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Bianca Cepollaro (Institut Jean Nicod) 

Slurs in dialogue 
Abstract: Slurs and expressives have recently been object of interest for linguists and 
philosophers of language: the core issue concerns how to analyze the derogatory 
content that slurs convey. The intent of the present paper is to show how the 
observation of slurs' behaviour in dialogues might enrich the debate. In this paper I 
will claim that a presuppositional analysis of slurs is particularly explicative when it 
comes to account for how slurs work in conversation. Calling on the notion of 
presupposition provides us an extremely rich set of tools to describe how slurs behave 
in a dialogue. An organic and systematic account of slurs needs to investigate how 
these terms work in conversation rather than restricting the observation to a single 
subject-predicate sentence isolated from a context. On the one hand, my aim is to 
develop further a presuppositional account of slurs by extending the analysis to how 
slurs work in conversation; on the other hand, I also want to show that the way slurs 
work in conversation is a strong evidence  in favor of the presuppositional account of 
slurs. 

Giulia Pravato (Logos/UB and Venice): 

A cloudy semantics for normative terms 
Abstract: If there are no objective normative properties, facts and relations, and yet 
normative speech is not bankrupt, i.e. fundamentally flawed, what’s the best account 
of the meaning and use of thin normative terms like “good”, “right”, and "ought”? In 
this paper I develop an alternative to three existing antirealist and success-theoretic 
frameworks, namely, contextualism, relativism, and expressivism. In contrast with 
expressivism and relativism, I argue that normative sentences semantically express 
classical propositions, i.e. propositions that are bivalent and that possess absolute 
truth-values; in contrast with contextualism, I argue that the semantic content of a 
normative sentence in context is not a unique standard-indexed proposition, but 
a set of such standard-indexed propositions. In some respects, thus, normative 
predicates turn out to be more similar to semantically indeterminate predicates than to 
paradigm context-sensitive ones. I argue that this “cloudy semantics” has some 
advantages over the competing accounts. 

Natalia Karczewska (Warsaw) 

Metaliguistic Negotiations as Disagreements about Taste - a Few Critical Remarks. 
Abstract:  

 

Andrei Moldovan (Salamanca) 

The Fregean vs. the Strawsonian theory of definite descriptions 
Abstract: I compare Frege's and Strawson's theory of definite descriptions, and argue 
that they are significantly different, so as to make talk of the 'Frege-Strawson' theory of 
descriptions strictly speaking inadequate. Although the two theories make similar 



	   2	  

predictions when the description occurs in an extensional context, they make different 
predictions when the description occurs in an intensional context. In the second part of 
the talk I compare the two theories with respect to the predictions they make 
concerning various intensional contexts.  

Josep Maciá (Logos/UB): 

Presuppositions in thought? 
Abstract: Sentences, such as “Jane will also come to the party” or “It was in Boston 
where Mario met Quine” have presuppositions (that someone different from Jane will 
come to the party, or that Mario met Quine). We might ask ourselves if beliefs or 
thoughts also have presuppositions. The answer that we provide in this paper is that 
some kinds of thoughts –what we will call “word-thoughts”– do have presuppositions, 
but that beliefs, generally, do not have presuppositions, at least not in the sense and the 
limited way in which sentences do. 

Mihaela Popa (Logos/UB) 

Slurring and Silencing 
Why is slurs’ offensiveness so sticky and hard to repudiate? Philosophers have recently 
wrestled with explaining how slurs offend and where to locate the source of their 
offensiveness. We argue that explaining how slurs behave requires a multi-factors 
explanation with a dominant expressive component—but the power of the offensiveness 
is derived both from how the attitudes are expressed and the power relations they are 
grounded in. 

We develop an expressivist account on which slurring is a dual-speech-act: 
predicating group-membership and conventionally implicating contempt toward that 
group. Slurs are dehumanizing not just because speakers are expressing deeply 
negative attitudes or they represent the targets as worthy of contempt, but also because 
these are attitudes expressed non-defensively—i.e. presented as not even worthy of 
debate so that their appropriateness can be taken for granted and endorsed as 
appropriate way to refer to the targeted group. The destructive power of slurs is due 
not only to contempt being perceived as unmerited, but is down primarily to implicitly 
silencing targets and sympathetic bystanders. The expression of contempt as something 
not defendable robs them of their right to speech-agency—i.e. their right to enter 
speech in a capacity of subject, as opposed to object, with no right to respond by giving 
and asking for reasons in relation to their low-status and the grounds for the attitude. 
Importantly, silencing through slurring gains power on the backdrop of so-called 
oppressive permissibility facts. Speakers using slurs signal their affiliation to 
oppressive groups, thereby enacting and perpetuating injustices already grounded in 
oppressive social arrangements. We contend this complex structure of attitude 
expression explains the slurs’ sting—the power to dehumanize their targets and the 
feelings of complicity often felt by hearers—against current objections raised to 
expressivism. 

Dan Zeman (Basque Country) 

Relativism and the Multi-Perspectivality of Evaluative Claims 
Abstract: One of the essential features of evaluative predicates (predicates of taste, 
aesthetic predicates, perhaps moral predicates) have been taken to be their 
perspectivality – the fact that for their interpretation, and thus for the assignment of 
truth to the sentences they appear in, appeal to perspectives is needed. In this 
presentation I want to draw attention to a less discussed phenomenon: namely, that 
evaluative predicates give rise to readings of sentences containing more than one such 
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predicate that require appeal to more than one perspective – a phenomenon I call 
“multi-perspectivality”. For example, in a suitable context, it is plausible that 
(1) Johnny played a silly prank and had a lot of tasty licorice 
has a reading according to which the perspective needed for the interpretation of 
“tasty” is Johnny’s, while the perspective needed for the interpretation of “silly” is that 
of someone else (the speaker’s, or that of the victim of the prank). 

Multi-perspectivality seems to be at odds with relativism about evaluative claims. 
Lasersohn (2008), for example, vehemently denies the availability of multi-perspectival 
readings in quantified versions of (1). Thus, insofar as multi-perspectivality is a solid 
phenomenon, Lasersohn’s claim that relativism is better situated than contextualism in 
accounting for the available readings is jeopardized. An inquiry into the root of the 
problem reveals that it stems from (what some consider) a core commitment of the 
relativist outlook, namely that each sentence has to be evaluated for truth with respect 
to one and only one perspective. In the last part I explore two possible ways for the 
relativist to relax this commitment (by employing what I call the “paraphrasing 
strategy” and by adopting multiple indexing) that might allow her to account for 
multi-perspectivality. 

Isidora Stojanovic (Institut Jean Nicod) 

Expressing Value-Judgements in Context 
Abstract: In this talk, we'll look at different semantic and pragmatic mechanisms of 
expressing and/or conveying judgements of value, and, in particular, of aesthetic 
value. While such judgements may, of course, be expressed by means of evaluative 
terms, such as “excellent”, “mediocre”, or “bad”, they may also be expressed using 
terms whose primary usage is not evaluative, such as “intense” or “somber”. What is 
more, in the latter case, whether a given statement conveys a positive or a negative 
judgement crucially depends on the context. We shall suggest that in most such cases, 
the application conditions of the term involve several dimensions of evaluation, and 
that the overall evaluation conveyed depends on which dimensions are contextually 
most relevant. 

Max Kölbel (Logos/UB) 

Pants on Fire and Knickers in a Twist: Part II 
Abstract: Last year in the Logos Seminar I presented Part I of this paper, which 
consisted at presenting a problem and hinting at possible solutions. I now want to 
focus on the solutions and elaborate on the one that strikes me as most promising. 

Suppose (i) we want to say that what exlains the difference between “My pants 
are on fire.” and “Max’s pants are on fire.” is that the former expresses a “de se content” 
or “centered content”, while the latter does not. Suppose further, (ii) that we want to 
say that “It’s tasty.” expresses a relativised content, and that this is what differentiates 
it from, for example, “It’s tasty for me.” Finally, suppose (iii) that de se contents or 
centered contents are relativised contents. Then we have a problem in specifying the 
contents of the following three sentences:  
1a It’s tasty. 
1b It’s tasty for me. 
1c It’s tasty for Max. 
This was the problem presented in Part I. The aim of this paper is to explore a solution 
which consists in claiming that 1a and 1b express the same centered content, but that 
they differ in the conversational contribution they make. 
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Stephan Torre (Aberdeen) 

In Defense of De Se Content 
I characterize a notion of de se belief that is neutral with respect to friends and foes of 
uniquely  de se content. I then argue for a determination thesis relating de se belief to 
belief content: that there is no difference in de se belief without a difference in belief 
content. I argue that various proposals for rejecting this determination thesis are 
unsuccessful. In the last part of the paper, I employ this determination thesis to argue 
for the existence of a type of belief content that is uniquely de se.   

	  


