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F F r i d a y  N o v e m b e r  2   

8:00-8:25 AM                     
Coffee 
 
8:15 AM              
Welcome 
 
8:30-9:20 AM   

“Meaningful lives, complicity, and collective harms” 
Nicolas Delon (New College of Florida)  
Chair: Leonard Kahn (Loyola University New Orleans) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 
“Testimony as a Source of Justification and Knowledge” 
Nathaly Garcia (Miami)  
Chair: Aron Edidin (New College of Florida) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“’Meaning’ and God: Motivating a Supernaturalist Concept of Existential 
Meaning”  
Aaron Brooks (FSU)  
Chair: Kyle Hodge (UNF) 
Session C - Room 2052 
 
“Substance Causation and Causal Exclusion: A Response to Buckareff” 
Andrew Christman (FSU) 
Chair: D. Gene Witmer (UNF) 
Session D - Room 2068  

 
9:30-10:20 AM 

“Meat Consumption as Unjust Enrichment” 
Duncan Purves (UF)  
Chair: Haley Mathis (Miami) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 
“Believing in the Face of Controversy”  
James Gillespie (UF)  
Chair: José Jorge Mendoza (U Mass Lowell) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“Bolstering Leibniz’s Demonstration of the Principle of Sufficient 
Reason” 
Kyle Hodge (UNF)  
Chair: David Ortiz (UF) 
Session C - Room 2052 
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F F r i d a y  N o v e m b e r  2  

“Pluralism About Parthood; Pluralism About Identity, Pluralism About 
Ontological Costliness” 
Zachary Gabor (Harvard) 
Chair: Richard Manning (USF) 
Session D - Room 2068 

 
10:30-11:20 AM   

“Parental Compromise” 
Marcus Hunt (Tulane)  
Chair: Nicolas Delon (New College of Florida) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 
“Is There Such a Thing as Literary Cognition?” 
Gilbert Plumer, LSAC (retired) 
Chair: Hans-Herbert Kögler (UNF) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“An Axiological-Trajectory Theodicy”    
Thomas Metcalf (Spring Hill)  
Chair: Rob Lovering (CUNY Staten Island) 
Session C - Room 2052 
 
“Another (New) Objection to the Vagueness Argument for Unrestricted 
Composition” 
Austin Story (Duke) 
Chair: Greg Ray (UF) 
Session D - Room 2068 

 
11:30 AM-1:00 PM              
Past President’s Luncheon 
 
11:30 AM-1:00 PM                    

Lunch Break 

 
1:05-1:55 PM               
Graduate Paper Award 
“The Independence of Semantic Vagueness” 
Joshua Turkewitz (FSU) 
Chair: Laurie Shrage (FIU) 
Session A - Room 2051 
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2:00-2:50 PM  
Gerrit and Edith Shipper Award for Outstanding 
Undergraduate Philosophy Paper in a Four Year 
College or University 
“The Moral Permissibility of Nudges” 
Valerie Joly Chock (UNF) 
Chair: John Holder (Pensacola) 
Session A - Room 2051 

 
3:00-3:50 PM 

“The Imperative to Develop an Ethically-Informed METI Analysis” 
Chelsea Haramia (Spring Hill) and Julia Demarines (UC Berkeley) 
Chair: Duncan Purves (UF) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 
“The Metaphysics of Virtue and the Soul of the Virtuous Person in 
Aristotle” 
David Ortiz (UF) 
Chair: Rekha Nath (Alabama) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“On the Quantitative-Differences Error in the Substance View’s Defense” 
Rob Lovering (CUNY)  
Chair: Aaron Brooks (FSU) 
Session C - Room 2052 
 
“Goff’s Insufficiently Minimal Minimal Rationalism” 
D. Gene Witmer (UF) 
Chair: Michael Morris ( USF) 
Session D - Room 2068 

 
4:00-4:50 PM 
“Respect as Empathy and Objectification” 
Haley Mathis (Miami)  
Chair: Scott Hill (Auburn) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 
“Why DIY?” 
Aron Edidin (New College of Florida)  
Chair: Shelley Park (UCF) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“Act Utilitarianism and the Ethics of Abortion” 
Leonard Kahn (Loyola University New Orleans) 
Chair: Thomas Metcalf (Spring Hill) 
Session C - Room 2052 
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“Lottery Beliefs” 
John Biro (UF) 
Chair: Nolan Cannon (UF) 
Session D - Room 2068 

 
5:00-6:00 PM                      
Keynote Address 
“The Moral Significance of Immigration Enforcement” 
José Jorge Mendoza (U Mass Lowell) 
Chair: Laurie Shrage (FIU) 
Session A - Room 2051  
 

6:30-7:30 PM          

President’s Reception  
The Culinary Dining Room 

 
7:30 PM         
Dinner  
The Culinary Dining Room 
 
8:15 PM               
Presidential Address 

“Rethinking the Integration Paradigm of Racial Justice” 
Laurie Shrage (FIU)  
Chair: Richard Manning (USF) 
The Culinary Dining Room 
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8:00-8:25 AM                
Coffee 

 
8:30-9:20 AM              

Annual Session on Teaching 
“Philosophy and the Art of Being Wrong”  
Michael Bailey (Pensacola) 
Chair: Ronald Hall (Stetson) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 

9:30-10:50 AM  
Panel Discussion: Philosophy of Immigration 
Jose Jorge Mendoza (U Mass Lowell), Maria Morales (FSU), Duncan Purves 
(UF), Rekha Nath (Alabama) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 

11:00-11:50 AM  

“White Racial Bias: Freud, Neuroscience, and Unconscious Racism” 
Kristen Brown Golden (Millsaps)  
Chair: Joshua Rust (Stetson) 
Session A - Room 2051 
  
“The Thick and the Determinate/Determinable Relation”   
Nolan Cannon (UF)  
Chair: Spencer Smith (FSU) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“Happy Lies” 
Tucker Sigourney (FSU) 
Chair: Travis Rodgers (Valencia) 
Session C - Room 2052 
 
“Moral Twin Earth Meets the Nazis” 
Scott Hill (Auburn) 
Chair: Kristen Brown Colden (Millsaps) 
Session D - Room 2068 

 

12:00-1:30  PM          
Lunch and Business Meeting 
 
1:35-2:50 PM                    

Invited Book Panel 
Knowledge and Ideology: The Epistemology of Social and Political Critique 
Author: Michael Morris (USF) 
Critics: Hans-Herbert Kögler (UNF), Miles Hentrup (FGCU) 
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Chair: Richard Manning (USF) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 

3:00-3:50 PM 

“Glass Ceilings, Ivory Basements, and Gendered Divisions of Labor in 
the Academy” 
Shelley Park (UCF)  
Chair: Maria Morales (FSU) 
Session A - Room 2051 
  
“Two Concepts of Metaphysical Ground” 
Michael Bertrand (Auburn) 
Chair: Andrew Christman (FSU) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“Mind Your Meaning” 
Greg Ray (UF) 
Chair: Zachary Gabor (Harvard) 
Session C - Room 2052 
 
“Agent-Relativity, Agent-Neutrality, Benefits, and the Good” 
Piers Rawling (FSU) 
Chair: Tucker Sigourney (FSU) 
Session D - Room 2068 
 

4:00-4:50 PM 

“What is the Currency of Desert?” 
Travis Rodgers (Valencia) 
Chair: Piers Rawling (FSU) 
Session A - Room 2051 
 
“Appropriates Uses of Slurs as Acts of Claiming” 
Amanda McMullen (Miami) 
Chair: Marcus Hunt (Tulane) 
Session B - Room 2037 
 
“We’ll Be Glad to See the Skeptic’s Back: On Semantic Sovereignty and 
Knowing What We Mean” 
Paul Martin (FSU) 
Chair: Austin Story (Duke) 
Session C - Room 2052 
 
“When Impartial Observers Get It Wrong: A Problem for Mele’s 
Impartial Observer Test” 
Spencer Smith (FSU) 
Chair: Miles Hentrup (FGCU) 
Session D - Room 2068 
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“Philosophy and the Art of Being Wrong” - Michael Bailey  

Misinformation and “alternative facts” are often brought into our classrooms as 
students continue to receive belief confirmation from online sources. One of the 
tasks of educators to provide our students with the appropriate skills to properly 
analyze the information they encounter. Much has already been said about the 
skills of logic and critical thinking. I would like to discuss another equally im-
portant skill: the ability to admit when we are wrong. Philosophy, as it deals pri-
marily with questions without definitive answers, is best suited to teach this (but I 
might not be correct about that). In this session we will discuss ways that the in-
structor can encourage the acceptance of error, which of course includes admit-
ting when we, ourselves, are wrong. 
 

“Two Concepts of Metaphysical Ground” - Michael Bertrand  

It is widely assumed that there is a single grounding relation and that grounding is 
analogous to causation. However, I argue that ground- ing double prevention 
cases reveal an intractable tension between these and other plausible claims about 
grounding. I claim that this tension is best resolved by adopting grounding plural-
ism: the view on which there are at least two distinct relations of metaphysical 
ground. 
 

“Lottery Beliefs” - John Biro  

The so-called lottery paradox has it that a rational person's beliefs concerning 
lotteries form an inconsistent set: one believes, and is justified in believing, of 
each ticket that it will not win while also believing, with obvious justification, that 
there will be a winning ticket. If, however, we think of someone as believing of 
each ticket only that it is very likely not to win, there is no paradox, as doing so is 
obviously compatible with believing that one of them will (and with hoping, as 
every player does, that it will be the one he bought). While I am not the first to 
suggest that we should attribute to a rational player only the second kind of belief, 
I offer new arguments for doing so. I also show that while denying that 
knowledge of the odds justifies one in believing that one's ticket will not win is in 
conflict with the widely accepted principle that if something is highly probable, 
one is, for that reason, justified in believing it, it does not entail that one is never 
justified in believing something that is merely probable. 
 

“’Meaning’ and God: Motivating a Supernaturalist Concept of Existential 

Meaning” - Aaron Brooks  

How do we explain the disconnect between supernaturalist and non-

supernaturalist theories of existential meaning (life-meaning)? In this paper, I ar-

gue that these two camps are using different concepts; however, the supernatural-

ist concept is closer to what we are asking about when we ask about meaning. In 

section 2, I lay the groundwork for the paper by offering a rather straightforward 

account of what a supernaturalist seems to mean by ‘life-meaning’. In section 3, I  

A B S T R A C T S  
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offer two objections to this account, which I label the “Narrow-Scope Objec-

tion” and the “Arbitrary-Choice Objection”. In section 4, I offer a response to 

these objections on behalf of the supernaturalist, but temper this response vis-à-

vis Nagel’s analysis of ‘the view from nowhere’. I conclude by discussing the 

merits of the supernaturalist view.  

 

“The Thick and the Determinate/Determinable Relation”  

- Nolan Cannon  

This paper seeks to critique a nonreductive view about thick concepts as a nonre-
ductive view. This view, which I call the H&T Theory, has three major tenets: (1) 
The difference between good (pro tanto) and the thick is one of degree rather 
than kind; (2) the relation between good and the thick is the determination rela-
tion; and (3) evaluative concepts are nonevaluatively shapeless (there is no unify-
ing core of nonevaluative features which determines the extension of the con-
cept). Drawing on the determination relation literature, as well as the determina-
tion relation as it applies to color, I draw out the following dilemma for H&T 
Theory: Either the determination relation in the case of evaluative concepts is 
objectionably mysterious, or it is reductive. The conclusion to be drawn is that 
H&T Theory will not do as a nonreductive theory of the thick. 
 
“The Moral Permissibility of Manipulative Nudges” - Valerie Joly Chock 
‘Nudging’ is the idea that people’s decisions can be influenced in predictable, non
-coercive ways by making changes to the choice architecture—i.e. the way op-
tions are presented. Central to the debate is the question of whether it is morally 
permissible to intentionally nudge people. Libertarian paternalists argue that this 
can be the case. In this paper, I present the libertarian paternalistic criteria for an 
intentional intervention to be morally permissible. I then present an objection to 
the moral permissibility of a particular kind of nudges and motivate it by appeal 
to manipulation. After evaluating the objection, I conclude that it is unsuccessful. 
I argue that although the objection fails, it shows that something needs to change 
in the libertarian paternalistic criteria. I close the paper by suggesting a potential 
revision of such criteria that is in accord with my response to the objection. 
 
“Substance Causation and Causal Exclusion: A Response to Buckareff”  
- Andrew Christman 
Substance causation is the view that substances can be causes as opposed to 
events. Andrei Buckareff defends a causal exclusion argument against substance 
causation according to which the causal powers of substances are causes rather 
than the substances themselves. I argue that Buckareff’s argument fails because 
he does not adequately account for the possibility that multiple relations are in-
volved in the causal story. 
 
“Meaningful lives, complicity, and collective harms” - Nicolas Delon 
Factory farming involves large amounts of harm caused by the aggregated effects 
of individual acts. Yet individual consumers often cannot make a difference as to 
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whether or not the harms occur. This is a classic example of collective harm in 
large-scale systems: necessarily, any individual action is causally inefficacious with 
respect to the harms resulting from the system. Thus, although we know 
that collectively consumers bring it about that animals and humans will be negatively 
affected by the effects of the system, we cannot trace back particular harms to 
particular individual purchasing acts. The puzzle takes the form of an “Inefficacy 
Objection”. It has generated much discussion. Here, I sidestep the issue of moral 
responsibility and offer an alternative approach to the puzzle, sketching a picture 
of complicity that doesn’t turn on causal contribution. We have reasons to alter 
our individual decisions that I call meaning-based reasons, such that contrib-
uting constitutively to final (dis)value provides sufficient reasons for (avoiding) par-
ticipating in some activities. 
 
“Why DIY?” - Aron Edidin 
Traditional ideals of independence in relation to autonomous action and 
knowledge have been called into question by accounts that emphasize the im-
portance of social support to the possibility of autonomous agency and 
knowledge. While much of the work in question develops feminist accounts of 
autonomy and knowledge, feminist epistemologists have also noted concerns 
about the risks of over-dependency, especially for knowers in socially marginal-
ized groups, who can’t rely on the presence of a socially supportive epistemic en-
vironment. Those concerns generalize straightforwardly to practical as well as 
epistemic agency. But there are also characteristic benefits to first-hand knowing 
and doing that aren’t just hedges against deficiencies in social support. For both 
first-hand learning and first-hand doing, these benefits are broadly epistemic in 
nature. 
 
“Pluralism About Parthood; Pluralism About Identity, Pluralism About 
Ontological Costliness” - Zachary Gabor 
Proponents of sparse ontologies take it to be a mark against a theory that it postu-
lates entities that may be done without. I focus on one version of this thought: 
that an un-parsimonious theory accrues a mark against itself because its postulated 
entities incur explanatory burdens that could have been avoided. My project is to 
elaborate and develop a general pattern of response that is intuitive to those 
among us with less austere predilections: some entities – I focus on the examples 
of fusions and sets – are just not as burdensome as others; it is not as hard for 
them to exist as it is for a celestial teapot. I draw on ideas from Fine and Bricker 
to sketch a doctrine of variable ontological costliness on which, for instance, com-
mitments to the existence of sets and fusions are less costly than commitments to 
the existence of celestial teapots. 
 
“Testimony as a Source of Justification and Knowledge” - Nathaly Garcia 
Testimony is one of the most important means of acquiring knowledge. Accord-
ing to the traditional view of testimony, a hearer (H) can acquire knowledge that p 
from a speaker (S) only if the speaker knows that p. Call this view the transmis-
sion-only thesis. 1 In contrast, according to the generative view, a hearer can ac-
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quire knowledge that p from a speaker’s testimony even if the speaker lacks 
knowledge that p, i.e., testimony can be a generative source of knowledge. In this 
paper, I will argue that testimony is a generative source of knowledge and not 
merely a means to transmit knowledge. The main strategy of this paper is to ex-
plore two cases of testimonial knowledge to demonstrate that testimony can also 
be a source of justification and knowledge. In order to reach this judgment, I am 
going to examine these cases based on the distinction between propositional and 
doxastic justification. The first case I employed is known as the school teacher 
case, originally introduced by Lackey.  The second case is known as the Alicia’s 
whereabouts case, which represents my own contribution to the literature of testi-
mony. In both cases, the speaker fails to know that p, and the hearer can come to 
know that p on the basis of the speaker’s testimony.  
 
“Believing in the Face of Controversy” - James Gillespie 
In his contribution to the literature on disagreement, Hilary Kornblith argues 
that, on matters philosophical, acting rationally requires suspending judgment, 
and so rationally disagreeing with one’s epistemic peers is impossible. The fervent 
externalist about justification cannot rationally believe that externalism is true 
while her respected-but-dissenting internalist peer maintains otherwise. Kornblith 
builds on arguments from philosophers like Feldman and Christensen, who claim 
that, in light of known peer disagreement, suspension of belief is the only rational 
attitude to hold. Despite being well-argued, these claims are mistaken. We can be, 
and frequently are, rational in maintaining beliefs in the face of peer disagree-
ment. This paper defends the possibility of rational peer disagreement. In particu-
lar, it is shown that, contra Kornblith, epistemic peers can be fully rational in 
maintaining their respective beliefs in the face of philosophical controversy. It is 
shown that Kornblith’s arguments overlook two important details about how the 
fact of peer disagreement affects what an agent is rationally required to do. The 
first concerns how known peer disagreement impacts an agent’s evidential situa-
tion. The second concerns how that knowledge fails to defeat other kinds of epis-
temic support that an agent may have. Acknowledging these details not only vin-
dicates belief in the face of philosophical controversy, but shows the tenability of 
rational peer disagreement generally. 
 
“White Racial Bias: Freud, Neuroscience, and Unconscious Racism”  
- Kristen Brown Golden 
Scientists of the psyche since 1900 have by and large dismissed Freud, but an 
appraisal of neuroscience viewpoints on unconscious mind with respect to white 
racial bias shows the dislike of Freud is unfounded.  I argue Freud’s philosophical 
approach to unconscious mentality anticipates and assists important points pro-
vided by the neuroscientific model. The paper addresses these areas: Freud’s 1915 
concept of displaced affect; a link between American white people’s self-reported 
egalitarianism and unconscious prejudice; a correlation between studies linking 
automatic race bias with the amygdala and fear response; and two brain bases 
involving conscious and nonconscious processes. I conclude that white individu-
als will be better positioned to embrace a principle of social fairness if widespread 
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biases are made clear to people. This can be done better with a methodological 
toolset combining Freud’s philosophical hermeneutics and neuroscience. 
 
“The Imperative to Develop an Ethically-Informed METI Analysis”  
- Chelsea Haramia and Julia Demarines 
METI International recently sent a high-powered signal to a nearby star in an at-
tempt at interstellar communication, publicly informing others of this action only 
after it was taken. But there is currently a divide among astrobiologists on the 
question of whether to transmit intentional, directed messages into space. This 
debate raises several philosophical questions, and it demands rigorous ethical anal-
ysis before active transmission occurs. Here we address ethical issues of responsi-
bility, consensus, shared values, messaging content, communicative burden, and 
proscriptions on premature messaging. It is our hope that these deliberative con-
tributions highlight the need for sustained analyses to precede the active messag-
ing otherwise taking place. We maintain that these and other deliberations must 
occur in order that successful METI policies and protocols may be properly devel-
oped. 
 
“Moral Twin Earth Meets the Nazis” - Scott Hill 
The Moral Twin Earth Argument is supported by the intuition that the inhabitants 
of Earth and Twin Earth disagree about morality. Many authors reject this intui-
tion. They claim that the argument requires positing radical differences between 
Earth and Twin Earth institutions, practices, languages, and psychology. Apprecia-
tion of such differences, critics say, undermines the intuition that Earth and Twin 
Earth inhabitants disagree. I show that every way in which Earth and Twin Earth 
must be different is a way in which the Nazis and the Allies actually were different. 
But such differences do not undermine the intuition that Nazis and Allies disa-
gree. So neither do they undermine the intuition that the inhabitants of Earth and 
Twin Earth disagree. 
 
“Parental Compromise” - Marcus Hunt 
Vegan and non-vegan co-parents can have acute disagreements over their child’s 
diet. I ask how co-parents should handle such differing commitments about child-
rearing. I argue for a view about the nature of parental authority; that the com-
mand of one parent is sufficient to bind the child to obey. On this view, if co-
parents to command different things they contest one another’s authority. The 
only course that respects the authority of both co-parents is for them to agree to 
command the same thing. Further, the agreed command must not result from the 
“capitulation” of one co-parent but from a compromise that reflects the commit-
ments of both. Parental authority involves a duty to deliberate about which com-
mands are best. A parent who “capitulates” gives the child a command that is not 
the product of their own deliberations, undermining the basis of parental authori-
ty; a problem which I suggest does not affect compromise. 
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“Bolstering Leibniz’s Demonstration of the Principle of Sufficient Reason” 
- Kyle Hodge 
I defend a demonstration of the Principle of Sufficient Reason (PSR) that was 
given by Gottfried Leibniz. The demonstration concludes that the set of requi-
sites (necessary conditions) of anything is the sufficient reason of that thing, be it 
the obtainment of a fact, the occurrence of an event, or the existence of a being. 
One worry is that this demonstration of the PSR presupposes the Causal Princi-
ple (CP)—that everything which begins to exist must have a cause—since it 
counts, as a member of the set of requisites of the existence of any continent be-
ing, an efficient cause. I argue that Leibniz’s demonstration does presuppose the 
CP and argue against the Humean criticism of the CP. I conclude by observing 
that there are still rationalist worries that threaten to undermine the CP, and 
thereby the PSR. 
 
“Act Utilitarianism and the Ethics of Abortion” - Leonard Kahn 
This paper is about the implications of act utilitarianism (hereafter “AU”) for the 
ethics of abortion, especially as it affects people living in economically developed 
countries, people very much like those likely to read or hear this paper. I argue 
that (1) act utilitarians generally misunderstand the implications of their theory for 
the ethics of abortion and that (2) these implications are surprisingly extreme. In 
particular, act utilitarians are committed by their theory to saying that many – 
even most – women in economically developed countries are morally required to 
have abortions if they become pregnant. 
 
“On the Quantitative-Differences Error in the Substance View’s Defense”  
- Rob Lovering 
According to the theory of intrinsic value and moral standing called the 
“substance view,” all human beings have intrinsic value, full moral standing and, 
with these, a right to life.  This theory has been defended by numerous contem-
porary philosophers, seemingly all of whom use the theory to argue that the 
standard human fetus has a right to life and, ultimately, that abortion is prima 
facie seriously wrong.  In this paper, I present the substance view and identify an 
important error—the “quantitative-differences error,” as I call it—committed by 
various substance-view defenders in their defense of the theory. 
 
“We’ll Be Glad to See the Skeptic’s Back: On Semantic Sovereignty and 
Knowing What We Mean” - Paul Martin 
In this paper I present Stephen Kearns and Ofra Magidor’s Semantic Sovereignty 
Thesis.  The Semantic Sovereignty Thesis can be stated as follows: semantic facts 
do not supervene on use-facts.  I also accept their proposal to employ their Se-
mantic Sovereignty thesis to find new solutions to old semantic puzzles, with the 
aid of additional theoretical machinery.  Specifically I argue that we can use David 
Lewis’s contextualism about knowledge to offer a solution to the Kripkenstein 
puzzle about meaning with the help of the Semantic Sovereignty thesis.  
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“Respect as Empathy and Objectification” - Haley Mathis 
Here I argue that we can see empathy as a kind of respect for persons, which 
parallels Kantian Rationalist respect in most relevant ways, except that it includes 
a role for the non-rational parts of our humanity.  I argue that this difference 
gives us some reason to think it might be useful to apply this theory of respect to 
the ethics of sex and the objectification of women.  We need a theory of respect 
that does not discount the non-rational, desiring parts of our humanity, and the 
care ethical theory of respect as empathy provides this. 
 

“Appropriated Uses of Slurs as Acts of Claiming” - Amanda McMullen 
An appropriated use of a slur, I argue, constitutes a speech act: claiming the use of 
the slur on behalf of the group the slur targets. Claiming is also what we can call a 
status-relevant speech act (SRSA), whose felicity depends on the speaker’s sta-
tus—but it is not a formal, authoritative one as in the case of Austinian exerci-
tives and verdictives. The status I have in mind is that the speaker belongs to the 
target-group and lacks any discernible affiliation with another salient group. This 
feature enables me to present the following argument for my position that appro-
priated uses of slurs are SRSAs, and acts of claiming. There is a correlation be-
tween hearer-interpretation of a slurring utterance as appropriated and the hear-
er’s discerning that the speaker has the aforementioned status. The best explana-
tion for this pattern is that appropriated uses of slurs constitute SRSAs, and par-
ticularly, acts of claiming. 
 
“The Moral Significance of Immigration Enforcement”  
- José Jorge Mendoza 
In debating the ethics of immigration, philosophers have focused much of their 
attention on determining whether a political community ought to have the discre-
tionary right to control immigration or whether immigrants should be, all things 
considered, free to traverse national boundaries (e.g., open-borders). They have 
not, however, given the same amount of consideration to determining whether 
there are any ethical limits on how a political community enforces its immigration 
policy. This paper therefore offers a different approach to immigration justice. It 
presents a case against political communities (especially so-called "legitimate" 
states) having discretionary control over immigration by showing both how ethi-
cal limits on enforcement circumscribe the options legitimate states have in deter-
mining their immigration policy and how all immigrants (including undocument-
ed immigrants) are entitled to certain protections against a state’s enforcement 
apparatus. 
 
“An Axiological-Trajectory Theodicy” - Thomas Metcalf 
I develop a new theodicy in defense of Anselmian theism, one that has several 
advantages over traditional and recent replies to the Problem of Evil. To make 
my case, I first explain the value of a positive axiological trajectory: a forward-in-time 
increase in net, first-order axiological value. Next, I argue that Anselmian theism 
is compatible with a world that contains ‘first-order-gratuitous’ evil: evil that is 
not necessary for any equal-or-greater first-order good, but may be necessary for a 
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higher-order good. Positive axiological trajectory arguably contributes goodness 
to a world in proportion to the magnitude of this trajectory. God may be permis-
sibly indifferent between a world with no first-order-gratuitous evil but a weakly 
positive trajectory and a world with some first-order-gratuitous evil but a strongly 
positive trajectory. Next, I answer the most salient objections to this theodicy. 
Finally, I explain how positive axiological-trajectory may also constitute new, in-
dependent evidence for theism. 
 
“The Metaphysics of Virtue and the Virtuous Soul in Aristotle”  
- David Ortiz 
In antiquity the question “can the good man be harmed?” was one which received 
a lot of attention. While it is relatively clear what the Platonic and Stoic position 
on this question are, it is less clear what the Aristotelian stance is. This paper at-
tempts to suss out the Aristotelian position, and in doing so it attempts to fill in a 
gap in contemporary Ancient scholarship. The paper begins with an interpreta-
tion of Aristotle’s theory of change, then moves to an interpretation of the meta-
physical nature of the soul, and from this proceeds to put together the position 
Aristotle appears committee to given his metaphysics. Ultimately the paper pro-
poses that Aristotle’s position is that the good man cannot be harmed. 
 
“Glass Ceilings, Ivory Basements, and Gendered Divisions of Labor in the 
Academy” - Shelley Park 
The 21st century has witnessed substantive increases in the participation of wom-
en in higher education as both students and faculty. According to the U.S. 
NCES (2017), the percentage of all faculty who were female increased from 40% 
in 1995 to 49% in 2015. This paper argues that we should not be too quick to 
conclude that this indicates progress toward gender equity. The comparative 
placement, status and remuneration of male and female faculty in the U.S. acade-
my reveals persistent inequities.  While women's lesser academic status is often 
attributed to leaky pipelines and, related to this, to women's disproportionate 
responsibility for childrearing and homemaking, these explanations are inade-
quate.  Because traditional gender norms valuing male breadwinning 
(research) and devaluing female caregiving (teaching and service) shape life inside 
the academy itself, women’s position within the academy cannot be improved by 
better work-life balance or by ‘family-friendly’ institutional policies. 
 
“Is There Such a Thing as Literary Cognition?” - Gilbert Plumer 
I question whether the case for “literary cognitivism” has generally been success-
fully made. As it is usually construed, the thesis is easy to satisfy illegitimately 
because dependence on fictionality is not built in as a requirement. The thesis of 
literary cognitivism should say: “literary fiction can be a source of knowledge in a 
way that depends crucially on its being fictional” (Green’s phrasing). After ques-
tioning whether nonpropositional cognitivist views (e.g., Nussbaum’s) meet this 
requirement, I argue that if fictional narratives can impart propositional 
knowledge in virtue of their fictionality, it would be largely via a suppositional 
framework. Yet in many cases, such as Weir’s The Martian, the literary supposition 
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could simply be an epistemic possibility (‘suppose X, which for all we know, oc-
curs sometime’) or probabilistic (e.g., ‘suppose X, which could very well happen’), 
not counterfactual supposition, that is, distinctively fictional supposition. And 
seemingly possible fictions are often not possible. 
 
“Meat Consumption as Unjust Enrichment” - Duncan Purves 
Benefitting from wrongdoing, sometimes called unjust enrichment, and the duties 
to which it gives rise, has been discussed in the literature on climate justice, affirm-
ative action, and slavery reparations. Somehow, the fact that meat consumption 
might be construed as unjust enrichment has been overlooked. Drawing on Avia 
Pasternak’s recent work, I explore the view that the obligation not to consume 
meat is derived from a general obligation not to voluntarily benefit from wrong-
doing. If voluntarily benefitting from wrongdoing is sometimes wrong, then most 
meat consumption is wrong. I emphasize two advantages of the unjust enrichment 
approach to grounding the obligation not to consume meat. First, it is not open to 
the causal impotence problem faced by the harm and complicity-based objections 
to meat consumption. Second, it can naturally—more so than the harm-based 
defense of ethical vegetarianism—explain what is morally problematic about eat-
ing humanely raised meat, meat from animals whose lives were worth living. 
 
“Agent-Relativity, Agent-Neutrality, Benefits, and the Good”  
- Piers Rawling 
The distinction between agent-neutrality (AN) and agent-relativity (AR) is 
of central importance for ethics – for distinguishing between consequentialism 
and deontology, in particular – and practical reason more generally. But there is 
now quite an array of usages of the terms, so one of my purposes here is to revisit, 
in section II, the original usage, due to Parfit (1984) and Nagel (1986). Another 
crucial distinction is that between benefits and the good. This distinction is not 
only important in its own right, but also plays a key role, in my view, in distin-
guishing between AR and AN practical reasons. This is discussed in section III, in 
combination with the issue of what kinds of practical reasons we have. But I begin 
with the theories to which the AR/AN distinction was originally applied. 
 
“Mind Your Meaning” - Greg Ray 
In this talk, I aim to solve a longstanding problem in the philosophy of language 
by showing how to do something that philosophers of language have broadly 
thought (or simply assumed) could not be done. That is, to directly give a recur-
sive meaning theory at the level of thought -- without resort to a metalanguage -- a 
theory knowledge of which would provably suffice for language understanding. 
This will be a direct meaning theory in the sense that it issues in means-that theo-
rems for each sentence of a target language. It does not go by way of truth theory, 
but satisfies Davidson’s three key desiderata, reflects linguistic competence, and 
does not quantifying over meanings. As an added bonus, this extends the work of 
(author, 2014) in a way that entirely moots the recent criticisms of (___&___, 
2016) and (___, 2016). 
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“What is the Currency of Desert?” - Travis Rodgers 
According to a view at least as old as Plato’s Republic, justice centrally involves 
helping friends and harming enemies. A similar view, the traditional desert thesis, 
that we deserve good for our good deeds and bad for our bad deeds is wide-
spread. It occupies a central position in the discussions of free will and judicial 
punishment. Questions of justice and desert seem intimately tied, so perhaps if 
one falls, the other falls as well. While we may have strong pre-theoretical com-
mitments to desert-language, our commitments might reveal a lack of unifying 
principle when tested. Is there truly something we deserve for our deeds? I raise 
difficulties for three versions of this thesis. In the end, I profess agnosticism on 
how to proceed with the desert question, but it may be that the way many of us 
think about desert is ill-suited to questions of justice. 
 
“Happy Lies” - Tucker Sigourney 
There is some debate about whether it can ever be good to self-deceive. Among 
those who argue that it can be good, most argue only that it can be good in a 
pragmatic (rather than a moral) sense, or else good (in a moral sense) instrumen-
tally. Here, I argue that self-deceiving can sometimes be a non-instrumental moral 
good, particularly in cases in which acts of self-deceiving are also acts of love or 
trust. I give two cases that I take to be illustrative of this possibility, and advance a 
series of arguments based on these cases that aim to illuminate the potential con-
nections between self-deception and loving or trusting on any of a variety of ac-
counts of love or trust, of self-deception, or of the emotions that these attitudes 
involve. 
 
“When Impartial Observers get It Wrong: A Problem for Mele’s Impartial 
Observer Test” - Spencer Smith 
This paper presents a problem faced by Alfred Mele’s impartial-observer test for 
self-deception (Mele, 2001). The test was intended to function roughly as follows: 
if an individual S were self-deceived in their belief that p, then a group of impar-
tial cognitive peers of S who possessed the same evidence as S would predomi-
nantly form the belief that ~p. I will argue that this test fails to account for a set 
of possible cases in which S is both self-deceived and cognitively imperfect in 
their reasoning about p, such that, counterfactually, had S not been self-deceived 
that p, S would have nevertheless reasoned incorrectly that p. I argue that the utili-
ty of the test will depend upon the prevalence of such cases as I describe, and that 
we have some good reason to think such cases are at least somewhat common. 
Questions and objections relating to the empirical confirmability of such cases are 
considered. 
 
“Another (New) Objection to the Vagueness Argument for Unrestricted 
Composition” - Austin Story 
Ted Sider’s argument from vagueness is one of the strongest arguments given in 
support of Unrestricted Composition (UC, for short). Of the challenges to this 
argument, one of the most interesting comes from Trenton Merricks (2005). His 
objections raise interesting questions about supervenience, identity, and  
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composition, amongst other things. In this paper I will use the insights of his orig-
inal presentation, and the questions it raises, to form premises of a new objection 
to the vagueness argument for UC. I argue that the vagueness argument is incom-
patible with key commitments of UC. Thus, the vagueness argument does not 
entail UC. 
 
“The Independence of Semantic Vagueness” - Joshua Turkewitz 
Ken Akiba (2004) presents an argument against supervaluationism using a dilem-
ma based on the nature of reference. If deflationism is true then there cannot be 
semantic vagueness because there is no substantive reference. I argue that this is 
false – reference need not be substantive to be imprecise. If inflationism is true 
then reference is constituted by indeterminate physical connections, so the super-
valuationist should accept indeterminateness in other realms as well. I argue that 
this is also false – an inflationary supervaluationist can, for principled reasons, 
bracket the indeterminateness at issue in the semantic domain. 
 
“Goff’s Insufficiently Minimal Minimal Rationalism” - D. Gene Witmer 
In his Consciousness and Fundamental Reality (2017) Philip Goff defends his anti-
physicalist argument against what he calls the "Dual Carving" objection—the idea 
that two representations of the very same fact could both be conceptually inde-
pendent and "transparent," that is, revealing of the essences of the entities in 
question. His defense invokes a thesis he calls "Minimal Rationalism." I explore 
exactly how Minimal Rationalism is supposed to turn aside the objection and ar-
gue that the formulation of Minimal Rationalism on offer is ambiguous between 
stronger and weaker readings. Goff needs the stronger reading to use it in defense 
of his argument, but only the weaker reading is warranted by the considerations 
he brings to bear in favor of his rationalism. His minimal rationalism is, in sum, 
insufficiently minimal. 
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