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About The BPPA
The	BPPA	is	a	volunteer	association	of	postgraduate	philosophy	students	in	the	UK	
and	Republic	of	Ireland.	Our	association	is	born	out	of	the	conviction	that	left	to	their	
own	devices,	too	many	postgrad	philosophers	tend	to	read	Kripke	or	Heidegger	alone	
in	the	dark.	As	a	result,	most	of	our	energies	are	directed	towards	helping	young	
philosophers	bridge	the	geographical	boundaries	between	their	different	universities	
and	departments	and	make	contact	with	each	other.	If	you	are	a	postgrad	philosophy	
student,	we	live	in	the	hope	that	our	activities	will	make	you	a	happier	person,	a	better	
philosopher,	or	both.

The	BPPA	is	best	known	as	the	proud	parent	of	the	BPPA	Annual	Conference	and	our	
twice-yearly	Philosophy	Masterclasses.
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We	are	delighted	to	welcome	you	to	the	Sixteenth	Annual	Conference	of	the	British	
Postgraduate	Philosophy	Association	in	Edinburgh,	Scotland.	The	Annual	Conference	of	
the	BPPA	is	the	largest	and	longest-running	postgraduate	philosophy	conference	in	the	UK.	
It	aims	to	represent	all	areas	and	traditions	of	philosophy	in	order	to	facilitate	a	mutually	
beneficial	exchange	of	ideas.	It	also	serves	as	a	forum	for	international	co-operation,	
professional	planning,	and	academic	development,	and	provides	an	opportunity	for	
postgraduate	researchers	to	establish	contacts	and	form	networks	with	their	peers	in	an	
engaging	and	welcoming	environment.

The	three-and-a-half-day	event	will	allow	time	for	considered	reception	of	eighteen	
postgraduate	papers	and	responses,	and	four	keynote	addresses	from	world-renowned	
philosophers.	The	papers	at	this	year’s	conference	reflect	a	wide	range	of	philosophical	
topics,	presented	and	chaired	by	student	delegates	from	a	variety	of	universities	across	
Europe.	There	will	be	parallel	sessions	on	philosophy	of	action,	aesthetics,	philosophy	
of	cognitive	science,	epistemology,	decision	theory,	history	of	philosophy,	philosophy	of	
language,	logic,	meta-ethics,	metaphysics,	philosophy	of	mind,	political	philosophy,	and	
philosophy	of	science.	Proceedings	will	be	published	in	a	Special	Issue	of	Philosophical	
Writings.

Following	the	success	of	last	year’s	inaugural	BPPA	Careers	Day,	the	BPPA	has	decided	
to	run	it	a	second	time.	The	Careers	Day	is	a	full	day	of	talks,	symposia	and	round	table	
discussions	given	by	leading	academics	on	topics	concerning	careers	in	and	related	to	
philosophy.	There	will	be	sessions	on	‘The	Application	Process’,	‘Publishing’,	‘The	North	
American	Job	Market’,	and	‘Surviving	in	Academe’.	There	will	also	be	a	discussion	run	by	
the	Society	for	Women	in	Philosophy	(SWIP),	a	round	table	discussion	about	‘The	Hiring	
Process’,	and	a	session	sponsored	by	the	Society	for	Applied	Philosophy	on	‘The	Application	
of	Philosophy	to	the	Public	Sphere’.	We	hope	that	these	sessions	will	give	postgraduate	
students	the	kind	of	guidance	which	may	help	them	ensure	that,	by	the	time	they	finish	their	
PhDs,	they	are	well-prepared	for	success	in	the	job	market	and	beyond.

At	the	conference	there	will	be	a	BPPA	Annual	General	Meeting	and	an	election	for	the	new	
BPPA	Executive	Committee.	All	delegates	are	welcome	to	attend	the	AGM	and	all	interested	
postgraduate	students	are	warmly	invited	to	run	for	positions	on	the	Executive	Committee.	If	
you	would	like	more	information	on	the	BPPA	and	the	positions	up	for	election,	please	speak	
with	Richard	Rowland	(President	of	the	BPPA	Executive	Committee)	who	will	be	present	at	
the	conference.	For	more	information	about	the	BPPA,	and	how	to	get	involved,	please	visit	
the	Association’s	website	at:	www.bppa-online.org.

We	look	forward	to	a	rewarding	and	inspiring	conference.

Yours	sincerely,

The Conference Committee:

Cameron Boult, Hasse Hämäläinen, Sebastian Kohler, Robin McKenna, Selina Sadat, Richard 
Stöckle-Schobel, Lauren Ware & Sam Wilkinson

Old	College,	University	of	Edinburgh

Conference Committee

Cameron	Boult		 	 	 ...Secretary

Hasse	Hämäläinen	 	 ...Treasurer

Sebastian	Köhler	 	 	 ...Funding	Coordinator

Robin	McKenna	 	 	 ...Event	Coordinator

Selina	Sadat	 	 	 ...Committee	Chair	&	Funding	Coordinator

Richard	Stöckle-Schobel	 	 ...Funding	Coordinator

Lauren	Ware	 	 	 ...Deputy	Committee	Chair	&	Event	Coordinator

Sam	Wilkinson	 	 	 ...Publicity	&	Advertising	Coordinator
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Dear Colleagues,



Information for Presenters
Presenting	authors	have	been	assigned	
a	one	hour	session	with	the	BPPA	
2012	programme	on	Wednesday	5th	&	
Thursday	6th	September.

These	sessions	will	proceed	as	follows:

•	 20	mins	for	author’s	presentation

•	 10-15	mins	for	the	respondent

•	 25-30	mins	for	Q&A’s

The session chair is responsible for time-
keeping.

All	lecture	theatres	have	been	equipped	
with	data	projectors	and	dedicated	PCs	
with	an	up-to-date	version	of	Powerpoint	
&	Adobe	Reader.

Presenters	must	upload	their	data	
presentations	to	the	dedicated	PCs	
before	their	session	begins.		Please	arrive	
at	least	5	minutes	early	to	save	your	file	
onto	the	desktop.		We	advise	the	use	of	
USB	drives.

Personal	laptops	can	be	used	for	
presentations	as	back-up	only.

The	University	of	Edinburgh	cannot	be	
responsible	for	delegate’s	personal	items.

Orientation
Welcome to Edinburgh - Inspiring Capital

Though	a	major	city,	Edinburgh	has	a	
comparatively	compact	city	centre,	best	
explored	on	foot.		It	is	well	known	as	one	
of	Europe’s	greenest,	most	culturally	rich	
cites;	host	of	the	world’s	largest	the	world’s	
largest	arts	festival	and	New	Year’s	Eve	
(Hogmanay)	celebrations.

The	centre	is	split	into	the	Old	&	New	
Towns,	divided	by	Princes	Street	Gardens	&	
Waverley	Train	Station.
The	Old	Town	is	a	sprawl	of	winding	streets	
surrounding	the	Castle,	Royal	Mile	&	Palace	
of	Holyrood	House,	stretching	south	to	
the	main	University	of	Edinburgh	(George	
Square)	campus.		The	area	boasts	many	
museums,	bistros	and	bars.
The	New	Town	to	the	north	is	a	network	of	
shops,	cafes	and	art	galleries.

Buses

The	local	bus	service	is	operated	by	Lothian	
Regional	Transport	and	offers	reliable	and	
regular	services	throughout	the	city.		Please	
note	that	all	buses	operate	an	exact	fare	
system,	i.e.	they	do	not	give	change	and	
you	should	have	your	money	ready	when	
you	get	on	board.		The	flat	fare	for	adults	is	
£1.40	for	any	distance	around	the	city,	or	
you	can	purchase	a	Day	Ticket	for	unlimited	
travel	within	one	day,	at	the	cost	of	£3.50.

www.lothianbuses.com

Taxis

Edinburgh’s	‘Black	Cab’	taxis	are	the	
easiest	way	to	travel	around	the	city	and	
will	normally	cost	between	£5.00-£15.00	for	
most	journeys	within	the	city	centre.		Many	
taxis	are	able	to	accept	payment	by	credit	
or	debit	card,	but	please	ask	the	driver	to	be	
certain.

Black	cabs	can	be	hailed	on	the	street	if	
their	orange	light	is	on.		Alternatively,	a	
line	of	parked	taxis	should	be	found	at	the	
following	locations	near	campus:
•	 Teviot	Place
•	 Nicolson	Square
•	 Chambers	Street

You	can	also	call	to	book	a	taxi	from	these	
phone	numbers:
Central	Taxis:	0131	229	2468
City	Cabs:	0131	228	1211

www.edinburgh-inspiringcapital.com



PROGRAMME 09:45 CONVERGENCE IN NORMATIVE ETHICS? Prof. Brad Hooker (Keynote) G1

11:15 Refreshments

11:30 WHAT’S IN A THAT-CLAUSE?
Viebahn,E. & Butlin,P.

G43

RETHINKING HUME AND KANT ON 
CAUSATION

Busch,K.

G4212:30 AGAINST EVANS ON MOCK 
THOUGHTS

Aasen,S.

MOTIVATIONAL INTERNALISM: THE 
GOOD, THE REQUIRED, AND THE 
SUPEREROGATORY

Archer,A.

13:30 Lunch

14:45 ANOTHER PROBLEM FOR DETERMINISM Prof. Sarah Broadie (Keynote) G1

16:15 Refreshments

16:30 DAVIS LEWIS’S LOCAL MIRACLE 
COMPATIBILISM

Svedberg,M.
G43

LIVING WITHOUT BELIEF
Nawar,T.

G42
17:30 BELIEF, TRUTH, AND HOW TO LINK 

THE TWO
Greenberg,A.

SENSORY SUBSTITUTION IS 
SUBSTITUTION

Martin,J-R. & Le Corre,F.

18:45 Philosphy Walk Dr. Andrew Mason

Wednesday 5th September  Conference Day I

Thursday 6th September  Conference Day II

09:45 ANTI-LUCK VIRTUE EPISTEMOLOGY Prof. Duncan Pritchard (Keynote) G1

11:15 Refreshments

11:30 WHAT DO TYRANTS TEACH US 
ABOUT FREEDOM?

Gajewska,K.

G43

AGAINST RELATIONISM ABOUT 
COLOUR

Roberts,P.

G4212:30 THE INADEQUACY OF THE 
CLASSICALLY-ASSUMED ACCOUNT 
OF CONTRADICTION

Martin,B.

DISCRIMINATION AND 
TESTIMONIAL KNOWLEDGE

Hannon,M.

13:30 Lunch

14:15 METAPHYSICAL EXPLANATION AND 
SCIENTIFIC LAWS

Tonneau,A.

G43

FAIRNESS AND 
COUNTERFACTUALS

Orri Stefansson,H.

G4215:15 THE SENSES OF AESTHETICS
Bowden,A.

THE MORAL ERROR THEORY AND 
THE ARGUMENT FROM EPISTEMIC 
REASONS

Rowland,R.

16:15 Refreshments

16:30 WHY IT’S CONTINGENT THAT YOU 
CAN’T BELIEVE AT WILL

Sullivan-Bissett,E.
G43

HOW EMOTIONS DO NOT PROVIDE 
REASONS TO ACT

Carman,M.
G42

17:30 BPPA AGM & Executive Committee Elections
G1

18:30 Closing remarks & conference end

13:00 Registration

F21
15:00 WELCOME REMARKS Dr. Jesper Kallestrup & Richard 

Rowland

15:30 INTERPERSONAL SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
Inaugural Keynote Address

Prof. Christopher Peacocke

17:00 Wine Reception DUG

18:30 Informal Dinner: B’EST, Drummond Street (see map)

Monday 3rd September  Welcome Event 

09:00 Registration

09:30 CHAIR’S WELCOME REMARKS  Prof. Mike Ridge

09:35 JOB APPLICATIONS Dr. Dave Ward & Dr. Guy Fletcher

11:35 Refreshments

11:50 NORTH AMERICAN JOB MARKET Prof. Brad Hooker

12:35 PUBLISHING Prof. Duncan Pritchard

13:30 Lunch

14:30 THE HIRING PROCESS
Roundtable Discussion

Dr. Michael Brady, Dr. Jesper Kallestrup, 

Prof. Katherine Hawley, Prof. Brad Hooker, 

Prof. Paul Snowdon

15:30 SURVIVING IN ACADEME Dr. Alasdair Richmond

16:15 Refreshments

16:30 WOMEN IN PHILOSOPHY
SWIP Sponsored Session

Dr. Komarine Romdenh-Romluc

17:00 THE APPLICATION OF PHILOSOPHY TO 
THE PUBLIC SPHERE
SAP Sponsored Session

Dr. Thom Brooks

18:30 CLOSING REMARKS Prof. Mike Ridge

19:00 Conference Dinner: HOWIES WATERLOO (see map)

Tuesday 4th September  BPPA Career Day

TIME SESSION VENUE

VENUES

F21 - 7 George Square, Lecture Theatre F21, George Square Campus
DUG - Dugald Stewart Building, 7th Floor Common Room, George Square Campus
G1 - Paterson’s Land (Lecture Theatre G1), Holyrood Campus
G43 & G42 - Paterson’s Land (Breakout Rooms), Holyrood Campus

GEORGE SQUARE CAMPUS

ROYAL SOCIETY OF EDINBURGH

PATERSON’S LAND

PATERSON’S LAND



WELCOME Monday 3rd September
Welcome Event

13:00 Registration (Foyer to F21)

15:00 WELCOMING REMARKS
 Jesper Kallestrup - Head of Department of Philosophy, University of Edinburgh
 Richard Rowland - University of Reading and President of the BPPA

15:30 INAUGURAL KEYNOTE ADDRESS:
 INTERPERSONAL SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS
 Christopher Peacocke - Columbia University and Richard Wollheim Professor 

of Philosophy, UCL, Fellow of the British Academy & Fellow of the American 
Academy of Arts and Sciences

 Chair: David Levy - University of Edinburgh

CAREERS Tuesday 4th September
BPPA Careers Day

09:00 Registration

09:30 CHAIR’S WELCOME REMARKS 
 Mike Ridge - University of Edinburgh

09:35 JOB APPLICATIONS
 Dave Ward - University of Edinburgh
 & Guy Fletcher - University of Edinburgh

11:35 Refreshments

11:50 NORTH AMERICAN JOB MARKET
 Brad Hooker - University of Reading

12:35 PUBLISHING
 Duncan Pritchard - University of Edinburgh

13:30 Lunch

14:30 THE HIRING PROCESS Roundtable
 Michael Brady - University of Glasgow
 Katherine Hawley - University of St. Andrews
 Brad Hooker - University of Reading
 Jesper Kallestrup - University of Edinburgh
 Paul Snowdon - University College London

15:30 SURVIVING IN ACADEME
 Alasdair Richmond - University of Edinburgh

16:15 Refreshments

16:30 WOMEN IN PHILOSOPHY
 Society for Women in Philosophy UK Discussion
 Komarine Romdenh-Romluc - University of Nottingham, 

SWIP

17:00 THE APPLICATION OF PHILOSOPHY 
TO THE PUBLIC SPHERE

 Society for Applied Philosophy Discussion
 Thom Brooks - Newcastle University

17:45 CLOSING REMARKS
 Mike Ridge - University of Edinburgh17:00 WINE RECEPTION

 Sponsored by Oxford University Press

The Royal Society of 
Edinburgh

22-24 George Street
Edinburgh EH2 2PQ

7 George Square / Psychology Building
George Square Campus, University of Edinburgh
Edinburgh EH8 9JZF21

7th Floor, Dugald Stewart Building
George Square Campus, University of Edinburgh
Edinburgh EH8 9ADDUG

18:30 Informal Dinner
 B’est, 16 Drummond Street, Edinburgh EH8 9TX (see map)

The BPPA Careers Day 2012 
is sponsored by the Subject 
Centre for Philosophical & 
Religious Studies (PRS), 
the Society for Applied 
Philosophy (SAP) & the 
Society for Women in 
Philosophy (SWIP)

19:00 BPPA Conference Dinner
 Howies, 29 Waterloo Place, Edinburgh EH1 3BQ (see map)



09:15  Registration

09:45  KEYNOTE ADDRESS:
  CONVERGENCE IN NORMATIVE ETHICS?
  Brad Hooker - Professor of Philosphy, University of Reading

  Chair: Aidan McGlynn - Northern Institute of Philosophy & University of Edinburgh

11:15  Refreshments

BPPA2012 Wednesday 5th September
Conference Day I

Paterson’s Land
Holyrood Campus, University of Edinburgh, Holyrood Road
Edinburgh EH8 8AQG1

WHAT’S IN A THAT-CLAUSE?
Emanuel Viebahn (University of Oxford) & Patrick Butlin 
(King’s College London)

It is commonly held that attitude ascriptions of the form ‘S 
Vs that P’ (e.g. ‘Ken knew that Nicole was lying’) consist 
of three parts: ‘S’ designates a subject, ‘Vs’ designates a 
propositional attitude, and ‘that p’ designates a proposition. 
However, there is linguistic evidence that allows apparently 
compelling cases to be made both for and against the 
claim that that-clauses in such ascriptions always designate 
propositions. On the one hand, substituting a that-clause 
with a description designating the same proposition (i.e. 
substituting ‘that p’ with ‘the proposition that p’) in attitude 
ascriptions often results in non-equivalent sentences, 
while substituting it with a description designating a 
non-proposition (e.g. ‘the state of affairs that p’) can 
lead to equivalent sentences. On the other hand, cases 
involving quantification and anaphora seem to support the 
propositional analysis of that-clauses. Several authors have 
addressed this evidence, usually with the aim of defending 
a propositional analysis. We will argue to the contrary, that 
that-clauses do not always designate propositions.

RETHINKING HUME V. KANT ON 
CAUSATION
Kevin R. Busch (University of Oxford)

It is still unclear whether Hume’s and Kant’s accounts of 
causation are in direct tension and, if so, what this tension 
fundamentally consists in.  I argue that they are in tension 
precisely over the truth or falsity of the causal maxim—
that every event must have some cause—and not over 
whether our belief in the causal maxim is produced by 
or independently of experience.  My argument has two 
steps.  First, Hume’s negative argument against the causal 
maxim commits him to its falsity.  Second, by undermining 
Hume’s negative argument against the causal maxim, Kant 
forces Hume to adopt an unintuitive view of the nature of 
perceptual experience in order to stay committed to the 
falsity of the causal maxim.  Each step meets with resistance 
from Hume interpreters, Kant interpreters, or a few in 
between, and I deal with such resistance accordingly.

G43
Philosophy of Language

Chair: Robin McKenna 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Robert O’Shaughnessy 
(University of Edinburgh)

G42
History of Philosophy

Chair: Cameron Boult 
(University of Edinburgh)

11:30-12:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:



13:30  Lunch

14:45  KEYNOTE ADDRESS:
  ANOTHER PROBLEM FOR DETERMINISM
 Sarah Broadie - Professor of Moral Philosophy and Wardlaw Professor, University of St. 

Andrews, Fellow of the British Academy, Fellow of the Royal Society of Edinburgh & Fellow 
of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences

 Chair: Theodore Scaltsas - University of Edinburgh

AGAINST EVANS ON MOCK THOUGHTS
Solveig Aasen (University College London)
According to Gareth Evans, there is a kind of thought 
about objects that cannot be entertained unless the object 
it is about exists. The thought is object-dependent. It can 
nevertheless happen, he claims, that it in the absence of 
the object seems to one precisely as if one is entertaining 
an object-dependent thought; one may have what Evans 
calls a ‘mock thought’. Mock thoughts are not a species of 
thoughts on Evans’s view, but rather not thoughts at all. I put 
pressure on Evans’s idea about mock thoughts by arguing 
that Evans needs to account for what it is that makes a 
mere appearance of an object-dependent thought be an 
appearance of just that. I suggest that Jody Azzouni’s notion 
of ‘singularity’ can serve Evans’s need. However, if Evans 
accepts that it does, it becomes problematic to maintain that 
mock thoughts are not thoughts. 

MOTIVATIONAL JUDGMENT INTERNALISM: 
THE GOOD, THE REQUIRED AND THE 
SUPEREROGATORY
Alfred Archer (University of Edinburgh)
Motivational judgment internalists hold that there is 
an internal connection between moral judgments and 
motivation. There is an important lack of clarity in the 
literature about the types of moral evaluation the theory is 
supposed to cover. It is rarely made clear whether the theory 
is intended to cover all moral judgements or whether the 
claim covers only a subset of such judgements. In this paper 
I will investigate two different ways in which the internalist 
claim about moral judgments can be understood. The 
claim can be understood to refer to all moral judgments. 
Alternatively, the claim might be understood to cover only 
requiring moral judgments, such as the obligatory and the 
forbidden. In this paper I will raise two problems for the 
former interpretation that give us good reason to reject this 
way of resolving the ambiguity.

G43
Philosophy of Mind 1

Chair: Richard Stöckle-
Schobel (University of 
Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Barry Glennon (University 
of Reading)

G42
Meta-ethics 1

Chair: Sebastian Köhler 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Richard Rowland 
(University of Reading)

BPPA2012 Wednesday 5th September
Conference Day I

12:30-13:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:

G1

DAVIS LEWIS’S LOCAL MIRACLE 
COMPATIBILISM
Maria Svedberg (Stockholm University)

David Lewis has presented a reply to Peter van Inwagen’s 
Consequence Argument for the incompatibility of free will 
and determinism. Helen Beebee argues that Lewis’s local 
miracle compatibilism is untenable since Lewis cannot rule 
out the possibility of deterministic agents sometimes having 
the ability to perform acts that would have broken something 
that is a law of nature in the world they inhabit. Here I show 
that the success of Beebee’s critique depends inter alia 
on the nature of decisions. Then I refute a defense of local 
miracle compatibilism proposed by Peter A. Graham. Finally 
I offer my own line of defense of Lewis, arguing that with 
his Humean view on laws of nature, Lewis should have no 
problem in principle to accept that deterministic agents 
sometimes have the ability to perform acts that would have 
been law-breaking. I also show that accepting this would in 
a certain aspect be an improvement of Lewis’s compatibilist 
position.

LIVING WITHOUT BELIEF(S) 
Tamer Nawar (University of Cambridge)

The ancient sceptics were characterised by their suspension 
of belief. The question of whether the sceptic is meant to 
suspend belief on all things, or only on some (and if so 
which) has been the focus of substantial debate in the 
scholarly literature. A life without beliefs has been widely 
deemed impossible for rational agents and, partly for this 
reason, many have wished to avoid attributing a global 
scepticism to the sceptic. I argue that, when we appreciate 
that the ancient sceptics envisioned a form of acceptance 
that does not entail belief: a non-doxastic acceptance-
involving mental state, we can see how the sceptic may be 
characterised as lacking beliefs; such a state is not precisely 
characterised in the sources, but I attempt to construe it 
such a state as going along with. I then discuss how going 
along with differs from belief and suggest something in the 
way towards why it might seem attractive.

G43
Metaphysics 1

Chair: Richard Rowland 
(University of Reading)

Respondent:
Benjamin Matheson 
(University of Birmingham)

G42
Ancient Philosophy

Chair: Hasse Hämäläinen 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Stephen Wright (University 
of Sheffield)

16:15  Refreshments

16:30-17:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:



BELIEF, TRUTH, AND HOW TO LINK THE 
TWO
Alexander Greenberg (University of Cambridge)

This essay is about the relation between belief and truth. 
Shah and Velleman claim that the relation is normative: that 
belief is an attitude that essentially ought to be held only 
if the proposition believed is true. And they argue that we 
should accept this normative account of belief for reasons 
relating to the process of first-personaldeliberation about 
what to believe. I am sympathetic to the normative account 
of belief, but not to Shah and Velleman’s argument for it. 
And in this essay, I am going to argue that we shouldn’t 
think, as Shah and Velleman do, that deliberation plays this 
special role in establishing the normativity of belief. This is 
because, as I am going to argue, we need to presuppose 
that beliefs, regardless of whether they are the product 
of deliberation, are subject to norm of truth in order to 
distinguish beliefs from other attitudes; specifically, to 
distinguish beliefs from intentions.

SENSORY SUBSTITUTION IS 
SUBSTITUTION 
Jean-Rémy Martin & François Le Corre (UPMC, Institut 
Jean-Nicod, ENS, Paris)

Perception with a sensory substitution device (SSD) has 
been accounted for at least two different ways: one may 
argue that perception with a SSD rests upon the substituting 
modality (“Dominance view”); or upon the substituted 
modality (“Deference view”). The position advocated in this 
paper is sympathetic with the “Dominance view”. Yet, the 
fact that perceptual experience with a SSD is associated 
with the substituting modality shall not be explained by the 
simple idea that the proximal information processed by the 
system is, e.g., only tactile. Instead it will be shown that 
the kind of external information accessed through a SSD is 
metamodal in nature, so that it can potentially be accessed 
through any sensory modality. The crucial thing that SSDs 
show is that the substituting modality may becomes suitable 
enough to process this metamodal information. Then, this 
hypothesis could explain why, with training, there is an 
illusion of visual content-based phenomenology

G43
Epistemology 1

Chair: Robin McKenna 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Giacomo Melis (Northern 
Institute of Philosophy, 
University of Aberdeen)

G42
Philosophy of Cognitive 
Science

Chair: Richard Stöckle-
Schobel (University of 
Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Lucy Tomlinson 
(University of Manchester)

17:30-18:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:

BPPA2012 Wednesday 5th September
Conference Day I

18:45-19:30 Philosophy Walk:
  A TOUR OF THE PHILOSOPHICAL SITES OF 

EDINBURGH’S OLD TOWN
  Dr. Andrew Mason - University of Edinburgh

  Departs from Paterson’s Land Courtyard at 18:45



09:15  Registration

09:45  KEYNOTE ADDRESS:
  ANTI-LUCK VIRTUE EPISTEMOLOGY
 Duncan Pritchard - Chair of Epistemology, University of Edinburgh & Fellow of the Royal 

Society of Edinburgh

 Chair: Michela Massimi - University of Edinburgh

11:15  Refreshments

WHAT DO TYRANTS TEACH US ABOUT 
FREEDOM?
Katarzyna Gajewska (University College London)

Some of the most powerful and freedom-threatening agents 
are those against whom we are most unlikely to revolt. 
This could be the most important lesson conveyed by the 
republican theory of freedom. Its value consists not only in 
the practical insight that there can be unfreedom without 
interference, but more fundamentally, that freedom is best 
seen as a sort of status: the relative standing of individuals, 
blind to the considerations of probability and psychological 
dispositions of the powerful. But could one’s freedom really 
ever be constrained by a mildly disposed angel with no 
intention to interfere? However odd and novel this thought 
may be, it is not absurd – or so I shall argue. For this 
purpose, I focus on the best developed sceptical argument 
provided by Matthew Kramer and Ian Carter, and argue 
against their ‘availability of options’ conception of freedom. 
The absence of status implies the absence of freedom, 
regardless of the number of options open to one. 

AGAINST RELATIONISM ABOUT COLOR: 
A RESPONSE TO JONATHAN COHEN
Pendaran Roberts (University of Nottingham)

Relationism about color is roughly the view that the colors 
are relational properties like being a sibling or being married. 
I say ‘roughly,’ because there is no precise formulation of 
this view in the literature. So, in this article, I first try to give 
such a formulation. Relationism, under the formulation I 
provide, seems to imply, absurdly, that the following two 
propositions are false: Necessarily, no object can be more 
than one determinate or determinable color all over at the 
same time (Incompatibility), and there can be and often is 
real perceptual disagreement about the colors of actual, 
external objects (Disagreement). Cohen recognizes that 
relationism must avoid such absurdities. So, I discuss 
Cohen’s attempt to avoid the implications by postulating two 
types of color property. The conclusion of my discussion 
is that Cohen’s attempt cannot succeed, because it is 
incompatible with the motivation for relationism.

G43
Political Philosophy

Chair: Sebastian Köhler 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Benjamin Ferguson (LSE)

G42
Metaphysics 2

Chair: Robin McKenna 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Martin Vacek (University 
of Leeds)

BPPA2012 Thursday 6th September
Conference Day II

Paterson’s Land
Holyrood Campus, University of Edinburgh, Holyrood Road
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11:30-12:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:



METAPHYSICS EXPLANATION AND 
SCIENTIFICS LAWS
Aurélien Tonneau (Panthéon-Sorbonne University, IHPST, 
Paris) 

In Nature’s Metaphysics (2007), Bird argues that the laws of 
nature derive from the dispositional essence of fundamental 
properties and proposes a formal frame for this metaphysics 
thesis. This analysis is today generally interpreted by 
philosophers of science as providing a defense of the 
incompatibility between a metaphysical explication for laws 
and their effective expression in sciences. I will explore this 
interpretation. I will show in particular that the quantitative 
character of fundamental scientific properties does not allow 
us to derive a regularity that is general enough to give it the 
status of a scientific law. Finally I will defend that adapting 
the model conceptually by multi-track dispositions, even if it 
considers the derivations of the present model as particular 
cases, also fails to allow us to defend the conception 
of scientific laws, providing an additional argument for 
incompatibilists.

FAIRNESS AND COUNTERFACTUALS
Hlynur Orri Stefánsson (London School of Economics)

The fairness of outcomes often concerns not only what is, 
but also what could have been. This relationship between 
facts and counterfactuals creates well known problems 
for standard decision theories. In particular, it clashes 
with certain independence axioms of these theories. A 
consequence is that behaviour governed by certain fairness 
constraints cannot be represented as maximising expected 
utility. In this paper I show that if we interpret the Boolean 
algebra over which Richard Jeffrey’s desirability function is 
defined such that it includes counterfactual propositions, 
then we can model this relationship between facts and 
counterfactuals in a way that makes it compatible with 
the maximisation of an expected value. My argument also 
suggests that the added desirability that true counterfactuals 
generate cannot be reduced to the desirability of actual 
facts.

G43
Philosophy of Science

Chair: Richard Stöckle-
Schobel (University of 
Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Riccardo Ricci (University 
of Exeter)

G42
Decision Theory

Sebastian Köhler 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Campbell Brown 
(University of Edinburgh)

THE INADEQUACY OF THE 
CLASSICALLY-ASSUMED ACCOUNT OF 
CONTRADICTION
Benjamin Martin (University College London)

With the advent of dialetheism, the thesis that some 
contradictions are true, as a possible solution to self-
referential paradoxes, certain fundamental philosophical 
concepts such as contradiction, negation and denial have 
come under close scrutiny. This talk is part of a larger 
project to consider available conceptions of contradiction, 
and enquire into their philosophical adequacy.
Here we concentrate on a semantic account, the classically-
assumed account, which defines contradictions as 
propositions that are necessarily false (or, if the version 
of the account is more subtle, that contradictions are a 
set of propositions Ȉ such that the conjunction of all p א 
Ȉ is necessarily false, but, necessarily, one and only one 
member of Ȉ is true). The talk argues that the classically-
assumed account suffers from two major faults: Firstly, that 
it makes the Law of Non-Contradiction redundant, whereas 
it seems to be a substantial logical principle, and, secondly, 
that the account is incredibly uninformative in areas in which 
we expect an account of contradiction to be informative. 
These faults motivate a rejection of the CL-account as a 
plausible philosophical account of contradiction.

DISCRIMINATION AND TESTIMONIAL 
KNOWLEDGE
Michael Hannon (University of Cambridge)

Virtue epistemology can be formulated as the view that 
knowledge is belief whose success is “creditable” to the 
believer. In two papers, Jennifer Lackey argues that some 
cases of testimonial knowledge illustrate that knowledge is 
not always an intellectual achievement for which an agent 
deserves credit. My paper defends the idea that knowledge 
is always a matter of credit for true belief from Lackey’s 
objection. First, I argue that the level of cognitive ability 
required to acquire knowledge by testimony is higher than 
Lackey suggests; second, I reject Lackey’s claim that in 
many cases of testimonial knowledge we lack the relevant 
discriminatory capacities to earn credit.

G43
Logic

Chair: Richard Rowland 
(University of Reading)

Respondent:
James Kirkpatrick 
(University of St. Andrews)

G42
Epistemology 2

Chair: Cameron Boult 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Christopher Cowie 
(University of Cambridge)
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12:30-13:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:

13:30  Lunch

14:30-15:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:



WHY IT’S CONTINGENT THAT 
YOU CAN’T BELIEVE AT WILL: A 
BIOLOGICAL EXPLANATION OF THE 
UNCONTROLLABILITY THESIS
Ema Sullivan-Bissett (University of York)
The Uncontrollability Thesis has it that ‘unmediated conscious 
belief-production is impossible’ (Noordhof 2001: 248). This 
is largely taken by the philosophical community to be a 
conceptual claim about all beliefs and one which demands 
an explanation from belief theorists. In this paper I offer a 
biological account of belief according to which beliefs are 
adapted devices with derived proper functions. I will put 
forward an argument, in which a claim of my account features 
as a premise, the conclusion of which is that beliefs cannot be 
produced at will. My aim then is two-fold: I offer an explanation 
of the Uncontrollabiltiy Thesis, but in doing so I also hope to 
show that my account, in virtue of its being explanatory in this 
way, is a plausible one.

HOW EMOTIONS DO NOT PROVIDE 
REASONS TO ACT
Mary Carman (King’s College London)
What is the role of emotions in rational action? Are emotions 
merely motivating factors, or can they provide us with reasons 
to act? In this paper, I shall look at one way in which emotions 
might provide reasons: through the way they feel. Focusing 
on one argument that has been made in favour of this role of 
emotions, I shall argue that they do not provide reasons in this 
way.  I shall accept that emotions have both an affective and an 
evaluative element. In ‘Craving the Right: Emotions and Moral 
Reasons’ (2011), Patricia Greenspan argues that the affective 
discomfort of an emotion provides grounds for criticism if no 
action is taken to alleviate the state, and yields requirements to 
act to alleviate the state—independent of what the emotion is 
about. On her view, the emotion provides critical reasons which 
make the action right. 
By questioning what the emotional discomfort amounts to, I 
shall argue that, if there are reasons intricately connected to 
the emotion, then it is not the affective discomfort itself that 
yields those reasons. Further, when there are reasons, it is only 
when the state is appropriate. Independent facts that make 
up the evaluative content of the emotion are what determine 
whether the state is appropriate, and it is those facts that are 
the reasons.

G43
Philosophy of Mind 2

Chair: Cameron Boult 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent: Kevin Lynch 
(University of Warwick)

G42
Philosophy of Action

Chair: James Kirkpatrick 
(University of St. Andrews)

THE SENSES OF AESTHETICS
Alan Bowden (Durham University)

Many challenges arise when we attempt to extend the 
range of the aesthetic to the experiences of daily life. Such 
an extension is the aim of the loose movement called 
‘everyday aesthetics.’For many a key feature of everyday 
aesthetic experiences is their multisensory character, 
involving the ‘proximal’ or ‘lower senses’ of touch, taste, 
smell, vision, and hearing. This contrasts with the traditional 
restriction of aesthetic experience to the distal, theoretical, 
or ‘higher’ senses of vision and hearing. To the extent that 
these experiences involve ‘lower’ and hence supposedly 
nonaesthetic senses either in isolation or in broader 
multisensory experiences there will be opposition from more 
traditionally-minded theorists. In this paper I argue that 
the linguistic and phenomenological argument presented 
by Allen Carlson and Glenn Parsons against the aesthetic 
nature of the proximal senses is unsuccessful, and that 
we must look elsewhere to secure a distinction between 
aesthetic and nonaesthetic experience.

THE MORAL ERROR THEORY AND 
THE ARGUMENT FROM EPISTEMIC 
REASONS
Richard Rowland (University of Reading)

Error theorists claim that there are no categorical normative 
reasons. In this paper I argue that if there are no categorical 
normative reasons, then there are no epistemic reasons. 
I then argue that there are epistemic reasons. If these two 
arguments are sound, the error theory is false.

G43
Aesthetics

Chair: Lauren Ware 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Patrick Hinds (University 
of Surrey)

G42
Meta-ethics 2

Chair: Hasse Hämäläinen 
(University of Edinburgh)

Respondent:
Matthew Chrisman 
(University of Edinburgh)
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15:30-16:30 PARALLEL SESSIONS:

16:30  Refreshments

16:45-17:45 PARALLEL SESSIONS:

17:45  AGM of the BPPA & The Executive Committee 
Elections
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Accommodation

Standard Rate	BPPA	2012	delegates	have	
3-nights	accommodation	included	with	their	
attendance	-	Monday 3rd to Wednesday 5th 
inclusive.		This	accommodation	is	at	The	
University	of	Edinburgh’s	Pollock	Halls	of	
Residence	on	the	south-east	side	of	the	city	
centre.

The	campus	is	20	mins	walk	to	7	George	
Square	&	the	Dugald	Stewart	Building	
(Mon),	30-40	mins	walk	to	The	Royal	
Society	of	Edinburgh	&	Howies	Restaurant	
(Tue)	and	30	mins	walk	to	Paterson’s	Land	
(Wed/Thu).

Accommodation for BPPA 2012 has been 
organised by:

The	Office	of	Lifelong	Learning	-	CPD	Unit
The	University	of	Edinburgh
Paterson’s	Land,	Holyrood	Road
Edinburgh	EH8	8AQ

Tel.	0131	651	1189	/	1180

Fax.	0131	651	1746

Email.	CPD@ed.ac.uk

Office	hours:	09:00-17:00

CHECK-IN

Check-In	is	available	from	2pm	onwards.

Upon	arrival	at	the	Pollock	Halls	Campus,	
please	offload	all	luggage	and	report	to	the	
Reception	Centre.

Rooms	for	the	BPPA	2012	conference	
will	be	in	Turner House	unless	otherwise	
instructed	at	check-in.		All	houses	are	no	
more	than	5	mins	walk	from	the	Reception.

Breakfast	is	included	for	all	guests.		A	buffet	
is	served	every	morning	from	7:30am-
10:00am	at	the
John McIntyre Conference Centre.

Also	served:					Lunch	-	12:30pm-1:30pm
	 										Dinner	-	6:00pm-7:30pm

CHECK-OUT

Rooms	must	be	vacated	by	10:30am	on	the	
morning	of	check-out.		Room	keys	must	be	
handed	in	at	Reception.

Please	note	that	luggage	CANNOT	be	left	
in	the	room	after	this	time,	however	secure	
storage	is	available	at	the	Reception	Centre.

TELEPHONE NUMBERS

Pollock	Halls	Reception	Centre	(24-Hours)	
...0131	667	1971	(External)	

...22002	(Internal)
For	emergencies	 													...6666	(Internal)

Bus Stop to Edinburgh City Centre
See Bus Timetable

Bus Timetable
From	Pollock	Halls	to	Conference	Venues:

•	 NO. 2		 	 To	George Square/Potterow	for Monday venues
   Runs every 15 mins between 11am-4pm, every 30 mins otherwise

•	 NO. 30 or 33		 To	St. Andrews Square/Princes St.	for Tuesday venues
   Runs every 15 mins between 7am-9pm, every 30 mins otherwise

There are no direct buses between Pollock Halls and Paterson’s Land, at Holyrood Campus.  You may 
take the NO. 14, 30 or 33 as far as the High Street (Royal Mile) and walk the remainder, however this 
journey will likely take the same time as walking the full route.

Pedestrain Entrance
(Black Gates)
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