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Editorial

It is a pleasure to open this issue of The Reasoner.
The introductory material will be mostly devoted to his-
tory of logic. I am grateful to the editors for allow-
ing me to handle this topic, and to Professor Grattan-
Guinness for accepting to be interviewed for the pur-
pose. History of logic stands in an ambiguous posi-
tion among logical studies. It would be unfair to com-

plain about a lack of interest towards historical studies
among logicians how-
ever. I think history
of logic (and more
generally intellectual
history, be it history of
philosophy, of science,
etc.) is generally well
appreciated and com-
monly read by logicians
(and more generally
by philosophers and
scientists). The problem
is rather the confusions
and prejudices against what it is, how it is written, and
what it is for. I would like here to highlight briefly
two chief concerns that the historian of logic usually
faces in his practice and that often lead to tangled
misunderstandings.

First, historians of logic do not write history for lo-
gicians, neither do historians of science and philosophy
write for scientists and philosophers specifically. This
point has a practical importance. Indeed, we are accus-
tomed to attend or read mathematical or logical papers,
courses or talks that are difficult and boring, but we of-
ten expect from a historical work to be accessible and
pleasant. Though useful and interesting for logicians,
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history of logic is not designed for that purpose. It is
a sub-discipline in its own right and thus is first aimed
at reaching its own scientific purpose which is to under-
stand the development of logic. The historian of logic
must have the right to be boring as much as the logician
himself could sometimes be.

Second, history of logic is not meant to work on
modern reconstructions of old theories. This is an im-
portant point that is commonly the source of confusion
when it comes to writing and reading history of logic.
Of course, many authors do rewrite past results from
a modern view. There is no harm in that as long as
one does not pretend that it describes how things hap-
pened at first. As such, modern rewriting doesn’t reflect
the historical development of logic, but just gives you
a sort of genealogical tree of modern ideas. A well-
known example to illustrate this distinction is to look at
Russell’s early logical investigations. If you read Rus-
sell and search for past work that looks as if it antici-
pated him, you may mention Frege. But if you look at
the genesis of Russell’s work, you will quickly observe
that he discovered Frege late and that he was much more
influenced by Peano. The first reading makes Frege a
step towards Russell, but the second reading shows that
Frege didn’t open the way to Russell. In historical writ-
ing, there should be no steps; just moments.

In the following interview, Professor Ivor Grattan-
Guinness addresses some of the issues mentioned above
and surveys the state of history of logic today. It is cer-
tainly needless to introduce Professor Grattan-Guinness
to the readers of The Reasoner, so I will content myself
to remind our Reasoners that he is currently Emeritus
Professor of the History of Mathematics and Logic at
Middlesex University, England.

AmiroucheMoktefi
IRIST, Université de Strasbourg

LHSP AHP, Université de Lorraine/CNRS

Features

Interview with Ivor Grattan-Guinness
Amirouche Moktefi: Thank you for accepting my invi-
tation. Can you first tell us how you got interested in
history of logic?

Ivor Grattan-Guinness: I did a mathematics de-
gree and disliked it—not the theories but the way
that they were taught, with motivations rarely given.
We just learned these theories on faith, as worth

knowing. I thought there must be other ways of
teaching and learning mathematics, perhaps using
history. In the mid 1960s I took a master’s de-
gree in Karl Popper’s department in the London
School of Economics. Half of the course was
what they called correctly ‘the Popperian brainwash’
about knowledge being
guesswork; the other
half comprised courses
on mathematical logic
and on the philosophy of
mathematics.

Popper was good at
historiography. One of
the main philosophical
features that I detected
in the histories of both
mathematics and logic
was the distinction that
I now make between the
history of an old theory and its heritage. The history of,
say, Euclid’s Elements is concerned with what we think
Euclid was trying to do at the time when he produced
his work. Its heritage is a completely different question,
about how later people, including us, used or adapted
Euclid’s mathematics for their own purposes. If you
look at Euclid historically he is doing arithmetic and
geometry. But his heritage includes a major role in the
development of algebra, for the Arabic mathematicians
seem to have used him as one of their main sources. In-
deed you can rewrite just about everything in Euclid in
terms of algebra; but it does not mean that Euclid him-
self was thinking algebraically. On the contrary, he did
nothing of the kind.

Many people in the history of mathematics and logic
do not understand this distinction; but it is ubiqui-
tous, and so deserves emphasis. Both categories in-
volve legitimate uses of old theories, but they address
different purposes. It arises prominently in the fact
that many mathematicians despise historical work alto-
gether, thinking that historians are completely mistaken
in what they are doing. I have been so criticized sev-
eral times. But almost always it is on the ground of
people muddling up history with heritage. The question
of what counts as history and what does not is a quite
big issue in historiography of mathematics particularly,
and in logic too; it is a much more prominent distinc-
tion than you get in other fields. In the history of logic, I
found this confusion quite common too. For instance, if
you are working on Peirce, you will find him interested
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in aspects of set theory; but it plays no role in his logic,
and so it is mistaken to rewrite his logic in terms of set
theory. That is a heritage approach, not historical.

AM: What about philosophy of logic?
IGG: A major philosophical interest for me, guided

by both history and heritage, is what logicians thought,
and think, logical knowledge was or is. I have actually
been working on this question recently. It is very dif-
ficult. If you look at logic textbooks, what do they say
logical knowledge is? They do not say very much. I
think it is not a very satisfactory situation when logi-
cians do not seem to want to explain which part of logic
is logical and which part is not logical. We use logic
in applications all the time, be they in language, law,
mathematics, writing piano sonatas, etc., but we do not
bother to say what part is coming from logic and which
part is coming from outside. If you read most textbooks
on logic and ask yourself which of all this is logic and
which is not, it is a very unclear situation, and people
do not seem willing to discuss it at all.

For instance, if you look at rules of substitution, are
they a part of logic or something alongside logic? Noth-
ing is said about this! I think you can argue that it
is a logical rule of inference though not a formal one.
Maybe that is wrong, but there should be discussion
about these things. Russell is perceptive here; he had
no rules at all in Principia mathematica, and apolo-
gized later, when he called them ‘non-formal rules of
inference’. This is a nice name; why is it not common
parlance among logicians?

I prefer some older views on logic to more modern
ones, especially the emphasis on logic as forms of rea-
soning rather than the matter. I think logic is basically
concerned about propositions, connectives, quantifiers,
inference and assertion (which is particularly badly ne-
glected). To develop a characterization I am using some
ideas from phenomenology. Logical knowledge is what
we call in phenomenology momental. Take a book, and
regard it as a multiplicity. It has a weight, it has a price,
for example. But there is no price in isolation, it has to
be the price of something; similarly we have the weight
of something. Phenomenology makes a great deal of
play with this distinction in many contexts. For in-
stance, in logic itself the compound proposition “P And
Q”, is a multiplicity: part of it is P, part is Q but the
“And” is a moment; you do not have an “And” by itself,
you have an “And” between P and Q. So it belongs to
“P And Q” in a different way from how P and Q belong
to it. And I think that is being “logical”. Logic is al-
ways the logic of something else that is not logic, apart

of course when you refer logic to itself in metalogic.
But there is such a tangle: logic, metalogic, model

theory, meta-mathematics, theories of collections (of
which set theory is only one), and definitions theory (it-
self a seriously neglected topic). Sorting them all out is
very hard.

AM: You just mentioned set theory, which is often
given a prominent role in the development of modern
logic and the foundations of mathematics. . .

IGG: I do not regard set theory as part of logic al-
though deeply influenced by it. I think the place of
set theory in both logic and mathematics is overrated.
There are a lot of places where set theory is not good
enough for mathematical purposes, because of its in-
sistence on single membership; in many contexts you
need multisets, which allows multiple membership. I
do not understand why multiset theory is not routinely
considered in logic and the foundations of mathematics.
When set theory rose in prestige from the late 1890s, a
kind of bible preaching grew up, in favour of set the-
ory as the fundament of mathematics (I paraphrase Fe-
lix Hausdorff—who despised logic!). One consequence
is that nobody built upon a long paper on finite mul-
tisets by the English mathematician A.B. Kempe pub-
lished in 1886 by the Royal Society. It only impacted
on Peirce, who had used multisets in his logic though
not clearly; but even he did not modify his logic in any
substantial way. The near absence of multisets is to me
a mysterious question in both the history of logic and
mathematics and their contemporary state.

Another major feature of both the history of mathe-
matics and the history of logic is the relationships be-
tween the two disciplines. One might assume that the
importance of proof in mathematics would make logic
a guide, philosopher and friend to it. However, the his-
tory is much closer to dislike, disdain and even divorce.
Euclid applies again: organized mathematical knowl-
edge, detailed proofs (that is within his conception of
rigour)—but of the attendant logic not a word is said.

The same near-silence applied in later periods too.
Boole’s algebra of logic was just a curiosity to his math-
ematical contemporaries. The increased attention to
rigour from around 1900 led to the metamathematics
of Hilbert; but even his publicity and reputation did
not have much impact upon mathematics even in his
own country apart from the talented group around him.
Peano had quite a gang at Turin, but most other Italians
passed it by. Principia Mathematica was pooh-poohed
by mathematicians who, in their ignorance, thought that
there was no mathematics in it. Gödel’s 1931 theorems
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did not enter the consciousness of mathematicians in
general for 25 years, and moreover its chief publicist
was neither a mathematician nor a logician. The French
despised logic to the extent of blocking proposed the-
ses in it; so when they had a star, Jacques Herbrand,
they left him to publish his thesis in Poland. Now there
is a country where logic did remarkably well from the
late 1910s onwards, and moreover they also developed
a powerful group of mathematicians, many of whom
made much use of set theory. So it is not surprising
that they set up a joint journal, Fundamenta mathemati-
cae, in the early 1920s. But that was the end of the good
news: very few logic papers appeared in it, and within a
decade the logicians had broken away to form their own
journal.

The importation of mathematical logic into the
United States of America occurred around 1900, with
two main sources. One was the Chicago mathematician
E.H. Moore, who used Peano’s logic to articulate his
‘general analysis’. This interest in logic passed through
a sequence of doctoral students: Veblen, then Church,
then Rosser and Kleene. Model theory also profited
from this initiative, and for some time even became
rather an American speciality. The other source arose
from Peirce informing the Harvard philosopher Royce
about multi-sets in the 1900s. This drew Royce to for-
mal logic where he supervised theses by Sheffer, Lewis,
Wiener and Eaton. Even there logic developed rather in
isolation from mathematics, so that in the mid 1930s an-
other Royce student, the philosopher Ducasse, initiated
the founding of the Association for Symbolic Logic and
its Journal, of which Church was the leading editor.

AM: You said earlier that the state of historical stud-
ies in mathematics and logic was not fully recognized
when you first entered the field. Now, if we look at the
ongoing career of a journal like History and Philosophy
of Logic that you founded and long edited, would you
say the situation has changed?

IGG: Founding that journal was not my idea. A pub-
lisher came to me with the idea in 1979 because it had
recently published a history of logic book by Dumitriu
that sold very well. There was obviously an interest in
history of logic, so they asked me whether we could do
a book in history of logic, which I would edit. I thought
it an interesting idea, and suggested that it should cover
both history and philosophy of logic, because it was dif-
ficult at the time to publish in both areas. They were
too logical for historians, too historical for logicians,
and too logical and historical for philosophers or math-
ematicians. It was not an easy situation, but HPL is still

going. The page count is now around 400 per volume;
it was 250 when it started. Thanks to the current editor
Volker Peckhaus, the editorial board has representatives
on it of all the principal traditions in the history of logic,
including the non-Western ones.

Today some other journals, such as BSL, publish his-
torical papers as well. So I think the field is better
shaped than it was those years ago, and I hope HPL
played a role in its development. It does not have a ca-
reer path, but at least it has some place now. One influ-
ence has been large-scale editions, such as for Russell,
Peirce and Bolzano, as they made available works of
people who made important contributions to logic. So,
although there are hardly any jobs in either the history
or the philosophy of logic, I think it is better recognized
than it was when I started working in the field. Then
people would ask me what I was doing it for, and ad-
vise me instead to do what mathematicians do, that is
prove more and more theorems.

When I started working on nineteenth-century math-
ematics and logic, there was virtually nothing going
on. Now, there is plenty going on. So I think his-
tory of mathematics and logic has been transformed.
One cause is in mathematics education where there is
a movement among mathematicians and mathematics
educators to use historical and heritage information or
sources in the teaching. (I do not know what the situ-
ation in logic teaching is.) So the field is still limited
but it is better practised and recognized than it used to
be. I just wish that this distinction between history and
heritage were better understood.

AM: That makes a good conclusion to our interview.
Thank you again.

Induction and Supposition
Here’s a fairly quick argument that there is contingent
a priori knowledge. Assume there are some ampliative
inference rules. Since the alternative appears to be in-
ductive scepticism, this seems like a safe enough as-
sumption. Such a rule will, since it is ampliative, li-
cence some particular inference From A infer B where
A does not entail B. That’s just what it is for the rule
to be ampliative. Now run that rule inside suppositional
reasoning. In particular, first assume A, then via this
rule infer B. Now do a step of→-introduction, inferring
A→ B and discharging the assumption A. Since A does
not entail B, this will be contingent, and since it rests on
a sound inference with no (undischarged) assumptions,
it is a priori knowledge.
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This argument is hardly new; John Hawthorne sug-
gested a similar argument ten years ago (2002, “Deeply
Contingent A Priori Knowledge”, Philosophy and Phe-
nomenological Research, 65, 247–269). But it is a
quick argument for a striking conclusion, and deserves
close scrutiny. I’m going to argue that it fails because
it falsely assumes that we can treat rules of ampliative
inference like rules in a natural deduction system, and
hence as rules that we can apply inside the scope of
a supposition. That assumption has recently been de-
fended by Stewart Cohen (2010, “Bootstrapping, De-
feasible Reasons and A Priori Knowledge”, Philosoph-
ical Perspectives, 24, 141–159) and Sinan Dogramaci
(2010, “Knowledge of Validity”, Noûs, 44, 403–432),
but I’m going to argue, using a construction similar to
one found in Dogramaci, that it leads to absurdity given
other plausible premises.

Here’s the main argument. If any ampliative infer-
ence is justified, I think the following rule, called ‘IR’,
is justified, since this is a very weak form of an induc-
tive inference.

IR From There are infinitely many Fs, and at most one
is not G and a is F infer a is G unless there is
some H such that it is provable from the undis-
charged assumptions that a is F and H and There
are finitely many things that are both F and H, and
one of them is not G.

Note that the rule doesn’t say that merely one F ∧ ¬G
has been observed; it requires that just one such thing
exists. So this seems like a very plausible inference; it
really is just making an inference within a known dis-
tribution, not outside it. And it is explicitly qualified
to deal with defeaters. And yet even this rule, when
applied inside the scope of suppositions, can lead to ab-
surdity.

In the following proof, we’ll let N be the predicate
‘is a natural number’, and P be the predicate ‘is the pre-
decessor of’, and I’ll appeal to the fact that there are
infinitely many natural numbers, and each number has
at most one predecessor. I’ll use a version of the proof
system in E.J. Lemmon’s Beginning Logic (1978, Hack-
ett), but it should be easy to transform the proof into any
other proof system.

1 (1) Na assumption
2 (2) Nb assumption

1, 2 (3) ¬Pab (1), (2), IR
1 (4) Nb→ ¬Pab (2), (3), CP
1 (5) ∀y(Ny→ ¬Pay) (4), UI

(6) Na→ ∀y(Ny→ ¬Pay) (1), (5), CP
(7) ∀x(Nx→ ∀y(Ny→ ¬Pxy)) (6), UI
(8) N2→ ∀y(Ny→ ¬P2y) (7), UE

So we get the absurd result that if 2 is a number (which
it is!), then it is the predecessor of no number. But that’s
absurd, since obviously 3 is a number and 2 is the pre-
decessor of it. Note that at step 3 we use rule IR with
F being the predicate is a natural number, G being the
predicate does not have a as a predecessor, and b being
x.

What could have gone wrong? I think the problem
is using IR in the context of a suppositional proof, as
we’ve done here. But let’s check if there is another
guilty suspect.

If the problem is Conditional Proof (CP in Lemmon’s
system), then that’s about as bad for the proof in the first
paragraph that there are contingent a priori truths as if
the problem is IR. Since we’re interested in whether that
proof works, we won’t investigate this option further. In
any case, if → is material implication, that rule seems
unobjectionable. A referee suggested that if we’ve used
an ampliative rule earlier, then→ should be weaker than
material implication, and under that interpretation (5)
through (8) may be plausible. I think that claim is basi-
cally right, but note that if we do this the argument for
contingent a priori knowledge with which I started will
fail, since the contingency of A ⊃ B will not imply the
contingency of A→ B if→ is weaker than ⊃.

It is hard to imagine that Universal Elimination (UE)
is the problem. In any case, line (7) is obviously bad
anyway, so something must have gone wrong in the
proof before that.

Perhaps the problem is with Universal Introduction
(UI); this is what Dogramaci suggests. One objection
he offers is that although we can prove every instance of
the universal quantifier, inferring the universal version
creates an undue aggregation of risks. Even if line (4)
is very probable, and it would still be probable if a were
replaced with c, d or any other name, it doesn’t follow
that the universal at line (5) is very probable. But I think
this is to confuse defeasible reasoning with probabilistic
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reasoning. The only way to implement this restriction
on making inferences that aggregate risk would be to
prevent us making any inference where the conclusion
was less probable than the premises. That will rule out
uses of ∀-introduction as at (5). But it will also rule ∧-
introduction, and indeed any other inference with more
than one input step. To impose such a restriction would
be to cripple natural deduction.

Another objection he offers (UI) is simply that it is
the least plausible, or least intuitive, of the rules used
here. But in fact (UI) is extremely intuitive. If we can
prove every instance of a schema, we should be able to
prove its universal closure. On the other hand, allowing
ampliative rules to be used inside the scope of a suppo-
sition allows a quick proof of contingent a priori knowl-
edge, as shown in the first paragraph. Now maybe there
is such knowledge, but its existence is hardly intuitive.

So I conclude the weakest link in the argument is step
(3). Although IR is a good rule, it can’t be used inside
the scope of a supposition. And since IR is about as
weak an inductive rule as we can imagine, I conclude
that ampliative inference rules can’t in general be used
inside the scope of suppositions.

The general lesson here, as was made clear many
years ago by Gilbert Harman (1986, Change in View,
Bradford Books) is that there is a difference between
rules of inference and rules of implication. The quick
proof that there is contingent a priori knowledge uses a
rule of inference as if it is a rule of implication. Not re-
specting this distinction between inference and implica-
tion leads to disaster, as we’ve shown here, and should
be shunned.

BrianWeatherson
Philosophy, University of Michigan

Lucky Decisions: A Reply to Marouf

In The Reasoner 1(3), I argued that luck is not toxic
to moral responsibility and that the kind of chance as-
sociated with indeterminism does not undermine free
will and control of the kind required for moral respon-
sibility. Marouf has replied that my argument rests
“on one groundless assumption and one arbitrary con-
ditional claim” (The Reasoner 6(2), p. 23). Before I
reply to this charge it would be as well that I sketch my
original argument.

We make torn decisions in cases where we take our-
selves to have equally compelling reasons for compet-
ing courses of action yet must choose one. For instance,

today I found myself in a situation where I believed that
a certain type of act morally ought to be done, and was
motivated to perform it (stopping and signing a petition
for a cause I believe in), but also had a self-interested
desire to perform an action of a type that was incompat-
ible with my doing what I believed to be right (rushing
into the nearby bakery to buy their last doughnut). I was
torn. I just decided (to buy the doughnut). There is no
need to conceive of torn decisions as exclusively con-
cerning important issues such as whether to act morally
or self-interestedly. For instance, when I got into the
bakery I found myself torn between whether to buy the
doughnut or the éclair next to it.

When it comes to our torn decisions it appears to
us that our resulting decision is a matter of the purest
luck. We just decide. And it seems abundantly clear to
us that we might just as easily have made the alterna-
tive decision, consistent with all past states. This is the
character of torn decisions. Yet, even in light of their
apparent luck, we still consider the resulting decision to
be our own and consider ourselves morally responsible
for having made it. It appeared to me to be a matter of
luck that, having been torn, I decided to go to the bak-
ery rather than stop and sign the petition. Yet I did not
consider this a reason to disown my decision or deny
my moral responsibility for having made it.

A common criticism of incompatibilist conceptions
of free will is that if any of our decision making process
involve indeterminism (and note it is often torn deci-
sion making processes that are seen as providing a pos-
sible non-disruptive location for indeterminism), it will
simply be a matter of pure chance which decision gets
made, and thus the decision cannot be one that is au-
thentically the agent’s own: it cannot be one for which
the agent bears moral responsibility. Far from ground-
ing moral responsibility, indeterminism seems toxic to
it or, at best, unhelpful.

I challenged this criticism by appealing to the experi-
ence of torn decision-making and our subsequent judge-
ments about our moral responsibility for having made
them. Regardless of whether our torn decision-making
processes actually involve indeterminism or not (an em-
pirical matter on which I took no stand) our torn deci-
sions appear to us to be matters of luck. If chance really
is toxic to free will and moral responsibility, then one
would expect the apparent pure luck of our torn deci-
sions to lead us to disown them and to deny responsi-
bility for having made them. This does not happen. It
appears to us that our torn decisions are matters of pure
luck, yet we do not disown them or deny responsibility
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for having made them. This, to my mind, is very good
evidence that luck, of the kind our torn decisions appear
to exhibit, is not toxic to free will and moral responsi-
bility.

Imagine neuroscientists contact me. They tell me that
their investigations into my brain operations (they’ve
been secretly monitoring me) revealed that the physical
brain processes correlated with torn decision-making
processes involve indeterminism such that it is gen-
uinely indeterministic on such occasions whether I de-
cide one way or another. Given that my impression was
that my torn decisions were matters of pure luck, why
should the news that my decision was correlated with
physical processes that involved indeterminism lead me
to disown the decision and deny responsibility for hav-
ing made it?

In addressing my argument Marouf says that my
main mistake (the “groundless assumption”) is “to as-
sume that torn decisions are real and can arise” (The
Reasoner, p. 23). But torn decisions, as I defined them,
are cases where we take ourselves to have equally com-
pelling reasons for competing courses of action yet
must choose one. I often take myself to have equally
compelling reasons for two competing courses of ac-
tion and I strongly suspect that most people have expe-
rienced such situations. So why does Marouf think oth-
erwise? Because he seems to attribute to me the view
that such decisions actually involve causal indetermin-
ism, and then proceeds to explain why they might not.
He points out that “what may appear as a torn decision
may in fact already be fully determined, but in a manner
in which it is not possible for a person to consciously
know” (The Reasoner, p. 23). And “neuroscience pro-
vides sufficient data for doubting that persons are aware
of the complete range of inner mental functions” (The
Reasoner, p. 24). I’m puzzled why Marouf thinks I
would deny any of this. I don’t. My definition of a
torn decision made no mention of causal indeterminism.
Whether our torn decision-making processes involve in-
determinism or not is an empirical matter on which I
took no stand whatsoever. As I hope is now clear, my
argument assumed that our torn decisions appear lucky
to us. That is all. So long as such decisions appear
lucky to us, yet are still ones we deem ourselves fully
responsible for having made, we have a counterexample
to the idea that luck and free will are incompatible. In
short then, my argument in no way conflicts with any of
the claims Marouf makes. Perhaps it was my fault for
not having made my case clear enough.

Marouf says that the “other questionable element in

Harrison’s argument is the arbitrary claim that it is ‘rea-
sonable’ to consider chance as ‘not toxic’ to moral re-
sponsibility” (The Reasoner, p. 24). But it was not an
arbitrary claim. I gave an argument for it: an argument
Marouf’s reply does not challenge.

Gerald Harrison
Massey University

News

Axiomatic vs Semantic Truth, 14–16 March
On March 14–16, 2012 the Munich Center for Math-
ematical Philosophy (LMU, Munich) hosted a confer-
ence on Axiomatic versus Semantic Truth, organised
by Martin Fischer (Munich) and Julien Murzi (Kent &
Munich), and generously supported by the Alexander
von Humboldt Foundation and the Carl Friedrich von
Siemens Stiftung.

Day 1 started with Volker Halbach’s ‘Axiomatic and
Semantic Theories of Truth’. Volker discussed the role
of semantic theories from the perspective of axiomatic
approaches. He considered three possible interpreta-
tions: as a way of providing a model-theory for ax-
iomatic theories; as a way to elucidate the ‘real’ mean-
ing of truth; and as a tool for developing axiomatic the-
ories. Next up was Andrew Bacon, with ‘A General
Approach to Revenge Paradoxes’. Andrew discussed
the revenge problem in a general form in the context
of linguistic theories and non-linguistic theories. He ar-
gued that linguistic theories must either prove sentences
that are not ‘healthy’, or they must accept that there are
‘healthy’ sentences which do not satisfy the T-schema.
The topic of Luca Incurvati’s talk ‘A Conception of Set-
Theoretical Truth’ was Isaacson’s thesis. Luca first dis-
cussed the standard version of the thesis for arithmetic,
and then considered whether there can be a set theoretic
version, i.e., whether there is a set theory which is sound
and complete with respect to basic set-theoretical truths.
He considered ZF+ as a case study, and concluded that
in this case we only get a stable conceptual boundary
but not an adequate characterization of truth in the itera-
tive conception. Dora Achourioti’s presentation (‘Mod-
elling the Use of ‘true’ in Natural Language’) concen-
trated on the question how the notion of truth mani-
fests itself in natural language. She presented a for-
malisation in a multi-agent setting, and used a proof-
theoretic framework, namely a sequent calculus for lin-
ear logic to model concessive uses of truth. Jc Beall ar-
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gued in ‘Truth without Detachment’ that paracomplete
and paraconsistent logicians can make do with, respec-
tively, the logics K3 and LP, thus giving up the quest
for a ‘suitable conditional’. He suggested that the extra-
logical power lost in such logics is fully restored once
non-logical principles of reasoning are considered taken
into consideration.

Day 2 kicked off with Andrea Cantini’s ‘Stratified
Truth’. The talk focused on a typed approach to truth
applying Quinean ideas and was understood as an an-
swer to a challenge posed by Feferman: ‘is there a con-
sistent axiomatization of stratified form of the Tarskian
hierarchy, where stratification is meant in the sense of
Quine’s NF?’. Cantini presented a theory of Stratified
Fregean Truth which he showed to be interpretable in
NF and classical type theory with the axiom of infinity.
Leon Horsten (‘Truth and conditionals’) pursued the
project of adding a suitable conditional to paracomplete
logics of truth based on the logic K3. He gave model-
theoretic grounds for rejecting Field’s preferred suitable
conditional, and proposed a refinement of Yablo’s con-
ditionals, whose semantics is more Kripkean in spirit
than Field’s. Stewart Shapiro (‘How we theorize about
truth and other things’) argued (among other things)
that revisionary theories of truth must be really revi-
sionary, in the sense that it is implausible to take them
to describe the One True consequence relation, suppos-
ing there is one. Carlo Nicolai’s ‘Truth, Syntax and
Conservativeness’ focused on some little discussed but
important aspects of the conservativeness argument, in
the context of deflationism. Carlo showed that, once
we disentangle the syntactical part from the mathemat-
ical part of our truth-theories, induction plays a twofold
role in consistency proofs. Hannes Leitgeb closed the
day with an exciting talk, ‘A theory of propositions and
truth’, jointly written with Philip Welch. Hannes and
Philip presented a theory of propositions that is struc-
turally identical to ZFC, the main difference being that
the elementhood relation is now interpreted as an about-
ness relation.

Day 3 started with a presentation by Jeff Ketland,
‘Deflationism vs Representationalism’. Jeff argued,
among other things, that interpretations are essential to
languages. He compared representationalist and defla-
tionist accounts of truth, and offered considerations in
favour of representationalism. Next up was Toby Mead-
ows’ ‘Let three flowers bloom’. Toby distinguished
three approaches to truth—axiomatic theories of truth,
semantic theories of truth, and logics of truth—and
argued that they are each worth exploring. Michael

Glanzberg ended the conference with a talk on ‘Se-
mantic truth and correspondence theory’. Michael sug-
gested that Tarski’s theory of truth provides a good way
to make sense of the old Aristotelian idea that truth in-
volves a relation of correspondence between words or
thoughts and the world, thus defending Hartry Field’s
influential 1972 reading of Tarski.

All in all, it was a terrific conference: the talks were
highly stimulating, and the discussion was very lively.
All the talks have been recorded and will be available
for download on Itunes U shortly.

Martin Fischer
Munich Center for Mathematical Philosophy, LMU

JulienMurzi
Philosophy, University of Kent

Munich Center for Mathematical Philosophy, LMU

Conference on Integrated History and Phi-
losophy of Science, 15–18 March

Integrated history and philosophy of science (&HPS)
has a distinguished pedigree, going back to the 19th
century. In recent times, however, the relationship be-
tween history and philosophy of science, particularly
in the Anglophone world, was rather troubled. Despite
some attempts in the 1960s and 1970s to integrate the
two fields, in the 1980s and 1990s history and philoso-
phy of science drifted apart.

In the past few years there has been a revival of in-
terest in drawing the two fields closer. This interest
has crystallized in the establishment of an international
committee of historians and philosophers of science,
whose aim is to cultivate the dialogue between the two
fields and to advance their integration. To that effect the
committee has launched a series of conferences. The
first three were hosted by the University of Pittsburgh,
the University of Notre Dame, and the University of In-
diana in Bloomington. The fourth conference in the se-
ries was hosted by the Department of Philosophy and
History of Science, at the University of Athens.

&HPS has many faces. The talks of the two keynote
speakers in the Athens conference, the historian Jed
Buchwald and the philosopher Thomas Ryckman, were
characteristic of two main strands of &HPS: philosoph-
ical history of science and historical philosophy of sci-
ence.

The former makes use of general philosophical cat-
egories to narrate particular historical episodes. In that
vein, Buchwald employed Thomas Kuhn’s taxonomic
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approach to incommensurability to illuminate the devel-
opment of 19th century optics and electromagnetism.
Buchwald argued that Kuhn’s philosophical framework
can deepen our understanding of the developments in
those fields, showing thus the historiographical fruitful-
ness of that framework.

The latter addresses epistemological and metaphysi-
cal issues about science in light of its historical develop-
ment. In that vein, Ryckman placed under scrutiny the
prevailing idea that the task of philosophy of physics is
to offer interpretations of contemporary scientific the-
ories, such as quantum mechanics and general relativ-
ity. He argued against “naturalized metaphysics”, that
is, against drawing ontological conclusions from those
theories. He suggested, instead, that the historical de-
velopment of those theories, which shows their tempo-
rary and contingent character, should be the main target
of philosophical analysis.

Most talks in the conference fell under these two
strands: they either reconstructed historical episodes in
light of philosophical issues (concerning, e.g., scientific
methodology); or drew upon history of science for ad-
dressing philosophical problems (e.g., the underdeter-
mination of theories by evidence).

Some talks, however, exhibited a more dialectical
way of doing &HPS, by developing a philosophical
framework in tandem with providing an interpretation
of specific historical episodes. Hasok Chang, for in-
stance, stressed the importance of operationalism for
understanding how concepts function in scientific prac-
tice and argued that this approach sheds new light on
the development of atomic chemistry during the 19th
century. Chang presented that development by focusing
on the plurality of methods that chemists devised for
operationalizing the concept of atom. Conversely he
drew upon the history of atomic chemistry for address-
ing some of the problems faced by operationalism, such
as a dubious proliferation of concepts.

In all, the conference exhibited a healthy pluralism of
different approaches to integrating history and philoso-
phy of science, blending in various ways philosophical
analysis and historical interpretation.

Theodore Arabatzis
Department of Philosophy and History of Science

University of Athens

Empirical Philosophy of Science, 21–23
March

Scholars of philosophy are turning to empirical meth-
ods in order to study scientific practice. The qualitative
methods used range from interviews through fieldwork
to text analysis. The results produced through such em-
pirical work are, however, different from those gained
through the more typical introspective conceptual anal-
ysis. Drawing on empirical insights in philosophy
comes both with challenges and benefits. The work-
shop “Empirical philosophy of science—qualitative
methods”, held at Sandbjerg Estate (Denmark), 21–23
March 2012, addressed these challenges, as well as the
methods and motivations of the philosophers who draw
on qualitative empirical data in their work.

The workshop provided a forum for discussion of a
wide variety of empirically inspired philosophy of sci-
ence studies and the questions that arose from using a
qualitative approach. The short presentations revealed
that the participants found myriad ways to interweave
philosophical concepts with empirical data: ‘Empiri-
cally immersed’ philosophers have chosen to do empir-
ical work themselves, whereas ‘empirically informed’
philosophers see themselves in the role of ‘second-order
observers’ and draw on empirical data that others have
established. It also became clear that empirical data of
interest to the philosopher arise from a range of different
empirical methods: Historical analyses, ethnography,
in-depth interviews and quantitative statistical analyses
are just some examples. Each method comes with its
advantages and limitations upon which both the empir-
ically immersed and the empirically informed philoso-
pher need to reflect.

The workshop comprised short presentations by par-
ticipants and lectures given by invited speakers. The pa-
pers given by Lisa Osbeck and Nancy Nersessian high-
lighted two important issues: What are empirical ques-
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tions in the context of the philosophy of science? And
what is the appropriate ‘unit of study’ for any empirical
philosophy of science? Meanwhile, Erika Mansnerus
pointed to the tension between philosophical theorizing
and ethnographic sensitivity which she has encountered
in her work. In order to address this tension, she pro-
posed that Philosophy of Science might need to adopt a
different vocabulary. Hauke Riesch analyzed the dis-
crepancies between philosophy of science and social
scientific Science and Technology Studies (STS) from
a sociological perspective. He pointed to the ongoing
‘boundary work’ between the two fields and the dynam-
ics of social identity at play. This allowed the attendees
to revisit the relationship between History and Philoso-
phy of Science: What lessons can be learnt from HPS
with regard to an empirical Philosophy of Science?

In the course of the discussion, a number of recur-
rent themes emerged: What should empirical insights
be based upon, i.e., what methods can be used to gener-
ate the empirical data? How does the choice of method
influence the significance of empirical data? What kind
of methodological reflections does a philosopher need
to engage with if she is drawing on empirical insights?
What is the data-theory relationship that a philosopher
wishes to create? How do philosophers themselves deal
with the fact that the observations they draw upon are
theory-laden? How can empirical insights help to di-
versify and extend philosophical accounts? How can
the applicability of prescriptive accounts be improved?
How exactly do and should the normative and descrip-
tive interact in empirically based theorizing?

Good answers were found to some of these questions
during the workshop—others remain unanswered. But
the overriding message from the workshop was that em-
pirically based philosophy is worth pursuing. For this
reason, proceedings will follow in the SAPERE series.

More information about the workshop can be found
here. The workshop was organised by Hanne Andersen

and Susann Wagenknecht.

Hanne Andersen
SusannWagenknecht

Aarhus University

Dynamics of Argumentation, Rules and
Conditionals, 2–3 April
The workshop on the Dynamics of Argumentation,
Rules and Conditionals (DARC), was held at the Uni-
versity of Luxembourg on April 2–3. It was organized
by Richard Booth, Emil Weydert and Tjitze Rienstra.
Its aim was to bring together people interested in the
dynamics of formal argumentation in a broad sense, and
to exchange ideas, techniques and results.

Joao Leite opened the workshop with an overview
of the problem of updating logic programs. Applying
the Katzuno and Mendelzon postulates for knowledge
base update to logic program update is problematic, so a
different set of postulates is required. Several postulates
were presented and discussed with respect to a number
of approaches to updating logic programs.

Ringo Baumann addressed the problem of revising
a Dung-style argumentation framework, with the aim
of enforcing a set of arguments to be accepted. Pierre
Bisquert looked at the duality between operations of
removing and adding arguments in an argumentation
framework. Dov Gabbay addressed the problem of
evaluating odd cycles in argumentation frameworks,
presenting a novel interpretation of odd cycles which
he calls the “Shkop approach”.

Tjitze Rienstra described a generalization of the con-
cept of an acceptance function which allows evaluation
of argumentation frameworks given a set of constraints,
opening up the possibility of applying Dung-style argu-
mentation in a more dynamic way. Martin Caminada
argued for natural interpretations of dialog games for
the various argumentation semantics. Johannes Wallner
dealt with the problem of updating Abstract Dialectical
Frameworks in the light of new information.

Henry Prakken reviewed the ASPIC framework,
which combines assumption-based and defeasible rule
based reasoning, before pointing out the problem of
representing preferences on the abstract level. When in-
formation is represented on the abstract level, care must
be taken that this does not lead to problems on the in-
stantiated level.

Alexander Bochman pointed out that rules (condi-
tionals) constitute the core of epistemic states, the con-
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cept underlying the AGM model. He discussed the pos-
sibility of representing evolutionary rule change via ex-
pansions of argumentation systems.

Jan Sefranek considered the problem of updat-
ing assumption-based argumentation frameworks, fo-
cussing on the problem of removing rules that cause
conflict, and properties the update operation should sat-
isfy. Martin Balaz presented a number of principles for
MDLP, such as causal rejection and immunity to cyclic
updates. Several existing semantics for MDLP were
characterized and the effect of adding explicit negation
was discussed.

Brian Logan presented a method of belief contraction
for rule-based agents that satisfies the AGM postulates,
respects preferences over facts and can be computed in
polynomial time. Beishui Liao proposed the concept of
a layered argumentation framework with subargument
relations, allowing the structure of arguments to be ex-
pressed at the abstract level.

In sum, the workshop proved to be a successful event.
The quality of the contributions was high and the dis-
cussions were lively. The discussions centered around
topics such as the connection between dynamics of ar-
gumentation, dynamics of logic programming and be-
lief change, and the issue of abstract vs. instantiated or
structured argumentation.

Tjitze Rienstra
University of Luxembourg

British Colloquium for Theoretical Com-
puter Science, 2–5 April

The 28th British Colloquium for Theoretical Computer
Science (BCTCS) was held at the University of Manch-
ester from April 2nd to April 5th, 2012. This year,
BCTCS was collocated with the 19th Workshop for Au-
tomated Reasoning (ARW). Fifty-five people attended
BCTCS and thirty more attended ARW. The local orga-
nizers were Ian Pratt-Hartmann (BCTCS) and Renate
Schmidt (ARW).

There were thirty-three contributed talks at BCTCS,
covering virtually all areas of Theoretical Computer
Science. This year, there was a particular concentra-
tion of papers on mathematical/computational logic.
The conference began with an invited talk by Mike
Edmunds, of Cardiff University, entitled “The An-
tikythera Mechanism and the early history of mechan-
ical computing.” Other invited talks were given by
Reiner Hähnle, of the Technische Universität, Darm-

stadt, (“Formal verification of software product fami-
lies”), Nicole Schweikardt of the Goethe-Universität,
Frankfurt am Main (“On the expressive power of log-
ics with invariant uses of arithmetic predicates”) and
Daniel Kroening, of Oxford University (“SAT over an
Abstract Domain”). As in previous years, the Lon-
don Mathematical Society sponsored a keynote talk
at BCTCS in Discrete Mathematics. This year, Rod
Downey, of the Victoria University of Wellington, gave
a pair of lectures on “Fundamentals of Parametrized
Complexity”.

Ian Pratt-Hartmann
University of Manchester

PhDs in Logic IV, 12–13 April

The fourth edition of the PhDs in Logic graduate con-
ference took place at the Centre for Logic & Philoso-
phy of Science at Ghent University. Presentations were
given by four invited tutorial speakers and thirteen stu-
dents in various topics in philosophical and mathemati-
cal logic.

Alessandra Palmigiano (Amsterdam) gave a tuto-
rial on modal (algebraic) correspondence theory, fo-
cusing on Sahlqvist correspondence and offering some
glimpses beyond. Valentin Goranko (Copenhagen) il-
lustrated how modal and temporal logics can be used
to specify and reason in discrete computational transi-
tion systems, elaborating on how a multi-agent transi-
tion system can be set up.

Andreas Weiermann (Ghent) gave a tutorial on
phase transitions for Gödel incompleteness, using the
metaphor “phase transitions” from physics to denote
the search for the transition point from provable to un-
provable but still true statements in Peano-arithmetics.
The fourth tutorial was given by Heinrich Wansing
(Bochum), who presented and motivated the use of gen-
eralized truth values by means of a 16-valued extension
of Anderson and Belnap’s well-known logic of first-
degree entailment.

The contributed talks spanned a wide variety of top-
ics ranging from more philosophically oriented to more
mathematically oriented logic. Thibaut Giraud (Paris)
proposed a modified version of Zalta’s theory of ab-
stract entities to talk sensibly about contradictory ob-
jects, such as the round square. Marta Sznajder (Mu-
nich) presented a dynamic model for intensional transi-
tive verbs such as ‘to look for’.

Yacin Hamami (Brussels) investigated Hintikka’s

85

http://wwwen.uni.lu/research/fstc/computer_science_and_communications_research_unit/members/tjitze_rienstra
http://www.bctcs.ac.uk/
http://www.bctcs.ac.uk/
http://www.lms.ac.uk/
http://www.lms.ac.uk/
http://www.cs.man.ac.uk/~ipratt/
http://www.phdsinlogic2012.ugent.be/
http://logica.ugent.be/centrum/
http://logica.ugent.be/centrum/


model of inquiry using dynamic epistemic logics. Do-
minik Klein (Tilburg) continued in the tradition of dy-
namic logic and talked about epistemic games. Lorenz
Demey (Leuven) advertised the field of logical geome-
try and explained why the Aristotelian square of oppo-
sition is informative to us.

Aleks Knoks and Riccardo Pinosi (Amsterdam) pro-
posed a new tableau method for default reasoning,
while Jonathan Payne (Sheffield) presented a version of
natural deduction for modal logics with a backtracking
operator. Antje Rumberg (Utrecht) talked about branch-
ing time semantics with sets of transitions. Jönne Speck
(London) continued on grounded classes and admissi-
ble sets, while Claudio Ternullo (Liverpool) argued that
contemporary set theory refutes mathematical Platon-
ism.

Jeroen Goudsmit (Utrecht) presented his work on ad-
missible rules for intermediate logics. Finally, Bjorn
Lellmann (London) focused on the graphical construc-
tion of cut free sequent systems, while Samuele Mas-
chio (Pavia) talked about syntactic categories, free al-
gebras and Peano arithmetics.

The recipe of the PhDs in Logic graduate confer-
ences, consisting of a combination of tutorial sessions
in mathematical and philosophical logic with short pre-
sentations by PhD students, is familiar by now and
proved fruitful once again, stimulating interdisciplinary
contacts between philosophers, mathematicians and
computer scientists.

As this conference is hosted each year by different
PhD students from different universities (without a cen-
tral steering committee), we hope that one or two PhD
students in logic step forward and continue the tradition
by hosting a fifth edition in 2013.

Mathieu Beirlaen
Tjerk Gauderis

Ghent University

Calls for Papers

The Mind-Body Problem in Cognitive Neuroscience:
special issue of Philosophia Scientiæ, deadline 1 May.
BayesianNonparametrics: special issue of IEEE Trans-
actions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence,
deadline 30 June.
Imprecision in Statistical Data Analysis: special issue
of Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, deadline
30 June.

Bayesian Computing, Methods and Applications: spe-
cial issue of Computational Statistics & Data Analysis,
deadline 30 June.
Inforgs and the Infosphere: Themes from Luciano
Floridi’s Philosophy of Artificial Intelligence: spe-
cial issue of The Journal of Experimental & Theoretical
Artificial Intelligence, deadline 1 July.
Mind and Paradox: special issue of Journal of Experi-
mental & Theoretical Artifical Intelligence, deadline 1
July.
The Aim of Belief: special issue of Teorema, deadline
15 September.
Science vs. Society? Social epistemology meets the
philosophy of the humanities: special issue of Founda-
tions of Science, deadline 31 October.

What’s Hot in . . .

. . . Logic and Rational Interaction

Over the last few months several publications came out
that are of interest to readers of The Reasoner. As re-
cently announced, the compendium “A Formal Epis-
temology Reader” will appear in November 2012. In
this volume the editors Vincent F. Hendricks, Johan van
Benthem and Horacio Arló-Costa publish a collection
of 42 classical articles that were seminal for the de-
velopment of the field. The book is divided into into
five key areas: Bayesian Epistemology, Belief Change,
Decision Theory, Interactive Epistemology and Logics
of Knowledge and Belief. Each of the sections comes
along with an introduction by the editors.

There are two recent journal articles to be men-
tioned. In their article in the Journal of Applied Logic,
Giuseppe Primiero and Mariarosaria Taddeo provide a
multi-modal type theory that allows to model the role
of trust in multiagent communication. In Logica Uni-
versalis, Katarina Britz, Johannes Heidema and Ivan
Varzinczak publish an article developing a framework
for non-classic logics that constrain the classical conse-
quence relation, thus modelling the reasoning of limited
agents.

LORIWEB is always happy to publish information
on topics relevant to the area of Logic and Rational
Interaction—including announcements about new pub-
lications and recent or upcoming events. Please submit
such news items to Rasmus Rendsvig, our web man-
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ager, or to the loriweb address.

Dominik Klein
TiLPS, Tilburg University

. . . Uncertain Reasoning
The Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (UAI) con-
ference held last July in Barcelona featured a Banquet
Talk given by Colin Howson. At some point during
the presentation, Howson projected the portrait of Rev-
erend Bayes, an event which prompted an explosion
of football-like enthusiasm from the audience—mostly
computer scientists. It is of course very hard to pin-
point single contributions to the development of major
research areas, but it is fair to say that much of that
Barcelona enthusiasm is likely to be connected with the
work of Judea Pearl, to whom the Association for Com-
puting Machinery awarded the Alan Turing Award in
March 2012. According to the official citation of this
prize, which many dub as the Nobel for Computer Sci-
ence, Pearl made “fundamental contributions to artifi-
cial intelligence through the development of a calculus
for probabilistic and causal reasoning”.

The ACM press release includes the following, as
part of the motivation for the award:

Judea Pearl’s work has transformed artificial
intelligence (AI) by creating a representa-
tional and computational foundation for the
processing of information under uncertainty.
Pearl’s work went beyond both the logic-
based theoretical orientation of AI and its
rule-based technology for expert systems. He
identified uncertainty as a core problem faced
by intelligent systems and developed an algo-
rithmic interpretation of probability theory as
an effective foundation for the representation
and acquisition of knowledge.

Among the many themes of Pearl’s work, I’d like
to recall the importance of his 1988 monograph Prob-
abilistic reasoning in intelligent systems: networks of
plausible inference for probability logic. This seminal
volume raised a great number of key questions which
constituted the focus of logic-based uncertain reason-
ing the subsequent two decades. The last chapter of the
book is evocatively titled “Logic and Probability: The
strange connection” and develops, among many oth-
ers, Adams’s idea of interpreting default conditionals
as conditionals holding with extreme probability. This

application of the “ε-semantics” to default logics broke
what was largely perceived as a taboo in AI research,
as can easily be reconstructed from the reviews of the
book. In addition, “the strange connection” had a pro-
found impact on the development of the semantics of
nonmonotonic logics and constituted a reference point
for the heated “quantitative vs qualitative” debate which
pervaded much research during the 1990s-2000s in AI
and related fields.

The award gained ample media resonance with high
profile press coverage including the Wall Street Jour-
nal and the New York Times, and this is certainly great
news for the Uncertain Reasoning community!

Hykel Hosni
Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa

LSE Choice Group, London

Events

May

Logic-in-Question: Paris Sorbonne, 2–3 May.
Justification2: From Reasons to Reasoning workshop,
Collège de France, Paris, 3 May.
BoBiCOLL: 1st Bochum-Bielefeld Colloquium: Philo-
sophical Perspectives on Epistemology, Mind, and Sci-
ence, Ruhr-Universität Bochum, Germany, 4–5 May.
SOPHA: Société de philosophie analytique, Paris, 4–6
May.
ICDDM: International Conference on Database and
Data Mining, Chengdu, China, 5–6 May.
ICFCA: 10th International Conference on Formal Con-
cept Analysis, Leuven, Belgium, 6–10 May.
Expressivism and Epistemic Normativity: workshop,
Paris, 9–10 May.
Belief Functions: Compiégne, France, 9–11 May.
WPI: 4TH Workshop on the Philosophy of Information,
University of Hertfordshire, 10–11 May.
Naturalism and Normativity in the Social Sciences:
University of Hradec Králové, Czech Republic, 10–12
May.
Mind Network: workshop, IP London, 11–12 May.
Philosophy and Computation: Lund University, Swe-
den, 12–13 May.
ABMPhil: Agent-Based Modeling in Philosophy, Spa,
Belgium, 15–19 May.
CASI: 32nd Conference on Applied Statistics Ireland,
16–18 May.
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Games, Game Theory and Game Semantics: 8th Inter-
national Symposium of Cognition, Logic and Commu-
nication, Riga, Latvia, 18–20 May.
LMP: 12th Annual Philosophy of Logic, Mathematics,
and Physics Conference, University of Western Ontario,
20–21 May.
SLACRR: St. Louis Annual Conference on Reasons
and Rationality, 20–22 May.
IPDPS: 26th IEEE International Parallel and Dis-
tributed Processing Symposium, Shanghai, China, 21–
25 May.
JdS: 44th Journées de Statistique, Brussels, 21–25 May.
PhML: Philosophy, Mathematics, Linguistics: Aspects
of Interaction, St. Petersburg, Russia, 22–25 May.
UR: Uncertain Reasoning, Special Track at FLAIRS-
25, Marco Island, Florida, USA, 23–25 May.
Constructivity in Logic: CUNY Graduate Center, New
York, 23–25 May.
SSHAP: Mind, Language and Cognition, McMaster
University, Canada, 24–26 May.
PhilMiLCog: 10th Annual Graduate Conference on the
Philosophy of Mind, Language and Cognitive Science,
University of Western Ontario, 24–26 May.
Group Agency and Collective Intentionality: Work-
shop, University of Vienna, 24–26 May.
The Aims of Inquiry and Cognition: Edinburgh Episte-
mology Research Group, University of Edinburgh, 25–
26 May.
Experts and Consensus in Economics and the Social
Sciences: University of Bayreuth, Germany, 25–26
May.
CSAE: IEEE International Conference on Computer
Science and Automation Engineering, Zhangjiajie,
China, 25–27 May.
ICKD: 2012 International Conference on Knowledge
Discovery, Indonesia, 26–27 May.
AI2012: Canadian Conference on Artificial Intelli-
gence, 28–30 May.
RTA: 23rd International Conference on Rewriting Tech-
niques and Applications, Japan, 28 May–2 June.
FEW: 9th Annual Formal Epistemology Workshop,
Munich, 29 May–1 June.
ICCC12: Third International Conference on Computa-
tional Creativity, Dublin, 30 May–1 June.
StochMod: 4th meeting of the EURO Working Group
on Stochastic Modeling, Ecole Centrale Paris, 30 May–
1 June.
Human Complexity: The University of North Carolina,
Charlotte, 30 May–1 June.

Cambridge Pragmatism: a Research Workshop, Cam-
bridge, UK, 31 May–1 June.
TAP: 6th International Conference on Tests & Proofs,
Prague, Czech Rep., 31 May–1 June.
Rudolf Carnap Lectures: Ruhr-Universität Bochum,
31 May–2 June.

June

Incommensurability 50: Taipei, Taiwan, 1–3 June.
ICFIE: International Conference on Fuzzy Information
and Engineering, Hong Kong, 2 June.
Trends in Logic XI: Advances in Philosophical Logic,
Ruhr University Bochum, 3–5 June.
LAMAS: 5th Workshop on Logical Aspects of Multi-
Agent Systems, Valencia, 4–5 June.
WCSB: 9th International Workshop on Computational
Systems Biology, Ulm, Germany, 4–6 June.
FEW: Formal Epistemology Week, Konstanz, 4–6 June.
AAMAS: 11th International Conference on Au-
tonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems, Valencia,
Spain, 4–8 June.
Logic, Science, andMetaphysics: Petrus Hispanus Lec-
tures 2012 by Timothy Williamson, University of Lis-
bon, 5–7 June.
CILC: 9th Italian Convention on Computational Logic,
Sapienza University of Rome, 6–7 June.
Extended Cognition and Epistemology: Amsterdam,
6–7 June.
MFPS: 28th Conference on the Mathematical Founda-
tions of Programming Semantics, University of Bath,
6–9 June.
Minds, Bodies, and Problems: Bilkent University,
Ankara, 7–8 June.
Edinburgh Epistemology Graduate Conference: Uni-
versity of Edinburgh, 8–9 June.
Foundations of Logical Consequence: University St
Andrews, 8–10 June.
NMR: 14th International Workshop on Non-Monotonic
Reasoning, Rome, Italy, 8–10 June.
RATS: Recent Advances in Time Series Analysis Work-
shop, Cyprus, 9–12 June.
NORDSTAT: 24th Nordic Conference in Mathematical
Statistics, Northern Sweden, 10–14 June.
Workshop on the Incomputable: Kavli Royal Society
International Centre, Chicheley Hall, UK, 12–15 June.
MS5: Conference on Models and Simulations,
Helsinki, 14–16 June.
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CSam: Classification Society Annual Meeting,
Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA, 14–16
June.
Basic Knowledge: Conference on the A Priori, Ab-
erdeen, 16–17 June.
SAT: International Conference on Theory and Applica-
tions of Satisfiability Testing, Trento, Italy, 17–20 June.
LOFT: 10th Conference on Logic and the Foundations
of Game and Decision Theory, Sevilla, Spain, 18–20
June.
DM: Discrete Mathematics, Dalhousie University, Hal-
ifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, 18–21 June.
LOGICA: Hejnice, northern Bohemia, 18–22 June.
CiE: Computability in Europe, Turing Centenary Con-
ference, University of Cambridge, 18–23 June.
Rethinking Science after the Practice Turn: Nancy,
France, 19–20 June.
SISSM: Scientific Meeting of the Italian Statistical So-
ciety, Rome, Italy, 20–22 June.
FREEDEX: Identity and Freedom of Expression Con-
ference, Paris, 21–22 June.
Philosophical Insights: Senate House, University of
London, 21–23 June.
MBR12: Model-Based Reasoning in Science and Tech-
nology, Sestri Levante, Italy, 21–23 June.
SPP: Annual Meeting of the Society for Philosophy and
Psychology, University of Colorado at Boulder, 21–24
June.
HOPOS: Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, 21–24 June.
CCA: 9th International Conference on Computability
and Complexity in Analysis, Cambridge, UK, 24–27
June.
COLT: 25th Annual Conference on Learning Theory,
Edinburgh, 25–27 June.
MPC: 11th International Conference on Mathematics of
Program Construction, Madrid, Spain, 25–27 June.
Artificial Intelligence and Soft Computing: Naples,
Italy, 25–27 June.
VaNiM: Values and Norms in Modeling, Eindhoven,
The Netherlands, 25–27 June.
LICS: 27th ACM/IEEE Symposium on Logic In Com-
puter Science, Dubrovnik, Croatia, 25–28 June.
Square of Opposition: American University of Beirut,
26–29 June.
ICML: 29th International Conference on Machine
Learning, University of Edinburgh, 26 June–1 July.
IJCAR: 6th International Joint Conference on Auto-
mated Reasoning, Manchester, UK, 26 June–1 July.
Semantics and Pragmatics of Ceteris Paribus Condi-
tions: University of Düsseldorf, 28–29 June.

DGL12: Sixth Workshop in Decisions, Games & Logic,
LMU Munich, 28–30 June.
EEN: European Epistemology Network Meeting, Uni-
versities of Bologna and Modena, Italy, 28–30 June.
&HPSUK: 7th Integrated History and Philosophy of
Science Workshop, University College London, 28–29
June.
Semantics and Pragmatics of Ceteris Paribus Con-
ditions: University of Duesseldorf, Germany, 28–29
June.
AAL: Conference of the Australasian Association of
Logic, Sydney, Australia, 29–30 June.
Evolution and Function of Consciousness: Summer
School in Cognitive Science 2012, Montreal, Canada,
30 June–9 July.

July

Markets, Mechanisms, and Multi-Agent Models:
ICML Workshop on the Interaction of Machine Learn-
ing and Economics, Edinburgh, 1 July.
STAMLINS: ICML Workshop on Statistics, Machine
Learning and Neuroscience, Edinburgh, 1 July.
AAP2012: Conference of the Australasian Association
of Philosophy, University of Wollongong, 1–6 July.
Uncertainty in Computer Models: Sheffield, UK, 2–4
July.
AISB/IACAP: Birmingham, UK, 2–6 July.
HAI: Hypercomputation and AI Symposium, Birming-
ham, UK, 2–6 July.
LASR: 31st Leeds Annual Statistical Research Work-
shop, University of Leeds, 3–5 July.
Bounded Rationality: Summer Institute on Bounded
Rationality, Berlin, Germany, 3–10 July.
Foundations for an Interdisciplinary Decision Theory:
Max Planck Institute for Human Development, Berlin,
Germany, 3–10 July.
ICT: 7th International Conference on Thinking, Lon-
don, 4–6 July.
IIBM: 5th International Workshop on Intelligent Infor-
matics in Biology and Medicine, Palermo, Italy, 4–6
July.
History and Philosophy of Programming: Ghent Uni-
versity, 5–6 July.
BSPS: Annual Conference of the British Society for the
Philosophy of Science, University of Stirling, 5–6 July.
CAV: 24th International Conference on Computer
Aided Verification, Berkeley, 7–13 July.
ISSCSS: International Summer School in Cognitive
Sciences and Semantics, Latvia, 8–18 July.
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ASC: 21st Australian Statistical Conference, Adelaide,
9–12 July.
IPMU: 14th International Conference on Informa-
tion Processing and Management of Uncertainty in
Knowledge-Based Systems, Catania, Italy, 9–13 July.
ICALP: 39th International Colloquium on Automata,
Languages and Programming, University of Warwick,
9–13 July.
Foundations ofMathematics: University of Cambridge,
10–12 July.
TViTC: Theoretical Virtues in Theory-Choice, Univer-
sity of Konstanz, 12–14 July.
ICNCI: International Conference on Network and Com-
putational Intelligence, Haikou, China, 14–15 July.
DEON: 11th International Conference on Deontic
Logic in Computer Science, University of Bergen, Nor-
way, 16–18 July.
WorldComp: The 2012 World Congress in Computer
Science, Computer Engineering, and Applied Comput-
ing, Nevada, USA, 16–19 July.
DMIN: 8th International Conference on Data Mining,
Nevada, USA, 16–19 July.
SIPTAss: Society for Imprecise Probability: Theories
and Applications Summer School, Pescara, Italy, 16–20
July.
HUJI: Graduate Conference in Philosophy, Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, 18–19 July.
Interfaces of the Mind: workshop at Ruhr-Universität
Bochum, Germany, 19–21 July.
ISA: IADIS International Conference Intelligent Sys-
tems and Agents, Lisbon, Portugal, 21–23 July.
Paradox and Logical Revision: LMU, Munich, 23–25
July.
WoMO: 6th International Workshop on Modular On-
tologies, Graz, Austria, 24 July.
FOIS: 7th International Conference on Formal Ontolo-
gies in Information Systems, Graz, Austria, 24–27 July.

August

NAFIPS: 31th North American Fuzzy Information Pro-
cessing Society Annual Conference, Berkeley, 6–8 Au-
gust.
CLAM: Logic and Computability Session, Latin Amer-
ican Congress of Mathematicians, Argentina, 6–10 Au-
gust.
PMUV: Philosophy and Mathematics of Uncertainty
and Vagueness, Brazil, 6–15 August.
ESSLLI: 24th European Summer School in Logic, Lan-
guage and Information, Poland, 6–17 August.

KDD: 18th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge
Discovery and Data Mining, Beijing, China, 12–16 Au-
gust.
StaRAI: 2nd Statistical Relational AI workshop,
Cataline Island, USA, 13 August.
ITP: 3rd Conference on Interactive Theorem Proving,
Princeton, NJ, 13–16 August.
Logic and Cognition: Logic and Cognition Workshop,
Opole, Poland, 13–17 August.
Historical Counterfactuals: Workshop, Bristol, 14
August.
UAI: Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelli-
gence, Catalina Island, USA, 15–17 August.
SLS: 8th Scandinavian Logic Symposium, Roskilde
University, Denmark, 20–21 August.
ALFAn: Latin American Analytic Philosophy Confer-
ence, Buenos Aires, Argentina, 21–24 August.
CTF: Concept Types and Frames in Language, Cogni-
tion, and Science, Düsseldorf, 22–24 August.
AIML: Advances in Modal Logic, Copenhagen, 22–25
August.
FMIP: Munich / Groningen Summer School: Formal
Methods in Philosophy, Groningen, 23–28 August.
EASLLC: International Conference and the Second
East-Asian School on Logic, Language and Computa-
tion, Chongqing, China, 25–31 August.
FLINS: 10th International FLINS Conference on Un-
certainty Modeling in Knowledge Engineering and De-
cision Making, 26–29 August.
CLIMA: 13th International Workshop on Computa-
tional Logic in Multi-Agent Systems, Montpellier,
France, 27–28 August.
ARCOE: 4th International Workshop on Acquisition,
Representation and Reasoning with Contextualized
Knowledge, Montpellier, France, 27–28 August.
ECAI: 20th European Conference on Artificial Intelli-
gence, Montpellier, France, 27–31 August.
COMPSTAT: 20th International Conference on Com-
putational Statistics, Cyprus, 27–31 August.
Collective Intentionality: University of Manchester,
28–31 August.
CNL: Workshop on Controlled Natural Language,
Zurich, 29–31 August.
FoR&D: Conference on Frontiers of Rationality and
Decision, University of Groningen, 29–31 August.

September

CSL: 21st EACSL Annual Conference on Computer
Science Logic, Fontainebleau, France, 3–6 September.
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WoLLIC: Workshop on Logic, Language, Information
and Computation, Argentina, 3–6 September.
ABS: Applied Bayesian Statistics School, Italy, 3–7
September.
ICLP: 28th International Conference on Logic Pro-
gramming, Budapest, 4–8 September.
iKNOW12: 12th International Conference on Knowl-
edge Management and Knowledge Technologies, Graz,
Austria, 5–7 September.

ECitS

Evidence and Causality in the Sciences,
University of Kent, 5–7 September

Intuitions, Experiments and Philosophy: University of
Nottingham, 8–9 September.
Logic and Relativity: 1st International Conference on
Logic and Relativity, Budapest, 8–12 September.
WEO-DIA: 1st Workshop on Well-founded Everyday
Ontologies–Design, Implementations & Applications,
Wroclaw, Poland, 9 September.
COMMA 2012: 4th International Conference on Com-
putational Models of Argument, Vienna, Austria, 10–12
September.
LATD: Logic, Algebra and Truth Degrees, Japan, 10–
14 September.
WPMSIIP: 5th Workshop on Principles and Methods of
Statistical Inference with Interval Probability, Munich,
Germany, 10–15 September.
Datalog 2.0: 2nd Workshop on the Resurgence of Dat-
alog in Academia and Industry, Vienna, Austria, 11–14
September.
WUPES: Workshop on Uncertainty Processing, Czech
Rep., 12–15 September.
ENFA: 5th Meeting of the Portuguese Society for An-
alytic Philosophy, University of Minho, Braga, 13–15
September.
SIFA: 10th National Conference of the Italian Society
for Analytic Philosophy, Alghero, 13–15 September.
SUM: 6th International Conference on Scalable Un-
certainty Management, Marburg, Germany, 17–19
September.
ILP: 22nd International Conference on Inductive Logic
Programming, Dubrovnik, 17–19 September.
GAP8: 8th Conference of the Society for Analytic Phi-
losophy, Germany, 17–20 September.
SemDial: 16th Workshop on the Semantics and Prag-
matics of Dialogue, Université Paris-Diderot, 19–21
September.

PGM: 6th European Workshop on Probabilistic Graph-
ical Models, Granada, Spain, 19–21 September.
CaLintSS: Causation and Laws in the Special
Science—Metaphysical Foundations, Konstanz, 21–22
September.
Philosophical Issues in Belief Revision, Conditional
Logic and Possible World Semantics: Konstanz, Ger-
many, 21–22 September.
ENPOSS: 1st European Network for the Philosophy of
the Social Sciences Conference, University of Copen-
hagen, 21–23 September.
MLSP: IEEE Workshop on Machine Learning for Sig-
nal Processing, special session on Causal Discovery,
Spain, 23–26 September.
Structure and Uncertainty: workshop on Modelling,
Inference and Computation in Complex Stochastic Sys-
tems, Bristol, 24–27 September.
ECML-PKDD: European Conference on Machine
Learning and Principles and Practice of Knowledge
Discovery in Databases, Bristol, UK, 24–28 September.
JELIA: 12th European Conference on Logics in Artifi-
cial Intelligence, Toulouse, 26–28 September.
Consciousness and Volition: 1st International Krakow
Conference in Cognitive Science, Krakow, Poland, 27–
29 September.
LNK: 5th Conference on Non-Classical Logic. Theory
and Applications, Poland, 27–29 September.
LSFA: 7th Workshop on Logical and Semantic Frame-
works with Applications, Rio de Janeiro, 29–30
September.

October

SMPS: 6th International Conference on Soft Methods
in Probability and Statistics, Konstanz, 4–6 October.
FPMW: 4th French PhilMath Workshop, Collège de
France, Paris, 4–6 October.
Philosophy of Scientific Experimentation: University
of Colorado, Boulder, 5–6 October.
TiC2: Turing in Context II: Historical and Contempo-
rary Research in Logic, Computing Machinery and AI,
Brussels, 10–12 October.
ATAI: Advanced Topics in Artificial Intelligence, Bali,
Indonesia, 22–23 October.
ECREA: 4th European Communication Conference, Is-
tanbul, Turkey, 24–27 October.
IDA: 11th International Symposium on Intelligent Data
Analysis, Helsinki, Finland, 25–27 October.
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Courses and Programmes

Courses

ESSLLI: 24th European Summer School in Logic, Lan-
guage and Information, Opole, Poland, 6–17 August.
FMIP: Munich / Groningen Summer School: Formal
Methods in Philosophy, Groningen, 23–28 August.

Programmes

APhil: MA/PhD in Analytic Philosophy, University of
Barcelona.
Doctoral Programme in Philosophy: Language, Mind
and Practice, Department of Philosophy, University of
Zurich, Switzerland.
HPSM: MA in the History and Philosophy of Science
and Medicine, Durham University.
Master Programme: in Statistics, University College
Dublin.
LoPhiSC: Master in Logic, Philosophy of Science &
Epistemology, Pantheon-Sorbonne University (Paris 1)
and Paris-Sorbonne University (Paris 4).
Master Programme: in Artificial Intelligence, Radboud
University Nijmegen, the Netherlands.
Master Programme: Philosophy and Economics, Insti-
tute of Philosophy, University of Bayreuth.
Master Programme: Philosophy of Science, Technol-
ogy and Society, Enschede, the Netherlands.
MA in Cognitive Science: School of Politics, Inter-
national Studies and Philosophy, Queen’s University
Belfast.
MA in Logic and the Philosophy of Mathematics: De-
partment of Philosophy, University of Bristol.
MA in Logic and Theory of Science: Department of
Logic of the Eotvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hun-
gary.
MA in Metaphysics, Language, and Mind: Department
of Philosophy, University of Liverpool.
MA in Mind, Brain and Learning: Westminster Insti-
tute of Education, Oxford Brookes University.
MA in Philosophy: by research, Tilburg University.
MA in Philosophy of Biological and Cognitive Sci-
ences: Department of Philosophy, University of Bristol.
MA in Rhetoric: School of Journalism, Media and
Communication, University of Central Lancashire.
MA programmes: in Philosophy of Language and Lin-
guistics, and Philosophy of Mind and Psychology, Uni-
versity of Birmingham.

MRes in Cognitive Science and Humanities: Language,
Communication and Organization: Institute for Logic,
Cognition, Language, and Information, University of
the Basque Country, Donostia, San Sebastian.

MRes in Methods and Practices of Philosophical Re-
search: Northern Institute of Philosophy, University of
Aberdeen.

MSc in Applied Statistics: Department of Economics,
Mathematics and Statistics, Birkbeck, University of
London.

MSc in Applied Statistics and Datamining: School of
Mathematics and Statistics, University of St Andrews.

MSc in Artificial Intelligence: Faculty of Engineer-
ing, University of Leeds.

MA in Reasoning

A programme at the University of Kent, Canterbury,
UK. Gain the philosophical background required for a

PhD in this area. Optional modules available from
Psychology, Computing, Statistics, Social Policy, Law,

Biosciences and History.

MSc in Cognitive & Decision Sciences: Psychology,
University College London.

MSc in Cognitive Science: University of Osnabrück,
Germany.

MSc in Cognitive Psychology/Neuropsychology:
School of Psychology, University of Kent.

MSc in Logic: Institute for Logic, Language and Com-
putation, University of Amsterdam.

MSc inMathematical Logic and the Theory of Compu-
tation: Mathematics, University of Manchester.

MSc in Mind, Language & Embodied Cognition:
School of Philosophy, Psychology and Language Sci-
ences, University of Edinburgh.

MSc in Philosophy of Science, Technology and Soci-
ety: University of Twente, The Netherlands.

MRes in Cognitive Science and Humanities: Language,
Communication and Organization: Institute for Logic,
Cognition, Language, and Information, University of
the Basque Country (Donostia San Sebastian).

Open Mind: International School of Advanced Studies
in Cognitive Sciences, University of Bucharest.

PhD School: in Statistics, Padua University.
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http://www.esslli2012.pl
https://sites.google.com/site/therootsofdeduction/summerschool
http://www.ub.edu/aphil/
http://www.philosophie.uzh.ch/news/allgemein/doktoratsprogrammfs2010.html
http://www.dur.ac.uk/hpsm.ma/
http://www.ucd.ie/graduatestudies/coursefinder/taughtprogrammes/ma-statistics/
http://www.lophisc.org/?page_id=123
http://www.ru.nl/masters/master'-programmes/man-society/master-artificial/
http://www.pe.uni-bayreuth.de/studieninteressierte/studium/master
www.psts.graduate.utwente.nl
http://www.qub.ac.uk/schools/SchoolofPoliticsInternationalStudiesandPhilosophy/ProspectiveStudents/PostgraduateTaughtDegrees/MAinCognitiveScience/
http://www.bris.ac.uk/philosophy/prospective/postgrad/progs/malogicmaths.html
http://phil.elte.hu/logic/ma.html
http://www.liv.ac.uk/philosophy/pros_pg/Metaphysics,_Language_and_Mind.html
http://161.73.1.13/studying/courses/postgraduate/2011/mbl
http://www.tilburguniversity.nl/researchmasters/philosophy
http://www.bris.ac.uk/philosophy/prospective/postgrad/progs/mabiocog.html
http://www.bris.ac.uk/philosophy/prospective/postgrad/progs/mabiocog.html
http://www.uclan.ac.uk/information/courses/ma_rhetoric.php
http://www.ptr.bham.ac.uk/postgraduate/bysubject.shtml
http://www.ilcli.ehu.es/p287-home/en/
http://www.ilcli.ehu.es/p287-home/en/
http://www.abdn.ac.uk/philosophy/nip/studies/mres/
http://www.abdn.ac.uk/philosophy/nip/studies/mres/
http://www.ems.bbk.ac.uk/courses/msc_pgdip/msc_statistics
http://www.creem.st-and.ac.uk/datamining/
http://www.engineering.leeds.ac.uk/pg/pgt/MSC-CGS-FT.shtml
http://www.kent.ac.uk/secl/philosophy/jw/reasoning/teaching.htm
http://www.psychol.ucl.ac.uk/courses/MSc_CoDeS_courses.html
http://fachschaft.cogsci.uni-osnabrueck.de/masters-open-day
http://www.kent.ac.uk/psychology/msc/cognitive/index.html
http://www.illc.uva.nl/MScLogic
http://www.maths.manchester.ac.uk/postgraduate/pgadmission/msc-ml.html
http://www.maths.manchester.ac.uk/postgraduate/pgadmission/msc-ml.html
http://www.philosophy.ed.ac.uk/phil_students/postgraduate/msc_in_mind_language_and_embodied_cognition.php
http://www.graduate.utwente.nl/psts/
http://www.graduate.utwente.nl/psts/
http://www.ilcli.ehu.es/p287-content/en/contenidos/evento/ma_open/en_ma_open/ma_open.html
http://www.ilcli.ehu.es/p287-content/en/contenidos/evento/ma_open/en_ma_open/ma_open.html
http://www.unibuc.ro/e/n/cercetare/stii-cogn/
http://www.stat.unipd.it/uploads/File/dottorato/LocandScuola2011_Eng.pdf


Jobs and Studentships

Jobs

Post-doc position: in Probabilistic Reasoning, Vienna
University of Technology, Austria, until filled.
Post-doc positions: in all areas of speech and language
processing at the Human Language Technology Center
of Excellence at Johns Hopkins University, until filled.
Post-doc position: on the project “Explanatory Reason-
ing: Normative and Empirical Considerations,” Tilburg
Center for Logic and Philosophy of Science, until filled.
Post-doc position: in cognitive psychology and/or com-
putational modelling at the Center of Experimental Psy-
chology and Cognitive Science, Justus Liebig Univer-
sity Giessen, until filled.
Post-doc position: in Semantics of Computer Systems,
University of Cambridge, deadline 4 May.
Chair: in Logic and Rhetoric, University of Glasgow, 6
May.
Fellowship: in Statistics, Department of Mathematical
Sciences, University of Bath, deadline 21 May.
Post-doc position: Advanced Bayesian Computation
for Cross-Disciplinary Research, University of War-
wick, deadline 22 May.
Professor: of Computer Science, University of Read-
ing, deadline 22 May.
Fellowships: at the Center for Mind, Brain and Cog-
nitive Evolution, Ruhr-University Bochum, deadline 1
June.
Post-doc positions: in Artifical Intelligence, Agents,
Planning, Game Theory, or Autonomous Systems,
Czech Technical University in Prague, deadline 18
June.

Studentships

Three Doctoral Training Grants: School of Comput-
ing, Faculty of Engineering, University of Leeds, until
filled.
PhD position: in Bayesian Decision Theory, School
of Computer Science and Statistics, Trinity College
Dublin, until filled.
Two PhD positions: in the project “Designing and Un-
derstanding Forensic Bayesian Networks with Argu-
ments and Scenarios”, Utrecht University / University
of Groningen, to be filled asap.
PhD positions: in the Statistics & Probability group,
Durham University, until filled.

PhD positions: in Statistical Methodology and its Ap-
plication, University College London, until filled.
PhD position: in Logic and Theoretical Philosophy at
the Institute for Logic, Language and Computation at
the University of Amsterdam, until filled.
PhD position: in Philosophy, Metametaphysics, Hum-
boldt University of Berlin, deadline 3 May.
PhD position: at the Institute for Logic, Language and
Computation, University of Amsterdam, deadline 20
May.
PhD position: in Statistics, Department of Mathemat-
ics, University of Bergen, deadline 2 June.
PhD position: on the project “Knowledge Represen-
tation and Inference Based on Type-2 Fuzzy Sets and
Systems,” School of Computer Science, University of
Nottingham, deadline 30 December.
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http://www.kr.tuwien.ac.at/drm/szeider/complex-reason
http://hltcoe.jhu.edu/research-scientists-and-post-docs/
http://www.tilburguniversity.edu/research/institutes-and-research-groups/tilps/research/DFG2012/
http://www.uni-giessen.de/cms/faculties/f06/psy/departments-1/cognitive-science/experimental-psychology-and-cognitive-science/view?set_language=en
http://www.jobs.ac.uk/job/AEG697/research-associate-in-semantics-of-computer-systems/
http://tinyurl.com/bu34tcy
http://www.bath.ac.uk/science/prize-fellows
http://www.jobs.ac.uk/job/AEI243/research-fellow/
http://tinyurl.com/6wosqrb
http://www.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/philosophy/mibra/ausschreibungen_en.html
http://www.jobs.ac.uk/job/AEH913/postdoctoral-researcher-in-artificial-intelligence-agents-planning-game-theory-or-autonomous-systems/
http://www.engineering.leeds.ac.uk/computing/dtg
mailto:brett.houlding@tcd.ie
http://www.ai.rug.nl/~verheij/nwofs
http://www.maths.dur.ac.uk/~dma0je/PG/StatisticsPGProjects.html
mailto:russell@stats.ucl.ac.uk
http://www.english.uva.nl/vacancies/vacancies.cfm/2BA74264-8F66-45A4-BEA97B707FDF5705
http://www.philosophie.hu-berlin.de/institut/lehrbereiche/idealismus/forschung/Metaphysik/Meta-Metaphysik
http://www.english.uva.nl/vacancies/vacancies.cfm/796D6639-9B48-4E91-B04130AAB99A808B
http://www.jobbnorge.no/job.aspx?jobid=82444
http://www.jobs.ac.uk/job/AEI324/phd-studentship/
http://www.kent.ac.uk/reasoning
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