 2008), conversatiémplicatures (Thomason 1990),
anaphora resolution (van der Sandt 1992), expl@tformatives (Lewis 1979),
conversational exercitives (McGowan 2004), negetialiocutionary forces (Sbisa 2009,
2014), and “back-door” authority-establishing agtangton 2015; Witek 2013, 2015).
One can doubt, however, whether all these phenoro@anade accounted for along the
same lines. It is true that they all can be adedyatescribed as involving a kind of
context-redressive process driven by the need te@tnuertain expectations of
appropriateness. When it comes to details, howétvéurns out that different forms of
accommodation should be accounted for by referetwcedifferent mechanisms,
presumptions, and principles.

My aim in this talk is to develop a comprehensivanfework within which one can
account for the variety of forms that accommodatiakes in linguistic interaction.
Considering different instances of accommodationfodus on the following four
questions. First, how to represent the context ihaffected by the accommodating
mechanism under scrutiny? In particular, shouldthiek of it as thecommon ground
understood as a system of propositional attitudesuafly shared by the interacting
agents or, rather, as tlednversational scoreonstrued as a rule-governed structure
whose elements track the evolving state of the emation and register public
commitments of its participants? Second, what ie thature of the considered
mechanism? Should we describe it asbaperative interactionnvolving the speaker’s

expression and the hearer’s recognition and adoptiche speaker’s goals or, rather, as
15



an objective mechanisnhat functions against the background of shaneglulstic rules
and, at least in some cases, affects the convanshtscoreindependently ofvhat the
speaker and the hearer believe? Third, what kindajfropriateness drives the
accommodating mechanism under scrutiny? Should egeribe it in terms ofeneral
expectations of cooperativenass rather, by reference gpecific requirementdefined
by linguistic rules and norms? Fourth, does theassive process that lies at the heart of
the accommodating mechanism under scrutiny consistadjusting, repairing or
dramatically rebuilding the context? Our answershtese questions will vary from case
to case, depending on the type of accommodatingham&ms involved in particular
cases. My conclusion is that the alternative petspes suggested by the above
questions are not conflicting but complementary: meed them all to account for the
varieties of accommodating mechanisms encounterédguistic interaction.

Key words: accommodation, presuppositions, speech acts, oommground,
conversational score
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Piotr Cap
University of £6d;, Poland
strus_pl@yahoo.com

Proximization in public policy: from anti-terrorism to health discourse

Proximization is a concept that marks the discersivategy of presenting physically and
temporally distant events and/or states of affaiss increasingly and negatively
consequential to the speaker and her addresse@rdggcting the remote entities as
gradually encroaching upon the speaker-addressedtorg the speaker seeks
legitimization of actions and policies proposedntutralize the growing impact of the
negative, ‘alien’, ‘antagonistic’, entities. Theege three strategies of proximization,
which include the construal of spatial impact (s&dgiroximization), ideological impact

(axiological proximization), as well as imminencé tbe impact sanctioning prompt
response from the ‘self’ parties (temporal proxiatian).

The explanatory power of proximization and Proxiatizn Theory (Cap 2013) has been
thoroughly explored within the territory of statelifical discourse, especially the
discourse of the war-on-terror. The present papstutates extending the application of
the proximization model to account for other dorsaiof public communication
involving, similar to the cradle domain, dichotorsoepresentations of the home ‘self’
and the remote ‘other’. The empirical aim of thepgrais to demonstrate that fear-
inducing proximization strategies are present ialthediscourse and particularly in the
discourse of disease prevention and health promotf@onstruing disease as an
‘aggressive enemy’ which ‘invades’ the ‘self’ ept{the body of the patient), the speaker
(medical practitioners, healthcare institutions)grates a strong fear appeal which helps
legitimization of a preferred course of treatménis shown that threat construction in
health discourse relies mostly on spatial and teaigaroximization, which depict the
threat as apparently remote yet quite concrete tandible and, above all, rapidly
developing to eventually deliver a ‘strike’. Thesdlission is illustrated with data from
cancer prevention campaigns, detailing specifiéctegrammatical constructs (deictic
markers of momentousness, imminence, impact speesfonsible for the spatio-
temporal construals.

Key words: proximization, health discourse, public policyegitimization, cancer

prevention
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Norms in deliberation

The aim of this contribution is to address a topiche domain of the philosophy of
argumentation. It concerns the status of the nawnatdrinciples that, according to the
discourse theory of practical argumentation, uneleitliberative dialogues. In particular,
within the framework of procedural theories of jostit has been contended that a
deliberative discourse presupposes conditions oélég, symmetry, and inclusiveness
for all participants. These tenets have raisedrab@u of objections. For some scholars,
the strong idealizations that these principlesoihiice are neither necessary for the ends
of deliberation nor empirically viable in many iitstional and social contexts. A more
radical objection concerns moral deliberation ané principle of universalization, as
additional to the usual rules of argumentationevjated that there are any.

To that objection, the defendants of the discotinsery might reply that the contested
principles should be seen &gulative This would entail not only that they heuristigall
guide the participants’ performance, but also ttiese principles are available as
normative criteria of evaluation concerning the Iquaof the attained result. Yet the
theoretical view underlying the discursive accocan also be stated in stronger terms,
contending that those principles arenstitutiveof deliberation, in an emphatic sense.
This means that taking part in a deliberation djaky in which the participants seek
agreement on a practical decision, unavoidablyumesses that these principles are in
force.

My aim is to consider this contention, taking imtccount Toulmin’s general schema of
argument and an Austinian approach to the spedstirdervening in deliberation. In my
view, there are different sorts of norms that miay @ role in deliberation. And | think
that there are good reasons to support the vietvsiie of them are constitutive of
deliberation dialogues.

Key words: practical argumentation, deliberation, principleé discourse, speech
actions, rules of argumentation
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“You might as well argue...”

At some point in virtually every book on criticaasoning or logic primer that includes
discussion of fallacies, we encounter some forraradf the following thought: in order
to discredit a given argumew, it is sufficient to find some argumeBt that shares
certain structural characteristics (a “form”) with but that has true premise(s) and false
conclusion. The distribution of truth-values Bhis sufficient to show thaB is not a
strong argument; and the moral to be drawn is th&,is not strong, then neither s
We may call this procedure “refutation by analogy”.

It is not always stressed just how risky a procedefutation by analogy is. | look at two
of the most general risks.

One regards the indeterminacy of the idea of #algform”. Within a given formalism,
we can say which constants determine the structhiaacteristics of a given argument,
and thus vindicate validity within the formalismuBevery argument can (also) be
represented as being of the form “Something (tloee¢fSomething”; and we know that
at least one argument of this form has true preamskfalse conclusion (e.@: “Paris is

in France (therefore) Moscow is in Spain”). Hertceould seem that every argument —
including the present one — can be refuted by aryalith C.

Even when we have determined the sameness of &ayfk;, as betwee andB, the
other risk is that refutation by analogy refuteeli, because it presupposes that, if some
argument of formF is invalid, then every argument of forf is invalid. But this
presupposition seems to be of the same fori:dSome ltalian is excitable (therefore)
Every Italian is excitable”, which has a true preenand a false conclusion.

Key words: analogy in argumentation, refutation, logical nfigr validity-invalidity
asymmetry, conditionals and arguments
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Ironical utterance as a pseudo-fallacy:
resolving the case using argumentation theory

In this contribution | focus on intentional deviis from the ordinary use of language
where there is a secret message that has to beveisd, from a perspective where
abductive reasoning plays a necessary role. Thakepesually utters some "mysterious"
words based on the abductive capability of therlo¢etor. To arrive at a correct
interpretation, the context of the participants #relcontext of the dialogue are essential,
i.e., argumentation theory has to be invoked.

To connect abduction and interpretation, | empleagiat abductive reasoning is a type
of everyday reasoning; however, some methodologgvésable to achieve a remarkable
abductive capability. Including persuasion/reasomé@logue models as part of the
abductive method, we could both improve our levielogica docensand analyze and
criticize each new hypothesis arrived at by abaducti

In response to the dialectical perspective of atideigeasoning and to our abductive
capability, detecting a pragma-dialectical fallacythe course of a dialogue can help us
to discover certain intentions of our interlocutat,least from the point of view of the
interpretation. This is the case in thenical utterance,which would be a legitimate
strategic manoeuvre, in this case shifting or evgadhe burden of proof, in a critical
discussion or a persuasion dialogue and whichaeqamced based on our assessment of
the abductive capability of the interlocutor. Tdveothis question, an abduction has to be
proposed from the contextual elements, i.e., frbm knowledge at that point in the
argumentative exchange.

Key words: abduction, critical discussion, irony, pragma-edical fallacy, persuasion
dialogue
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Values as premises in legal arguments?
The concepts of dignity and (dis)respect in judiciadecisions on same-sex marriage

On June 26, 2015, the United States Supreme Caled gay couples nationwide had a
right to marry. The decision passed narrowly, vétk-4 vote. As a result, the United
States became the i#ation to grant the right to same-sex couples.&Ssex marriage
and its legal status has proved to be one of thst miwisive issues leaving not just
society but also judges bitterly split over théiral decisions.

In this contribution | focus on the axiological cpament of legal argumentation and
discuss the ways in which values enter legal arguatien in the justification of two
judicial decisions concerning same-sex marriagevim landmark casedJnited States,
Petitioner v. Edith Schlein WindsandObergefell et al. v. Hodgek my presentation, |
argue that certain concepts such dignity, equality and liberty permeate judicial
argumentation not only textually, i.e., their imstas of use are very frequent in
guantitative terms, but they also underpin majguarents in the justification of judicial
decisions. Drawing upon the extended pragma-dialegproach (van Eemeren 2010;
Feteris 2015) | attempt to reconstruct those arguatiee patterns used in the opinion of
the court (majority opinion) and in dissenting apirs that revolve around the concepts
of dignity and (dis)respect. In doing so | examiaerange of patterns of legal
justification, such aseferring to the intention of the legislatahe historical context of
the legislation invoking related precedentsconsequentialist argumentatiomnd
argument from absurdity

| then demonstrate how they differ in their useevéluative language (Hunston 2011)
depending on the type of legal interactant (majorg. dissent). By considering both the
majority opinion and the dissenting opinions, threlihgs reveal significant differences
related to the issue of argumentative polyphonyetd®is 2015), which has received
relatively little attention in judicial argumentati.

Key words: evaluative language, legal argumentation, justifice values
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On arguments from ignorance

The purpose of this paper is threefold. Firsthattempt to disambiguate the several
meanings to which the terms ‘argument from ignagaacd ‘argumentum ad ignorantiam'’
are put. | make it clear that modern uses of thesees to signify a fallacy where a
proposition is assumed to be true because the mmp@soposition has not been or
cannot be proven to be true is far from the argunmarlined by Locke, which is
concerned primarily with a shifting of the burdeh proof. Secondly, | show how
attempts to embellish the basic understanding isffdrm of reasoning have been both
unnecessary and, indeed, unhelpful. Here | considdr reject Walton's (1992, 1999)
attempt to include the operation of a cautionamgqple in cases of a lack of evidence as
examples of the same form of argument, and que$ti@ider's (2016) assertion that
arguments from ignorance are best analysed as odsdxductive reasoning. Lastly, |
offer what | believe to be a full and effective auont of the argument from ignorance as
both a fallacy of logic and a perfectly decent fasfrpractical reasoning. | claim that in
cases where there is indeed no evidence avail&lplewd it is reasonable to believe that
evidence ofp would be available if it were in fact the caseertht is reasonable to
assume that p is not the case, even though thabfaevidence cannot be taken as a basis
for stating definitively thap is not true.

Key words: Locke, Walton, fallacy, ad ignorantiam, ignoranaleduction
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Ad misericordiam revisited

The paper discusses the nature and functionimggafmentum ad misericordigra well-
known but less theorised type of argument. A receahograph by D. Walton (1997)
offers an elaborate conceptual framework for idgintj and assessing such arguments.
It does so on the basis of an overview of defingimf misericordia (which Walton
finally translates as ‘pity’), as well as the catedinalysis of several cases. Appeals to
pity, Walton concludes, are not necessarily fatlasi There is, on this account, a
difference betweead misericordiamarguments and fallacies.

In this paper | first argue for a narrower conoafpad misericordiamlimiting it to cases

in which someone asks for the non-application oémain rule, clearly relevant for their
case, with reference to some (unfavourable) cirtaneg, which is, however, irrelevant
for the application of the rule. Second, buildingtdansen’s (2000) ‘dual-role analysis’,

| challenge his own assessmentadf misericordiam Here, my claim is that it is only
from the perspective of one role, i.e., the oneneated to the application of a rule, that
such arguments qualify asl misericordiamand that in that context they are necessarily
fallacious.

Key words: ad misericordiamappeal to pity, fallacy, normativity, fairness
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An argument structure for causal explanations by aalogy.
The case of Galileo’s explanation of the tides

The aim of the talk is to present an argument sehfemcausal explanations by a special
analogy, exemplified by Galileo’s (false) explapatbf the tides.

In his ‘Dialogo...” Galileo presents a central @eaf his argument against the Ptolemaic
system: reasons for a rotating movement of thehEastthe main cause of the tides. He
does so by an analogy to the movement of wateipshifgo Venice to provide the city
with freshwater.

Theories developing a formal structure of analogess be used to reconstruct Galileo’s
analogy as an argument with premise-and-conclusitmcture. Their respective

problems can be assessed this way and just beczaideo’s explanation today is

considered to be false it can be used as a testfoaghe efficacy of the theories of
analogy in helping to find critical weaknessesriguanentative reasoning.

I will reconstruct Galileo’s argument guided by ancount of analogical reasoning
centring around the structural isomorphism of twartp of reality that allows the
conclusion about the second part of reality tortberred. After demonstrating advantages
and disadvantages of this style of argument inctise of Galileo and in general, | will
proceed by laying out a reconstruction that sticksser to the text: Galileo uses a
technical analogy to explain the tides. The wayirstrument can be manipulated to
produce certain effects is used to infer a causmadvent that is out of technical control.
His strategies to avoid counterarguments agairssthigiory of the tides show the hidden
premises he assumes to be necessary for drawingotimdusion. | will present this
interventionist argument by analogy and discuss n¢lation to the classical theory of
analogy introduced previously.

Key words: analogy; argumentation theory, explanation oftitles, causal explanation,
interventionism
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Positive versus negative WHY constructions and themotion dynamics
in argumentation

The structure of an argument typically includesaént followed by data and materials to
support it, while its goal is to persuade the iomrtor. The function ofvhy sentences
both of a positive typeWhy are we using i}?as well as when followed by negation
(Why didn't you do something about)it8eems very special in this respect. Bakhtin
(1979) posits the practical absence of ‘absolutebutral utterances’ andwvhy
constructions in particular play a primary rolesinch contexts with a special function
observed in the case of negatiwhy constructions. On the one hand, negation and
negativity are cognitively more salient devicegdiacourse than corresponding positive
forms (Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 1996) and on therptiegative emotions are also
less controllable and potentially more revealinthwegard to the mental state and stance
expression than positive emotions (Wilson and Lelesvska-Tomaszczyk 2014). This
is particularly visible in the case wfhy constructions in building an argument. This type
of structure involves truth conditions to a lessetent, relating rather to thpurposeof

the speaker when making a discourse move, and rdlyhaensitive to rebuttal,
undercutting or undermining when juxtaposed to gisqtical rational arguments (see
Winterstein 2017).

The paper focuses owhy constructions in English and their comparable @srp
counterparts in Polish spoken data juxtaposed donthterials drawn from Computer-
Mediated Communication (political and social pasi)e constructions — both in their
positive and negative forms - possess potentialtiomal valence combined with an
evaluative assessment which are likely to exertrgract on the structure and dynamicity
of argumentation patterns in discourses. A comparisetween spoken data and CMC
materials in the two languages is likely to reveifferences in the patterns and
frequencies of use (Martin and White 2005, Bibed&0Hunston 2011, Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk 2015).

Key words: argument, Computer-Mediated Communication, corpoesmotion,
evaluation, spoken language
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Dualisms and dilemmas of argumentation theory

One common, if not dominant, way of understandirgumentation is to treat it as (a
part of, a form of) a reasoned dialogue, wherentaare tested through arguments,
critical questions and counter-arguments. Thishis ¢ase with much of the informal
logical tradition (Freeman, 2005; Johnson, 2000jtdvia& Krabbe, 1995), the pragma-
dialectical (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004) famchal-dialectical (Barth & Krabbe,
1982) theories, as well as philosophically-informrétorical approaches (Perelman &
Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969; Tindale, 2015).

In this paper, | argue that most definitions ofuangntative dialogue commit a category
mistake.Dialogueis typically defined as a communicative exchanigetween two (or
more) people”, where some of those people, thesfte- defend a given position, while
others, the con-side, doubt or attack it (John2®00, p. 161). The mistake lies in the
fact that the duality (pro vs. con) is basicallp@mativecategory of bi-valued logic,
where the dialogical pro-side stands in for theidalgtruth-value while the con-side
stands in for the falsehood of the claim to be fieti By contrast, the multiplicity
(exchange between “more than two people”) gesacriptivecategory of communication
studies, including linguistic studies of conversatiand dialogue, as well as rhetoric.
Because of this mistake, argumentation theory figiig empirically, when a model of
the two and only two sides is imposed on complextirparty exchanges, or failing
normatively, when a complex argumentative exchamhallenges the normative
simplicity of dualistic models.

To address this challenge theoretically, the paeselops a concept @rgumentative
poly-logues a form of a reasoned debate where more than tosibigns on a given issue
are taken. | use philosophical insights from spesahtheory, the Gricean approach to
conversation, and the work on collective intentlimato ground the claim that what |
call methodological dualisnis not fully justified and that argumentation theshould
instead avail itself of the concept of a polylogue.

Key words: Argumentation, collective intentionality, convatien, dialectics, dialogue,
polylogue

27



Tomas Ondr&ek
Masaryk University, Brno, Czech Republic
ondracek.t@gmail.com

Arguing on uncertainty

Hume’'s gap divided two main types of propositions:propositions and ought-
propositions According to this we cannot argue for an ougluppsition by some is-
propositions. The same is true vice versa by thealed moralistic fallacy (or reverse
naturalistic fallacy). Thus we cannot argue evanafo is-proposition with some ought-
propositionsTheuncertaintycan be defined as a state in which we are unatgeayt that

X is the case (or should be the case) pointing olytfactual propositions (or norms) and
in strictly rational debate we should abstain frarmy conclusion made that way. But
there are practical reasons in real life (e.g. ca$eegligence) when this abstinence is
not acceptable. In these cases, we do not warggartifrom ratio, thus we have to find a
means to bypass the gap.

In the cases where the problem of crossing fromhtpgppositions to is-propositions is
considered, the possibility lies in adding the pdigral rule which makes clear which
party needs to reject the state of what shouldheecase by presenting contradicting
facts. This can be done by placing a burden of fprBlaus, in some examples the party
without this burden can argue for an is-propositigrought-propositions. E.g., in a court
of law this is done by presumption of innocencealsimplified way, the defender can
use the argument that he has d¥rgecause he should have done it. On the other hand,
the prosecutor has to point out contradicting evige Much more complicated is the
situation where there is a presumption of guilt.

Key words: Hume's gap, moralistic fallacy, is-ought problefactual uncertainty,
normative uncertainty, burden of proof, theory @fuanentation

28



Arkadiusz Schmeichel
University of Nicolaus Copernicus, TaruPoland
shinedelanoire@gmail.com

Explicating the role of values of valuations in theonstruction
of political arguments

While argumentationis formally defined as a “(...) rational activitynaéd at convincing

a reasonable critic (...) by putting forward a coliati®n of propositions justifying or
refuting the proposition expressed in the standpd@krans et al. 2004), it is rarely the
case that a real-life argument is structured iroatance with these stipulations, nor is
the critic always strictly reasonable in their ipieetation of and response to the argument
that is being put forth. These facts call for thedry of logical fallacies (Williamson
2006), which are a potent device for dismantlingadnstructed arguments, and which
bring to the fore what in times of ever-escalatidjtical correctness (Adams 2016) has
become one of the most commonly utilised demagbgpcds that aim at bolstering the
validity of one’s standpoint and undermining thdt the opponent(s) - valuative
judgements. Valuative judgements used in argumentatonsist in establishing
associative links between a) the espoused startdponah positively-valenced concepts
(Aguado et al. 2005) (for instance, by declaring’srideology as ‘progressive’) and b)
the opposing standpoint and negatively-valenceadems (for instance, by declaring the
ideology of the other as ‘regressive’); these typEfudgements have been extensively
used by both left- and right-wing media prior te@ th016 US presidential election to
sway the public’'s vote in favour of the supporteghdidate and away from the
opposition. By combining axiological discourse gs@ (Krzeszowski 1997) with the
affective priming theory (Aguado et al. 2005) ahe togical fallacy framework, it has
been possible to analyse these ongoing debateiitanohate how values and valuations
embedded in affect-laden words are employed byrtbdia subconsciously operating on
the knowledge that “valence is (...) is automaticalgtivated when the stimulus is
presented” (Aguado et al. 2005), which means ttrahg affective response to a given
argument may be generated despite its ill-concestedcture by virtue of its sheer
emotive force, thus priming the audience to be aswaably oppositional or receptive
towards it regardless of its validity.

Key words: axiology, politics, media, argument, valuation erale
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The fallacy of emotionless logic

Within the general focus of highlighting the rold emotions vis-a-vis logic in
argumentation, the paper aims to assess how argsiroan be influenced by emotions.
The approach is consistent with “current theoriegpractical reasoning [that] do not
reject emotions and feelings as irrational or dsewtise illegitimate as reasons for
actions” (Blair, 2005). The importance of emotidansthis regard is demonstrated by
Mikels et al. (2011), who underscore the role ef dffect heuristic (see also Slovic et al.,
2004) in their results showing that complex decisisaking can be enhanced relatively
more by affective encoding than deliberative enegdiWhen one considers the possible
role played by emotions in unconscious processes, (degill, 2003), this is consistent
with observations that unconscious thinking cancess complex arguments more
thoroughly than conscious thinking (Handley and Mon, 2011). The possible
fundamental role of the unconscious in this respedurther highlighted by results
showing that activity can be detected in the ocodEparticipants at least 10 seconds
before reaching conscious awareness (Soon et @l3)2 which underscores the
“conscious bias” described by Perlovsky and 1li012: 794). One possible way that
such unconscious content reaches conscious awarenésrough dreams, which can
represent, through metaphor, a further emotionsisb@ argumentation. Extending the
work of Wilson (2012), it is argued that the broaidg of conceptual scope, which is
influenced by the interplay between emotion andirttensity of motivational orientation
(e.g., Gable, Poole and Harmon-Jones, 2015), estafe of what Hartmann (2013: 187-
188) terms “focused waking thought” at one endhef $cale of mental functioning, and
can be contrasted with “artistic reverie, daydremmand dreaming” at the other end of
this scale that are characterised by hyperassdtjatbetween emotion memory
fragments (Malinowski and Horton, 2015) athgmophor(Hartman, 2013), which is the
transformation of emotion into imagery, and ista heart of creativity as it, in addition
to dreams, appears in the construction of metaphor.

Key words: argumentation, conceptual scope, emotions, logétaphor, unconscious
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“Out of nothing”: Patterns of negativity in Wallace Stevens’ Poetry

Negation lies at the core of human communicatiod has been an important area of
humanist study. Modern epistemic insecurity haspiiesl numerous writers and
philosophers to engage with the concept of negadioth negativity in language and
thought. Nietzsche, Heidegger, Adorno, Derrida, Agan, Kafka and Celan, to name
only a few, have probed the structures, semara&sthetics, politics as well as ethics of
negativity. With the aid of selected philosophieald linguistic considerations, | will
attempt to explore the types, patterns, functiors fignificance of negation in the work
of Wallace Stevens. His oeuvre is deeply informgdbilosophical and metalinguistic
interrogations embracing also the questions of Imging. | intend to argue that the
modernist poet uses a plethora of negative constrigcg. sentential negation, double
negation, negative polarity, lexical negation) tahberode and induce the synthetic thrust
of his metaphor, enhancing the existential impdrthis writing. In particular, my
investigation references Agamben’s inquiry into thegroundednes and negativity of
being as expressed in language, as well as seléotpdstic studies of negation (e.qg.
Giora et al.) which claim that negative structutesd to provoke a metaphorical
interpretation largely absent from the processiihafiirmative constructions. | will focus
on defining a particular mode of poetic communimativhich emerges as a result of the
breakdown of the presentation effected by negatinectures. As will be shown, Stevens
employs both direct and indirect negation; consetiye his verses hesitate on the
threshold of meaning, even as they absorb andaeerthe potential for the meaning thus
blocked, suspended or withdrawn.

Key words: Wallace Stevens, modernist poetry, metaphor, thétyain language and
thought
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Varieties of “nothingness” — Stevens’s poem as figative field

Stevens’s life-long engagement with poetry writingn be treated as an aesthetic,
philosophical, and spiritual inquiry into the nauof the meaning-productive, world-
disclosing powers of language. Adhering to the dmgocapacity of the poem to
contaminate the dead literalness of the given thighmovement of conceptual/poetic re-
description, Stevens finds himself repeatedly retg to the concept of “the nothing.” In
his employment of this term, Stevens can be listiohgside other inquirers into the
world-disclosing powers of language: Martin Heideggl. Hillis Miller, Harold Bloom,
and, arriving at this concept from a different ttiach, Donald Davidson.

In Stevens’s poetics, the philosophical concepttloé nothing” gets absorbed into the
figurative field of the poem as a whole and, asasthetic feature, becomes a source of
its entire figurativeness. In order to demonstrttat, | will first present how two
Heideggerian readings of the poet, by J. Hillislétiland Stephen Critchley, clash with
the reading offered by Harold Bloom, a critic whgposed Heidegger’s treatment of the
relation between poetics and mortality. Througls jaoxtaposition, | will hope to show
how Stevens’s poetics of “the nothing” takes uggsantly away from any notion of “the
things as they are,” that is from any notion of gneen, the literal, the dead.

Finally, | will also show how Bloom’s romantic irséence on Stevens'’s poem eschewing
the literal can be elucidated and regulated byidenisig his figurativeness in the context
of the extended Rortian-Davidsonian model of metaph is this model, | argue, that
allows us to better understand how “the nothingédmes an active principle working
within the figurative field of the poem, rather tha philosophically discovered reality of
things lying beyond the poem. In other words, by garadoxical bringing together of
Bloom’s inspirational readings of Stevens with theober-minded pragmatist
Davidsonian-Rortian model of metaphor, | intendshmw Stevens's poetry as radically
anti-representational: at the center of {misisis the life of the poem — not the life of
things.

Key words: Stevens, figurative language, Rortian-Davidsoniaadel of metaphor,
Harold Bloom
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Metaphor as that which makes us see

Stevens discusses the relationship between reality imagination as involving a
tension: on the one hand, he insists that feedinly on the unreal would make
imagination (poetry) short-lived, without vitalityon the other hand, he suggests that
imagination cannot simply give itself over to realiThose poets who consider the
essence of poetry to be providing insights intolityeappeal, ultimately, to their
recipients’ “good sense” and “civilization”. Thogeets, for whomimagination is
central, try to explore what lies beyond this damand to locate th&uture poetry here.
This distinction has to do with another one: th@seeof our world as something
independent of us, and the poet’'s sense of hisdwarformed (as is any individual's
genuine sense of his/her world) by his personality the shape of worldview.

Metaphor is central to Stevens’ notion of poetiy.like to suggest a possible reading of
what metaphor does (one which, if not directly eammus with Stevens’ account,
certainly doesn‘t contradict it) that goes acrdese distinctions. Since everyone’s sense
of the world is informed by their preconceptiorts sense of the world as independent
may not refer to a commonplace, but to thality we are blind to. As Iris Murdoch
argues, art (poetry, too) awakens us to see thigyrae tend to overlook, engaged with
our fantasies. Metaphors then have the power teerogsksee what more commonplace,
perfunctory linguistic tools cannot show us. Ess¢ms$ their capacity of conveying and
highlighting overlooked resemblances, making usrawéthem (as in Stevens’ example
of Matthew's “flock of sheep”), feel their full beag. Seeing these important
connections — coming in terms tfsemblancenot identity or imitation — requires, in
agreement with Stevens, an exercise not only ofjinagion, but of focused and realistic
imagination.

Key words: metaphor, reality, imagination, seeing, resemtgan
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The kinship of poetry and philosophy.
Reflections about a discussion of W. Stevens and WReiss

In my contribution | would like to comment on antdrchange of ideas about the
relationship between poetry and philosophy that er@ertained by W. Stevens and the
philosopher P. Weiss. Stevens had asked Weissaw dp a list of ideas that are
essentially poetic in nature. As Weiss himself migdve realized for the first time in full
clearness, all the fundamental notions of philogapihned out to be essentially poetic in
nature. Stevens concluded from this: “[t]hat alllggophy is poetic in conception and
doctrine is no more true than that all poetry idqaophic in conception and doctrine”.

From his beginning as a philosophical writer, Weisss aware of the existence of a
pulsative force that was cosmic in reach and patbthe rhythm of existence. In later
works he called this force the “dunamis” and joinetb its very opposite, namely the
“rational”, thus gaining the crucial notion of ayltamic-rational”. For him, the dynamic-
rational is the ultimate condition for a processtrahsformation that produces definite
beings out of a background of indefinite Beingamessay under the tiflthe Dunamis
he gave what might be described as a cosmic drdrie @oming-into-existence of all
that there is.

Stevens, in his turn, tried to explore the condgithat a poem had to fulfill that might be
described as the “supreme fiction”. In a senseptioblems Stevens encountered were
the problems of Weiss also, i.e., to balance aityuahd possibility, imagination and
reason, and to demonstrate the supremacy of mirldeimost concrete fashion. In the
end, he discovered an ultimate dualism, too: the hetween mind and sky or between
thought and day and night. The supremacy of thalnsrrresolvably intertwined with
the rhythm of existence. Stevens’s insight candfimed by a synoptic commentary of
three of his late poems, namelhe World as MeditatigrFinal Soliloquy of the Internal
Paramour and Not Ideas about the Thing but the Thing Itself

Key words: poetry, philosophy, the dynamic-rational, the Wwatween mind and sky
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Resemblance and identity in Wallace Stevens’ condépn of metaphor

Aristotle and the classical rhetoricians conceiwvédnetaphor as a figure of speech in
which one thing is given a name or an attributedther thing on the basis of some
resemblance that exists between the two thingsladéalStevens (1951) conceived of
metaphor not as the production of pre-existing mésances observed in nature but the
“creation of resemblance by the imagination”. Resiamce, and not identity, according
to Stevens, is the fundamental relation betweervibeterms of a metaphor. This is akin
to contemporary accounts of metaphor in terms efpthenomenological or experiential
seeing of one things another thing (Yoos 1971; Davidson 1978; Camp 2@8nino
2008; Ritchie 2013). Seeing one thiaganother thing on the basis of resemblance or
similarity implies that the one thinig notthe other. | shall offer a challenge to these
accounts that construe the “is” of metaphor in &erof resemblance. Consider this
metaphor: “the soul is thenly bird that sustains its cage” (Victor Hugo). A neddance
relation assumes that there is one unique bird ¢hstains its cage, and whatever that
bird is, it resembles (but not the same as) thé 8ui the metaphor asserts that the soul
is that bird and not that it resembles or is simitaitt There is an assertion of an identity
or samenesbetween the two elements of the metaphors. Ciyceh utterance of this
metaphor commits one to the ‘existence’ of a sirgganent: the soul is the same entity
as the bird that sustains its cage. But when westoom the relation as that of
resemblance, we have a change in our ontology:res@@wv committed to the existence
of two different entities. In meeting this challengd shall discuss Northrop Frye's (1957)
view on Wallace Steven’s conception detic identificationwhere in saying that one
thing is another thing, the one thing is both identifi@slitself and identifiedwith the
other thing.

Key words: Wallace Stevens, metaphor, resemblance, identity
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The central poem as a transcendental ideal.
Wallace Stevens on metaphor and resemblance

Poetic language has, for Wallace Stevens, a highmessive power than plain language.
What can be, then, expressed by the most articptegen, to which Stevens refers as the
“central poem” (the “essential poem at the cenfrthimgs”, asupreme fictio)? First, |
shall investigate Stevens’ concepts of resemblamckemetaphor in order to portray the
supremacy of poetic language. He distinguishesrakkimds of resemblances involving
real or imagined things and thereby elaborates naricate concept of resemblance
leading to the use of metaphors. In order to stremy the theoretical background,
Stevens’ understanding of metaphor will be compawéii contemporary accounts of
metaphor in analytical philosophy, most notably g@minal, but also controversial
account by Donald Davidson. In the second paryest® poetic practice with metaphors
will be illustrated by means of some examples flusmpoetic workStudy of Two Pears
and, primarily,The Motive for MetaphorThe third and final section will be devoted to
the construction of a bridge between the philoscgdhtheory of relations and Stevens’
aesthetics and lyrical production. In order to hdarstood, every poem has to be rooted
in the reality external to it. The central poemwhwer, cannot be related to something
external; it comprises of internal relations onMlthough metaphor is able to turn
external relations into internal ones, this cartyetchieved completely. The conclusion
is that the central poem is not attainable andbest be thought of as the transcendental
condition of all poetical practice, as a transcenaledeal.

Key words: Wallace Stevens, central poem, resemblance, imetagupreme fiction,
Donald Davidson
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Poetry as creation: Nietzsche, Wittgenstein, and Wlace Stevens

Poetic language is often posited as somehow distiom ordinary language, but the
nature and extent of this distinction is subjectany discussions. Is poetic language of
a different nature or is it rather a different use,different language-game in
Wittgenstein’s words? ImThe Necessary AngélVallace Stevens tackles this question
and one of the main characteristics he attribudgsoetic language is imagination: ‘It is
the interdependence of the imagination and realitgquals’. This focus on imagination
and its relation to reality proves to be very gaemmin conceptualising poetic language
and can be interestingly developed by bringing rit relation to Nietzsche and
Wittgenstein. The role Stevens gives to imaginatiorclose to Nietzsche's idea of
creation: the poet, etymologically, is the one wihakes, who creates. But what does she
create? In Nietzsche’s philosophy, the task of feet—but also that of the
philosopher—is to create new perspectives, new wayslating to the world: there is no
distinction between creation and reality for realis itself a creation. This idea of
imagination can also be related to Wittgenstein&uksion of ‘seeing-as’: in order to
see things as they are—or as they could be—onesn&edmagine them as such.
Wittgenstein takes as an example children who pi#ly a chest imagining it is a house:
in that case, the chest really appears to be aehimughe children. My aim is to bring
Nietzsche, Wittgenstein, and Wallace Stevens ird@kgue in order to open paths for a
conceptualisation of both the task and the langoageetry.

Key words: poetic language, imagination, Nietzsche, Wittgeins Wallace Stevens
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“They will get it straight one day at the Sorbonne”
Stevens and the recalcitrant particularity of langwage

Stevens’s poetry invites philosophical appreciatidhanks to its abstract nature and
profound interest in questions concerning the matdireality and man’s being. The fact
that he maintained his relationship with George t8amna, whose work exerted an
impact on some of Stevens’s perception of the dejgendence of language and reality,
adds more credence to philosophical investigatiots the poet's work. And yet one
feels that, despite the affinity between his poeind the continental philosophical
tradition, particularly hermeneutics, his poetryds to create its own conditions of
existence and the modes of exploration of thosedions. While the poems are
inevitably tangential with the thingly world, theyso seek to negotiate a path leading
deeper into the modus vivendi of what Stevens datBupreme fiction.” Therefore
implementing analytical operations derived from therk of the likes of Santayana or
Heidegger, or Gadamer may offer a way to approaelidcundations of Stevens’s “fluent
mundo” but one is likely to be led astray shoule qurersist in identifying conceptual
similarities. What Stevens’s poems seem to preiemin idiosyncratic experience of
language, a more sceptical version of Shelley'pédsate fantasy” that challenges and
eventually undermines every generalised descriptibrits status or function. The
presentation will therefore attempt to pursue sarhéhe experiences of language that
Stevens’s poems instantiate, in the process exyjdris arguably derisive swerve that
“They will get it straight one day at the Sorborine.

Key words: Wallace Stevens, George Santayana, supreme fiction

39



GENERAL SESSION

40



Pedro Abreu
New University of Lisbon, Portugal
pedroesabreu@gmail.com

Indeterminacy, underdetermination and the principle of charity

In this paper | return to the topics of indeternsijnand underdetermination of meaning
to propose that the discussion should be purgexvidently flawed illustrations if room
is to be made for actually interesting and conviga@xamples

Quine’s Indeterminacy of Translatiomnd Davidson’dndeterminacy of Interpretation
depend upon, and arise from, two prior theséglerdetermination of Translatioand
Underdetermination of InterpretatioThe last two are epistemic theses, they affiren th
translator/interpreter’s inability in principle jostify an option between several systems
of translation or interpretation that fit all theadlable evidence equally well. The first
two theses are metaphysical, they affirm that thsractually no fact of the matter
determining which system of translation/interprietatis the correct one. Typically, the
claims of underdetermination are met with lessuigand resistance than the subsequent
metaphysical step. Once underdetermination is d&thetwo options emerge: either
accept semantic indeterminacy, or blame underdetation on some epistemic
insufficiency on the translator/interpreter’s part.

In this paper | consider the third, less exploreaption, the rejection of
underdetermination. However, I'll only explore Dds©n’s case. Quine’'s more austere
setting renders underdetermination almost certain,that comes with a cost. Quine’s
translator appears too remote from actual speakets® of relevance in the study of
meaning and communication. Davidson develops a meadistic approach to the
problem that commits his interpreter to a much tevause of a stronger Principle of
Charity. This drastically limits the possibilitie$ underdetermination. I'll show how the
typical examples of underdetermination on offethia literature are easily dispelled with
Davidson'’s stronger version of the Principle.

Finally, I'll sketch a new type of example of undetermination that can, perhaps, stand
a better chance in Davidson’s more realistic andateling environment, also raising the
prospects of genuine indeterminacy.

Key words: meaning indeterminacy, meaning underdeterminatibe principle of

charity, rationality, Davidson
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Modality without modals

It is widely assumed that our knowledge of systéenahd non-contextual aspects of
meaning consists in our knowledge of linguisticalhhcoded meaning. Although it
appears to be truistic, the aim of my talk is t@whthat this assumption reflects a
profound neglect of the substantive contributiohgextra-linguistic) cognition to our

understanding of language and that, as a conseguientistorts our conception of what
natural language meaning is; what the connectitwesn language and thought is like;
and the form that illuminating explanations mayetak this domain.

My talk will focus primarily on modal discourse. iFhassumption manifests in this

domain as the supposition that modal interpretatimnst be explained in terms of modal
meanings. | argue that this supposition generatescitable problems in connection with
the imperfective system, which is assumed to bejammatural language modal system.
While some interpretations associated with thigesysdo not obviously appear modal
(e.g., Mary lives in Paris), even those that armoaobviously be linked to modals. As |

discuss, we confront a variety of unification peyhs and modal puzzles in connection
with this system which can be traced back to thsumption that these modal

interpretations are anchored to modals.

I recommend that we think of these interpretatianstead, as interface phenomena,
arising at the interface between language and titoagd, accordingly, | offer an
interface explanation for their emergence. Expogssithat are associated with these
modal completion requirements are unified insofatley have ends (i.e., are telic) but
are not at an end. The projection of possible oomations up to their ends reflects a
modal understanding of expressions of that type (of ¢bimg's having an end but not
being at its end) — the work of modal cognition matdal language.

Key words: modality, covert modality, language-cognition eirface, imperfective
system, semantic explanation
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(Seemingly) proper names of legal institutions

There are certain social institutions that are tegtand regulated entirely by a legal
system. Such institutions are individuated by a eta®d Rejonowy dla Krakowa-
Srodmiescia; Naczelnik Urzdu Skarbowego, Marszalek Sejmu, Rzecznik Praw
Obywatelskich (also: Supreme Court, United Natiolgorney General of the United
States of America) etc. All the qualities such itnsibns possess can Ilfprima facie)
interpreted from law. A certain duality is assoethtwith those (seemingly) proper
names: Attorney General of the United States of Aeaecan be used to refer to Loretta
Lynch (an incumbent Attorney General); howevers thhme can also be used to refer not
to a person but to an institutigrer se(as in: “The office of Attorney General of the
United States of America was established in 1788"my presentation, | want to focus
on the latter use of such names and discuss tfpit to propositions expressed: whether
they are singular, directly referential terms astéad, they should rather be perceived as
descriptive ones.

Within general legal philosophy one can find somleas suggesting that law can be
perceived in a way comparable to literary fictieng( Gawthorne 2013; Marmor 2014
etc.). In other words, these ideas suggest thatWibrld of law” is significantly similar to
“the world of literary fiction”. If fictionalism inlaw can de defended as legitimate, an
initial analogy can be drawn between names of tivest@éutions and names of fictional
characters. | want to discuss certain advantagesetisas disadvantages of such an
approach to names of legal institutions.

Key words: proper names, social artefacts, legal institutidictionalism, language of
law
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Linguistic relativity: why do we need philosophy fo a better discussion?

The history of so-called 'linguistic relativity' & odd and multifaceted one. Brought to
the attention of scholars notably in the1&nd 18" centuries by German Romantic
philosophers and later made world-famous during 282 century, mainly thanks to
amateur linguist Benjamin Lee Whorf, finally in thest 50 years or so, this issue has
been mostly dealt with by cognitive psychologistep seemingly ruled out some of the
philosophical questions intrinsic to the langudgaught problem. Certainly, there were
solid reasons for such a move, nonetheless itgisear that linguistic relativity has deep
philosophical presuppositions and entailments. det,fit deals with many problems
already being faced by several philosophical brascind traditions, such as (but not
restricted to) pragmatics, theory of meaning, @afthy of mind, concepts formation and
categorization, social reality creation through d&grand so on.

It is argued then that (i) linguistic relativity mends (and deserves too) some sort of
‘holistic' approach and that (ii) empiric psychatad research should be informed by
theories and suggestion from philosophy, for thisld result in depicting a misleading
picture of language, cognition and the other naiorvolved. Hopefully, philosophers
will soon feel entitled again to take the linguistélativity debate as something they can
contribute to and, on the other hand, psychologidtsaccept contributions coming from
philosophy, having reassessed its usefulness f@ttar understanding of how language
works and how linguistic diversity correlates tanoiive performances and many other
aspects of speakers' lives.

Key words: linguistic relativity, Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, lgmage and thought,
extended mind, social interaction, speech acts
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Against objections to corpus analysis as a tool fgghilosophy

Experimental philosophers are most prone to emmaperimental methods from
psychology and cognitive science. Only recentlys haterest emerged in using
experimental and empirical methods from linguisfitsa like spirit—additionally, and
not necessarily for the same methodical aims. Oathed from linguistics that lends
itself to this purpose is corpus analysis. Thee different ways of employing corpus
analysis (and some less technical alternativesphiitosophy. All of them have in
common that they give access to large quantitiesvizdt may be termed linguistic
surface data. This immediately provokes the questichy optimising access to such
data is of use to philosophers. Some of the woahssut corpus analysis can be traced
back to objections against corpus analysis usuatijouted to Chomsky. Their main
thrust is that the linguistic surface data colldcie corpora only show actual language
uses, while access to the proper object of linguissearch is only gained with the help
of introspective judgements about tberrectnessof language use. The paper recounts
these objections and argues for the use of datatmal language use in philosophy.

Key words: experimental philosophy, corpus analysis, Chomsky
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Actions, products, and truth-bearers:
a critique of Moltmann’s neo-Twardowskian account

Friederike Moltmann has recently defended an adcotiprimary truth-bearers as the
“spatio-temporally coincident products” of certdiimds of cognitive and linguistic acts,
such as acts of judging and claiming. Her accosifiteised on Kazimierz Twardowski's
action/product distinction, and more specificallgn his notion of “non-enduring
product.” Moltmann’s proposal is meant to providthiad option between the dominant
conception of primary truth-bears as mind-independentities, and the recently
rediscovered conception of primary truth-bearerg@gnitive and linguistic acts. This
paper has two goals. i) First, it challenges Mofimia main argument against the act-
theoretic approach. Moltmann argues, after Twar#tgwibat this approach commits a
category mistake: an act is not the sort of thiagwhich truth and falsity can be
intelligibly applied. Her argument, like Twardowskiis based on the different logical
behaviour of expressions such as “Johoia@m that p” and “John’sclaiming thatp.” |
show, however, that this sort of linguistic eviderman be interpreted in a manner that is
compatible with the idea that when we speak absayt, “John’s claim thap,” we are
speaking about one of hactions ii) The second goal of this paper is to argud tha
Moltmann does not present a coherent alternativihéoact-theoretical approach. The
problem lies in the obscurity of the Twardowskiastion of a “non-enduring product.”
While the action/product distinction is unobjectie in connection with “enduring
products” building a housevs. the housg it becomes far from obvious in connection
with “non-enduring products,” which are supposedbto spatio-temporally coincident
with the actions that produce them. | suggest thigt distinction is at best a wrong-
headed account for the difference between an adtioprogress and a completed
action—which, for all its completeness, does nop ¢teing an action.

Key words: truth-bearers, act/product distinction, Moltmammardowski
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Intentional identity and coordination

According to Geach (1967), the sentence, “Hob bkefiea witch blighted Bob’s mare,
and Nob believes that she killed Cob’s sow,” cartrbe even if there are no witches,
even if neither Hob nor Nob has any particular witc mind, and even if Hob and Nob
do not know each other at all.

Standard semantic analyses, however, cannot protidedesired truth-conditions.
Altering the scope of the existential quantifiesults in either thede re or de dicto
reading— the former leads to a dubious ontologioaimitment, the latter misrepresents
Hob's and Nob’s respective mental states. A diswasattitude toward intentional
identity cannot be sustained either, as scienifagress often relies on entertaining and
investigating entities that may or may not exist.

| argue that the phenomenon is much more widedpesal significant than previously
perceived. Instances are pervasive, including ndy dong-standing philosophical
conundrums such as Quine’s (1956) discussion ophR&rtcutt and Kripke's (1979)
puzzles about beliefs, but also everyday attitudirgports that exemplify folk

psychology. Seen in this light, the problem of intienal identity is really a problem of
coordination in thought and language.

| specify a template for generalizing intentionderntity and identify three sets of
intricacies: (a) what type of noun phrases and hdrethey are empty; (b) whether the
agents have in mind something specific; (c) theumrgatof attitudes and their inter-
relatedness. | make recourse to Newen's (2011)cbHje, a multi-faceted entity
representation that is not entirely language-l&ed propose a new way to characterize
the truth-conditions of limited but representatiegamples. My proposal leads to
interesting ramifications: first, linguistic conteand mental content need not match in
exact detail; second, linguistic communication ieggi the coordination of content,
which need not be strict equivalence

Key words: intentional identity, coordination, files, dede/dicto, puzzles about belief
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Propositional contents and propositional representions

In recent debates regarding the ontology of comscédargolis, Laurence 2007) it has
been argued that every theoretically fruitful taliout concepts conceived alstract
entitiesmight be replaced with a talk about concepts upeatal representationshis
controversial anti-Fregean and neopsychologistitude towardsconceptshas a natural
counterpart in the theory gfropositions one may argue, on similar grounds, that all
fruitful talk about propositions quabstract entitiegpropositional contenttienceforth)
might be replaced with a talk about propositionsa quental representations
(propositional representationtsenceforth). In my paper | discuss the scope anitsliof
such neopsychologism. In particular, | propose @efénd a version of the heterogeneity
hypothesis about propositions. It states that d¢bjee call “propositions” have distinct
theoretical roles to play and there is no reasocidion that there exists a single kind of
entity that corresponds to all these diverse roles.

In order to state the hypothesis in a more preammner, | describe the general
desiderata and theoretical tasks propositions ®pected to fulfil (cf. Weber 2012). |
argue that propositional representationdit specifically the role of contents of
propositional intentional states whilgropositional contentdit the role of semantic
values of sentences in contexts. | illustrate ttstircttion with the theory of indexical
belief reports committed to the classrepresentations of limited accessibilltyt not to
propositions of limited accessibilifgf. Perry 1979). In the final section of the pape
briefly discuss the aftermath of the heterogenkitpothesis for debates regarding the
nature and the structure of propositions.

Key words: propositions, contents, mental representationgyqsitional multi-tasking,
heterogeneity hypothesis
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Presuppositions, again

Presuppositionis surely one of the most debated notions in timgulistic and
philosophical literature. Historically, there are/ot main theoretical approaches on
presuppositions. According to the first one, thenaetic view, presuppositions are
semantic implications, that is, truth-conditionalations between propositions and
statements. In this sense, presuppositions aredewad as properties of sentences and a
presupposed proposition is a necessary conditionttfe truth of the presupposing
statement: if a sentence B presupposes a sentertberAB entails A, and if A is false,
then B is neither true nor false (cf. Strawson 198862, van Fraassen 1968, Keenan
1971). On the second approach, the pragmatic \peeguppositions are not properties of
sentences but rather properties of speakers angfistic performances given a certain
context of utterance (cf. Stalnaker 1972, 1973,4191099, 2002). On this view, a
presupposed proposition is a condition for thecfiglus utterance of the presupposing
statement in a given context.

Traditionally, it is commonly assumed that semaptiesuppositions differ from classical
entailments, as presuppositions, unlike classingilenents, project under negation: if
we compare a context of entailment to a contexpreSupposition, we should see that
entailments, but not presuppositions, disappeaeunegation. This presentation aims at
proposing a revision of the notion of semantic ppgmsition. | argue that semantic
presuppositions are classical entailments. Moreoverclaim that all semantic
presuppositions are also pragmatic presuppositionbjle not all pragmatic
presuppositions are also semantic presuppositioosntend that factive verbs offer a
paradigmatic example, as the factivity relatedriowis semantic, whereas the factivity
related toregret is merely pragmatic. This claim stands in contrgigh Karttunen’s
(1971) well-known analysis of factive verbs and Histinction betweerrue factives
(that is, emotive factives) arsgmifactivegthat is, cognitive factives).

Key words: presupposition, classical entailment, constancgeumegation, factivity,
know, regret
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DoesFinnegans Wake mean something?
Understanding, meaning, and the target of inquiry

Wittgenstein remarked that a main cause of philb&ab problems was only considering
one kind of examples. Oftentimes, linguistics begivith what it takes to be “standard
cases” and considers abnormality tangentially, ameshing that a mature linguistics
research program will be able to handle. This papeks to problematize the assumption
that cases linguistics considers as abnormal ase Hmndled in this way. In effect, it
argues that limiting the scope of linguistic inquio non-problematic cases restricts and
distorts language meaning and understanding inritapbways. Thus, | argue that more
energy should be devoted to what are taken as aiah@ases. Section one discusses a
highly abnormal case, JoyceBinnegans Wakehereby FW). | consider several
arguments from thinkers - ranging from literaryticd to philosophers - about whether
the work is best thought of as a novel at all.dati®n two, | argue that the work should
be read as a novel. Pursuant to this, in sectioeethl argue that FW is, in fact,
meaningful, that this meaning can be understood tlaat claims about the novel can be
true or false in the same way claims about moreveational novels are. Section four
attempts to deploy two semantic theories into F8pecifically those based on speaker-
meaning and those based on truth/assertabilityitonsl. | argue that both are incapable
of explaining how FW manages to have a meanings;Tthere is at least one case of
meaning that cannot be assimilated into those id®dfinally, section five argues for the
merits of a more broad-minded approach to semémgigrizing. Specifically, | argue that
these abnormal cases can offer both a testing drimrrour theories (as anomalies have
in the natural sciences) and as a lab in whichavedevelop new views.

Key words: semantic theories, abnormal caseBinnegans Wake meaning,
understanding, truth/assertability conditions, &peaneaning
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A linguist’'s comment on the methods of experimentgbhilosophy
(the Knobe effect)

The experimental branch of analytical philosopHgn® mostly to online questionnaires,
designed to check how native-speakers understartdircenotions of philosophical
interest (in Knobe's effect — how they understamel notion of intentionality). In the
paper | question such experimental methods, froenpibint of view of a semanticist
dealing with the problem of expressing intentiotyalind agency in a natural language
(Polish).

Foremost, what is of interest to philosophers (iditig experimental ones) in the notion
of “intentionality” is still intentionalityin a broad philosophical sensetherwise they
would not attempt to draw general conclusions freesive of a particular language. Yet,
examining the usage of notions in a natural language can draw conclusions only
within the context of a natural languadsative-speakers of Polish have at their disposal
words such aselowo, specjalni®er umyinie — each with its own characteristics, which
can significantly influence the responders’ decisioEnglish questionnaires first of all
refer, of course, to the woiidtentionally (whereasntencjonalnyin Polish can be used
only as a professional term), but this too hasoitn semantic features, just like
purposefullyor deliberately and it is not quite clear why exactly this Enlgligzord
should be crucial for the “intentionality questian"general.

| also discuss other linguistic factors that cafiuence the results of questionnaires,
either connected with a key notion (e.g. whethé & noun or a related adverb, the latter
possibly ambiguous), or with a general wording lté story submitted to questioning
(e.g. whether certain contents are expressed infahm of subordinate clauses or
nominalizations, the latter also possibly ambigyoés far as | know, factors of this
kind are not taken into account in research — eeitespondents nor researchers seem to
be aware of them. Although they may appear secgntlaey could nevertheless prove
critical for the final results.

Key words: intentionality, experimental philosophy, the Keogffect, semantics
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Metonymy and deferred reference

The past several decades have seen discussiore gbhtnomenon often known as
‘deferred reference’ among philosophers and lirtguikhis is the phenomenon in which
an expression in an utterance is used to denotethorg not conventionally denoted by
that expression. Metonymy is a rhetorical devia thvolves similar features. But there
has been little discussion regarding whether metgngnd deferred reference are the
same phenomenon, whether one is a subset of thg otmeither of these is true. | argue
that there are two ways in which one might arguat tiney are neither the same
phenomenon, nor is one phenomenon a subset ottle d) some uses of metonymy
may fail to pick out a unique, alternative non-cemtional meaning, or 2) even if
metonymy does correspond with a change in the mgaof an expression, the
mechanism by which it does so may differ from thechanism by which deferred
reference occurs. Geoffrey Nunberg seems to hawpted something like the second
option. | will argue that this is a misguided cargibn. Even so, metonymy is not
identical with, a subset of, or a superset of detereference because (1) holds: it is not
the case that metonymy always involves the ideatifbn of a unique non-conventional
denotation of the metonymic expression. To show, thiconsider several examples of
metonymic uses of language. Many of them correspuwaatly with the most common
accounts of deferred reference. Some cases of gmygnhowever, lack central
properties of deferred reference.

Key words: reference, deferred reference, metonymy, sengmiagmatics
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Moderate holism and linguistic phenomena

Traditionally, meaning holism is a theory that &ated to the meaning attributed to
words and their relationships to other words iraagliage. This theory can be more
specifically defined as a defense of the mutuaragpendence of all items of linguistic
knowledge, so that, for example, to understandnteaning of a given expression, it is
necessary to understand a large sector of the dgegin question or, even the complete
language. The aim of this paper is to present aenadel version of meaning holism that
was proposed by Henry Jackman in his work "Modemnatism and the instability thesis"
(1999), which argues that meaning holism does mgiyi the thesis of instability - if
there is the change of belief about an objectetli®ia change of meaning - and, in this
way, it is possible to attribute meanings to olgeatimitting changes of opinions and
then beliefs. It will be shown how this versiontadlism gives an account of the main
criticisms made of meaning holism in the last desadnd also how this theory can
justify linguistic phenomena (like vagueness andlygmmy) that are often treated as
problems of language. Finally, it will also be agduhat these linguistic phenomena are
intrinsic to languages and that the moderate versiomeaning holism can justify the
occurrence of these phenomena.

Key words: meaning holism, philosophy of language, linggistisemantics
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The scale of moral adjectives

‘It is morally better to keep a promise than toesaMife.” Sentences like those show that
moral adjectives such as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ are gradelaihat is, they place their objects on a
scale. But can we say more about their semantich tlze types of scales they use? In
this paper we propose some experiments to testdrmvwhether moral adjectives fit
well-known semantics for gradable adjectives.

We first test whether moral adjectives are relatvebsolute adjectives. To do this, we
look at the entailment patterns of moral adjectibeth in the positive and comparative
form, as well as their compatibility with modifiessich as ‘almost’ and ‘slightly’. The

preliminary results point towards the fact that atadjectives don't fall neatly under
either category. In addition to this, moral adjeet are multidimensional, i.e., they
combine more than one scale; thus, we also congidequestion of how their different

scales combine with each other and whether therdift scales have different properties.

In the second part we tackle the question of tteesof moral adjectives in a more
theoretical fashion, i.e., by investigating thedspible scales with mathematically precise
tools. Classical measurement theory admits of afd{for example, quality control
surveys), interval (for example, temperature), aatib scales (for example, height or
weight). Each can be combined with an operatioragigfregation, or sum, which can
behave differently: for instance, the height ofambination of two objects is additive,
while their temperature is not. We discuss the equences of each choice of scale for
ethical theory. For instance, if the scale of ma@jectives (say, 'morally good’) is an
interval, intermediate scale, certain logical iefezes are not allowed, and furthermore,
moral aggregation cannot be additive: thus certaimative theories (i.e., some forms of
consequentialism) are ruled out.

Key words: evaluative terms, scalar semantics, metaethics
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Why should a causal theory of reference borrowing
be a descriptive-causal theory?

In a reference theory a distinction is usually mbelsveen a theory of reference fixing and a
theory of reference borrowing or transmission. Adow to a purely causal theory of
reference borrowing, like Kripke's, the referendeaderm — proper name and natural kind
term— as used by borrowers is exclusively determinedsbgnembership of a causal chain
regardless of the descriptions or properties tloeydcassociate with the term, since these do
not play any role in the reference determinatiothefterm as used by borrowers. Although
Devitt and Sterelny plead for a descriptive-catisebry of reference fixing for proper names
and natural kind terms they advocate a purely t#hsary of their reference borrowing.

The question arises as to whether a borrower'suiiig competence with a word is
compatible with large ignorance or error aboutdafsrent, and in case he is required to know
“very little” about the referent, what is the dégtive element that the competent borrower
has to associate with the term. My proposal wilthze the descriptive element required will
be at least a categorial term that indicates theosdype of entity referred to. Thus, | claim
that a causal theorist should maintain a desceptausal theory of reference borrowing,
which involves a causal chain in addition to sos®oaiated descriptive element, at least
some categorial term.

Key words: reference borrowing, proper name, natural kimthtecategorial term, causal
theory
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On the difference between ambiguity, vagueness, ambdeterminacy

“Ambiguity differs from vagueness” (Quine 1960: }26r indeterminacy; they are
similar phenomena but surely different. Surprigmgiome authors defend something
like an ambiguity-vagueness continuum. Accordingthis view it would be only a
question of degree whether a term is vague or amhbig (Tuggy 1993, Winter-
Froemmel/Zirker 2010). | don't think that this acob is correct but it's due to the lack
of an adequate ambiguity criterion. Therefore, nm & to argue for arambiguity
criterion of rational assertabilitylt's easy to find paradigmatic examples of ambiguit
(1), vagueness (2), and indeterminacy (3) and wedestinguish them intuitively without
difficulties:

(1) theblack knightfa figure in the Arthurian legend/piece in the gaofi chess]

(2) Telly Savalas ibald [no hair/about 100 hairs on the head/...].

(3) Today issomeone’$Peter’s/Paul’'s/Mary’s] birthday.

Do we need an ambiguity criterion if we can tel tifference between ambiguity and
vagueness intuitively? We need a criterion becauséntuition fails in less paradigmatic
cases; there are two problems:

(a) The problem of classificatioriThere are plenty of non-paradigmatic examples
(Zwicky/Sadock 1975; Simpson 1970; Blackburn 1988as 1991), where it is not
clear intuitively whether they are ambiguous, vaguendeterminate.

(b) The problem of the criteriorso far, there is no criterion to distinguish bedwe
paradigmatic examples of ambiguity, vaguenessjradeterminacy.

The ambiguity criterion of rational assertabilitfits with our intuitive concept of

ambiguity. A term or a sentence is ambiguous (imtrast to vague or indeterminate) iff
(i) there are several interpretations/meanings ¢éren or sentence. And (ii) iff it is

impossible for a rational speaker to assert a seateneaningfully or to use a term
appropriately without deciding on one of these salvimterpretations/meanings. If both
conditions are met, it is a case of ambiguity.

Key words: ambiguity, vagueness, indeterminacy, ambiguiitgigon
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Empirical study on selfless assertions

My paper considers the topic of so-called “selflessertion” (Lackey 2007). An
assertion that p is selfless if and only if (i)meaker does not believe that p, (ii) is aware
of reasonable evidence in favour of p, and (iig slsserts that p. Thus, if a subject does
not believe in the asserted claim (and knowledgguires belief), we can assert
something which we do not know. Because of thifffess assertion is made as an
argument against the knowledge account of assggign Williamson 1996), i.e., that we
should assert only what we know.

| have two goals in my paper. Firstly, | will beitimizing Turri's (2014, 2015, 2016)
empirical study on selfless assertion. Accordingtori's studies, people believe in the
content of what Lackey takes to be examples ofessifassertion. My critique of his
claims will be threefold. First, | argue that higperimental vignettes do not contain all
the essential options to participants and thusltesio not reflect properly their mental
state attributions; second, Turri does not consagleobvious issue that participants in his
experiments have to ascribe contradictory menttestto characters in the described
cases; third, | raise a worry that what is the sctopf the majority of Turri's experiments
is not knowledge, but only assertability in specdonditions.

The second goal of my paper is positive. | will sutb my own proposal of an
experimental study concerning this topic and arétezal framework for cases of selfless
assertion. | will be arguing that Turri's accouanicot properly explain selfless assertion
because he analyses those speech acts as gersgrteons. Because of this, | introduce
which changes in Turri's experiments should be maderoperly examine cases of
selfless assertion. At the end, | will argue th& should not count them as cases of
genuine assertion, but as belonging to the claasssrtives.

Key words: assertion, selfless assertion, experimental philegoknowledge, belief
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Singular thought, cognitivism, and conscious atteidn

The focus of this paper will be on singular thosghh the first section | will present
Jeshion’s cognitivism; a view that holds that ohewd characterize singular thoughts by
their cognitive roles. The paper will present amstdss some of the key examples that
she uses to prime her intuitions that initially gag her view, arguing that contrary to
Jeshion’s claim there are conflicting intuitions loow to understand those examples. In
the second section | will argue that, also conttaryeshion’s claims, results from studies
of object tracking in cognitive psychology do napport cognitivism. First, the studies
in object tracking do not support the view thabimfiation is loaded into object files and,
second, the studies do not support Jeshion’s Jiewvwe can have singular thoughts of
objects that do not exist. In the third sectionill discuss Jeshion’s easy transmission of
singular thought and argue that it ignores a relewistinction between general and
specific understanding of names, where a generdéngtanding allows one to use a
name competently without knowing what it referswvibile the specific understanding
encompasses general understanding as well as kigavid a name’s reference. Finally,
the last section will argue that conscious attensbould replace Jeshion’s significance
condition as a necessary condition for one to haangular thought. The paper will
show that we need to take seriously the acquaiateegquirement for singular thoughts,
as even the easy transmission of singular thougitisthe use of names will be called
into question.

Key words: reference, singular thought, cognitivism, fingetd instantiation,
acquaintance requirement
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Fictional objects and semantics: towards a hybrid iew

Realism about fictional objects assumes that @faatbry semantic account of proper
names and quantifier phrases that occur in fictialiscourse requires that there are
fictional objects. Anti-realism about fictional @gts avoids this assumption by
suggesting that fictional discourse is not to lketaat face value; it proposes paraphrases
of fictional sentences in which there is no refeeeto, nor quantification over, fictional
objects. It is our aim to steer a middle coursevbeh these two opposites. We propose
an account that is neither realist nor anti-reafstording to our view, fictional objects
are purely semantic entities that are needed faat&sfactory account of semantic
phenomena, but do not have a special kind of bdtigjional objects are modelled as
individual roles that can be explicated as fundifmom possible worlds to individuals.
Each role is associated with a set of requisites, properties that have to be instantiated
by an object in order to be a functional value.c8irthe set contains mutually
incompatible properties (such bsing a detectivalong withbeing non-existejtthese
functions are undefined for all worlds. Neverths]e§a fictional name occurs in tlue
dicto mode, it designates something, namely the rokfitshe name is empty only
provided it occurs in thele remode. Thede dictovs. de redistinction is suitable for
explaining the attributions of truth-values to wars kinds of sentences involving
fictional names or expressions seemingly quantifyerer fictional objects. At the same
time, the roles are cut out for explaining certaon-semantic phenomena, such as the
authorial creation, the authors’ and consumerstudis to fictions, or the identity
conditions for fictional characters.

Key words: fictional discourse, fictional object, individuadle, semantics, thée dicto
vs. de redistinction
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Usage as an object of inquiry: an epistemologicalbak for linguistics?

Although Ludwig Wittgenstein, Peter Strawson, Jéustin and Paul Grice emphasized
in the 1950s that observation of the usage of ahtanguages should be the privileged
object of inquiry for philosophy of language, tliea was not really taken into account
and put into practice by linguists until forty yedater. This situation could be described
as “paradoxical”, since appealing to usage is selftasine qua norcondition for the
elaboration of any linguistic theory, yet it remgitrue that the real consideration of
usage through linguistic approaches at the endhefeighties resulted in upsetting the
well-established order between syntax, semantidspaagmatics. Understood to be the
cause behind the change in linguistic forms andonger as the updating of a system,
the observation of usage questioned the Chomskastulate on the autonomy of
grammar and this theoretical break brought a pgradihift taking full advantage of the
semantic and pragmatic properties of the utteraimcesage to construct syntax.

The aim of this paper is to propose an analysitheftheoretical changes induced by
usage-based approaches to language. To do thigilvgraw up a map of these changes
and this study will lead us to show that the remiat restructuring of the domains of
syntax, semantics and pragmatics also resulteldeimavision of pivotal concepts within
these three disciplinary fields. We will then hight the domains, such as learning or the
language-memory link, that usage-based approadesnore easily explain. The two
previous studies will then offer us the opportunigyclarify why, when usage becomes
the privileged object of inquiry, language can thenconceived as a natural and social
system in continual evolution.

Key words: usage, syntax, semantics, pragmatics, epistemalsgge-based approach
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Semantic paradoxes and the “New Wittgenstein”

We are going to present a new approach to the gmoblf semantic paradoxes from the
“New Wittgenstein” perspective on understandingglzage and nonsense. We will take
this perspective as our starting point in criticish traditional attempts to resolve
paradoxes — we call these attempts “regulativetsehapproaches are at best inadequate
and at worst simply inconsistent. What motivates ¢imergence of restrictive theories
constraining the realm of acceptable linguistic storctions is the initial
acknowledgement of the very semantic structuredingato paradoxes. So, postulating
such a solution one either falls into contradictisith oneself by accepting the
intelligibility of formulas which one subsequentBxcludes as nonsensical, or, like
Tarski, stipulates that one’s theory has applicazclusively within artificially created
formal languages, for natural language is doomeaddonsistencies and inaccuracies.

We believe that the approach to understanding ieddy Rush Rhees, Stanley Cavell
and John McDowell and elaborated by Cora Diamoadhe$ Conant, Rupert Read and
other authors associated with the “New Wittgenstainovement is a good starting point
for a much more fruitful strategy of attacking theblem of semantic paradoxes. The
“New Wittgenstein” approach underlines the impoctaof the Fregean context principle
— developed later by Wittgenstein in Aigactatus Logico-Philosophicus for a proper
understanding of the problem of nonsensicality. gkding to this perspective, nonsense
may not be gradable; nonsensical propositions daexpress any “deep truths”, mainly
because they are not real propositions at all ¥ #re constructions only apparently
similar to propositions.

Key words: semantic paradoxes, context principle, nonsdnsyig Wittgenstein, Cora
Diamond
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Concepts as soft detectors — a naturalized framewbof the notion of “concept”

Many researchers believe that concepts play a fiigni role in at least some
perceptions. The intuition is rather old and casilgde traced back to Descartes and his
deliberations on what can be simply “seen” and vdaat only be perceived by the “eye
of reason”. Some researchers say that the differdmetween direct and indirect
perceptions manifests itself whenever we perceibgtract or general properties. Others
point at second order properties or causal praggertrurthermore there is always a
question as to how widespread concept dependecegt@ns are. Can we attribute them
to animals or infants? Are there concept users aigonot at the same time language
users?

The talk presents a proposition of an answer to dfwementioned questions by
proposing a naturalistic explication of the notiof “concept” suitable both for
philosophy of language and for philosophy of mind.

| propose to identify the role concepts play ingeption with a mechanism of “soft
detection”. The best way to understand soft deted®to differentiate them from hard
detectors (receptors). The latter react to thegets because of the way they are built or
because of the way they are embedded in the cegrifistem. Contrary to this, soft
detectors are to be understood as dynamic categjorizdevices which enable the
system to selectively react to undetectable prasentia flexible exploitation of data
from hard detectors.

| show that concepts understood in this way exptaany of the traditional intuitions
associated with the notion of “concept” without atirg confusion typical for the

competing accounts.

Key words: concepts, direct perception, indirect percepti@sidcognition, receptors
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Explaining away Kripke's Wittgenstein

Saul Kripke's Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Langugagesents the infamous
paradox of rule-following that Kripke finds in hiseading of Wittgenstein’'s
Philosophical Investigationd'he paradox purports to show that words and thtsugave

no content - that there is no such thing as imeatity.

This paper refutes the paradox with a dilemma.niimeal states are posited in rational
explanations, i.e., explanations of subjects’ agti@and thoughts in terms of their
propositional attitudes. Under either of the twaaydible conceptions of rational
explanation, the paradox fails. If rational expléorais just a causal form of explanation,
then thea priori requirements that the paradox places upon intesitioontent do not
actually apply. If, on the other hand, rational lax@tion is more than just a causal form
of explanation, then the supposed flaw in contestription that gives the paradox
traction is actually a feature of successful raloaxplanations, ones that advert to
agents’ (real, extant) intentional contents. Whiglteconception of rational explanation
turns out to be right, the paradox poses no theeiatentionality.

Keywords: rule-following, Kripke's Wittgenstein, intentiofity, meaning skepticism,
semantic determinacy, concept possession, psydbal@xplanation
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Plurals: the linguistic semantics approach vs thelglosophical approach

The plural idiom has been investigated both by qsuphers (e.g. Boolos, Florio,
Linnebo, McKay, Nicolas, Oliver, Smiley and Yi) aty linguists (e.g. Gillon, Link,
Landman, Moltmann, Sharvy, Schein and Schwarzschild

Despite their common object of study, there hasbeen much of a dialectical exchange
between the two traditions. My aim in this papetoiput them side by side and provide
some starting points for a fruitful dialogue. Naily, the aims and interests of the
philosopher and those of the linguist do not gdhecaincide. Consequently, neither do
their methodologies.

The main motivations for the philosopher to engagté this debate are the search for
solutions to paradox (historically steming from Bixs work) and different forms of
metaphysical nominalism. The rationale behind thguiistic work is different: plurals
are present in ordinary language and thus seméaatts involving plurals should be
accounted for by our best semantic theory. Linguiss$ opposed to philosophers, are not
particularly concerned with paradoxes arising ichei fragments of language. Moreover,
they are not interested in metaphysical issues agcihether abstract entities exist or
what the nature of sets is.

In this paper, | will point to and discuss someh# themes common to both parties. In
particular, | will first focus on the extensionakas of plurals and examine the
mainstream semanticist view of those — a form ofjsiarism which helps itself to
mereological sums and groups. | will argue thaagax lurks in the analysis. Secondly,
I will survey the intensional uses of plurals andwill argue that the fact that
philosophical scholarship on plurals has ignorerisionality is a deficiency. | will
finish by looking into the linguistic treatment plural intensionality and its potential use
in philosophy.

Key words: plurals, plural logic, mereology, groups, intemsility, extensionality,
paradox of groups, nominalism
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Communicative turn-taking and linguistic understanding

The paper examines consequences of recent psyghisiiic research on turn-taking
(e.g. Levinson and Torreira, 2015; Garrod and Rioke 2015; Levinson, 2016) for
philosophical theories of linguistic understandiAgcording to the turn-taking literature
for the gaps between subsequent utterances in ig@ivmns to be as short as they are (ca.
0.2 s), speakers have to start formulating theierabces long before the previous
speaker's turn ends. In consequence, speakerdyusalt to what is their prediction of
the content of the utterance on the basis of oaly pf the content they have actually
heard. | argue that available philosophical thesooieunderstanding cannot accommodate
these results since they focus almost exclusivelyhe occurrent state of understanding,
characterized either as a knowledge-like (Dumni€83; Davies, 1989; Heck, 1995),
perception-like (Hunter, 1998; Fricker, 2003; Re2D10) or a content entertaining state
(Longworth, 2016). However, in fast turn-takingratigh the most part of the time of
production of our responses, we can neither knomentertain nor even perceive the full
content of the antecedent utterance. There is gimpthing to be known or perceived at
this point. At best, something to be anticipategrdpose an alternative account on which
understanding is characterized as an event of ttegrprocessing taking place upon
hearing an utterance in a language the hearersgosid to understand. My approach
may thus be characterized as an understanding evemism and understanding states
pluralism, in which one type of cognitive eventegwise to different types of occurrent
states. Such a solution allows us not only to acnodate the empirical results of turn-
taking research, but also incorporate advantagdg#fefent accounts that up to this point
were supposed to be mutually exclusive.

Key words: linguistic understanding, turn-taking, communicatidanguage faculty,
speech processing
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Relational nouns, inverse linking and long-distancéendefinites:
a unified dependent type account

In this talk, we develop a new account of the dtedarelational nouns (e.g.
representative solution) from the perspective of a semantic system compini
generalized quantifiers with dependent types (Grska, Zawadowski, 2017a,b).
Whereas in the Montagovian setting relational noans interpreted as two-place
relations (expressions of type <e,<e, t>>), oumimork allows us to interpret them as
dependent types (Martin-L6f, 1984; Makkai, 1995)e \then use our dependent type
account of relational nouns to provide a uniforreatment of the two puzzling
phenomena: inverse linking (May, 1977, 1985; Larst®85; Barker and Shan, 2014)
and long-distance indefinites (Chierchia, 2001 ;v@utz, 2001).

Key words: relational noun, inverse linking, long-distanndéfinite, dependent type
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The legacy of philosophical pragmatism in explainig
the bio-cultural origin of folk psychology

Our aim will be to show how pragmatic approachesnianing and knowledge are
deployed in contemporary discussion on the oridirfotk psychologies (theories of
mind). In other words, we want to demonstrate hlesvdlassic ideas of John Dewey and
William James allow for a deeper understanding @d-dultural origins of the
mindreading ability. Citing Katherine Nelson’s worlve will demonstrate the way
pragmatic views are incorporated into theories mitbe label of “developmental
systems,” which aim to explain, among others, thenomenon of mindreading (Nelson,
2005, 2007). Pragmatism is central there as expeziés claimed to be the interface
where biological and cultural factors come togethean integrated system and give birth
to meanings that lie at the very base of folk tlesoabout the mind. We are interested in
the question of whether such a view, presentingtfitories of mind (folk psychologies)
as composed of meanings scaffolded in a pragmatiécplay of biological and cultural
factors, makes for a serious alternative to thedviesed on the computational model of
the mind (Fodor, 1975, 1983) that view folk psyduis as conceptually rooted in
cognitive mechanisms inherent to the human mindpéily & Butterfill, 2009;
Carruthers, 2013, 2015). Conclusions will highlighe aspects in which the pragmatic
framework outclasses the computational model, a6 age those which still pose a
problem to systemic analyses.

Key words: mindreading, theory of mind, folk psychology, eémpmental systems,
pragmatism, integrated systems
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Expressive meanings and commitmentde lingua

Expressivesi.e., words such as ‘damn’ or ‘bastard’, seenedavey a specific kind of
content, different from, or on top of, ‘regular’ steiptive meaning. Following the
seminal work of Chris Potts (2005) the meaningxqiressives is often conceptualized in
a ‘two-dimensional’ semantic framework, in whichsdeptive and expressive contents
are separated as a result of special rules of g@m@mposition (cf. Gutzmann 2015).
This approach is successful in accounting for sémeresting semantic properties of
expressives, e.g. their projective behavior, arsidiso been extended to other classes of
expressions, such as racial slurs or honorificswéler, it does not offer any actual
insight into the nature of expressive meaning (the-dimensional formalism operates
on dummy values, independently of what they maydsta for).

The present paper offers an alternatpragmatic account of expressives, based, among
other things, on the observation that expressivanings seem to directly involvithe
speaker(her states, emotions or attitudes) rather thanhghstract (e.g. truth-conditional)
contents. The account is developed in a commitrhaséd scorekeeping model of
discourse (based on Lewis 1979 and Brandom 1994yhich hearers interpret speakers’
utterances by attributing commitments to them. @&siassertoric commitments (and
potentially other kinds), commitmentke lingua(cf. Harris 2016) can be distinguished.
These are commitments to the appropriateness dicability of a given expression,
which also can be attributed to speakers basedhein titterances (separately from
assertoric commitments). What characterizes exippessas a lexical class is that they
always raise the issue of speakalslinguacommitment. In short, expressive meanings
are commitments to the appropriateness of stronpghrged (often vulgar or taboo)
vocabulary — which, in turn, can signal a speakbkeghtened emotional state, negative
attitude etc.

Key words: expressives, commitment, commitment de linguapred®eping,
multidimensional semantics
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What is this thing they call “home”?
Temporal standpoint-dependence and proper objectsfoeference

Some uses of the term “home” are understandabtzigasistically as straightforwardly
specifying some place defined by a mutually agreetdof features (e.g. “I want to go
home!”, interpreted as meaning “l wish to returnnty current non-temporary place of
residence”). Others lend themselves more to beimgrstood along the lines of causal-
historical accounts of proper names and indexiaaslabels rigidly designating some
place for particular users, in ways fixed by artighibaptism (e.g. “That’'s ‘home’ for
me!”, interpreted as meaning “That place there alifays count as ‘home’ for me!”).

Elements of both of the above may also show umm and the same use, pointing to a
hybrid account of reference (cf. Evans) in whictsatgtively specifying and rigidly
designating elements each play a necessary buffigisot role in securing reference
(e.g. “It was only when | had really got to knovetbther people living there that | was
prepared to call that place ‘home™).

Nevertheless, merely noting such instances doeshreat light on the question of what
distinctive sort of referential object such hybfidms might imply. In particular, it does

not allow us to determine whether the sort of thtimat may count as a proper object of
such references is itself constituted as a hyloidwhether this feature only reflects
structural distinctions operative at the levelariguage. In my paper | will make use of
the notion of temporal standpoint-dependence te g account of how this question
might be answered for cases involving the term ‘@omone that may also be extended
to cover a number of other cases.

Key words: reference, descriptivism, rigid designator, temapatandpoint-dependence,
home, place
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Constitutive rules and language games

There is a long tradition in the analytic philosgpif language of considering language
as somehow analogous to games. The view that lgeggaa game could be understood
in at least two ways. First, that the meaning d¢ihguistic expression is determined by
rules. Second, that types of speech acts are tugmstiby rules. But some aspects of the
idea of “constitutive rules” have not been investigl thoroughly. Searle (1969)
characterizes constitutive rules by their form:ifXcircumstances C counts as Y”. Such
an account is highly controversial because it mak@wmpossible to break such a rule
(and it is obvious that many rules of practices banviolated). The second problem
(Gliier and Pagin 1998) is the question of how ffedintiate a situation when violation
of the constitutive rule terminates the activitygrh the case when it is just an “illegal”
move within the practice.

In my presentation | intend to investigate clogbky idea of constitutive rules, which is a
background for philosophical theories that langug@ game. | plan to avoid those
problems the Searlian account faces by looking fallyeat complicated practices

established and governed by rules. The model exawipkuch practices are games. |
plan to determine what constitutive rules are dyattanks to thorough investigation,
how games are constituted by rules. Philosopheve Inétherto mainly analyzed the
game of chess, which seems to me not the bestgnfdo reflection on language. The
game of chess is constituted by a relatively snmalimber of rules and is quite

unforgiving with the issue of violating its ruldsam convinced that if we look carefully

at more complicated games (like basketball or faldththat allow for breaking the rules

without terminating the game, it is possible toidyaroblems that traditional accounts of
constitutive rules have faced and, therefore, makeore credible analogy between
games and language.

Key words: constitutive rules, language games, Searle, aflgames, system of rules
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The vague, the evaluative, and the subjective — assification of adjectives

In my talk, | propose a certain classification ghkative adjectives. | hypothesize that
the basic criterion to distinguish between evalgatind descriptive terms is the faultless
disagreement test (which predicts that purely degee terms do not give rise to this
kind of disagreements). Next, | discuss a few kioflphenomena which seem to render
this distinction dubious: context-sensitivity, vagess and using descriptive terms to
express evaluative judgments. Further, | investigah. Kennedy's proposal (2016)
according to which gradable adjectives can expmgeskinds of subjectivity (one being
generated by vagueness and one stemming from évél)al modify this account by
postulating another sub-class of subjective adjestiwhich are not subjective due to
vagueness but which are not evaluative either ag tto not necessarily encode any
valence. | call them “experiential” since they rizquthat the speaker has some kind of
interaction with the object she is describing witle use of these terms. | propose a
linguistic test to identify these expressions. Fjnd check where my classification of
adjectives places the predicate of personal taswty”. | suggest that “tasty” is both
evaluative and experiential and, additionally,atries a condition of its own use, that is
the information that it can be used to positivebgess the taste of something. This, |
argue, makes it similar to thin evaluative termst asirries no descriptive component at
all.

Key words: faultless disagreement, subjectivity, evaluajivipredicates of personal
taste, vagueness
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Meaning holism and analyticity again

In his severe criticism of Meaning Holism, Mich&avitt (1996) attempted to prove that
(among other things) there are no good reasondajpt ahat theory. He presented a series
of sophisticated arguments against some argument8/éaning Holism (MH). One
group of such arguments concerns the notoriouyaralynthetic distinction (A/S), as it
is commonly said that rejecting the distinction vitebly leads to accepting holism.
Devitt focuses particularly on the inferential ®leolism, according to which meaning of
an expression is determined by all of its infer@nles, and he argues that:

(I) accepting MH in fact does not eliminate A/S bather supports it;

(I) even if A/S is abandoned, MH entails some agak of A/S;

(1) Molecularism — which is Devitt's own anti-tistic approach — does not entalil

acceptance of (any analogue of) A/S.

In my paper | will argue against Devitt. To rejébtl am going to make two following
steps:

(i) based on Peter Pagin’s (2008) considerationsilllshow that although some
versions of holism may indeed be said to suppo8, Ahe version of MH
which | regard as the most reasonable does not;

(i) 1 will show that Devitt made quite a simple stake as he apparently treated the
rejection of analyticity as something that leadbdtism.

Regarding (II) | will argue that even if MH is geitasy to reconcile with some analogue
of A/S, it does not entail any distinction of thatd. With regard to (l11) | will attempt to
show that it is the definition of Molecularism amvhich entails some counterpart of
AJS.

Key words: meaning holism, semantic holism, inferential rplesalytic-synthetic,
molecularism, atomism
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Deferred reference, meaning transfer and proper nams

In typical cases of deferred use, an indexicalrsefe an object (a deferred referent)
which is not present in the immediate context & thiterance by way of a different
object (an index), which is present in the contxd related in a contextually salient
manner to the deferred referent (e.g. referencant@uthor by way of pointing to his
book). Such uses were first analyzed by Nunberg&12993). At first Nunberg (1978)
proposed deferred reference for the analysis aheles such as “the ham sandwich”:

*) The ham sandwich left without paying. [utteflega waiter in a restaurant]

But in (1993) and (1995) he argued that this amalgees not generalise and proposed
instead a version with the help of meaning trandfaning transfer is an operation on
predicates in which “the name of a property thatlias to something in one domain can
... be used as the name of a property that applidsrtgs in another domain” (Nunberg
1995, 111).

Fara (2015a,b) referred to Nunberg in her defericeredicativism against arguments
relying on Costume Examples (“Two Obamas came toHalloween Party”, Jeshion
2012, 2015). She used the term “deferred interfioeta | argue that her defence rests on
an equivocation and collapses - for different reasoboth if deferred interpretation is
understood as deferred reference and when it igrst@bd as meaning transfer. The
conclusion will be that Fara's defence is unsuligted. Finally, | will sketch an
alternative analysis of the mentioned examples whaéties on a mechanism that deploys
features of both deferred reference and meanimgfen My analysis will also provide
an explanation of the psycho-linguistic resultsMxéElree et al. (2006) according to
which not all forms of metonymic transfer are efualaxing for the language
comprehension system.

Key words: deferred reference, meaning transfer, deferregfpnetation, predicativism,
proper names
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Truly practical ‘ought’ and its logical structure

According to John Broome, the central normativehiusg agentive ought, i.e., telling the
agent what sheught to dowhere this agentive ought is to be accountedrfdeims of
owned ought In deontic logic owned oughts are often referted as ‘personal
obligations’. Owned oughts are typically represdriig agential ‘ought’ sentences of the
general form S ought tophi’. However, agential ‘ought’ sentences are trickyce some
of them ascribe ownership and others do not, andcaveot tell which from their
grammar. Compare the sentences: ‘Peter ought shliris teeth at least twice a day’ and
‘Kate ought to get a promotion’. These two senterftave the same surface logical form,
but that is misleading as the former sentence tisraldy interpreted as having agentive
content which is not so in the case of the latteBroome’s terminology we will say that
ought in the first sentencedsvned whereas ought in the second sentence@vned |
shall criticize Broome’s account on two fronts. sEirl show that ownership is not a
plausible candidate for the hallmark of agentivghiwsince ownership is not necessarily
a normative notion. Second, | show that Broomefgdal interpretation of owned ought
fails by its own standards. | argue that what matte authorship and not ownership. |
also propose a logical interpretation of authorship

Key words: Broome, truly practical ‘ought’, owned ought, iogl form, authorship
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Ernest Hemingway'’s short story “Mr. and Mrs. Elliot "
the case of Romantic philosophy inverted

One of the fundamental elements of Romantic phibgds “the subject of the divided
and the reunited mind” (Abrams 1973: 292). The @i of unity and fragmentation
reflected the condition of fast social, politicahd industrial change of the early™9
century (Abrams 1973: 293).

Romantic philosophy employed the Neoplatonic (RecPseudo-Dionysus, John Scotus
Erigena) term “love” to refer to all cohesive foscthat countered the processes of
fragmentation (Abrams 1973: 293). The concept iss@nt in the works of Blake,
Shelley, Wordsworth, Schiller, Hegel, and otherkjclv often blend it with the element
of wandering or pilgrimage culminating in the heroéturn to where he had started, that
is, to unity (Abrams 1973: 294-295, 193).

Based on elements of narratology (Campbell 1949jaia2003) and Cognitive Poetics
(Lakoff and Turner 1989; Kdvecses 2006), the pargues that Hemingway's short
story “Mr. and Mrs. Elliot” inverts the Romantic idsophical formula in that its
narrative reflects the journey from disunity totgdrunity and back to disunity. Eros as a
form of love functions as a force that finally failo unite the two young persons. The
inverted Romantic plot serves as the source doofdine cognitive metapharenTAL IS
PHYSICAL, which — together with a number of category- atat@related metonymies —
represents the condition of the Americans thatdliire Europe after World War | and
often represented the “lost generation” attituder{bh and Edwards 1967: 321-322).

Key words: disunity, Eros, journey, metaphor, metonymy, rtarea Romantic, unity
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Odd conditionals and the limits of pragmatic explaations

It is a common intuition that the antecedent ofimdicative conditional should have
something to do with its consequent, that they khbe somehow connected. The lack
of a relevant kind of a connection seems to beigebcthe reason why missing-link
conditionals, e.g.:

(1) If kangaroos have no gills, then they cannot fly.

strike us as odd. On those theories of conditionhlt validate the Principle of

Centering, such as the material account (Grice 1@89Stalnaker's possible worlds
semantics (Stalnaker 1968), the truth of this cionil's antecedent (“kangaroos have
no gills”) and its consequent (“they cannot fly§)énough to infer the truth of (1), while
on the Suppositional account which denies that itionéls are truth-apt at all

(Edgington 1995), (1) is highly acceptable. Propasef these theories claim that the
oddity of missing-link conditionals is simply a rtext of pragmatics, yet no one has
offered a full-fledged pragmatic explanation of wthey appear odd and what is the
nature of the connection conditionals seem to sstg@»uven 2015).

In this talk, we argue against the view that thwition that conditionals convey the
presence of a connection between their antecedesrdsconsequents is a pragmatic
phenomenon. We present results of an experimetudly of various factors that can
affect people’s evaluation of different kinds ofhditionals. In particular, we investigated
how the presence or absence of an inferential atiome between antecedent and
consequent and the type of content a conditionglremses can influence people’s
assertability judgments of both conditionals andjenctions. Finally, we argue that our
results cannot be reconciled with the availablegmatic explanations of the oddity of
missing-link conditionals, and hence they pose allehge to any semantics of
conditionals that does not posit the need for aneotion between antecedent and
consequent.

Key words: indicative conditionals, assertability, pragmatisgmantics, Principle of
Centering
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Utterance interpretation without utterance meaning

It's commonly assumed that an important task dieoty of meaning is to tell how the
meaning of an utterance is determined. Intentismatiakes the speaker’s (S) intention to
settle utterance meaning. There may be constraitsintention formation, but
intentionalists insist that epistemic consideratiafon’t interfere with metaphysical
meaning determination. Anti-intentionalism takeblpufeatures (conventional meaning
and contextual cues) available to the hearer (Hetermine utterance meaning. Aspects
of these two basic approaches may combine to fariows intermediate positions. In
order to argue for their position, theorists haaeourse to intuitions concerning cases of
divergence between S’s intended and H’'s assigneanimg as well as to general
assumptions regarding the purpose of communicatiocessibility, accountability and
the structure of thought and belief.

| argue that S and H’s interaction supports neithintionalism nor anti-intentionalism,
but rather suggests there’s no such thing as attermeaning. In cases of divergence, H
often submits to S’s clarification, but that doeésimhply intention settles utterance
meaning. Rather S’s original utterance is, as itewerased and replaced by a novel
utterance understood by H to S’s satisfaction. @beount of communicative success
doesn’t require more than convergence betweenn&sded and H's assigned meaning.
Nor does accountability require settling utteranz@aning. In cases where H wants to
hold S responsible for her utterance, H need angeiely for the reasonableness of her
interpretation and S’s responsibility for its cantte Thus, interpretive practice is
dominated by the questions ‘What is S’s intentioar®d ‘What was S most reasonably
taken to mean?’, neither of which presupposes atipmof utterance meaning.

This account may be extended to intentionalism anti-intentionalism in aesthetic
interpretation. The opposition between authoridakntion and aesthetic significance

disappears once ‘the meaning of the work’ is abaado

Key words: utterance interpretation, utterance meaning, niigealism, anti-
intentionalism, subjective truth conditions
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Is TRUTH primitive?

Primitivismis the view that TRUTH is a primitive concept -atlis, one which cannot be
analysed without invoking the concept itself. Hoe primitivist, TRUTH is conceptually

fundamental. The leading contemporary defenderriofifivism is Jamin Asay. In this

talk | explain why he thinks that TRUTH is a priimé& concept; and | defend Wolfgang
Kiinne's analysis of propositional truth in termssehtential quantification from Asay’s
arguments.

Key words: truth, primitivism, quantification, logical conciives, analysis, Asay, Kiinne
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I-Semantics: Foundational Questions

The problem that will be addressed in this talk barformulated as follows: what is the
relationship between the notion of an internalilieduistic competence, as conceived by
the generative program, and a semantic theory2Her avords, what is the scope of a
semantic theory consistent with the theoreticaliaggions adopted by the generative
program? | will compare two approaches: the deiwstat approach, according to which
syntactic derivations are inputs to truth condidbbmterpretation, and the intensional
approach, according to which the syntactic deroveticonstrain, but do not determine,
truth conditions. | argue that the first approaehds us to a dilemma: if the semantic
structure is isomorphic to the syntagmatic strugtuwe multiply the terms of
explanation, without explanatory advantage. If éhierno isomorphism, we have an even
more serious problem, because we can not explarexiplanatory success of certain
syntactic principles (such as the asymmetry betveegernal and internal argument, for
example). Therefore, the denotational approach doegprovide the proper idealization;
it's not able to extend the positive heuristic loé tgenerative program. | argue that the
intensional approach, by contrast, increases thsitip® heuristic of the generative
program, because it is able to explain importarpigoal generalizations discovered by
the generative program (and not simply redeschieen). | argue that the formulation of
an I-semantics requires, necessarily, a revisiontradlitional and tacitly accepted
assumptions regarding the nature of natural langusgmantics. | argue that the I-
Semantics explains the etiology of the computatigranciples underlying interface
phenomena, not the implementation of these opestioow sentences can be used to
make true or false assertions.

Key words: syntax-semantics interface, generativism, logicam, compositionality,
philosophy of linguistics
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Varieties of contradiction

The concept of contradiction plays a fundamentkd o both philosophy and logic. For

example, we believe that contradictions form thémate black mark against the

adequacy of a theory and use them in constructingdl proofs for theories. We should
hope then to have a precise understanding of whrtradictions are. Given this, it's

surprising that little time has been spent consigerand evaluating the available

definitions of ‘contradiction’ in the literature sehas been done with other important
logical concepts such as logical consequence,, tanith assertion.

This talk takes on this much needed project, agyuimat multiple non-equivalent
definitions of ‘contradiction’ occur within the dtature, some of which are often treated
as though they were equivalent. Four general cagyof definitions of contradiction
are introducedsemanti¢ which define contradictions in terms of semamtioperties,
syntacti¢ which define contradictions in terms of theirrfgrpragmatic which define
contradictions in terms of types of speech-actsg amtological which define
contradictions in terms of existence and the pesseof properties. The different types
of definitions within each category are then expthrwith particular emphasis placed
upon three common types of semantic definitions:

Truth-Conditional Account: Contradictions are (sets of) logically false pysipions.
Explosion Account Contradictions are (sets of) propositions thatplimevery
proposition.

Structured Account: Contradictions are conjunctions of propositionsed atheir
respective negations.

It's argued that, contrary to what is often proghsaone of these three forms of
definition of ‘contradiction’ are equivalent. Thigst result then triggers the second
question of which of these definitions is the mpktlosophically plausible, given that
they all pick out different sets of propositions.drder to partially answer this question,
the talk proposes some considerations which demasasthat theruth-conditionaland
explosionaccounts aren’t as reasonable as they origineéyned.

Key words: logical definitions, contradictions, law of nonrtadiction, contradictories,

truth-conditions, explosion
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The Kantian turn in the study of language

Both philosophy of language and linguistics havermftaken an 'absolute’ third person
(3P) perspective on reference. For example, thetdéan of a 1P pronoun is often
analyzed as equivalent to a 3P nominal like 'treaker'. Similar strategies are pursued
for tense, modals and other so-called indexicdle Itoday' or 'now', which are
standardly defined in absolute rather than relagvms.

We propose a Kantian turn to linguistics, presenéirsystem centered on the notion of a
transcendental subjeets a condition of possibility of human languaganKargued that
experience is necessarily that of a subject; tbaexperience is always relative to a
subject and thus provides the subject with a petseupon the experienced. We argue
that grammar is similarly perspectival, by systeoadlly relating person/space, time and
modality of what is said to the speech act’s cantehich is ‘fixed’ by the 1P/origo. We
argue that this system may not only be cruciah®oway we communicate our thoughts
to others, but also play an important role in oumln specific cognition more generally.
We delineate how the study of grammar may in thay shed light onto topics that have
long been at the very heart of philosophy, sucl&ntionality, self-consciousness, and
the formal ontology through which we perceive tharld.

Our approach is embedded in a theory of the onttgen(and phylogenetic)
development of the first person as summarized)in (1

(1) The emergence of the transcendental subjectrd@s a triangulation schema based
on Person that creates a deictic frame throughhmhvie can refer intentionally, opening

up the way to both the system of extended deixiscalegrammar, and the conscious
self.

Key words: Kant, transcendental subject, deixis, Persoentiinality, self, grammar

81



Andrei Moldovan
Universidad de Salamanca, Spain
mandreius@usal.es

Can entailments be implicatures?

Recanati (1989: 316) convincingly argues that gmantic content of an utterance and
the conversational implicature(s) that that utteeamay carry need not be logically

independent. In particular, he shows that it isdifftcult to find uncontroversial cases of

conversational implicatures that entail what igls&ut can an entailment of what is said
be the implicatum of an utterance of it? Bach (20®)5argues that it can. Such cases,
although infrequent, are possible: “Suppose somsaye to you, 'Nobody has ever long-
jumped over 28 feet.' You reply, 'Whad’ya mean? Belamon long-jumped over 29 feet

way back in 1968.' Here you are clearly implicatingt somebody has long-jumped over
28 feet. But this is entailed by the fact that Beartong-jumped over 29 feet.”

However, Bach'’s position is not the most populae anthe literature. Following Grice
(1989), it is common to take one or more of théeda for identifying implicatures to
rule out entailments from this class. These catarnclude: being intended to be
conveyed to an audience, being cancellable, reigfdle, non-detachable,
indeterminate, calculable etc. Neale (1992: 19}, ifstance, notes that explicit or
contextual cancellability successfully distinguisheonversational implicatures from
entailments. However, it is not uncontroversial ttltancellability is a necessary
condition for conversational implicatures, as theent debate on this topic indicates (see
Haugh 2013). On the other hand, Sadock (1978) @edb®r and Wilson (1986: 107-8),
among others, suggest that only one feature, @ddity, is clearly a necessary property
of conversational implicatures. | argue that emeitts, when they are both calculable
and intended to be conveyed (“invited inferencés”use the terminology of Geis and
Zwicky 1971) count as genuine pragmatic phenomenthé vicinity of implicatures.
Depending on further assumptions, they might or hiignot be classified as
conversational implicatures.

Key words: entailments, conversational implicatures, caabdity, calculability, invited
inference
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Relativism vs. contextualism

An expression is indexical when it expresses difieicontents in different contexts. ‘I,
‘now’, and ‘here’ are indexicals. When Sally uttere sentence ‘I am here now’ on
Tuesday in London and Susan utters the same sentamcThursday in Barcelona,
different thoughts are expressed. A sentence issas®ent relative when different
utterances of that sentence express the same pgiopodut that proposition has
different truth values relative to different paraere associated with those utterances.
For example, on the standard account, a conting@qosition is true at one world and
false at another.

When we find one utterance of a sentence beingcowhile another utterance of the
same sentence is incorrect, how do we decide whetheontextualist or relativist
explanation is to be preferred? | argue that tlseieiscan be settled by noticing that
relativist accounts carry metaphysical commitmem§s.the basic level, an atomic
proposition is true in virtue of individuals instating properties and standing in
relations to one another. If the truth of thoseppsitions shifts across a parameter, then
it follows that an individual’s instantiating a ety also shifts across that parameter
and so how reality is constituted is perspectiviahwespect to that parameter. While
some may take this to show that relativist accowares always false, as reality is
constituted absolutely - reality is not perspedtiMaargue that there are good reasons for
thinking that reality is fundamentally perspectivaith respect to times and possible
worlds and so relativist accounts of temporal ardliah variation are to be preferred. By
contrast, because there are good reasons to thatkreality is not perspectival with
respect to space, persons, and standards of pastésion, and justification, for example,
the same considerations support contextualist atsoof phenomena associated with
variations across those values.

Key words: contextualism, relativism, truth, modality, tense
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A moderate relativist account of sub-sentential spch acts
and the argument from connectivity

The most commonly given examples of sub-sentesfiabch acts are expressions such
as “Nice dress”, “From Spain”, “Where?” etc. uterim such circumstances in which
speakers uttering them are regarded as “making sniove language game”, e.g. stating,
asking, promising etc. The argument from conndsgtiis one of the most important
arguments for the claim that such utterances —rapnto appearances — are in fact
ellipses, i.e. sentential speech acts. The argurneas examples from inflectional
languages, such as Polish or German, in whichedlggsub-sentential speech acts (e.g.
“Obiema gkami” (Both hands. DAT) said by a father to higlditdaughter drinking hot
chocolate from a glass) appear in cases otherttfemnominative. Those who think that
they are just fragments of longer unpronouncedes®eis have no problem in explaining
where the case comes from, but for those who tthiak such utterances are truly sub-
sentential the answer is more problematic. In niyItd like to argue that the argument
is by no means conclusive and the defenders ofseatential speech acts need not be
worried by connectivity effects. I'll suggest a neodte relativist account (see Recanati
2008) of sub-sentential speech acts on which cdiwvitgccan be explained. Recanati’s
relativism presupposes two principles: duality adtdtribution. In the case of sub-
sentential speech acts we have to postulate ataged principle of distribution: it's not
only the case that the determinants of truth-vadistribute over content and
circumstance, but also the content itself is disted over the locutionary what is said
and the situation of the utterance. The explanatibiconnectivity effects is that the
speakers use cases other than the nominative ier dod simplify the process of
enrichment for the hearers. The cases make itreasidetermine which completion of
the articulated content is admissible.

Key words: connectivity effects, ellipsis, moderate relativi situation-relativity, sub-
sentential speech acts
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I am here now: the necessity of a bifocal logic

The way in which human beings are able to intevdtit what surrounds them through
the tool of speech is the driving force and theecof an endless philosophical and
linguistic debate. Inasmuch as, we are a contegtexpress a context, we assume a
context and we build a context. What makes us t@abtio all this is our capacity of using
words. However, what is important to us is to cdesifrom a logical-philosophical
perspective what role the context plays in deteimgithe meaning of a sentence. What is
studied here is how two distant, although relapedjtions - those of Lewis and Kaplan -
build a theoretical necessity in treating the tagfitndexing. We start our study debating
the indexical octuple, and from Lewis we will mowethe direction of the Kaplanian
double-indexing, as formally introduced by Hans Kaamd Frank Vlach. After having
discussed what we mean by logical truth and howvithiecognized in a theory no longer
based upon the generalization of indexes, we finddifine the necessity of kifocal
logic, as we have labelled it here. That is, adoghich simultaneously takes into
account both the context of use and the circumstaatevaluation.

Key words: context, indexing, extension, intension, semantiemonstratives
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Relativism and opacity

The aim of this paper is to show that a relatiépproach to the analysis of opaque
attitude ascriptions (an approach according to Wwhie truth-value of the proposition
expressed by the ascription would be relative tooale of presentation fixed by a free
process which would be triggered by the terms ugedple to cope with some of the
problems that both Russellian and Fregean altesface, such as the transparency of
iterated attitude ascriptions, cross-attitudinal agirora, and the challenge of
accommodating modes of presentation within the clgiform of the proposition
expressed. Moreover, this analysis would cash outhe usual benefits of relativist
semantics concerning disagreement.

Key words: relativism, opacity, attitude ascription, disagrent, anaphora
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Variability, rigidity and the nesting problem

To block controversial predictions of 2D semantithd Nesting ProblepChalmers and
Rabern (2014) proposed adding an additional canstalled ‘the liveness constraint’ in
definitions of epistemic modals. Without this caastt, all scenario-world pairs
counterfactual to a scenario-world pair consideasdactual in a 2D matrix for a
contingent a priori proposition were problematic D semantics. This is because
although it is false that... in such pairs, iaipriori true that... . | argue that 2D semantics
still have controversial predictions for countetted scenario-world pairs — adding the
liveness constraint to the definition of epistentonceivability operator causes
contingent propositions to appear as inconceivabkuch scenario-world pairs. At the
end of my talk | will show that the need to keemteonflicting ideas together, namely
variability and rigidity for proper names, opens 8 mantics to an objection similar to
Kripke’'s one against descriptivism.

Key words: two-dimensional semantics, the nesting problerop@r names, epistemic
operators, rigidity, contingent a priori, conceiiliyp
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Can distal reference be naturalized?

In their recent booMinds without MeaningsSerry Fodor and Zenon Pylyshyn present a
project of naturalization of what they think is thasic semantic relation, namely
reference. The bulk of their project is devotedh® naturalization of reference of items
of language of thought to object in the perceptiesd of the subject.

In my talk, however, | want to focus on the problefnaturalization of reference to
objects outside the perceptual field (I should tai$ phenomenon “distal reference”).
According to Fodor and Pylyshyn the relation oftaliseference can be naturalized by
reference to the causal theory of reference irsginét of Kripke.

I will argue that such a conception doesn't sucteethturalizing distal reference. In my
opinion, even if we show that there is a naturaljsal relation which ties a linguistic
token (either of public language or of language¢hoiught) to its putative distal referent,
this is not enough to show that we have naturalthedrelation of reference. In order to
do so, | will propose certain desiderata which tiieory which purports to naturalize
reference should meet. Such a theory should shatvttie putative natural relations
which are to serve as natural designates of “refexeform a uniform and scientifically
useful kind. But this is not the case with Fodod &ylyshyn's conception. So, the
problem of naturalization of distal reference ramsadpen.

Key words: reference, naturalism, natural kinds, referersimlicausal theories
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Case, grammatical meaning, and the syntax-semantiasterface

The purpose of this paper is to discuss a tensiEtwden two perspectives on the
grammatical category of case and their consequeiceabe conception of the relation
between syntax and semantics. The challenges pbgethe need to account for
morphological case variation have inspired a ldvgdy of research within generative
linguistics. This has resulted in a number of apph@s and above all in what amounts to
the typology of cases, with the significant distioo between structural (abstract) Case
and morphological (lexical, inherent, dependennaic) case. The former has a purely
formal character and depends on structural factangreas the latter involves semantic
factors (thematic meaning) or idiosyncratic projesrbf a case-assigning lexical item.

More recently Hinzen (2014) proposes a radical meeptualization of case in terms of
grammatical meaning, understood as meaning thandispon grammatical organization
and is unavailable lexically or non-linguisticallZrucially, he argues that forms of
reference (object, event, proposition) arise gratiwaldy rather than lexically and are
based on relations captured by structural Case ininMlist syntax. As a result,
structural Case is no longer a meaningless aspegtigtic organization, because it is
linked with ‘formal-ontological distinctions’ (in iHzen’s terms).

There is a tension then between the linguisticatlgnted approach, where (at least some
aspects of) case are purely formal (meaningless) thie philosophically-oriented
approach, where receives treatment in terms of gratinally-established reference.
These two stances have important consequencesdoview of the relation between
syntax and semantics (the so-called syntax-sensaimierface), and thus on the overall
architecture of language. The current positionhi@ Minimalist framework is that the
derivational syntactic engine and the semantic aorapt are distinct systems. The
referentiality-based ‘rationalization’ of Case pospd by Hinzen (2014) is in line with
his earlier attempts (2006, 2009, 2012) to dematestrthat syntax is hardly
distinguishable from the system responsible fotrabsthought.

Key words: types of case, structural case, morphologicaé,cgsgammatical meaning,
syntax-semantics interface
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Value disagreement and dual aspect semantics

If two speakers disagree about an evaluative téken ‘torture’ in a sentence like
‘Waterboarding is torture’, do they only talk pastich other? On the basis of work by
Plunkett & Sundell (P&S) (2011, 2013, 2014), | kayt why existing contextualist and
relativist proposals, which were originally devedopfor predicates of personal taste, fail
to explain such value disagreement, but also @éitheir own metalinguistic negotiation
view. According to P&S, speakers negotiate the bestof a notion on the basis of ‘...
sociological facts about its sociological role’ (B&2013: p. 25), and the value
disagreement can be substantial because theramistlsiog ‘... substantive at stake in
how the relevant terms are used in the contektapd the speakers recognize this fact.’
(ibid.)

| argue that P&S are right in claiming that some tbéir own examples have a
metalinguistic flavor, as they implicitly conceimet question of what a given temeally
means. However, it can be shown that speakers tnagotiate the ‘best use’ of a term
in value disputes and that despite their effortsSH&il to argue convincingly that under
the negotiation view the disagreement in questamnains substantial. Instead, | propose
a dual aspect theory of meaning that is basedsuggestion that Putnam (1975ab) made
in the context of arguing for semantic externalisBpeakers agree about a truth-
conditionally incomplete core meaning, a stereotyp&®utnam’s parlance, of a value
term while disagreeing about the noumenal meaninghat it really means. | show that
once it is elaborated, such a dual aspect theorpeafning can solve the puzzles raised
by (supposedly) metalinguistic negotiation exampbesd that the same type of
disagreement also occurs with other theoreticaégaierms like ‘atom’.

Key words: value disagreement, contextualism, relativism,htadnditional semantics,
dual aspect theories
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Naive Russellians and the Goldbach Puzzle

Following the work of Kaplan, Kripke, Perry and Dwmilan Naive Russellians like

Salmon, Soames and Braun hold that

(DRy) The content ofri is F' with respect to a contextis the singular proposition
(0, ¢), whereo is the referent of the nanrewith respect toc and ¢ is the

property expressed Bywith respect ta.

(G) A sentence of the fornA'believes thaS is true with respect to a contexiff
the referent ofA with respect ta believes the proposition expressedSayith
respect ta.

I will call this ‘the Naive Russellian theory'. Buggests itself that within the Naive

Russellian theory als®Rg) is true.

(DR;)  The content ofA believes thaS with respect to a context is the singular
proposition{{o, p), BELIEVE), whereo is the referent oA with respect ta

andp is the proposition expressed 8with respect ta.

In this talk, | will argue that together witlbRy) and @) this leads to unacceptable

consequences. For example, | will argue that thesecases where (1) is true and (2) is

false.

Q) Peter believes that Ralph believes GoldbaClo'sjecture.

2) Peter believes that Ralph believes that eeegn number greater than two is
the sum of two primes.

Since it follows from PRy), (DRg) and G) that (1) is true if and only if (2) is true, we
will have to reject PRy), (DRg) or (G). This is the Goldbach puzzle. | will argue that
within the Naive Russellian theory the solutiontbé Goldbach puzzle cannot be to
reject DRg). It will follow that we have to abandon the NaiRussellian theory.
Concluding, | will discuss the possibility to refg6) and to claim with Crimmins and
Perry that ‘believe’ denotes a three-place relatiotding between agents, propositions
and modes of presentation.

Key words: propositions, naive Russellians, direct referebedief ascriptions, singular
propositions
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Making sense of embedded implicatures

There is a well-known kind of objection to Gricelscount of conversational implicature
(Cl) — one which, while not threatening the verytion, identifies a problem with the
way Grice and most subsequent mainstream work ifoguphy of language has
implemented it. The objection builds on cases tdgald conversational implicatures
which seem to be generated from clauses whichufadler the scope of some logical
operator or propositional attitude verb. These sad®llenge Grice’s account of Cl,
which is generally committed to the idea that Cle @enerated from complete
utterances, rather than unasserted sub-clausesnies Grice's view holds, this is thus
taken to generate r@aductioargument against the possibility of embedded iraflies,
and, hence, to show that the data that allegediynekfy them must be accounted for in
some other way.

Mandy Simons has in recent work questioned thisiraemt on the grounds that it
conflates two distinct things, namely (i) the fadloat a pragmatic effect (e.g. a Cl) is
embedded and (ii) the fact that the pragmatic érfee that accounts for the effect takes
place locally, rather than at the level of the vehatterance. Simons’s point is that the
inferences corresponding to embedded Cls can lmlgiwen if their effect is local. The
overall conclusion is that problematic pragmatifeets associated with embedding can
be accommodated within a Gricean framewankd indeed these effects can be seen as
similar, although not identical, to ordinary, uttece-level, conversational implicatures.
In the talk | will review some of the recent dissias on the subject while trying to make
sense of embedded Cls.

Key words: contextualism, embedded implicatures, free ennifit, local pragmatics
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Grounded, embodied meaning in language use and tralation.
An argument against dual coding approaches to sem#a processing

A pivotal question concerning the interplay of laage and mind is that of the locus and
nature of language processing, i.e., whether weldhexpect language processing to be
carried out by an amodal linguistic system, an etidmb conceptual system or a
combination of both. This, of course, entails thelgsophical question what it is that
human beings do when they use language, and hewyite of mental activity is related
to other (cognitive) domains.

The debate was prompted by a number of purely ahmaabolic systems proposed
around the turn of the century (see e.g. LandauBué&nais 1997, Kintsch et al. 2000),
but recently the discussion appears to have shifiwdrds models that suggest a division
of labor between amodal and modal processing ésgeBarsalou et al. 2008, Louwerse
2011, Santos et al. 2011, cf.Taylor 2015). Whileomming such a dual coding system
appears promising, none of the proposals so faptesented a convincing answer to the
symbol grounding problem (see Glenberg and Kas@@¥). The commonly cited
argument that “frequencies and correlations in gieerl situations are mirrored in
frequencies and correlations of words used to dwstnem” (Barsalou et al. 2008: 252)
only purports to solve the issue.

Consequently, | argue for a fully-grounded modelhaiman cognition and language
processing. Based on Harnad's notion of symbol&fttk2002), Turner’'s concept of
network scale cognition (2009) and the theory adjutive coding by Clark (2014), |
suggest a distinction between horizontal and \arttognitive processing, with vertical
routes always grounded in perception and motowrctrhis is reflected in my own
model of translation processing (Sickinger in pragian), which posits that interlingual
translation can only be explained by recourse t@xralinguistic, conceptual level of
mental simulation jointly accessed by both langsage

Key words: embodiment, symbol grounding, language processitrgnslation
processing, dual coding, mental simulation
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Are scalar implicatures implicatures?

Paul Grice noticed that people usually convey mit@n just the amalgam of the
meaning of the words they pronounce. This surpflumeaning is an implicature, for
example:

(I) A: Are you hungry?

(I B: I have just had breakfast

Through her utterance, B implicates that she ishumigry. Implicatures are cancellable
by means of an explicit statement:
(1) I have just had breakfast, but a very modase.

One possible analysis of quantifiers, such as ‘Sostates that they are implicatures.
This relies on the observation that in standardiclGme’ includes ‘all’. By contrast, in
natural language, if you hear the sentence ‘Sontbeoktudents passed the exam’ you
will infer that not all of them have. Otherwise thgeaker would have said that ‘all the
students passed the exam’. The reason for whichrtalysis claims that the ‘not all’ part
is pragmatic rather than semantic, is that it cacdncelled, for instance:

1. ‘Some of the students have passed the examcirafl of them have.’

The proponents of this analysis claim that theesard below is incorrect:
2. ‘All of the students have passed the exam,dhdame of them have.’

However, the standard intuition is rather that athbl and 2 the speaker has corrected
his initial statement because of receiving sometiathal information. Thus, the common
intuition is that the ‘not all’ part of ‘some’ is@nventionalized part of meaning.

What could undermine this intuition is the theofylies. The utterer of 2 is more likely

to be accused of lying than the utterer of 1. & teason, it might be sensible to claim
that the ‘not all’ element is pragmatic, yet it m®t an implicature but a default

enrichment.

Key words: implicature, scalar term, Paul Grice, lying, calfability, pragmatic
enrichment, semantic-pragmatic interface
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The role of language in the theories of understandg others

Mental state attribution to others can be modeifedlifferent ways. In philosophical

literature it is sometimes explained as the proadsbuilding folk theories (Theory

Theory (TT)) (Dziarnowska, 2012; Goldman, 2012; Maw2015), making simulations
(Simulation Theory (ST)) (Dziarnowska, 2012; GoldngaMason, 2007; Newen, 2015),
establishing person models (Person Model TheoryTlP¥Newen, 2015), experiencing
the mental states directly (Interaction Theory I{Gallagher, 2001), or understanding
them through narrative abilities (Narrative Pragtitypothesis (NPH)) (Hutto, 2008).

The authors of those theories indicate low-levplofganeous/unconscious) and high-
level (deliberative/conscious) elements within tpadbcess (Gallagher & Hutto, 2008;
Goldman, 2006; Newen, 2015). Low-level elements e connected with direct
perception and high-level elements with the attidhu of propositional attitudes
(Goldman, 2006). The latter appear to be inseparednhnected with language abilities.
However, there are disproportionately few langualgenents in such theories (with the
exception of NPH). On the other hand, it appeast fitopositional states ascription
engages language terms, and there is empiricatee@dthat various language capacities
play an important role in the development of thditgbof attributing mental states to
others (e.g., Milligan, Astington & Dack, 2007).

After a brief description of the theories mentioraduxbve, | will focus on a comparison of
ST and PMT, at the level on which they raise thie af language in the process of
understanding others. | have chosen these two bedauboth of them it is mentioned
that the process of understanding others containdevels of mental attribution. | will
indicate the role of language in those theoriesthadanguage aspects and competencies
which they bear on. The results of such a compartsm provide important ideas about
the need for the correction and completion (esfigaidth language-related elements) of
those theories.

Key words: understanding others, language, Simulation The®eyson Model Theory
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Chomskyan biolinguistics and language as a naturdind

Trevor Pateman (1983) distinguished five approatbdanguage: Platonism (language
as an abstract object), naturalism (language asuaat kind), nominalism (language as a
name given to a set of objects), and two varietifesociologism (language as a social
fact), with different consequences for the wayglage exists: as a natural kind and/or
as a cultural kind. In this talk | will concentrata Chomskyan mentalism (cf. Chomsky
1980, 2007, 2016), akin to naturalism, and claiet thithin the generative paradigm

language is a natural kind; a claim already madélbmberstone (1971), with reference
to early developments in Chomskyan linguistics.

In the biolinguistic framework (cf. Chomsky 200701%), language id-language
(internal language), a state of the computatiopstlesn of the mind/brain that generates
structured expressions, each of which can be tékdme a set of instructions for the
interface systems within which the faculty of langa is embedded (Chomsky 2007: 1).
I-language is a biological property of humans, agan of the mind/brain. Chomsky
reverses the Aristotelian perspective and strefisas “language is not sound with
meaning but meaning with sound” (Chomsky 2016: 14).

The talk will end with a cautionary note, recallirgrdinand de Saussure’s caveat that
‘... in the matter of language, people have alwaysnbeatisfied with ill-defined units’
(de Saussure 1959: 111); additionally any suchudsion should take into consideration
appropriate ontological concerns (for some recemarks, see Santana 2016).

Key words: language, natural kind, mentalism, biolinguisti€aomsky
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On relations between "and” and "but”

Using "and” and "but” in sentences makes for défeces in meaning, difference in how
the respective sentences are understood. But pphess have long thought that there is
no semanticdifference between "and” and "but”, no differenoa the level of, for
instance, truth conditions. This view may perhap®kplained by saying that a sentence
featuring an "and” will be true/false whenever tberresponding "but” sentence is
true/false. In saying this, philosophers have hesh& (Frege 1879) and Grice (Grice
1989 ) on their side. Frege thinks of the diffeebetween "and” and "but” as a kind of
colouring (Farbung) of the content. Grice talksofiventionaimplicature, distinguished
from conversational implicature, partly due to toatribution made by the conventional
meaning of "but”. Such theories are perhaps togpEmBach (Bach 1999) discusses
examples where this simple view doesn’t seem apiatep Toosarvandani (2014) shows
some further subleties in various uses of the anafntrast.

My talk discusses cases where there are systerddferences in truth conditions
between "and” and "but”. In certain cases, "andddibut’ interact differently with
modal verbs, leading to differences in their trutbnditions. Frege-Grice type
explanations won't work. The phenomenon is systa@mnand not confined to English.
Some tentative hypotheses concerning the explanafithis phenomenon are discussed.
Main explanations are that these phenomena arer @iffa semantic or pragmatic nature.

If the phenomenon is of a semantic nature, thisldvmean that the meaning contributed
by the choice of "but” over "and” is of a more coliopted nature than previously held. If
the phenomenon is to be given a pragmatic explamaitiis not really like other kinds of
pragmatic phenomena discussed in the literature.

Key words: conventional implicature, meaning, pragmatics, pdural meaning,
semantics, what is said
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Semantic complexity influences quantifier distributon in corpora

Linguists and philosophers have been searchingdoous ways to estimate complexity
and expressivity of natural language. These endsare usually driven by different (but
often related) questions: What are the semantiad®wof natural languages or, in other
words, what is the conceptual expressiveness afralatanguage (Szymanik, 2016)?
What is the ‘natural class of concepts’ expressibie given language and how to delimit
it (Barwise and Cooper, 1981)? Are there differenbetween various languages with
respect to semantic complexity (Everett, 2005)? f@m a more methodological
perspective: how powerful must our linguistic thesrbe in order to minimally describe
semantic phenomena (Ristad, 1993)? A similar qouestian be also asked from a
cognitive angle: are some natural language condeptder to process for humans than
others (Feldman, 2000)?

In order to contribute to the above outlined debm¢éefocus on one aspect of natural
language: its ability to express quantities by gsithe wide repertoire of quantifier
expressions. We propose to use an abstract meafsseenantic complexity: the minimal
computational device that can compute the meanfng quantifier. Using regression
analysis we show that semantic complexity is dssiedlly significant factor explaining
27.29% of frequency variation. We compare that whth influence of other factors (e.g.,
quantifier monotonicity or quantifier length). Wake this result as an argument in
favour of the claim that abstract semantic compjexneasures may enrich the
methodological toolbox of the language complexipate.

Key words: semantics, complexity, generalized quantifiers, pregsiveness,
computations, corpora
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Verb form, event and viewpoint — English aspect(evisited

The concept of aspect has received wide attentmm Hoth philosophers and linguists.
The earliest interest in this type of time semaniscattributed to the ancient Greeks, who
are said to have recognized different language tamt®ns which express either the
completion or incompletion of an event (Binnick 199.35). Prototypically, aspect is
perceived through the paradigm of tidavic-style aspegctin which the semantic
opposition between thgerfectiveand imperfective i.e. the completion or incompletion
of an event, is overtly marked by the verb. Newadhbs, this approach cannot be fully
applied to the study of aspect in the English laug where the verb itself does not
always display reference to this dichotomy.

The proposed paper attempts to demonstrate howtasig be perceived with reference
to the English language. It should, however, beeshdhat the proposed paper is not
intended to establish a new taxonomy of aspectsit geeks to address the problem of
aspect in English with the application of certaiiséng theories. The author reviews
three approaches. Firstly, tgeammatical aspeds presented. In this approach the time-
dependency is manifested in the morphology of ferims (Comrie 1976/2001, Binnick
1991, Higginbotham 2009). Then, the author moves t@ndiscuss the so-called
Vendlerian aspectThese are semantic classes basetinoa schematgVendler 1957),
which have been treated as #@mantic aspedh Anglo-American aspectology. Finally,
the author focuses on the traditiomewpoint aspectfor which a sentence- or discourse-
level approach is advocated.

Such a diversification of possible approaches ubtily makes the study of English

aspect a difficult task. Hence, this author propaseomplex approach to understanding
aspect and treats it as a function which may bbzed at a number of levels (cf. Leiss

1992, Kotin 2007).

Key words: grammatical aspect, semantic aspect, viewpojmcstime schemata, time
semantics

99



Mieszko Tatasiewicz
University of Warsaw, Poland
m.talasiewicz@uw.edu.pl

Mental files and acquaintanceless singular thoughts

The Mental Files framework (MF), on recent accoyntstably Francois Recanati’s), is
construed with the explicit aim of defending Siragidm against Descriptivism. The
purpose of my talk is to show that MF would rathddge the gap andnite Singularism
and Descriptivism, at least at semantic level.

| argue that descriptivists can account for hawamg expressing singular thoughts for
Descriptivism does not consist in the thesis thlathaughts are general in the sense of
not conforming to the singular schema, but takes acstabout what are the conditions
in which the schema can hold at all, or what dbeseian for someone having a thought
about x that “there is an object x such that tloaigiint is true with respect to an arbitrary
possible worldv if and only if, inw, ...x...". Specifically it requires that the subject mus
have some internal conterdentifying that object (not necessarily descriptior even
verbal at all), not onljpe in some external relatiowith this object. Now, since MF
meets this requirement, adopting this framework iBingularism in principle ends the
debate on the semantic grounds and we can move oaise an array of interesting
questions about the use of MF in semantics. Onethen is the question of
acquaintanceless mental files. As Recanati woutdtptThe subject cannot entertain a
singular thought about an objeatwithout possessing, and exercising, a mental file
whose referent ia. To possess and exercise a mental file whose réferarthe subject
must stand in some acquaintance relatiom(lRecanati 2012: 155)'.

In the talk | present a model of mental files inigthsingularity is not connected with
acquaintance relations and thus singular acquaietess thoughts are admitted.

Key words: mental files singularism, descriptivism, semantics
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Mental representation and indexicality

While indexicality is commonly seen as one of therenfamiliar properties of natural
language, there is no consensus about whether ilss a property of mental
representations. In other words, are there suctyshas mental indexicals? In this talk |
will survey some arguments for and against theishes mental indexicality. My first
objective is to show that Perry-style cases of mialeindexicality are not good
arguments in favor of mental indexicality, thattise fact that first-personal utterances
have a particular cognitive significance does mavsthat their mental counterparts have
the property of indexicalityper se In the focus of my discussion will be Francois
Recanati’'s indexical model of mental files, accoglito which singular mental
representations should be type-individuated bykthd of contextual relations they bear
to their referents, much in the same fashion asrtbee familiar linguistic indexicals. |
will consider criticisms to that model offered bwagheau, Ninan and Onofri — all of
whom argue that we should model singular conceptécantext-insensitive) proper
names, instead of linguistic indexicals. | will tiy dispel their worries by claiming that
the indexical model of mental representation aoud advantages over its adversary,
e.g. it allows us to adequately rationalize cagdgsion and fission of singular concepts.

Key words: mental representation, indexicality, cognitive dymasnsingular thought
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How to say when: a Reichenbachian approach to thenawering machine paradox

In this presentation we tackle the “answering maetparadox” — the puzzle raised for
the Kaplanian framework by uses of temporal indagichat don't get their reference
from the context of utterance. Our solution to thezzle consists in adopting a
Reichenbachian framework in which not one, butdhimes are relevant: the utterance
time (UT), the event time (ET) and the referenoget(RT). We show that the puzzle can
be solved by the flexibility inherent in the Reiobachian framework. It is typical of
Reichenbachian approaches to treat temporal alaerbindexicals included, as
modifiers of ET and RT. Temporal adverbials can ifyotthe temporal reference of ET
or of RT, and specify values for them. The mairfiedlédnce between indexicals and other
adverbials is that temporal indexicals apparerdatlynot modify the temporal reference of
ET; rather, they seem to be always modifiers oftémeporal reference of RT.

Besides the answering machine cases, examplesstofribal past (e.g/Now they had
left, Napoleon now faced his most crucial bgtdaow thanow does not give the value
UT to RT. Rather, temporal indexicals indicate timee interval where RT takes place
with respect to a temporal frame of reference tiesd not be located in UT. On this
construal, the alleged shifts in the use of tempiodexicals in present tense utterances
are not motivated by non-standard uses of thembpuivhere we place the temporal
frame of reference with respect to RT. That is, éfierence of temporal indexicals in
present tense utterances is a function of the teshframe of reference that we use —just
like we would say that the reference @f the leftis a function of the spatial frame of
reference that we use. Dislocating UT from RT aildrEa present tense utterance might
sound odd, but the fact is that we can do it ard We actually do do it often enough.
Usually, we use UT to fix the temporal frame oferehce: time starts running from the
moment we speak. But just as we may not use ourlmwdy as the centre of a spatial
frame of reference, we may also not use UT as dmre of a temporal frame of
reference. Moving the temporal frame of referermravérd or backwards is analogous to
using an allocentric spatial frame of reference.

Key words: temporal indexicals, answering machines, histbripast, Kaplan,

Reichenbach, reference time, frames of reference.
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Implicative verbs and accommodation

Implicative verbs have been traditionally regardsdpresupposition triggers (PTs), but
some experimental results (Wtodarczyk 2017) shat; ttnlike in the case of other PTs,
indirect messages associated with the use of iatplie verbs can be reinforced without
producing a sense of anomalous redundancy. Thigestsythat presupposition triggers
do not form a homogenous class in regards to thes rthat guide their usage in
communication. In my talk | put forth a hypotheatxording to which the results of the
experiment can be explained in terms of differena@saccommodation process
associated with the use of implicative verbs antth thie use of other PTs. | explore two
possibilities: i) that the indirect messages linkedhe use of implicative verbs should be
treated as default meaning rather than presuppositii) that there is a difference in the
rules that guide the accommodation of presuppesitidggered by utterances containing
various PT's. The latter explanation seems to reghie rejection of the common ground
theory of accommodation (Stalnaker 2002) that sdlieavily on the concept of common
belief and does not differentiate between accommmuaf the presuppositions triggered
by various PT’s. Instead, we can utilize the noie&m model of accommodation as a
rule-governed process (Lewis 1979; Witek 2015; WR617). This approach will allow
us to establish different rules for various presigifon triggers.

Key words: presupposition, accommodation, implicative vedefaults
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Varieties of biscuit conditionals

People commonly assume that there are two kindsdiative conditionals. There are
hypothetical conditionals such as
(1) If you want to hear the truth, you should asknebody else.

And there are biscuit conditionals such as
(2) If you want to hear the truth, you look shitty

They commonly also assume that there is no anatod@tinction within subjunctive
conditionals.

In a recent paper, Swanson argues that this iguetembedded in the contexts of wants
and wishes, at least certain subjunctive conditaae read in a biscuit like fashion
(Swanson 2013).

In this paper, | shall go beyond Swanson's clamsdction 1, | shall present indicative
biscuit conditionals of four different kinds. Incsien 2, | shall argue that subjunctive
versions of all of them can be read biscuit-y, evetside the contexts of wants and
wishes. One such subjunctive case will be the Vatig:

Paul: How would | look if | were to wear this lijpk tomorrow for the
party? Not sure | want the truth.
Mary:  Well ...

(2% If you wanted to hear the truth, you woulakoshitty.

Paul: How would | have looked if | had worn thipdtick yesterday for the
party? Oh boy, | can tell from your face! | guessrather not want to hear the
truth!

Mary:  Well ...

(2*%) If you had wanted the truth, you would haeeked shitty.
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In section 3, | shall defend my claim against tvigpections: first, sentences such as (2)
and (2**) can get a hypothetical reading even i ¢bntexts | provide, but one can also
force a hiscuit reading; second, one might consttier conditionals provided elided
versions of hypothetical conditionals, but this sloet show that they themselves are not
biscuit conditionals.

Key words: biscuit conditionals, relevance conditionals, espe act conditionals,
indicative conditionals, subjunctive conditionals
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The paradox of synthesis

Assume semantic holism to be the view on whichntie@ning of any given term depends
on the meanings of all the other terms of a gimmulage. If a holist is asked in what
manner does his theory explain how the languagé&syshe typically asks us to consider
how a change in meaning of a given term (e.g. elephwould bring about changes in a
number of other terms (e.g. tusk, peanut, mamnta) @daims that the whole of the

language behaves along the same lines. In othetswehe first points at [the local] and
then argues that [the global] behaves similarlgi&asaid than done:

(P1) If one assumes that the local sufficientlyereBles the global, then the reference to
the global is redundant.

(P2) If one does not assume that the local sufftbieresembles the global, then the
reference to the global is unwarranted.

(P3) One either assumes or does not assume thabdhlesufficiently resembles the
global.

(C) The transition from the local to the globakither redundant or unwarranted.

| argue that this objection also applies to phy&oaand [ethical] consequentialism and
address three immediate worries concerning it.tigirthere is a temptation to argue
against the first premise by saying that in sudase the global need not be redundant,
for it may be that the two levels are sufficiensiynilar with respect to the structure, it
just being a part of content that the local mis3é® second puts the originality of the
problem into question by claiming that it is merelymodified version of some other
well-established philosophical argument. The fiolajection is that the paradox rests on
a very uncharitable reading of the discussed theori

Key words: analogy, holism, physicalism, consequentialisitenama, local, global
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