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Monday 17 October 
Room RT 102 

09:30-10:00 COFFEE & WELCOME 

10:00-10:45 Nikk Effingham Surfing the Wave 

10:45-11:30 Julio de Rizzo (online) Some time for metaphysical 
modality 

 COFFEE BREAK 

12:00-12:45 Emanuele Arcelli, Fenna 
Blom, Giovanni Cassani, 
Qianyu Cheng, & Matteo 
Colombo 

Can Yvette be racist but good? An 
experimental and computational 
study of thick terms 

12:45-13:30 Tom Schoonen & 
Giacomo Giannini 

Relational Trouble 

13:30-14:30 LUNCH  

14:30-15:15 Colin Caret Uniformity and Impossible Worlds 

15:15-16:00 Bjorn Jespersen Impossibilities without 
Impossibilia 

 COFFEE BREAK 

16:30-17:15 CANCELLED   

17:15-18:00 Christopher Masterman 
(online) 

One way the ways the world could 
have been can't be 

18:30 Drinks @ Biercafe Kandinsky 
 

20:00 Dinner @ RAW 

Monday 17 October 
Room RT 103 

09:30-10:00 COFFEE & WELCOME 

10:00-10:45 Lorenzo Azzano Two outlooks on metaphysical governance, 
and the case of vacuous governance 

10:45-11:30 Giacomo 
Giannini & 
Donatella Donati 
 

Dispositionalism's (Grand)Daddy Issues: 
Time Travelling and Perfect Masks 

 COFFEE BREAK 

12:00-12:45 Michael Wallner Does every q that explains ◻p also explain p? 

12:45-13:30 Nathaniel Baron-
Schmitt 

Thing causation and the problem of fineness 
of grain 

13:30-14:30 LUNCH  

14:30-15:15 Henrik Rydehn Disentangling metaphysical dependencies 

15:15-16:00 Martin Grajner Turtles all the way down? 

 COFFEE BREAK 

16:30-17:15 Philippe 
Verreault-Julien 

Salvaging epistemically possible how-
possibility explanations from epistemic opacity 

17:15-18:00 Felipe Morales 
Carbonell 

Modalizing together: group know-how as 
modal knowledge and vice versa 

18:30 Drinks @ Biercafe Kandinsky 
 

20:00 Dinner @ RAW 

 

https://www.biercafe-kandinsky.nl/
https://www.raw013.nl/
https://www.biercafe-kandinsky.nl/
https://www.raw013.nl/
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Tuesday 18 October 
RT 102 

10:30-11:00 COFFEE & WELCOME 

11:00-11:45 Cristina Nencha A modal contextualist account of 
essentialism 

11:45-12:30 David Liggins What can the truth-teller teach us? 

 COFFEE BREAK 

12:45-13:30 Mack Sullivan (online) Heterodox Worlds 

13:30-14:30 LUNCH 

14:30-15:15 Alessandro Torza Against modal neoconventionalism 

15:15-16:00 Alexandru Dragomir Ideal conceivers, modal 
epistemology, and the response 
dependent account of modality 

 COFFEE BREAK 

16:30-17:15 Francisca Silva (online) Inexact truthmaker semantics or 
FDE worlds 

17:15-18:00 Tobias Wilsch Modal pluralism and the problem of 
relative strength 

18:30 Drinks @ Café de Spaarbank 

19:30 Dinner @ Restaurant Waanzinning 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Tuesday 18 October 
RT 103 

10:30-11:00 COFFEE & WELCOME 

11:00-11:45 Cansu Yuksel 
(online) 

Doing metaphysics with counterpart theory: 
how to account for modality without modality? 

11:45-12:30 Maciej Sendlak 
(online) 

Counterfactuals: a hybrid approach 

 COFFEE BREAK 

12:45-13:30 Ray Cheung 
(online) 

Illusory possibility: the way back to reality 
through clearly impossible objects 

13:30-14:30 LUNCH 

14:30-15:15 Mihai Rusu 
(online) 

Modal truth and essence - grounding, 
knowledge, and explanation 

15:15-16:00 Ben Blumson Knowability & Believability 

 COFFEE BREAK 

16:30-17:15   

17:15-18:00   

18:30 Drinks @ Café de Spaarbank 

19:30 Dinner @ Restaurant Waanzinning 

 
  

https://www.stadscafedespaarbank.nl/
https://restaurantwaanzinnig.nl/
https://www.stadscafedespaarbank.nl/
https://restaurantwaanzinnig.nl/
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SHORT ABSTRACTS 
 
Arcelli, Emanuele, Fenna Blom, Giovanni Cassani, Qianyu Cheng, & Matteo 
Colombo – Can Yvette be racist but good? An experimental and 
computational study of thick terms 
 
Thick terms like ‘courageous’, ‘smart’ and ‘tasty’ combine description and evaluation. 
These terms contrast with thin evaluative terms like ‘good’ and ‘bad’ and descriptive 
terms like ‘Italian’ and ‘green’. While this contrast raises several questions about the 
distinction between facts and values and the objectivity of evaluative language, it is 
unclear how thick terms combine description and evaluation. Here we contribute to 
address this issue with two experiments involving a cancellability task and a Cloze 
task, coupled with computational modelling. We found that words’ affective valence 
and co-occurrence patterns extracted from large corpora of natural language both 
reliably predict thick terms’ cancellability and cloze effects. These results highlight the 
role of automatic valenced associations acquired through experience of co-occurrent 
words within a shared cultural milieu in explaining how thick terms combine 
evaluation and description. 
 

***** 
 
Azzano, Lorenzo – Two outlooks on metaphysical governance, and the case of 
vacuous governance 
 
An increasingly popular distinction between neo-Humean and non-Humean 
metaphysics involves the notion of metaphysical governance, viz. the idea that there 
is something in virtue of which lower-order regularities occur. I will investigate 
governance, its nature and especially its relata, vis-à-vis a specific class of cases, viz. 
those of vacuous governance, in which a governing item exists while no object 
behaves according to it. In treating such cases, (at least) two outlooks on governance 
emerge, each with its strengths and weaknesses. The First Outlook exploits a natural 
reaction to this situation, according to which cases of vacuous governance are no 
cases of governance at all. The Second Outlook exploits the logical form of 
governance traditionally advocated by the DTA theory of laws: here to be governed 
are wholesale regularities (standardly, universally quantified conditionals); such 
sentences are vacuously true in cases of vacuous governance. While the Second 
Outlook is prima facie better, I prefer a different solution, which preserves the link 

between governance and causation championed in the First Outlook, and solves 
modal counterexamples by properly reinforcing the antecedent in a governing claim. 
 

***** 
 
Baron-Schmitt, Nathaniel – Thing causation and the problem of fineness of 
grain 
 
I argue against the traditional idea that causation is a relation between events, on the 
grounds that events cannot accommodate fine-grained causal distinctions. I consider 
and reject alternative views that might accommodate fine-grained distinctions, 
including the view that causation relates facts. I then offer a different solution, on 
which causes most fundamentally are things, rather than events. 
 

***** 
 
Blumson, Ben – Knowability & Believability 
 
Consider the sentence ‘it’s raining and I don’t believe that it’s raining’. This sentence 
is not a contradiction, since in the case where it is raining, but I happen not to believe 
that it is raining, it could easily be true. But there is something absurd about asserting 
or believing it. Moore’s paradox is the problem of explaining the “absurdity” that 
arises of this and similar examples. In this paper, I compare Moore’s paradox with 
Fitch’s paradox of knowability, and argue that solutions to the former undermine 
solutions to the later, in a way that threatens version of anti-realism according to 
which everything is knowable. Specifically, I will argue that any resolution of Fitch’s 
paradox which favours anti-realism by rejecting the core reasoning of the paradox 
will also undermine the reasoning required to solve Moore’s paradox. So it is better 
to respond to Fitch’s paradox by accepting the surprising conclusion, and rejecting 
anti-realism. 
 

***** 
 

Caret, Colin – Uniformity and Impossible Worlds 
 
Impossible worlds semantics (IWS) has a well-established pedigree (Kripke, 1965; 
Cresswell, 1966; Montague, 1970; Hintikka, 1975; Rantala, 1982; Levesque, 1984; 
Wansing, 1990; Nolan, 1997; Priest, 2005; Jago, 2009), yet it is still regarded by some 
people as the quirky and off-putting cousin of possible worlds semantics. In this vein, 
IWS has been accused of suffering a serious defect in virtue of non-uniformly 
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evaluating sentences (MacPherson, 1993; Fine, 2021). A characteristic example of this 
phenomenon can be seen in the following pair of clauses for evaluation of negated 
sentences (see, e.g., Rantala 1982; Wansing 1990; Fagin et al. 1995): 
 

• If w is possible: vw(¬φ) = T iff vw(φ) = F 
• If w is impossible: vw(¬φ) is arbitrary 

 
It is tempting to read this as encoding a bizarre view about the truth-conditional 
meaning of negation, viz. the view that negation is different things in different 
worlds. 
 
In this paper, I aim to clarify the thrust of the non-uniformity complaint. I discuss 
how the phenomenon of non-uniformity has actually motivated three slightly distinct 
philosophical complaints. I then argue that these complaints are not all equally 
serious and they do not even apply to certain versions of IWS. The modest 
conclusion is that non-uniformity is not fatal for IWS as such. 
 

***** 
 
Cheung, Ray – Illusory possibility: the way back to reality through clearly 
impossible objects 
 
Ludwig Wittgenstein writes: ‘We cannot think anything unlogical, for otherwise we 
should have to think unlogically’ (TLP3.03). What it is to think illogically? See the 
following passage from the preface of the same book: ‘The book will, therefore, draw 
a limit to thinking, or rather – not to thinking, but to the expression of thoughts… 
The limit can, therefore, only be drawn in language and what lies on the other side of 
the limit will be simply nonsense.’ Consider the 1961 artwork by Maurits Escher, 
Waterfall. Given the semantic of the corresponding pictorial objects, what is depicted 
is impossible. A more complete description of space will have revealed the illogicality 
of describing a column stemming from under a bridge to reach the top of that same 
bridge further away along the same horizon, for something cannot be both lower 
than something else and also be at the same level with it, given that being at the same 
level entails being neither higher nor lower than it. Through having thoughts about 
what are thus perceptually given, either your present thought is only about a putative 
artwork that does not have the kind of meaning that I think it does, or you are given 
something through its content – that is, if, beyond ecology, one could have been 
given fictitious objects such as unicorns, whose ecological relation with an agent is 
fictitious. This artwork, therefore, depicts an example of ‘what lies on the other side 

of the limit’. Building on this, I will go on to consider how this impacts thought 
experiments. 
 

***** 
 
Dragomir, Alexandru – Ideal conceivers, modal epistemology, and the 
response dependent account of modality 
 
What grounds the truth of modal statements? And how do we acquire knowledge 
about what is possible or necessary? One of the most prominent anti-realist 
perspectives on the nature of modality, due to Menzies (1998), is the response-
dependent account of modal concepts. Offering a response-dependent account of a 
concept means defining it in terms of dispositions to elicit certain mental states from 
suitable agents under suitable circumstances. Menzies grounded possibility and 
necessity in the conceivability-response of ideal conceivers. I will draw attention to 
two major objections that can be identified in the literature: Chalmers’ (2002) 
Incoherency Objection and Sherratt’s (2010) Transparency Objection. The aim of 
this paper is to defend the response-dependent account of modality against these two 
objections. 
 

***** 
 
Effingham, Nikk – Surfing the Wave 
 
The Wave Theory of time (WT) is a new theory in the ontology of time. As with 
eternalism, there eternally exist four-dimensional hunks of matter. However, those 
four-dimensional objects are not identical to commonplace objects (e.g. me, you, 
mountains, cars etc.). Instead, when they become present, the instantaneous temporal 
parts of those hunks constitute the commonplace objects, akin to how a lump of clay 
constitutes a statue. 
 
Here, I argue that the WT can neatly capture what it is for things to move through 
time. We often speak of things moving through time, e.g. ‘We are fast approaching 
Christmas’. Unlike its competitors, WT best allows for that. 
 
First, I present a temporal analogue of the ‘at-at’ analysis of spatial movement. The 
temporal version says that to move from t1 to t2, a thing must exactly occupy t1 at 
an earlier time and exactly occupy t2 at a later time. I provide an understanding of 
‘exact temporal occupation’ in terms of spatiotemporal occupation: to move from t1 
to t2 is to exactly occupy one spacetime region that is a sub-region of t1, before—at a 
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later time—exactly occupying a spacetime region which is a sub-region of t2. I sketch 
how, given that definition, WT allows for temporal movement. 
 
Second, I compare WT to its competitors and show how it is superior. 
 

***** 
 

Giannini, Giacomo & Donatella Donati – Dispositionalism's (Grand)Daddy 
Issues: Time Travelling and Perfect Masks 
 
There is a tension between Dispositionalism –– the view that all metaphysical 
modality is grounded in actual irreducible dispositional properties –– and the 
possibility of time travel. This is due to the fact that Dispositionalism makes it much 
harder to solve a potentiality-based version of the grandfather paradox. We first 
present a potentiality-based version of the grandfather paradox, stating that the 
following theses are inconsistent: 1) time travel is possible, 2) powers fully ground 
modality, 3) self-defeating actions are impossible, 4) time-travellers retain their 
intrinsic powers upon time-travelling, and 5) time-travellers are ordinary agents with 
basic intrinsic potentialities. We then consider a number of potential solutions, and 
find them wanting. We argue that the metaphysical impossibility of performing a self-
defeating action acts as a necessary perfect mask –– while time-travel lets us “slip” 
the potentiality under the mask, thus generating the contradiction. We conclude 
considering what are the options for the dispositionalist. 
 

***** 
 

Grajner, Martin – Turtles all the way down? Why Grounding is (Probably) not 
a Well-Founded Relation 
 
Many philosophers have recently turned their attention to the notion of grounding to 
state claims of metaphysical structure or determination. Grounding is generally 
agreed to impart a priority-ordering among its relata: if a plurality of facts G grounds 
a particular fact A, then G is more fundamental than A. But how far does this 
priority extend? Do chains of ground necessarily terminate in fundamental facts or 
entities? Jonathan Schaffer (2016) has proposed an argument in favour of the thesis 
that grounding is a well-founded relation. He argues that the notion of grounding 
bears a constitutive connection to the notion of inheritance of being. As inheritance 
of being is a well-founded relation, he claims, grounding is also a well-founded 
relation. Schaffer’s argument has already been criticised. In this paper, I present a 
new criticism of the argument. I argue that it fails to establish its conclusion because 

the phrase ‘inherits its being’ is used figuratively in its main premises. Therefore, 
Schaffer’s argument does not allow us to derive any substantive conclusions about 
the nature of grounding. 
 

***** 
 

Jespersen, Bjorn – Impossibilities without Impossibilia 
 
Circumstantialists already have a logical semantics for impossibilities. They expand 
their logical space of possible worlds by adding impossible worlds. These are 
impossible circumstances serving as indices of evaluation, at which impossibilities are 
true. The opposite of circumstantialism, namely structuralism, has some catching-up 
to do. What might a structuralist logical semantics for impossibilities without 
impossibilia look like? This paper makes a structuralist counterproposal. I present a 
semantics based on a procedural interpretation of the typed l-calculus. The 
fundamental idea is that talk about impossibilities should be construed in terms of 
procedures, some of which yield as their product a condition that could not possibly 
have a satisfier, while the rest fail to yield a product at all. Dispensing with a ‘bottom’ 
of impossibilia requires instead a ‘top’ consisting of structured hyperintensions, 
intensions, intensions defining other intensions, a typed universe, and dual 
predication. I explain how the theory works by going through a couple of cases.    
 

***** 
 

Liggins, David – What can the truth-teller teach us? 
 
Semantic paradoxes such as the Liar paradox are an important source of evidence 
concerning which logic is correct. In this talk I examine what can be learned from 
also bringing into consideration propositions such as Truth-Teller – a proposition 
that says of itself that it is true. While my focus is on Truth-Teller, I am also thinking 
of cases such as the No-No Paradox (which is generated by two propositions, each 
of which says that the other is false) and the paradox generated by an infinite 
sequence of propositions each of which says that the next one in the sequence is true. 
In each of these cases, there is more than one classically logically possible distribution 
of truth-values, but seemingly no way to work out which distribution is correct. In 
this talk I consider what sort of problem these propositions raise, and discuss two 
possible responses to it. 
 

***** 
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Masterman, Christopher James – One way the ways the world could have 
been can't be 
 
Suppose we are contingentists and accept two commonly endorsed modal principles 
about propositions: first, that a proposition must exist to be true and, second, that a 
proposition expressed by a sentence featuring a term depends for its existence on the 
referent of that term. What do we then have to say about possible worlds, i.e., the 
ways, or representations of the ways, the world could have been? Here, I argue that 
the contingentist must plausibly accept that possible worlds are themselves 
contingent entities. I then develop a contingentist model theory to model this 
conception of possible worlds and outline a series of negative results. First, I show 
that if possibility is just truth at some possible world, then this kind of contingentism 
collapses into necessitism. Second, I show that the contingentist cannot accept even a 
weak connection between propositions, worlds and possibility. That is, I show that 
the contingentist must reject some deeply plausible claims about mere possibilia if 
they accept that p is possible only if there is a proposition q which is possibly a world 
at which p is true. 
 

***** 
 
Morales Carbonell, Felipe – Modalizing together: group know-how as modal 
knowledge and vice versa 
 
In this talk, I will explore social modal epistemology. Despite the blooming of 
mainstream social epistemology, topical social epistemologies have lagged behind, 
relatively speaking (cf. Stewart (2007) on topical epistemologies). While some 
approaches in modal epistemology like Thomasson’s (2020) normativism have 
emphasised the pragmatic and social dimensions of modal judgment, the emphasis 
has remained on individuals as the subjects of modal judgment. Here, I want to 
suggest that modal epistemology should take an anti-individualistic step. In particular, 
I will consider the question of whether groups can modalize (that is, whether 
collective modalizing is possible), and through which means. I will do this in two 
moments. In a first moment, I will argue for the (somewhat innocuous claim) that 
group know-how is a kind of collective modal knowledge. In a second moment, I will 
explore an interesting twist on the connection between group know how and modal 
knowledge, namely, the idea that modal knowledge in general is a form of group 
knowhow. Finally, and along those lines, I will revisit Van Inwagen’s (1998) skeptical 
idea that metaphysical modal claims are something that philosophers have simply 
gotten away with saying, and argue that radical modal anti-intellectualism is able to 

make sense of it in a more precise way, vindicate it partially, and at the same time 
perhaps show that it is not a big concern after all. 
 

***** 
 
Nencha, Cristina – A modal contextualist account of essentialism 
 
Kit Fine (1994) advanced a remarkable objection to the Modal Account of 
Essentialism (MAE). In response to this, many have attempted to salvage MAE by 
proposing non-standard versions of it, and two strategies have been investigated, 
which I will label ‘the universalist strategy’ and ‘the particularist strategy’. Broadly 
speaking, the universalist strategy tries to classify a certain property as being had or 
not as a matter of essentiality in an absolute way, and not with respect to specific 
bearers - see, for instance, the proposals by Della Rocca (1996), Cowling, (2013), and 
Wildman (2013). Gorman (2005), on the other hand, follows the particularist 
strategy. Such a strategy attempts to establish if a property is determined to be 
essential or not with respect to a specific bearer. As Wildman (2016) notes, this 
strategy has yet to be developed in detail. As a result, it is not clear whether or not 
such a response is acceptable. Nonetheless, to my knowledge, it is the only strategy 
which successfully accounts for all the Finean counterexamples. My aim is to propose 
a way to develop the particularist strategy, by providing the details that it needs in 
order to be properly assessed. I will argue that a modal contextualist account of 
essentialism (MCAE) can overcome the difficulties of Gorman’s proposal, while 
keeping its advantages. I will conclude that MCAE represents an interesting and 
compelling alternative to the universalist strategy, and that the question as to which 
better responds to Fine comes down to a matter of balance between which aspect of 
Fine’s conception of ‘essence’ we are willing to drop and which one we are not 
willing to abandon. 
 

***** 
 
De Rizzo, Julio – Some time for metaphysical modality 
 
In fn.57 of Naming and Necessity, we read: 
 

Ordinarily when we ask intuitively whether something might have happened 
to a given object, we ask whether the universe could have gone on as it 
actually did up to a certain time, but diverge in its history from that point 
forward so that the vicissitudes of that object would have been different 
from that time forth. (p. 115) 
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Kripke hints here at an attractive and intuitively simple picture of metaphysical 
modalities: To be metaphysically possible just is to be the case (now or atemporally), 
or be or have been an open future, that is a possible divergence in the course of 
history. 
 
While this temporalist view is not new, it has not been spelled out in detail nor 
compared to contemporary extant accounts. In this talk, I take the first steps in filling 
this gap. I begin by stating the view and presenting the conception of time as 
‘branching’ it relies on. (The precise statement calls for an amendment to the simpler 
picture above.) I then argue that it scores better than essentialist and potentialist 
accounts of metaphysical modality. I conclude by responding to two objections. 
 

***** 
 

Rusu, Mihai – Modal truth and essence: grounding, knowledge, and 
explanation 
 
This talk will consist of a critical discussion of some of the main arguments from the 
recent debates surrounding Fine (1994)’s essentialist account of modalities. Fine’s 
account is centered on the idea that essences are more primitive (ontologically and in 
the order of explanation) than modalities and therefore ground and explain modal 
truth. The essentialist account appears to lead to circularity or infinite regress if one 
accepts that essentialist truths must themselves be necessary, as it was made apparent 
by Hale (2013). There are, however, other recent critiques of Finean essentialism, 
such as Bovey (2022), Leech (2018), Noonan (2018), Romero (2019), Van Cleve 
(2018) and Wildman (2021) which attack Finean essentialism directly, by exploiting in 
different ways this perceived incapacity of the Finean to explain modality through 
essence. Wallner (2020) and Wallner and Vaidya (2020) are reactions to some of these 
criticisms, questioning the idea that the necessity of essentialist truths cannot be 
explained by appealing to the essence of the target object or of other objects, on pain 
of vicious circularity. 
 
My approach will provide a different kind of defense. I submit that the notion of 
essence can indeed be a coherent metaphysical notion. This claim will be argued for 
by examining the possibility that the fundamental premise of the argument, i.e. that 
essentialist truths must themselves be necessary, is not universally true and therefore 
cannot be used in a general argument. To this end, I will explore the consequences of 
a simple example inspired by the pluralistic scientific realism of Hasok Chang (2012). 
 

***** 
 
Rydehn, Henrik – Disentangling metaphysical dependencies 
 
What is the relationship between grounding and ontological dependence? Are they 
two wholly distinct phenomena, or can they be unified somehow? Tahko & Lowe 
(2020) and Rydéhn (2021) have independently argued in favor of the former position. 
On the other side of the divide, Jack Casey (2022) has recently provided an account 
according to which ontological dependence and grounding are unified by the former 
simply being a special case of the latter. 
 
In this talk, I will argue that Casey’s account fails to provide a good basis for unifying 
ontological dependence and grounding. I will show that there are two divergent 
versions of Casey’s account suggested by the text and argue that one of them is 
clearly unsatisfactory. I will then proceed to criticize the second version of the 
account by showing that Casey’s responses to three problems threatening it are 
unsuccessful. Finally, I will briefly sketch a rough competing picture of the 
relationship between grounding and ontological dependence which can explain where 
both versions of Casey’s account go wrong as well as easily avoid the problems 
generated by them. 
 

***** 
 
Schoonen, Tom & Giacomo Giannini – Relational Trouble 
 
Dispositionalism is the theory of modality according to which all claims of 
metaphysical modality are grounded in actual, irreducible dispositional properties. 
One of the main selling points of the theory is its promise to deliver an especially 
desirable epistemology of modality. Dispositionalists claim that the theory affords us 
empirical access to modal facts, “by anchoring possibilities in the right kind of ob-
jects: actual objects, with which we have epistemic contact” (Vetter 2015: 11). Thus, 
if we adopt a pow-ers-ontology, it seems that we come to know many modal truths 
in a simple, anti-exceptionalist, and empiricist-friendly way: we perceive them. Our 
aim in this talk is to investigate whether dispositionalists can keep this promise.  
 
The dispositionalists’ promise turns on two principles:  
 
Structure The essence of powers mentions their place in a network of 

directedness relations  
Transparency  We come to know the essence of powers by perceiving them  



TILBURG ISSUES ON THE (IM)POSSIBLE CONFERENCE, 17-18 OCTOBER 2022 

 
The problem is that, if taken in their strongest form, Transparency and Structure are 
jointly extremely implausible. This is due to the Universal Knowledge Worry -- in order to 
know one property, one would thereby know the entire Ramsified book of laws – 
and, worse still, the Perception Worry -- this knowledge is available to us through simple 
perception. 
 
We will discuss some ways out for the dispositionalist and find all of these wanting: 
no acceptable weakening of Transparency and Structure successfully dissolves the 
Universal Knowledge and the Perception worries. 
 

***** 
 

Sendlak, Maciej – Counterfactuals: a hybrid approach 
 
The subject of my talk is the semantical question of counterfactuals, i.e., the truth-
condition of expressions such as “If it were the case that A, then it would be the case 
that C,” where A and C stand for the antecedent and a consequent respectively. 
There are at least three popular approaches to this question: support theory, possible 
worlds semantics, and truthmaker semantics. While each of these is of great 
importance for understanding the phenomenon of counterfactuals, all of them are 
grounded in notions that are somehow considered controversial or opaque.  
 
In my talk, I want to sketch an alternative account of counterfactuals. This is 
grounded in three assumptions, imported from the philosophy of science. The first 
one has it that to explain a phenomenon is to show how it depends on something 
else. The second states that the correct explanation ought to be contrastive. The third 
assumption concerns the aim of explanation, which is considered to be 
understanding. I am going to argue that – together with the assumption that 
conditionals express a dependence relation between A and C – the above gives 
ground for analysis of counterfactuals. 
 

***** 
 
Silva, Francisca – Inexact truthmaker semantics or FDE worlds 
 
In this talk I will present models for what minimally rational agents know given what 
they know that meet several (as I shall claim) plausible desiderata for the knowledge 
states of non-ideal agents. These models can be given either in terms of a space of 
possible and impossible worlds that Berto and Jago (2019) call FDE worlds, or in 

terms of a space of states satisfying a relation of inexact truthmaking, when both are 
conjoined with a specific view of subject matters. As far as the semantics goes, then, 
the two approaches are in equally good standing. Should we prefer a talk of states 
and inexact truthmaking or of impossible worlds and worldly representation? The 
answer lies in the underlying metaphysics presupposed by both theoretical 
approaches. I conclude, then, by comparing the prospects of both approaches in 
terms of their metaphysical commitments. 
 
***** 
 
Sullivan, Mack – Hetrodox Worlds 
 
Let me say, along with the majority of modal metaphysicians, that worlds are a 
certain kind of collection (whether a set, a class, a plurality, or something more 
exotic) of a certain kind of representational entity (whether propositions, interpreted 
sentences, or something else).   There is a heated debate in the literature over what 
exactly worlds are.  And in this paper, I propose a cluster of claims (partial 
comprehension schemas, individuation conditions, etc.) which culminate in an 
account of worlds that we might call universalism:  
 
Sentences Every wff  is a sentence.   
 
Propositions Let ‘[p]’ and ‘the proposition that p’ be synonymous.  Thus, ‘[the 

dog is smiling]’ and ‘the proposition that the dog is smiling’ mean 
the same thing.  Then: for every sentence s, [s] exists; and if s1 ≠ 
s2, then [s1] ≠ [s2]. 

 
Universalism For every class C of propositions, there is some world w such that 

w = C 
 
This paper explores the virtues and vices of universalism, so construed, and suggests 
that it is a distinctively attractive view about worlds.   
 
***** 
 
Torza, Alessandro – Against modal neoconventionalism 
 
Unlike modal conventionalism of old, that attempted to fully ground modal truth in 
linguistic conventions (Ayer, 1936), neo-conventionalists think that modal truth is 
only partially grounded in linguistic conventions, namely conventions about the 
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meaning of ‘necessary’ (Sider, 2011; Cameron, 2018). After defending neo-
conventionalism from two objections, I will formulate a new critique that relies on a 
two-dimensional semantics designed to model the distinction between counterfactual 
and counterconventional reasoning (Einheuser, 2006). If the critique is sound, neo-
conventionalism is incoherent. 
 
***** 
 
Verreault-Julien, Philippe – Salvaging epistemically possible how-possibility 
explanations from epistemic opacity 
 
What epistemic role highly idealized models may play has recently received a lot of 
attention. One prevalent proposal that has emerged is that these models provide 
howpossibly explanations (HPEs) (e.g. Bokulich 2014; Forber 2010; Grüne-Yanoff 
2013; Reutlinger, Hangleiter, and Hartmann 2018; Rohwer and Rice 2013; Verreault-
Julien 2019; Ylikoski and Aydinonat 2014). One alleged type of epistemically valuable 
HPEs are those considered to be epistemically possible (see Brainard 2020; Grüne-
Yanoff and VerreaultJulien 2021; Sjölin Wirling and Grüne-Yanoff 2021). In a 
nutshell, epistemically possible HPEs are possible explanations that are not ruled out 
by our knowledge. Although potentially fruitful, this approach to epistemic value also 
has paradoxical features; the less we know, the more epistemically possible HPEs we 
have, which implies that ignorance itself would be a driver of epistemic value.  
In this paper, I examine a particular class of puzzling epistemically possible HPEs 
that I call epistemically opaque HPEs (EO-HPEs). EO-HPEs are HPEs obtained by 
an epistemically opaque process such as simulation or deep learning models. In short, 
a process is epistemically opaque when an agent lacks knowledge or understanding of 
why the process yields the results that it does (e.g. Beisbart 2021; Durán and 
Formanek 2018; Humphreys 2009).  
 
Contrary to HPEs obtained with a transparent process (e.g. an analytical model), EO-
HPEs seem to face different justificatory and validation challenges. In particular, 
validation doesn’t only appear to involve assessing the ‘link uncertainty’ (Sullivan 
2020) between the model and the target. The problem EO-HPEs raise is the 
following: How could EO-HPEs have epistemic value if they are the result of a 
process about which we lack knowledge or understanding? 
 
This paper makes two main contributions. First, it elaborates on a recent and 
promising account of the value of HPEs as epistemically possible explanations. In 
particular, it identifies an obstacle to that account, namely the epistemic opacity of 

some modelling processes. Second, it presents different ways to salvage the epistemic 
value of these models despite their opacity. 
 
***** 
 

Wallner, Michael – Does every q that explains ◻p also explain p? 
 
It seems that a positive answer to the title question would yield an initially plausible 
principle about metaphysical explanation in general. We could call this principle 
(NT):  
 

(NT)  Ɐq Ɐp ((q ◁ ◻p) → (q ◁ p)) 
 
Despite its initial plausibility, I argue that (NT) fails as a general principle and that we 
should answer the title question in the negative. My talk will proceed in three steps.  
 
In the first step, I shall criticize James van Cleve’s (1999, 40) rationale for (NT), 
arguing that the cases van Cleve cites as a justification of (NT) do not generalize.  
 
In the second step, I consider another motivation for (NT), which consists in a 
seemingly very natural thought: If q is powerful enough to account for or generate 
the fact that p is necessary, i.e. to function as the metaphysical source or ground of 

◻p, it seems to be true, a forteriori, that q also accounts for, or generates, or 
functions as the metaphysical source or ground of the fact that p is true. I shall argue 
that this “a forteriori point” for (NT) fails on account of the non-monotonicity and 
the hyperintensionality of metaphysical explanation.  
 
This yields the tentative conclusion that, if no better motivation or rationale is 
forthcoming, we should resist (NT) as a general principle.  
 
The third step concerns why discussing (NT) is important. Here I will examine a 
recent argument from Bovey (2022) against Finean essentialism. I shall argue that 
principles like (NT) cannot be used to criticize Finean essentialism the way Bovey 
envisions. I will do so by introducing a distinction between two fundamentally 
different kinds of metaphysical explanation. 
 

***** 
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Wilsch, Tobias – Modal pluralism and the problem of relative strength 
 

“That the genuine modalities fall into a nested sequence requires an 
explanation. (I know of no attempt to explain it.)” – Marc Lange, Laws and 
Lawmakers, p. 88 

 
Modal Monism is the familiar view that there is a single most fundamental pair of 
(non-epistemic) notions of necessity and possibility, and that all other notions of 
necessity and possibility are derived from it. Modal Pluralism is its negation. Kit Fine 
and Marc Lange, two influential pluralists, support their view with differences in 
modal strength: one kind of necessity is stronger than the other. The standard 
characterization has it that the stronger kind of necessity entails the weaker kind. But 
both Fine and Lange recognize that, on the pluralist picture, it is puzzling where such 
entailments between kinds of necessity could come from. In fact, a look at the 
sources of the different kinds of necessity suggests that there couldn’t be such 
entailments! Lange’s explanation of the entailments employs a rather bold reduction 
of modality to counterfactual conditionals. But fundamental “counterfacts” are hard 
to stomach. So, what to do? 
 
One might expect that this Problem of Relative Strength is easily solved by defining 
suitable notions of possibility. However, this easy solution does not work, if we take 
differences in relative strength to be sufficiently “objective”.  
 
I will develop a recipe for how modal pluralists can secure objective differences in 
modal strength. This recipe relies on two substantive claims, the Anchored 
Conception of Possibility and the Priority of Possibility. On the Anchored 
Conception, possibility is defined relative to those facts that are prior to the 
possibilities in question. The Priority of Possibility says that the possibility of 
contingent facts is metaphysically prior to these facts; a putative fact must be possible 
“before” it obtains. I will motivate these two claims, and I will explain how, once 
combined, they can solve the Problem of Relative Strength. 
 

***** 
Yuksel, Cansu – Doing metaphysics with counterpart theory: how to account 
for modality without modality? 
 
Counterpart Theory eliminates modal vocabulary via a translation scheme converting 
every sentence of quantified modal logic into some sentence of a non-modal first-
order language (Lewis, 1968). Hence, counterpart-theoretic interpretations of modal 
languages are naturally compatible with reductionist metaphysics of modality that 

reduce modal facts to non-modal ones. This paper explores three such reductionist 
theories that one can combine with the counterpart-theoretic interpretation of a first-
order modal language: Lewisian modal realism (Lewis, 1986), and two versions of 
neo-conventionalism, which I call ‘worlds-based neo-conventionalism’ (Cameron, 
2009, 2010) and ‘axiom-based neo-conventionalism’ (Sider, 2011). I argue that whilst 
Lewisian modal realism fails to deliver a reductively successful account of the extent 
of modality (Divers and Melia, 2002; Hale, 2013), worlds-based neo-conventionalism 
meets significant drawbacks in its account of the extent, and perhaps also, the nature 
of modality, given the difficulty of defining the counterpart relation along ersatzist 
lines (Woodward, 2017). I develop a new proposal bringing together axiom-based 
neo-conventionalism and minimally applied counterpart theory. This account 
explains both the nature and the extent of modality without resorting to primitive 
modality, enjoys the benefits of doing modal logic in a non-modal fully extensional 
language, and is metaphysically frugal by avoiding controversial questions about a 
specialised modal ontology of worlds and possibilia. 
 

***** 
 

  



TILBURG ISSUES ON THE (IM)POSSIBLE CONFERENCE, 17-18 OCTOBER 2022 

HOW TO GET THERE 

Attending In-Person 

For those coming to campus, all the talks will take place on the first floor of 

the Reitse Toren (RT) building. Here is a campus map with the building circled 

in red:  

 

The RT building is immediately in front of the Prof. Cobbenhagenlaan Bus Stop, 

serviced by bus numbers 2, 3, 4, and 131. It is also about a 15-minute walk from 

the Central station, and a 5-minute walk from Tilburg Universiteit station. 

 

Attending Online 
 

All talks, whether online or in-person, will be live streamed via zoom (assuming 

no major technical issues). There are separate streams for the two rooms. Here are 

the relevant details:  

 
Room RT102  Room RT103  

https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/996

39636759?pwd=dFpocHFBbWVvT3Z

XMVU1ejlHY2tDZz09  
  
  

Meeting ID: 996 3963 6759  
Passcode: TILIIRT102  

  

https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/9480

3492880?pwd=d3NUNXlTTHRUOFh4

VUUxbExoWGtLZz09  
  
  

Meeting ID: 948 0349 2880  
Passcode: TILIIRT103  

  
Note that the same zoom streams will be used for both days. 
 

https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/99639636759?pwd=dFpocHFBbWVvT3ZXMVU1ejlHY2tDZz09
https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/99639636759?pwd=dFpocHFBbWVvT3ZXMVU1ejlHY2tDZz09
https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/99639636759?pwd=dFpocHFBbWVvT3ZXMVU1ejlHY2tDZz09
https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/94803492880?pwd=d3NUNXlTTHRUOFh4VUUxbExoWGtLZz09
https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/94803492880?pwd=d3NUNXlTTHRUOFh4VUUxbExoWGtLZz09
https://tilburguniversity.zoom.us/j/94803492880?pwd=d3NUNXlTTHRUOFh4VUUxbExoWGtLZz09

