
Imperfect Epistemic Duties and the Duty to Object 
Jennifer Lackey, Northwestern University 

 
We have the duty to object to things that people say. If you report something that I 
know is false or unwarranted, or potentially harmful to others, I may be required to 
say as much. In this paper, my aim is to explore in greater depth how to best 
understand this duty. I begin by highlighting two central features of this duty that 
distinguish it from others, such as promise-keeping. In particular, I argue that 
whether we are obligated to object is directly influenced not only by what other 
relevant members of the context or community do, but also by the social status of 
the agent in question. I then show that these features are shared by the duty to be 
charitable, and the similarities between these two duties point to a potentially deeper 
explanation: while promise-keeping is regarded as a classic perfect duty, charity is an 
imperfect one. I then consider two criteria identified as central to imperfect duties and 
argue that both are true of the duty to object, giving us reason to conclude that the 
duty to object might be helpfully understood as an imperfect one, and, further, that 
there are imperfect epistemic duties in general. I turn to a particular conception of 
imperfect duties that understands them in collective terms, and I show that while a 
key aspect of this model must be rejected, the more general framework of 
understanding the duty to object as belonging to groups is promising. I develop this 
model in greater detail, where I defend what I call the imperfect duty to object view, 
which takes the distribution of goods, including epistemic goods, to be central. 
Finally, I consider a view that links the duty to object with the cooperative nature of 
conversation rather than to the distribution of goods, and I show why there are 
independent reasons to prefer the latter to the former.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Observation as Wrongdoing 
Helen Frowe  - co-authored with Jonathan Parry, Stockholm University 
 
Consider Revenge: 
 
Revenge:  After their relationship ends, Adam posts intimate photographs of Brenda 
on a ‘revenge porn’ website without her consent. Craig visits the website in order to 
view these sorts of pictures, and sees the pictures of Brenda, whom he does not 
know. 
 
It is uncontroversial that Adam acts wrongly in posting the photographs. But how 
should we morally evaluate Craig’s actions? This paper defends the following thesis: 
 
Observation as wrongdoing: With respect to some kinds of wrongdoing, voluntary and 
unjustified observation of that wrongdoing can wrong the victim. 
 
We reject possible debunking objections that purport to ground apparent wrongness 
of observation in other wrong-making features, such as the failure to assist, 
participatory intentions, or mere bad character. We then identify for four ways in 
which observation of wrongdoing can be wrong: by compounding the primary wrong, by 
benefitting from injustice, by enabling the primary wrong, or by violating the victim’s right to 
privacy. We argue that the normative consequences that accrue to primary 
wrongdoers can similarly accrue to observers. For example, observers might be 
liable to defensive harm, to punishment, or to compensate the victim.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Conceptions of Temporality 
Kristin Sampson, University of Bergen 
 
It has been claimed that whereas time is an issue discussed within modernity, it is 
rather space that has been the centre of attention within its critique. One 
could, of course, raise the question whether such a description of the lack of 
interest in the question of time in the context of what lies after modernity, or 
what can be termed late modernity, is really justified. Nonetheless, even if topology 
rather than chronology has been the predominant topic within such perspectives, 
perhaps this can be understood in terms of the kind of temporality that is evoked 
within modernity. Such a modern concept of time is first and foremost 
measurable time, promoted as in accordance with science: It is the time of physics. 
This paper endeavours to complicate a chronological conception of temporality, 
that considers time as a measurable, extended entity, by considering the classical 
Greek notion of kairos and the Baroque thinker Baltasar Gracián's notion of 
festina lente. Kairos can carry meanings related to a critical instant, a possibility or 
a right moment for an event. It is a qualitative concept and can be contrasted 
with the Greek chronos, which expresses time in a more general sense and is more 
akin to a modern concept of time as a measurable, quantitative entity. The 
expression festina lente, such as it can be found in Gracián, signifies something akin 
to making haste slowly. It can be understood as a paradoxical expression, or at least 
an ambiguous combination of speed and slowness. By considering these two 
notions – kairos and festina lente – this paper hopes to contribute to establishing an 
outside that complicates the reflection around the concept of quantitative, 
measurable chronological time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Grounding & Explanation: it’s complicated 
Anna-Sofia Maurin, University of Gothenburg 
 
Grounding theorists insist that grounding and explanation are intimately related. 
This claim can be understood in at least two (not necessarily mutually exclusive) 
ways:  
(i) Inheritance: grounding has (some of) the properties it does because those are 
properties had by explanation; 
(ii) Involvement: grounding plays an important role in (at least one kind of) 
explanation. 
That grounding and explanation are related in either or both of these ways is often 
taken to serve some important purpose. More precisely:  
(iii) Informativeness: if grounding ‘inherits’ its properties from explanation, 
contemplating the (presumably readily available) properties of the latter informs us 
about the nature of the former.  
(iv) Justification: If grounding plays an important role in (at least one kind of) 
explanation, then that there are such explanations justifies positing grounding in the 
first place.  
In this paper, I argue that Inheritance is only justified if grounding is explanatory by 
nature (the so-called ‘unionist’ view). But if grounding is explanatory by nature, the 
explanation from which it inherits its properties must be ‘abnormal’, in the sense 
that it, like grounding, is essentially mind-independent. This is problematic, first, 
because it threatens to dilute our general notion of explanation and, second, because 
it threatens Informativeness. For, arguably, whatever intuitions we have about the 
nature of explanation, are intuitions we have about explanation in the ‘normal’ – 
essentially mind-involving – sense. As the main-culprit here is Unionism, I therefore 
argue that we should opt instead for its opposite ‘Separatism’ (the view that 
grounding and explanation are distinct). On this view, although grounding and 
explanation cannot justifiably be taken as intimately related in the sense of Inheritance, 
the fact that grounding and grounding explanation now seems to behave more or 
less as we take ‘normal’ causation and causal explanation to behave, means that 
Involvement makes a lot of sense. The problem now is rather that once we have 
separated grounding from explanation, we have little reason to think that the role 
grounding plays in explanation can justify positing grounding in the first place (i.e., 
we have little reason to accept Justification). Only if grounding plays a unique and 
indispensable role in explanation does Justification make sense. But as it turns out, 
there does not seem to be any non-question-begging or Inheritance-reintroducing way 
to distinguish grounding from other comparable metaphysical dependence relations, 
that can serve to justify the claim that only it, but not they, can play this role in 
explanation. I therefore conclude that the role grounding plays in explanation should 
not – pace what is usually argued by the grounding theorists – be taken as a reason to 
think grounding exists. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
Contradiction in informal mathematics 
Nemi Pelgrom, Stockholm University 
 
It is central to mathematics that the systems we use are without contradiction. 
However, it appears as if there are systems that are widely used which are only 
avoiding contradictions by conventions that forbid us to use the part of the system 
that would generate the contradiction. In this essay I will explore the similarity 
between Russell’s paradox and dividing by zero. Or in other words, I will try to see if 
there is a significant theoretical difference between how Zermelo-Fraenkel’s set 
theory avoids Russell’s paradox, and how division avoids dividing by zero. I will 
then discuss the implications of my findings and conclude that our arguments for 
avoiding zero as a denominator is based on conventions, and that the nature of this 
convention is unclear. 
 
 
 
 
 
The ontological status of the perceptible qualities in Plato’s Timaeus 
Tara Nanavazadeh, Uppsala University 
 
At 61c, Timaeus explains our experiences of the material objects. Because of the 
difficulty in interpreting this passage, scholars disagree about if the perceptible 
qualities exist in the objects themselves.  
 
From an objectivist standpoint, the perceptible qualities exist in the objects 
themselves. From a relationist perspective, they only exist in relation to our 
perception. There is also a middle – ground, arguing that the they are relational to 
both the human body and to other material objects. 
 
In this thesis, I argue for the latter. In part one, I present the three theories. In part 
two, I show why the first two interpretations are problematic. In an examination of 
heat and cold, I demonstrate how the middle-ground theory solves the difficulties. 
Finally, I suggest that, given the dramatic context, the perceptible qualities are 
relational to all material objects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Why do we want to speak with machines? 
Jenny Fadranski, Technische Universität Berlin 
 
We know that artificial intelligence (AI) will be an integral part of our future society 
and that computers might develop consciousness of their own. What we don't know 
yet is what kind of relations humans will have with AI. Science-fiction films have 
dealt with this existential question and have imagined scenarios of AI interacting 
with humans. In these films, voice and language play a center role in the 
communication between artificial and human intelligence. In my master’s thesis, I 
will analyze the AI voices in the films 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968), Blade 
Runner (1982), Her (2013) and Ex Machina (2015) and what cultural meanings are 
inscribed in them. Today we witness how AI voices like Siri become more 
natural, but why do we want them to be natural? Analyzing the meaning of AI 
voices leads to inquiring which human desires are negotiated within the human-
machine interaction.   
 
 
 
 
Sharing the World through Weilian Attention,  
Hanna Kinnunen, Uppsala University 

 
I investigate the notion of attention as it appears in the writings of Simone Weil, 
providing a suggestion of how to think the conditions for an ethics based on the 
meeting between two. Reading Weil's concept of attention together with the thought 
of Luce Irigaray, who stresses the acknowledgement and preservation of difference 
as the core of a non-appropriating ethics, I show that Weilian attention can be 
understood in opposition to “the Culture of the Same”, acknowledging difference as 
crucial for ethically meeting the Other. By being conceptualised not only in terms of 
seeing, but also as listening and touch, Weilian attention breaks with the object 
oriented “lookingat” permeating the history of western thought, thus creating space 
for the Other to emerge as a subject. The cultivating of attention challenges the way 
of relating to others through appropriation, 
instead providing the basis for a sharing of the world in difference. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



On the Difference between a Thing and a Work of Art. 
Maria Danielsen, UiT The Arctic University of Norway 
 
Dealing with things is something we do all the time. By things, I mean all things 
surrounding us in our everyday life. In this paper, I will investigate the 
phenomenological difference between a thing, for example a piece of furniture, and 
a work (of art). A work of art is indeed also a thing, but it reveals something more 
and exceeding the thingly element. In the beginning of The Origin of the Work of 
Art, Heidegger explains the difference between a mere thing and a work by stating 
that the work makes public something that reaches beyond its plain meaning. It 
manifests something else: it is an allegory. I will argue that when exposed to a work 
of art, we ought to adopt an aesthetic attitude towards it as opposed to a theoretical 
or practical attitude, because so doing is the only way of conceiving what the work 
of art has to reveal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The importance of aesthetic evaluation for the continued relevance of 
criticism 
Elizabeth Swartling, Uppsala Univeristy  
 
In a digital age where an increasing number of people can write a blog post, tweet or 
publish an online article about a recent art exhibition; it seems like anyone in 
possession of an internet connection and too much time on their hands can claim to 
be a critic. This new technology enables anyone to scrutinize, analyse and evaluate 
the latest exhibition they went to. However; in the midst of this digital revolution we 
seem to have lost sight of what art criticism ought to be and what it could 
accomplish. What is the determining factor that distinguishes criticism from other 
forms of online art related discourses? Could a revival of 18 th century aesthetics 
help criticism remain relevant?  
In order for us to examine how contemporary art criticism can remain relevant in 
spite of the watering down of the term "criticism"; we intend to revisit Humes On 
The Standard of Taste. We have also examined Noël Carrolls On Criticism in order 
to gain a more up to date understanding of what the philosophy of criticism has to 
say about the critics of our time. However the inclusion of Hume was not a mere 
nod to history. It is our belief that On The Standard of Taste can aid us in our quest 
to distinguish a qualified critic from someone who simply happens to be very vocal 
about their opinions on the internet. Throughout our research we have thus 
concluded that evaluation is what distinguishes art criticism from other types of art 
related online based discourses such as analysis or presentations of exhibitions. This 
means that it is the critics job to contextualise and make the public see the value of 
various art works based on their aesthetic qualities. In other words; in order for a 
critics input to be pertinent and valuable to the public. Ipso facto if the essence of 
art criticism is the evaluation and elucidation of artworks; art criticism cannot aspire 
to be merely descriptive in order to remain relevant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Truth and Beauty: Two aspects of aesthetic normativity 
Ingvild Torsen, University of Oslo 
 
The underlying question motivating this paper is whether and how aesthetic 
normativity can inform our understanding of normativity more broadly. I approach 
the question by analyzing the different dimensions of normativity involved in 
aesthetic experience and art as understood by the Kantian tradition of philosophy 
(here used in a wide sense, to include thinkers from Kant to Heidegger). Ultimately, 
I aim to show how contemporary discussions of both aesthetic normativity and of 
normativity in general may be enriched by engaging with this tradition: in the former 
case, the comparison makes apparent how the current sense of normativity in art is 
significantly diminished; and in the latter, we can see alternative ways of 
conceptualizing normativity that are not rule- or reason-based and hence often 
overlooked in contemporary conversations about normativity more broadly. 
In the Kantian tradition the sense of aesthetic normativity is twofold: First, there are 
normative dimensions of the particular relationship between work and audience. 
The artwork is experienced as normative in that we recognize it as demanding a 
particular appreciative response from us. I call this aspect of aesthetic normativity 
relational, as it describes the form of the relation I stand in vis-à-vis the work. It is 
this form that is expressed by the Kantian aesthetic judgment “this is beautiful.” 
Second, the artwork also manifests a different kind of normativity because it makes a 
claim about meaning. Common to Kant’s successors (albeit with individual 
differences) is the thought that the artwork is normative in that it proposes a way of 
being and living, which is often called the “truth” of art. I call this second aspect of 
aesthetic normativity practical, as it implies that an artwork is a kind of standard that 
entails norms for a particular way of living and understanding. 
On the basis of this analysis, I argue for the following: 
First, contemporary discussions in aesthetics typically reject practical normativity and 
thus diminish the importance of art. In the Post-Kantian tradition, it is important 
that these dimensions of normativity co-exist in art, whereas in our current artworld 
these two aspects of aesthetic normativity have come apart; the relational aspect of 
normativity remains – art still makes a claim to our appreciation – but art is less 
committed to being normative in the latter sense. 
Second, these two dimensions of aesthetic normativity could model different 
approaches to normativity in general. Two dimensions of normativity are brought 
out from the example of aesthetic normativity: first, we can think of norms as 
something that can be given to me in virtue of me standing in a certain relationship 
)and not the other way round). Second, norms can have their basis in a paradigm or 
ideal, that is, that a particular can be the source of a shared, practical normativity. In 
both cases, normativity does not rely on concepts of rules or further reasons. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gabrielle Suchon, Freedom, and the Neutral Life 
Julie Walsh, Wellesley College 
 
Gabrielle Suchon is a neglected figure in the history of philosophy, writing on the 
subject of women at the dawn of the Enlightenment. One of the central features of 
Enlightenment thought is the endeavor to ground claims to natural freedom and 
equality. This very endeavor is the foundation of Suchon’s view of freedom. But it is 
not the whole story. For, Suchon’s focus is not just natural freedom, but also the 
necessary and sufficient conditions for oppressed members of society, specifically 
women, to avail themselves of this natural freedom. There is thus one thread of her 
view that weaves the narrative of the Enlightenment, and another that continues 
the Querelle des femmes, the long tradition of women writing about the social, political, 
and cultural obstacles to their intellectual amelioration. The result is a rich and 
sophisticated position deserving of our attention. My discussion proceeds as follows: 
First, in Section 1, I treat Suchon’s normative argument for why women ought to be 
accorded the opportunity to develop their rational minds. Here, I rely on her Traité 
de la morale et de la politique (1693). She begins by stating that women have been 
excluded from this enterprise. She then appeals to “natural right” to argue for 
women’s right to education. Freedom, she states, is the God-given tool with which 
we search for the true and the good. So, to prevent, prohibit, suppress, or otherwise 
interfere with another’s employment of their freedom would be to block the express 
purpose of God’s creation. This thread of Suchon’s discussion is in line with the 
Enlightenment program. With the “natural right” argument in hand, I move in 
Section 2 to a discussion of Suchon’s twofold practical conception of freedom: 
freedom of condition and freedom of mind. First, freedom of condition obtains 
when the movement of one’s body is decided by oneself alone. Freedom of 
condition can thus be understood as a kind of “agentive” freedom, where one is the 
sole decision-maker about the situation of one’s body. Second, freedom of the mind 
obtains when the mind has access to knowledge. When women are excluded from 
the enterprise of learning, their freedom of mind is restricted. Freedom of mind can 
thus be understood as a kind of “accessive” freedom, where one has the opportunity 
to access to the materials necessary for learning. This thread of Suchon’s discussion 
is in line with the Querelle des femmes program, where elements beyond natural right 
are identified as necessary conditions for the exercise of freedom. I move in Section 
3 to Suchon’s practical recommendations for obtaining “agentive” and “accessive” 
freedoms. I suggest that on her view, they are best obtained by becoming a 
Neutralist, as outlined in Du Célibat volontaire (1700). The “neutral life” is 
characterized by its lack of commitments, which allows the Neutralist greater agency 
over their lives. However, I call into question whether freedom of agency and 
access, and especially the latter, are possible absent further external conditions over 
which the Neutralist may not have control. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Consequentialism and Free Will: The Conditional Analysis Resuscitated 
Maria Svedberg, Uppsala University 
 
Many moral theories incorporate the idea that when an action is wrong, this is 
because there was something else that the agent could and should have done instead. 
Most notable are consequentialist theories. According to consequentialism an action 
A is wrong if and only if there was another action B that the agent could have done 
instead such that, if the agent had done B instead of A, the consequences would 
have been better. Although the general meaning of “could have” has been widely 
discussed in the literature on free will, relatively little attention has been given to the 
question of how to understand the expression in this specific context. However, 
without an answer to this question, consequentialist moral theories fail to yield 
determinate verdicts about the deontic status of actions when we try to apply these 
theories to real scenarios. It is here argued that a simple conditional analysis roughly 
provides the required answer: the agent could have done B instead of A if and only 
if it is true that if the agent had decided to do B, then she would have done B instead 
of A. Some version of this simple conditional analysis was often held by 
compatibilists up to the 1960s as an analysis of the general meaning of “could have”. 
It has since then been universally rejected. It is here argued that even though it fails 
as a general analysis, the following slightly modified version is exactly what we are 
looking for in the specific context of consequentialist theories: the agent could have 
done B instead of A if and only if there is a decision such that, if the agent had made 
that decision, then she would have done B instead of A. In the first part, I argue that 
this analysis helps us to the most plausible interpretation of the consequentialist 
criterion of right and wrong action. One threat against the plausibility of 
consequentialism is that if no one could ever have acted otherwise, then 
consequentialism implies that every action ever performed is right. But with this 
analysis we evade this implausible implication, without having to rely on any 
metaphysically controversial assumptions. Moreover, on this analysis 
consequentialism seems to yield the intuitively plausible verdict on the deontic status 
of the actions in a number of tricky cases. In the second part, I show that when it 
comes to the standard objections raised against different versions of the conditional 
analysis, none of these applies when we put the analysis to this restricted use in the 
consequentialist criterion of right and wrong action. Objections such as the regress 
argument, the coma argument, the phobia argument and the argument from 
unintentional actions can all be dealt with in this specific context, inter alia by 
distinguishing between acting wrongly on the one hand, and being an apt target for 
blame and punishment, on the other hand. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reasoning in Minds and Machines 
Danielle Macbeth, Haverford College 
 
In “Minds, Brains, and Programs”, John Searle argues that no computer, however 
programmed, could literally be said to think or to understand. And he does so on the 
basis of an intuitively clear distinction between manipulating uninterpreted signs 
according to rules, on the one hand, and understanding and appropriately 
responding to meaningful signs (as, for example, one does in a conversation or 
philosophical exchange), on the other. Although a person can operate on signs in a 
mechanical, rule-governed way much as a computer does, a person can also think 
and understand things—as we know, each of us from our own case. Thinking and 
understanding are not, then, a matter of the mechanical, rule-governed manipulation 
of signs. 
And yet, it can seem, artificial intelligence must be possible: our brains somehow 
manage understanding; the task is to figure out how the trick is done. 
But what exactly is the trick of thinking and understanding as they contrast with the 
mechanical manipulation of essentially meaningless signs? Close consideration of the 
difference between a mathematician’s chain of reasoning and a fully formalized, 
machine-checkable mathematical proof provides the essential clue. For, as I argue, 
mathematicians read the symbolic languages they devise for reasoning in 
mathematics (for example, the symbolic language of arithmetic and algebra) in a very 
different way than is suggested by the mechanical manipulation of signs. Specially 
devised mathematical systems of signs can be read merely mechanically, which is why 
the problem of machine and human reasoning can seem so intractable; but as I 
show, they can also be read differently, as exhibiting the contents of mathematical 
concepts on the basis of which to reason. The language so read functions in an 
essentially different way from the way it functions for the purposes of mechanical 
manipulation. 
The core idea is relatively straightforward. Consider, for example, a numeral in the 
positional system of Hindu-Arabic numeration, the numeral ‘367’, say. In this array, 
we can read each digit as standing in for some number of things, with the position 
indicating what it is that is being counted, whether units, tens, or hundreds. The 
complex sign is then read additively (three hundreds and six tens and seven units) 
and manipulated mechanically. But we can also read that numeral differently, as a 
complex sign for onenumber, namely, the number three hundred and sixty-seven, a 
complex sign that displays what it is to be that number in a way enabling one to 
reason in the system of signs. On this second, mathematical reading, the digits do 
not signify any numbers independent of a context of use; they are not (as yet) 
numerals. Only together in some complex sign (numerals composed of single digits 
being the limit case) do they—more exactly: do the complexes in which they 
occur—function as numerals and thereby designate. As I show, it is this idea that 
provides the basis for understanding the essential difference between the mechanical 
manipulation of signs and reasoning on the basis of an understanding of concepts. 
 
 
 
 



Rules of the Pack: Moral Norms and Responsibility Practices Among Dogs, 
Wolves and Other Canids 
Dorna Behadadi, Gothenburg University 

 
In this paper I will argue that some non-human animals, namely canids (dogs, 
wolves, coyotes and related species), can be said to be morally responsible.  

As most debates concerning non-human moral agency and responsibility assume, 
what one might call a ‘standard set’ (Eshleman, 2014) of criteria where focus lies on 
identifying capacities and phenomenon like rationality, phenomenal consciousness 
and free will, I want to suggest an alternative approach. Instead of determining 
whether a certain individual or group has certain capacities, I want to see if they have 
moral practices. Could other species than humans be said to have moral practices?  

A moral practice here refers to a set of behaviors where the purpose of said practice 
determines whether or not someone is morally responsible. So, instead of asking 
whether other animals are phenomenally conscious, rational and free (which appears 
to be the method used by both Korsgaard and Wright above), I want to investigate 
whether they can be said to engage in practices of holding morally responsible. 

My thesis statement is that practices involved in social play among canids can be 
viewed as analogous to human moral practices (blaming and praising, reactive 
attitudes etc.), and by extension that canids can be morally responsible.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Socratic Intellectualism Revisited 
Georgia Sermamoglou-Soulmaidi, University of Goettingen  
 
 
This paper revisits the old question of Socratic intellectualism, i.e. the view Socrates 
repeatedly puts forth in the early Platonic dialogues, according to which virtue is a 
form of knowledge, and therefore knowledge of the good suffices to guarantee 
virtuous action. Starting with Aristotle, Socrates’ critics have objected ever since that 
this view ignores the possibility of akratic behavior; and yet many people pursue 
what they know to be an inferior course of action. Socrates seems to ignore the 
obvious influence of the passions, of which both ancients and moderns appear to be 
acutely aware. 
My paper begins by arguing that there is a significant amount of confusion in 
scholarly discussions of this question, because Plato’s interpreters fail to distinguish 
properly between the various emotions, on the one hand, and the drives on the 
other. A further distinction must apply in the case of non-rational desires, which 
may be either desires for what is ultimately bad for the agent, or desires for the 
object of an urge (which need not be harmful). I aim to show that, in his discussion 
of the appetitive part of the soul in Republic IV, Socrates speaks only of drives and 
urges, leaving emotions aside, and thus critics of Socrates arguing that he ignores the 
influence of the emotions on the agents’ behavior are ultimately misguided. 
 Second, I will defend the intellectualist position, suggesting that agents only 
desire things they know to be bad for them when these are still deemed better for 
them, all things considered. If they are in fact more harmful for the agents than they 
might think, I will still maintain, with Socrates, that the choice is due to an 
intellectual error. To do so, I will reexamine the examples usually offered against the 
intellectualist position, and will seek support for my view that emotions and affective 
states can and in fact do change as a result of a change in beliefs by drawing on the 
current practices of cognitive-behavioral therapy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Pornography, Propaganda, Pictures, and Persuasion 
A.W. Eaton, University of Chicago  
 
It is a curious fact about the philosophical literatures on both propaganda and  
pornography that they tend to talk about these phenomena as if they were primarily 
linguistic. Yet by far most pornography today is pictorial and most propaganda has a 
significant pictorial component. This paper aims to shift the focus in the 
conversations to pictures and begins to think through some of the implications of 
this shift. In particular, I’ll be developing a peculiarly pictorial model of persuasion 
that better suits the work that pornography and propaganda can do. Along the way, 
I’ll use some examples of highly persuasive pictures from the Italian Renaissance. 
Please be advised that while all of my pictures will be examples of what is standardly 
considered "high art," I will show and be discussing depictions of mythological 
rapes, among other things. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

If we perceive things through photographs, then we perceive things through 
words 
Jessica Pepp, Umeå University  
 
When I look at a photograph of my grandfather, I see (or at least perceive) my 
grandfather by seeing the photograph. Or so Kendall Walton (1984) claimed. The 
debate over Walton’s claim is ongoing. I think the claim is true, but this talk will not 
be a direct contribution to that debate. Instead, I will argue for the following 
conditional claim: if we can perceive things through photographs, then we can 
perceive things through words. It is typically assumed that establishing a conditional 
claim along these lines would constitute a reductio of its antecedent. But this 
assumption is false: there is nothing ridiculous about the idea that we can perceive 
through words—at least, not if one accepts the non-ridiculousness (even if not the 
plausibility) of perceiving through photographs. To the contrary, the idea is 
illuminating about the nature of words and how they refer. Walton’s original and, in 
my view, strong argument for perception through photographs is a “slippery slope” 
argument: surely we perceive things through mirrors, telescopes, and microscopes, 
so why not through live or even pre-recorded television, and then why not through 
photographs? Walton stopped here, but one could go further with this form of 
argument: if we have no reason to deny that we can perceive things through 
photographs, why should we deny that we can perceive things through words that 
refer to those things? Taking it as obvious that we should deny this, Walton claimed 
that it is intrinsic to any notion of perception that the likelihood of perceptual 
confusion corresponds to real similarity between the things confused. But 
confusions engendered by language processing (for instance, between hearses and 
horses) have no such correspondence. I reject this answer on the grounds that there 
are abundant, actual situations in which perception through words satisfies Walton’s 
criterion. Further, the substantial iconicity of language implies greater general 
satisfaction of the criterion than Walton allowed, even taking account of the relative 
paucity of iconicity in certain languages (such as English). Does this demonstrate 
that the slippery slope has to be halted before it reaches photographs? I argue that it 
does not, because what is at issue is not the intuitive application of the term 
“perception,” but where we can place principled stops on the slope. Much has been 
written about whether we should place one before photographs, but little, beyond 
Walton’s argument that I discuss, has been written about whether, if we do not place 
one before photographs, we have grounds to place one before words. If the 
argument of this talk is correct, we have yet to see such grounds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              
 
 
              


