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Dear Friends of the Department,

Greetings! | am pleased to send you thisissue of the Michigan Philosophy News. It has been a busy and productive
year in Ann Arbor, and | would like to bring you up to date on recent developments. Since our main business, and
greatest pride, isour popular and vibrant undergraduate program, it seems appropriate to start there.

Undergraduate News. We had sixty-eight students receive B.A. degrees with a concentration in Philosophy this
year, and another twenty-one earned a minor in the discipline. These are large numbers for a department our size.
The continued popularity of philosophy at Michigan is surely due to the talent and dedication of our instructional
staff. Members of the faculty offer serious undergraduate coursesin all areas and at al academic levels. We remain
committed, individually and collectively, to providing our undergraduates with the best philosophical training to be
found anywhere.

A number of our concentrators won awards thisyear. Jonathan Shaheen recieved the William K. Frankena Prize for
being the outstanding Philosophy Concentrator to graduate in the 2005-06 academic year. Jonathan’s honors thesis
“Toward a Better Understanding of Meinong's Theory of Objects,” which was written under the supervision of lan
Proops, explored difficult questions pertaining to claims of existence. Jonathan has decided to stay in Ann Arbor for
awhilelonger: he entered our Ph.D. program thisfall! Two other students also completed senior honors thesesin the
Department. Kevin DuComb’s “ The Modern Supreme Court and Prospects for Legislative Review” developed an
original scheme for submitting Supreme Court rulings to Congressional review. Kurt Muehmel’s“An Ethical Ap-
proach to Global Climate Change Mitigation,” which was written for Honors in both Philosophy and the Program in
the Environment, brought together contemporary technical literature on global climate change with recent thinking on
guestions of international justice. Three of our concentrators won Haller Prizes for writing outstanding philosophy
papers. Jeff Fisher for “Error in the Fourth and Sixth Meditations,” Adam Rigoni for “ An Examination of Descartes
View on Infinite Regresses,” and Victor Szabo for “Music and Emotional Response.”

| am particularly excited to tell you of an innovative curricular initiative that will help Michigan freshmen and sopho-
mores think through complex moral issues. Mary Sue Coleman, President of the University, recently constituted a
Task Force on Ethicsin Public Life and charged it to “explore the synergies of education and scholarship on the issue
of ethicsin public life.” The Task Force concluded that expanded undergraduate course offeringsin ethics, espe-
cialy applied ethics, ranks among the greatest student needs. It therefore encouraged “the development of new un-
dergraduate courses that develop moral discernment.” Beginning in winter 2007, the Philosophy Department will
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offer anew kind of course, Philosophy 160: Moral Principles
and Problems, to address this need. Most introductory applied
ethics courses ask students with no real background in moral
theory to begin tackling complicated ethical issues right away:
euthanasia, capital punishment, abortion, cloning, animal ex-
perimentation, health-care rationing, and so on. The predictable
result is that, even at the end of the course, students’ actual
knowledge of the principles of moral evaluation is spotty and is
largely tied to a specific problem area. Asacorrective, we have
designed a course whose structure is, so far as we know, unique
inthe University. Studentswill attend lectures, delivered by a
member of the regular faculty, which will provide a thorough
and systematic introduction to moral philosophy to serve asthe
theoretical “spine”’ of their experience. Peter Railton, one of
our most accomplished and popular teachers (and one of the
leading moral philosophers of our day), has agreed to run the
maiden version of the course. The discussion sections supply
the real innovation. Each will be lead by an advanced graduate
student, with special training, and each will focus on a different
area of applied ethics. Among the topics we hope to cover are:
health care ethics, economics and international justice, environ-
mental ethics, human relations with animals and nature, moral-
ity and religion, citizenship and government, ethics and the law,
and professional and corporate ethics. We have, in effect,
wrapped arigorous applied ethics course inside a serious intro-
duction to theoretical ethics. One key to making this new for-
mat work will be the training of the graduate student instruc-
tors. Thisyear we have secured funding to provide three Ph.D.
students with a semester free of teaching to prepare for this
challenging pedagogical assignment. We hope to be able to
raise sufficient funds to offer such ‘teaching development fel-
lowships' to two graduate students each year in the semester
before we teach the course. In addition to helping support our
Ph.D. students, thiswill greatly benefit Michigan freshmen and
sophomores, who will be receiving an especially high quality of
instruction in these most important courses.

Faculty News. | am consistently amazed by the accomplish-
ments and successes of our faculty. Steve Darwall has yet an-
other book coming out (his fifth, not including edited collec-
tions). The Second-Person Standpoint Morality, Respect, and
Accountability (Harvard University Press, 2006) argues that
philosophy’ s longstanding difficulties with explaining why peo-
ple should act morally stems from afailure to appreciate the
interpersonal character of moral obligation. Moral obligation,
on Steve' s picture, has an irreducibly second-person charac-
ter. It presupposes that we have authority to make claims and
demands on one another: you can legitimately expect things
from me because | can legitimately expect things from you.
Theresult is afundamental reorientation of moral theory that
explains morality’ s authority over us by tracing its demandsto
second-person attitudes and emotions.
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Anthony Gillies has been awarded a major grant from the Na-
tional Science Foundation under the title “ Context and Accom-
modation in the Semantics of Modal Constructions.” Thony
will conduct research on how speakers and hearers exchange
information using modal constructions of the form ‘It might be
that p'. Thereiswidespread agreement that these statements are
context-dependent, but the precise nature of this dependenceis
poorly understood. Thony will be investigating the matter dur-
ing the two-year period of the grant, and 1’ m betting that he
will break substantive new ground.

Elizabeth Anderson begins her appointment as the John Rawls
Collegiate Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies this
fall. A Collegiate Professorship is the highest honor the Col-
lege of Literature Arts and the Sciences bestows on one of its
faculty members. Lizjoins Ken Walton and Steve Darwall at
this exulted rank. Larry Sklar and Allan Gibbard held Colle-
giate Professorships before becoming University Professors.

Jamie Tappenden won a prestigious fellowship to the Institute
for the Humanities for 2006-2007, where he will be exploring
the central role of explanation in mathematical proofs.

Peter Railton was reappointed as the John Stephenson Perrin
Professor of Philosophy. Boris Kment was appointed as the
William Wilhartz Assistant Professor. Allan Gibbard, Liz
Anderson and Ken Walton all won Michigan Humanities
Awards, which allow them a semester to pursue research.

The Department had two major successes in recruitment this
year. Sarah Buss, adistinguished moral philosopher and action
theorist, will be starting as an Associate Professor with Tenure
in thefall of 2007. Buss's research focuses on the concept of
autonomy, the nature of practical reasoning, and the moral sig-
nificance of respect. Sheis especially skilled at identifying new
phenomenathat cause problems for popular views, and then
using these observations as a platform for developing positive
proposals of her own. Her recent work has appeared in the best
journalsin the discipline: Journal of Philosophy, Ethics, and
Mind, among others. She will make aterrific addition to our
world-class staff in moral philosophy.

We aso welcome Eric Swanson, a new Assistant Professor, to
the faculty thisfall. Eric hasjust completed hisPh.D. at MIT
after earning an M.A. in philosophy from Tuftsand an M.A. in
Russian Literature from Yale. Eric hasgreat philosophical
reach: heisactively pursuing research in the philosophy of
language, metaphysics, philosophy of mind, and formal episte-
mology. We are very excited to have him here. When added to
our three other Assistant professors — Andy Egan, Boris Kment
and Anthony Gillies— Eric givesuswhat |, and many others,
regard as the best junior faculty anywhere.

We reluctantly bid farewell to Michelle Kosch, who left the
Department to take up a position at Cornell University thisfall.
During her six years here Michelle, a speciaist in post-Kantian
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German idealism, served as our mainstay in ‘ continental phi-
losophy’ and completely revitalized our curriculum in thisim-
portant area. We wish her all the best in her new position.

We also bid farewell to Michele Smyk, who served as the De-
partment’ s primary administrator and business manager over
the past eight years. Michele, looking for new challenges, has
taken up ajob at the Michigan Center for Oral Health Research,
apart of the Dental School. Michele managed the Department
with effectiveness, patience and grace. She will be missed.

Asasilver lining, the Department has been fortunate to hire
Maureen Lopez to replace Michele. Maureen comesto us from
the LSA Dean’s office, where she managed the administrative
details of al faculty appointments and promotions for the entire
College, ajob with great responsibilities. Before moving to the
College, Maureen had held major administrative positionsin
the Psychology and Anthropology departments. Shewill bea
wonderful addition to our already superb staff of Linda Shultes,
Sue London and Molly Mahony.

Graduate News. Our graduate students continue to win honors
and to make names for themselvesin the profession. Joshua
Brown presented “ Spatial Infinity and the Intuition of Space” to
the North American Kant Society. This paper received the
2005-2006 Markus Herz Award for the best graduate student
paper deliverer at those meetings. Josh also commented on Ted
Sider’s “NeoFregeanism and Quantifier Variance” at the 2006
Bellingham Philosophy Conference. In addition, he was
awarded a Rackham Predoctoral Fellowship for the 2006-2007
academic year. Aaron Bronfman won a prestigious Michigan
Society of Fellows Fellowship for the year. Eduardo Garcia
Ramirez received the Gabino Barreda medal from the National
Autonomous University of Mexico, his undergraduate institu-
tion. Robert Gressis received a fellowship from the Institute for
Humane Studies, and published areview of Wayne Waxman's
Kant and the Empiricists. John Ku and Howard Nye presented
“The Internalist Manifesto” at the CMU/Pitt Graduate Student
Philosophy Conference.

Thisyear's Charles Stevenson Prizeisfor Outstanding Candi-
dacy Dossier when to Vanessa Carbonell. The John Dewey
Prize for outstanding performance as a Graduate Student In-
structor was awarded to Alexa Forrester. Both these prizes, as
well as the Frankena Prize for undergraduates, are funded by a
generous gift from Marshall M. Weinberg (B.A., 1950).

The Department saw three of its Ph.D. students complete dis-
sertations during the 2005/2006 academic year. All ended upin
tenure-track positions! Remy Debes, now an Assistant Profes-
sor at the University of Memphis, wrote a dissertation under
Steve Darwall entitled Empathic Justification: the Value of In-
terpersonal Viewpoints and Affective Unity in the Normative
Assessment of Emotion. Hanna Kim wrote Compositionality,
and the Myth of Metaphor under the supervision of Peter Lud-
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low and Ken Walton. She has taken up aposition as an Assis-
tant Professor at Washington and Jefferson. Carole Lee, who
worked with Liz Anderson and myself, completed Methodo-
logical Rationalismand Psychology in August. Sheisnow an
Assistant Professor at Mt. Holyoke. 'Y ou can read more about
these three promising young philosophers on page 16.

Events. Asusua, the Department hosted many exciting events
over the past year. For the fifteenth consecutive year, graduate
students organized our Spring Colloquium. Thisyear’s edition,
which focused on “The Metaphysics of Science,” featured talks
by Penelope Maddy (UC Irvine), Michael Dickson (South
Carolina), and Paul Teller (UC Davis). Three of our graduate
students who work in the philosophy of science — Josh Brown,
Kevin Coffey and Ivan Mayerhofer — provided insightful criti-
cism and commentary. We are especially grateful to Josh and
Ivan for organizing this highly successful event.

Our Nelson Philosopher-in-Residence, Thomas Hurka from the
University of Toronto, delivered an entertaining public on the
nature of games. He also gave two colloquia. One of these,
which dealt with the timely issue of the justification for war,
provided the occasion for a spirited and memorable discussion.

Thisyear’'s Tanner Lecture on Human Values was delivered by
Marshall Sahlins, the eminent anthropology from the University
of Chicago. Sahlins'slecture, “Hierarchy, Equality and the
Sublimation of Anarchy: The Western Illusion of Human Na-
ture,” provided an insightful examination of two views of hu-
man nature, which he traced back to Thucydides and John Ad-
ams, and an explanation their role in shaping government and
society. The Tanner Symposium included comments by Phillip
Pettit (Princeton — philosophy, politics), lan Morris (Stanford —
classics) and E. Vaentine Daniel (Columbia— anthropology).

The Department also saw visits from Josh Dever (Texas), Jason
McKenzie Alexander (L SE), Candace Vogler (Chicago), Ram
Neta (North Carolina), Stephen Menn (McGill), Raymond
Geuss (Cambridge), Tamar Schapiro (Stanford), and three
scholars of Chinese philosophy: Bryan van Norden (Vassar),
Eric Hutton (Utah) and Kwong-loi Shun (Toronto).

Our custom has been to include a philosophical article in each
issue of Michigan Philosophy News. This year, we offer you the
fascinating and provocative " Secondary Qualities, Self-locating
Beliefs and Sensible relativism,” written by one of our newest
faculty members Andy Egan. | am sure you will enjoy it.

| wish you the best in the coming year!
Sincerely

James M. Joyce
Professor and Chair
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SECONDARY QUALITIES, SELF-LOCATING BELIEF,
AND SENSIBLE RELATIVISM®

ANDY EGAN

Colors are not as real as shapes. Shapes are
full-fledged qualities of things as they are in
themselves, independent of how they’re perceived
and by whom. Colors are merely qualities of
things as they are for us, and the colors of things
depend on who is perceiving them. When we take
the fully objective view of the world, things keep
their shapes, but the colors fall away, reveded as
mere artifacts of our own subjective, parochial
perspective on the world.

Or so some have thought, and so it is often
tempting to think, even for those of us who, at the
end of the day, wind up thinking otherwise. It is
even more tempting to think that, even if thisis all
wrong with respect to colors, there are some
qualities of things that deserve the sort of treatment
that colors are subjected to in the previous
paragraph. Whatever we think about the case of
color, there's definitely a pull to the idea of
drawing some distinction between the fully real,
objective, observer-independent qualities of things
as they are in themselves, and the less-than-fully-
real, subjective, observer-dependent qualities of
things as they are for us. Standard candidates for
this treatment include sensory qualities like colors,
tastes, and smells, as well as comic, aesthetic, and
moral qualities. Opinions differ, obviously, about
which of these are good candidates for such
treatment.

Call qualities of the first kind primary qualities,
those of the second kind secondary qualities, and
the digtinction between them the primary/
secondary quality distinction. This terminology is
partly stipulative—I| will not retract any of what
follows if confronted with good textual evidence
that, for example, Locke had nothing even
remotely like this distinction in mind—but the
choice of terminology is not arbitrary either. The
(as yet intolerably vague and mushy) distinction |
am after is, | think, what underlies much of the
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interest of the historical distinction(s).

In any event, whatever we call the distinction,
and whatever its relation to what people have
actualy said over the course of philosophical
history, the distinction is philosophically
interesting because it is (@) often an attractive
distinction to draw, and (b) incredibly hard to spell
out in a satisfying and sensible way. | attempt
such a spelling-out in what follows, after first
trying to pin down in more detail what we want
from the primary/secondary quality distinction,
and saying a little bit about why that’s such a hard
thing to get.

1. The Job Description

There is alot of rhetoric that suggests the sort
of distinction inadequately characterized above. |
will attempt to pin down the distinction a bit more
carefully by looking at some of the rhetoric, and
seeing what the primary/secondary quality
distinction would have to be like in order to justify
saying that kind of thing about the secondary
qualities.

| take the task of justifying the rhetoric to be
more important than making sure that the
distinction classifies particular qualities as primary
and secondary along the lines that philosophers
have traditionally wanted to divide them. In
particular, | take it to be of only secondary
importance that the traditional paradigm cases of
secondary qualities—sensory qualities like colors,
tastes, smells, etc.—turn out to be secondary
gualities, when the distinction between primary
and secondary qualities is cashed out in the way
that | suggest. While | do think that my distinction
carves pretty close to the traditional one, | am
primarily concerned to provide a distinction that
justifies the rhetoric, not one that justifies standard
classifications of particular qualities as primary or
secondary.

Following are some examples of the sorts of
rhetoric that 1 am concerned to justify. Again,
what | want to focus on from these passagesis just
the characterization of what's supposed to be
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distinctive of the secondary qualities, and how they
are supposed to be different from the primary
qualities, rather than the claims about which
particular qualities are primary and which are
secondary.? | will present fairly long string of
examples al a once, and draw out themes
afterwards.

Democritus:

By convention, sweet; by convention, bitter;
by convention, cold; by convention, color;
but in redlity, atoms and void.?

St. Paul:

There is nothing unclean of itself: but to
him that esteemeth any thing to be unclean,
to himit isunclean...*

Locke:

What | have said concerning colors and
smells, may be understood also of tastes
and sounds, and other the like sensible
qualities; which, whatever redity we, by
mistake, attribute to them, are in truth
nothing in the objects themselves, but
powers to produce various sensations in us,
and depend on those primary qualities, viz.
bulk, figure, and motion of parts; as | have
said.

The particular bulk, number, and
motion of the parts of fire, or snow, are
really in them, whether anyone’'s senses
perceive them or no: and therefore they
may be called real qualities, because they
really exist in those bodies. But light, heat,
whiteness, or coldness, are no more really
in them, than sickness or pain is in manna.
Take away the sensation of them; let not
the eyes see light, or colors, nor the ears
hear sounds; let the palate not taste, nor the
nose smell, and all colors, tastes, odors, and
sounds. .. vanish and cease.’
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Bernard Williams:

In understanding, even sketchily, at a
general and reflective level, why things
appear variously coloured to various
observers, we shall find that we have left
behind any idea that, in some way which
transcends those facts, they ‘redly’ have
one colour rather than another. In thinking
of these explanations, we arein fact using a
conception in which colour does not figure
at al asaquality of the things.”

We can say, and indeed say truly, that
grass before there was consciousness was
green... But it is, nonetheless, relative,
relating to human tastes and interests.®

Thomas Nage!:

The third step [in adopting an objective
conception of the world] isto try to form a
conception of that true nature [of the
physical world] independent of its
appearance either to us or to other types of
observers.  This means not only not
thinking of the physical world from our
own particular point of view, but not
thinking of it from a more general human
perceptual point of view either: not
thinking of how it looks, feels, smélls,
tastes, or sounds. These secondary
gualities then drop out of our picture of the
external world.?

Colin McGinn;

Secondary qualities resemble properties
like being poisonous or nourishing in this
respect: plainly, these properties are
relative to some implicit or explicit choice
of creature as that with respect to which a
substance is declared poisonous or
nourishing. This relativity implies that
there is no genuine disagreement between
us and the Martians when they cal an
object green which we call red...*

| think it is an a priori truth that only
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the primary qualities correspond to how
things are in themselves... "

What the scientificaly informed view
deniesis[not that objects are coloured, but]
just that objects are objectively or
intrinsically coloured, i.e. that objects have
colour in the way that they have shape; it
denies that possession of colour is an
observer-independent condition.*?

Some themes emerge from these passages,
which provide us with three desiderata for an
account of what the secondary qualities are:

Observer-Dependence: Secondary qualities
are supposed to depend, in some non-trivia
way, on the existence or the peculiarities of
observersin away that primary qualities do
not.*®

Relativity: Secondary qualities are supposed to
be unlike primary qualitiesin that an object
can have a secondary quality relative to one
observer that it lacks relative to another.™

Less-than-full Reality: The secondary
qualities are supposed to be metaphysically
second-class. They display a sort of unreality
- though we are correct in attributing
secondary qualitiesto things, thereis
something less than fully real about them.™

The last desideratum looks particularly
problematic. It is quite hard to say just what this
could possibly amount to, prior to giving a bit
more of an account of the distinction. Still, it does
seem pretty clear that thisis part of the idea.

It is worth pointing out, on the topic of less-
than-full redlity, that the sort of unreality that’s
wanted is not the sort we would get by saying that
the secondary qualities are never instantiated, or
that they are only instantiated by mental entities
and we are mistaken when we attribute them to
things outside the mind. Not that no one has ever
said such things about the secondary qualities —
many people have. But it is not part of the initial,
intuitively appealing picture of them. The
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appealing distinction is not between qualities that
we correctly attribute to things and qualities that
we mistakenly attribute to them. It is between two
kinds of qualities, both of which are genuinely had
by the things we attribute them to, but which differ
in some metaphysicaly important way that
privileges qualities of one kind over those of the
other in terms of their capacity to genuinely
characterize the way the world redlly is in itself.
Because it is so hard to provide a sensible way of
understanding “genuinely”, “really” and “in itself”
in sentences like the preceding, it is tempting to
move to some other notion of less-than-full-reality,
on which we are just mistaken in attributing the
secondary qualities to the things that we in fact
attribute them to. But it seems clear that thisis not
the sort of distinction in metaphysical status that’s
involved in the initially compelling picture of the
distinction between primary and secondary
qualities.

The project of identifying the primary/
secondary quality distinction, as | construe it here,
is the project of finding a distinction that satisfies
the three desiderata above. It is the project of
finding a distinction that gives us an important
difference between the fully real, observer-
independent, non-relative qualities of things, and
the metaphysically second-class, observer-
dependent, relative qualities of things.

2. Trouble

Though it certainly seems to be part of the idea
behind the distinction that our attributions of both
primary and secondary qualities are more or less
correct, it might be that some sort of projectivist
error theory is the best that we can do. Gideon
Rosen (1994) discusses the urge to draw a
metaphysically substantive distinction between
two kinds of facts, such that facts of one kind
characterize the world as it is in itsef, are
objective, fully rea, etc., while facts of the other
kind characterize the world as it is for us, are
subjective, less than fully real, etc. He makes a
persuasive case that this cannot be done. ™

If Rosen is right that there is no interesting
metaphysical distinction in point of objectivity and
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subjectivity between facts, then it is hard to see
how there could be one at the level of qualities. If
we had qualities that were, in some metaphysically
interesting sense, subjective, less than fully real,
etc., we could get metaphysically second-class
facts by correctly attributing those qualities to
things. So if there are not any interestingly
subjective facts, there must not be any interestingly
subjective qualities, either.

Rosen argues pretty convincingly that the usual
ways in which people have tried to draw the
distinction does not work. Let me briefly discuss
two examples.

That some fact, quality, or entity is mind-
dependent does not seem to impugn its full, first-
class redlity. Certainly a fact's being causally
mind-dependent—in that its obtaining was brought
about by some mental activity—does not make it
metaphysically second-class. Facts about the
existence of artifacts such as tables and chairs, for
example, are as metaphysically respectable as facts
get, and they are causally mind-dependent—the
existence of my kitchen table was brought about, at
least in part, by the thoughts, plans, and intentions
of some carpenter. Other sorts of mind-
dependence do not seem to fare any better.

Another popular way that people have
attempted to characterize the secondary qualities
has been in terms of response dependence.’” The
secondary qualities, we might try saying, are
qualities of being disposed to cause certain sorts of
responses — in particular, certain sensory responses
—inus (in certain circumstances).

This also seems not to do the trick. That a
thing is disposed to cause some response R in a
subject S in circumstances C is a perfectly
objective fact about the thing. Consider for
example Locke's tertiary qualities, such as being
disposed to melt wax in ordinary circumstances, or
Rosen’s example of being disposed to annoy fox
terriers in ordinary circumstances. These are
perfectly objective features of whatever has
them—the fact that something is disposed to melt
wax, or to annoy fox terriers, is not in any way
metaphysically second-class, subjective, or less
than fully real. And if these are not metaphysically
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second-class, then neither is, for example, being
disposed to cause sensations of kind K in humans.

Our disproportionate interest in facts of thislast
kind—facts about which things are disposed to
cause which responses in humans—is subjective,
parochial, and so forth, but the facts themselves are
perfectly objective. Facts about what’s disposed to
cause certain kinds of sensations in us are just as
much a part of the world as it is in itself as the
facts about which things are disposed to melt wax
or annoy fox terriers. So response-dependence
does not seem to get us any metaphysically
interesting distinction between the objective,
genuine facts and those that are subjective and
therefore somehow second-class.

The moral of Rosen’s story seems to be: if an
object has a quality, then it is a perfectly objective
matter of fact that it has that quality. We can find
gualities such that our reasons for being interested
in which things have them are subjective and
parochial, but that does not make them
metaphysically second-class—it does not make the
fact or the quality subjective in any metaphysically
interesting sense.

This is trouble. It looks as if we will not be
able to find any class of qualities about which any
of the secondary quality rhetoric is justified—there
are not any qualities the having of which is either
relative or observer-dependent in any interesting
way, and the only sense we can make of aquality’s
being metaphysically second-class is by its being
uninstantiated.™® So, we will not be able to find any
distinction between kinds of qualities that can play
the role that we wanted the primary/secondary
quality distinction to play.

| think that, while Rosen’s criticisms of the
distinctions he discusses are exactly right, there is
another place to locate the distinction, which really
will satisfy the desiderata, without committing us
to any implausible metaphysics. Explaining where
| want to locate the distinction requires a detour
into discussions of self-locating belief.
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3. Secondary Qualities and Self-Location

What do we do when we represent things as
being a certain way? Probably the most central
thing that we do is we distinguish between
possibilities. My beliefs distinguish between the
possibilities that | take to be candidates for
actuality and the ones that | rule out, my desires
distinguish between the possibilities that | hope for
and those that | dread, and my assertions
distinguish between (roughly) those possibilities
that | am asking you to rule out and those you are
free to leave open.’® We can, then, think of the
contents of representational items and states as sets
of possibilities — al of the possibilities in which
things are as the item or state represents things as
being.

One way (the only way?) to effect a distinction
between possibilities is by saying something about
how various qualities are distributed — by, for
example, attributing some quality to some object.
| believe that Spot’s mass is thirty kilos, desire that
the glass is full of beer, and assert that France is
hexagonal. The content of my belief, desire, or
assertion isjust the set of possibilities in which the
relevant things have the relevant qualities.

What kinds of things are these possibilities?
An initialy attractive, and fairly standard, thing to
say here is that they are possible ways for the
world to be, or possible worlds. So when | believe,
desire, or assert that Spot masses thirty kilos, |
single out for some sort of special attention the
class of possible worlds in which Spot masses
thirty kilos. There is, however, good reason to
think that the possibilities that we distinguish
between in thought, at least, are finer-grained than
this. When we have beliefs about what time it is,
about who we are, or about features of our own
particular predicament, we take a stand on more
than just the global facts about what the world is
like — on more than just which world is actual.

When | believe that it is 12:00, for example, the
accuracy of my belief or assertion does not just
depend on which world is actual — it also depends
on which time is present. Since fixing which world
is actual does not fix which time is present, the
way in which my beliefs and assertions about the
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time distinguish between possibilities is not well-
captured by thinking of their contents as sets of
possible worlds. When | have a belief about the
time, | take a stand not so much (or not only) on
which world | inhabit, but also on my (temporal)
location within it. My beliefs about the time
distinguish not between worlds so much as
locations within worlds.

Other cases show us that this phenomenon is
not specific to times. Harry is lost in Hogwarts
after an amnesia-inducing magical accident. It
could be that he is lost because he's missing some
information about what the world is like — that is,
because does not know which world is actual. He
could be lost, for example, because he doesn’t
know what the actua floor plan of the castle is.
But Harry could still be lost, even if he knew
everything there is to know about which world is
actual. Let Harry be looking at the Marauder’s
Map, which shows the complete floor plan of the
castle, as well as the location of al of its
inhabitants. He does not, then, lack any relevant
information about what the world is like. He
could, nonetheless, still fail to know where he is,
because he could till fail to know which, of all of
the creatures in the library, is him - perhaps the
accident robbed both Ron and Harry of their
memories, and now Harry is unsure whether he is
Harry or Ron. Harry knows al of the relevant
facts about the world: he knows that Harry Potter
isin the West wing, and that Ron Weasley isin the
East wing, but he still does not know whether heis
in the West or the East wing, because he does not
know whether he is Harry or Ron.

What Harry is not ignorant about what the
world is like — Harry knows all of the relevant
facts about the world. What Harry is ignorant
about is something about his location within the
world, even though he is as well-informed about
the world as he could possibly be. In order to
remedy his ignorance, Harry needs to rule out
some possibilities. But the possibilities he needs to
rule out are not possible ways for the world to be —
they are possible locations (in this case, Ron's
location) within aworld.

To further illustrate the distinction between
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these two kinds of contents — these two different
ways in which a representation can distinguish
between possibilities — let’s think for a moment
about the sort of map you might find at the zoo.
Typicaly, such maps come with a “you are here”
arrow on them somewhere. But let's start by
thinking about a map without such an arrow on it.
Such a map represents the zoo as being a certain
way. It takes a stand on the relative locations of
the lions and tigers and bears, the birds and the
bees, the concession stand and the exit. It servesto
distinguish between various possible zoos, and to
provide its audience with information about which
of the many possible zoos is the one that they
presently inhabit. If there are several such maps,
scattered around the zoo, they ought all to be
representationally identical — if they are not, then
at least one of the maps is wrong, and various sorts
of inconveniences and disasters are liable to ensue.

Now consider what happens when we add “you
are here’” arrows to the maps. The first thing to
notice is that now the maps in different parts of the
Z0o ought not to be representationally identical. |If
one map is by the monkey house and another by
the viper pit, the arrows on them had better not
point to the same spot on both maps. If they do, at
least one of the maps iswrong, and various sorts of
inconveniences and disasters are liable to ensue.
The second thing to notice is that now the maps are
informationally richer than they were before — they
now take a stand, not just on what the zoo is like,
but also on their readers’ locations within it. The
maps with “you are here” arrows serve not just to
distinguish between possible ways for a zoo to be,
but also between possible locations for an
individual to occupy within the zoo. When you
look at a map without such an arrow, all you can
rule out is candidate ways for the zoo to be that
might, for all you knew before you looked at the
map, have been the way it actualy is. When you
look at a map with such an arrow, you can aso
rule out candidate locations within the zoo that
might, for all you knew before you looked at the
map, have been the one you occupy. This is the
reason why the maps cannot all be the same once
we have started adding arrows to them.
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Now, when you get information about the
layout of the zoo, you are redly getting
information about the world — you are getting the
information that it contains a zoo with a certain
sort of configuration, or that some particular one of
its zoos has that configuration. So the two kinds of
maps illustrate the distinction between two kinds
of content that any sort of representational item
could have: the sort that just provides information
about the world is like, and the sort that also
provides information about one's location within
the world

Let’s introduce some terminology. Say that the
first, arrowless sort of map,has possible-worlds
content, and that the second, arrow-including sort
of map has self-locating content. The difference
between the two sorts of content is, again, that the
first distinguishes only between possible ways for
the world to be, while the second distinguishes also
between possible locations that one might occupy
within a world. My beliefs, desires, etc. with
possible-worlds content distinguish between ways
the world might be, while my beliefs, desires, etc.
with centered-worlds content distinguish between
situations | might be in. The latter are more fine-
grained than the former, since (in most cases), each
world is going to contain a number of positions for
some agent to occupy.

Let's also call the content of the first sort of
map — the set of possible worlds that are as
represented — a possible worlds proposition, and
let’s call the content of the second sort of map —
the set of possible locations that are as represented
— a self-locating proposition. (In fact, as Lewis
(1979) points out, we can make do with just the
one kind of content — for each possible worlds
proposition, there is, to introduce a technical term,
a boring self-locating proposition that, for each
world, includes either all or none of the locations
within it. So the actual distinction does the work
here is probably the one between boring and
interesting self-locating propositions, rather than
the one between possible-worlds and self-locating
propositions. But it makes exposition easier and
more intuitive to stick with the possible-worlds/
self-locating contrast, so | am going to do that,
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with the understanding that everything could be

rephrased in terms of the boring/interesting
distinction.)
Finaly, say that, when a sdf-locating

proposition includes my actual, present location, |
am correctly located by — in the sense that my
location is correctly characterized by — that self-
locating proposition.

With the distinction between self-locating and
possible-worlds propositions in hand, we can
introduce a distinction between kinds of qualities
that we might attribute to things, which | think isa
good candidate for the primary/secondary quality
distinction.

We single out a class of possible worlds — a
possible worlds proposition — by attributing
qualities to things. By representing Kermit as
having the quality, being a frog, we pick out a
class of worlds—all and only the worlds in which
Kermitisafrog. When | believe that theworld is
a certain way, | represent some things as being
frogs and others as being bears, some things as
being slimy and others as being furry, some as
hexagonal and others as circular, and so on. In this
way | narrow down the range of worlds that | take
to be candidates for actuality. (We can tell the
same kind of story of other kinds of
representational states and entities—for example
desires, fears, and natural language sentences.)
There is a range of qualities such that attributing
them to things serves to distinguish (only) between
possible ways for the world to be — representations
that attribute these sorts of qualities to things have
possible-worlds contents. Stipulatively, call these
sorts of qualities the objective qualities.

When | have beliefs not just about what the
world is like, but also about my location within
it—when | have self-locating beliefs—something
very similar is going on. | represent some things
as being nearby and others as far away, some
events as present and others as past or future, and
some objects as being to my left and others as on
my nose. In this way | narrow down the range of
possible predicaments—possible locations within
worlds—that | take to be candidates to be the one
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that | am in. (Again, the same goes for other
representations with this kind of content.) That is,
there is a range of qualities such that attributing
them to things serves to distinguish not just
between possible ways for the world to be, but also
between possible locations within a world that one
might occupy. Representations that attribute these
sorts of qualities to things have self-locating
contents. Stipulatively, call these sorts of qualities
the subjective qualities.

This (finally) is where | want to locate the
distinction between primary and secondary
qualities: it is the distinction between objective and
subjective qualities, in the sense explained above.

Before moving on to the reasons why | think
that this is a good place to locate the distinction, it
Is worth drawing attention to the fact that not all
self-locating contents are geographically self-
locating, and not al subjective features are
relative-location features like being nearby.
Consider the self-locating propositions, that my
pants are on fire, that everyone is out to get me,
that Kermit is out to get me, that Kermit is out to
set my pants on fire, and that Kermit is disposed to
cause greenish sensations in me in standard
viewing conditions. (These are distinct from the
corresponding possible-worlds propositions, that
Egan’s pants are on fire, that everyone is out to get
Egan, that Kermit is out to get Egan, that Kermit is
out to set Egan’s pants on fire, and that Kermit is
disposed to cause greenish sensations in Egan in
standard viewing conditions.)These sorts of self-
locating contents have nothing specia to do with
geographical self-location, and the subjective
features that they attribute to things (e.g., being my
pants, being out to get me, being disposed to cause
greenish sensations in me in standard viewing
conditions) are importantly unlike the ones (such
as being nearby) that | have discussed so far in that
they are not features of having a certain
geographical location relative to the believer.

So just as self-locating belief is not restricted to
geographical self-location, subjective features are
not restricted to relative-position features like
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being nearby. Most importantly for our purposes,
they include features that are tied up with the
effects that things have on our sensory apparatus
(being disposed to cause F sensations in me in
normal viewing/hearing/tasting/etc conditions, for
example). This is particularly relevant because
these sorts of subjective features look much more
like the traditional secondary qualities than
subjective features like being nearby.

4, Back to the Desiderata
o Less-than-full-reality

One big sdling point for this way of
understanding of the primary/secondary quality
distinction is that it gives us a satisfying way of
cashing out perhaps the most puzzling strand in the
secondary quality rhetoric —the strand that paints
the secondary qualities as metaphysically second-
class, lessthan fully real.

One way that the less-than-full-redlity talk is
sometimes put is that the secondary qualities go
missing from the “absolute conception” of the
world. They are features of things “as they are for
us’ rather than “as they are in themselves’.
Bernard Williams (1978) characterizes the
distinction between primary and secondary
qualities in this way — as the distinction between
those qualities that do and those that do not feature
in the absolute conception of the world, where this
is something like the conception that all rational
inquirers, regardless of how their particular
sensory equipment is set up, would have to agree
on in order to be maximally well-informed.

As a distinction between two different kinds of
objective qualities, this falls victim to something
very like Rosen’'s attack on response-dependence
asakind of subjectivity. Which objective qualities
athing has is just a straightforward fact about that
thing. If some object has a certain objective
guality, then everybody has to attribute that quality
to the thing in order to completely and correctly
characterize it—all of the objective qualities of a
thing will appear in the maximaly complete
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conception of the world to which al maximally
well-informed inquirers must agree.

The conception of the world on which
maximally well-informed Australians and North
Americans must agree includes the fact that loud
drumming is disposed to annoy fox terriers. It also
includes the facts that Vegemite is disposed to
cause unpleasant sensations in North Americans,
and that Vegemite is disposed to cause pleasant
sensations in Australians. If the Australians leave
out the first, or the North Americans the second,
then they are not maximally well-informed. No
objective quality — no quality such that the
proposition that something has or lacks it is a
possible-worlds proposition — fails to appear in the
(maximally complete) conception of the world to
which al maximaly well-informed rational
inquirers must agree.

However, when we characterize the distinction
between primary and secondary qualities as the
distinction between objective and subjective
features, it is quite plausible that secondary
gualities do not appear in the absolute conception
of theworld. The absolute conception of the world
is supposed to be the one that everybody has got to
accept, regardless of what their perceptual
apparatus, etc. is like. That looks like the
conception that picks out which world is actual,
and no more. Any conception of the world that has
a content more fine-grained than a possible-worlds
proposition is going to be non-mandatory—it need
not be shared by al of the maximaly well-
informed inhabitants of a given world.

So features that appear in the absolute
conception will be ones that determine possible-
worlds contents—the objective features. Features
that determine centered-worlds contents—
subjective features—will not appear in the absolute
conception. They only show up in our particular,
located, parochial conception. Maximally well-
informed Australians and North Americans must
agree that Vegemite tastes great to Australians.
They do not need to agree that Vegemite tastes
great. That is. both must attribute the objective
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feature, tasting great to Australians to Vegemite, if
they are to be maximally well-informed. If they
fail to do so, they are leaving something out or
getting something wrong. But Australians and
North Americans need not, in order to be
maximally well-informed, attribute the subjective
feature, tasting great, to Vegemite. Supposing (as
is near enough to true) that Vegemite realy does
taste great to all Australians, and awful to all North
Americans, a North American who attributed
tasting great to Vegemite would be making a
mistake, and so would fail to be maximally well-
informed. (Since no North American is correctly
located by the sef-locating proposition that
Vegemite tastes great.) Similarly, an Australian
who failed to attribute tasting great to Vegemite
would be making a mistake, and so fail to be
maximally well informed. (Since all Australians
are correctly located by the self-locating
proposition that Vegemite tastes great.) In the
same way, if | am in Canberra and you are in Ann
Arbor, and we are both to be maximally well-
informed, we must both agree that Sydney is near
Egan. We ought not to agree about whether
Sydney is nearby.

Here are two alternative statements of the same
idea: (i) If you fail to believe some true possible-
worlds proposition, you have failed to completely
characterize the world. But, failure to believe all
the true centered-worlds contents is compatible
with having completely characterized the world,
though not your place within it. (ii) You do not
need subjective features in order to draw the map
right—all you need is qualities. You only need
subjective features to put the “you are here” arrow
in the right spot. And while all of the maximally
well-informed inhabitants of a world have got to
agree on what the map looks like, they do not have
to agree on where the “you are here” arrow points.

This difference between objective and
subjective features—that al of our maximally
well-informed worldmates need to agree on which
objective features things have, though they need
not agree on which subjective features they have—
promises to justify a great deal of the rhetoric of
less-than-full-reality (as well as the rhetoric of
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relativity) that surrounds the secondary qualities.

We have mentioned several times that
secondary qualities are supposed to be, “not part of
the world as it is in itself, but of the world as it is
for us’. This too is a natural way to characterize
subjective features. Representations with possible-
worlds contents describe the world as it is in
itself—if accurate, they tell us what the world is
like. Representations with centered-worlds content
describe what the world islike for us—they tell us
(if accurate) about our own individual situation in
the world; our own individual predicament. We
can change how things are represented as being for
us without changing how the world is represented
as being in itself, because we can represent
ourselves as being in a different predicament
without representing ourselves as being in a
different world.

All of this—the failure of subjective features to
appear in a Williams-type absolute conception of
the world, the fact that we can pick out a unique
world as actual without recourse to subjective
features, and the natural sense in which objective
features are qualities of things “as they are in
themselves’, while subjective features are qualities
of things “as they are for us’—provides us with, |
think, a quite satisfactory way of understanding the
rhetoric of less-than-full reality. Thisisabig dedl.
It is easy to see the less-than-full-redlity talk as
hopelessly obscure. It is a remarkable fact that,
despite this, we are still drawn to talking this way,
and that passages in which people do talk this way
can still ring true. 1 count it as a substantial benefit
of this account of the primary/secondary quality
distinction that it gives us a reasonably precise and
plausible way of understanding the attributions of
less-than-full reality to the secondary qualities.

o Relativity

We aso have a nice account of the relativity of
secondary qualities. Colin McGinn (1983) says
that colors are secondary qualities, and wants it to
be possible that (i) the Martians attribute being
green to the things we attribute being red to, and
vice versa, and (i) we are both right. If colors are
subjective features, we can get things being green
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for us and red for Martians, and vice versa. In
general, we can get incompatible features F and G
such that one observer represents some object as F,
another represents it as G, and they are both right.
We can also get the sort of change over time that
McGinn wants—if we were all taste-permuted in
the right way, things that used to be sweet would
start being bitter. We'd till attribute the same
features to things when we called them ‘sweet’ or
‘bitter’, but different things would have the
features, because of the changes in us (assuming
being sweet, for example, is something like the
subjective feature, being disposed to cause S
sensations in me now).

It is far from clear that McGinn is right about
how colors or tastes behave, but that is not the
point. The point isto make sense of the possibility
of there being some features or other that act the
way McGinn wants colors and tastes to act.

o Observer-Dependence

By taking secondary qualities to be subjective
features, we can aso justify the rhetoric of
observer-dependence that we encountered in the
opening section. (The following will be a bit
metaphorical. The cashing out of the metaphor
gets dlightly technical — if you are interested, you
can find it in my “Secondary Qualities and Self-
Location”, in the section that looks very much like
thisone.)

Take an ordinary possible world, viewed from
no particular perspective.  Nothing has any
subjective features there, because there is no
privileged center — no spot where the “you are
here’” arrow is pointing — for them to bear the
relevant relations to. Pick a center—add the “you
are here” arrowv—and things suddenly take on a
number of new qualities; qualities that they get not
(or not entirely) in virtue of what the world is like
in itself, but in virtue of where the arrow points. It
IS quite natural to think of these features as being
added to the world by the selection of a center —a
standpoint from which to view it. The selection of
a center—the adoption of some subjective position
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within the world—provides the world with al of
these features which are not present in the world
considered on its own, without any center.

In the same way, subjective features (unlike
objective features) disappear when you take away
the “you are here” arrow. Nothing isnearby, in my
ear, or disposed to cause greenish sensations in
creatures like me until you specify a center. This
looks like a satisfying sort of observer-dependence.

Note that there is a certain sort of observer-
dependence that we do not get. We do not, even
on the assumption that colors are subjective
features, get the truth of, “if there had been no
observers, nothing would have been colored”.
Lots of merely possible things have dispositions to
cause various responses in me, even the ones in
worlds where | do not exist (or don’'t have any
counterparts). The fact that the subjective features
don't appear until we select a center seems like
enough, though, to justify (at least most of) the
kind of observer-dependence and less-than-full-
reality talk that many philosophers go in for when
discussing the secondary qualities. The secondary
qualities “fall away” when you take the objective,
observer-independent view—stop thinking from
the perspective of some observer, and all of the
secondary qualities disappear.

5. Applications and Conclusions

One might not be happy that it turns out that
relative-location features like being nearby turn out
to be secondary qualities. One might, for example,
think that in order to be a secondary quality, you
need to have something to do with how things
sensorily appear. If what we'reinterestedinis
carving along the traditional primary/secondary
quality lines, we can accommodate this by insisting
on afourth desideratum, in addition to relativity,
observer-dependence, and less-than-full reality. In
that case, only a proper subset of the interesting
subjective features would be secondary qualities —
the ones we might call the sensory subjective
features. (Featureslike looking green to me, being



Michigan Philosophy News

disposed to cause unpleasant olfactory sensations
in mein standard circumstances, €etc.)

But I'm not realy terribly concerned about
cutting along the traditional lines. What's most
interesting to me about al of thisisthat it provides
us with arecipe for making sense of attributions of
ametaphysically heavyweight sort of relativity and
observer-dependence to some bunch of qualities,
or to the subject matter of some area of discourse.
The availability of this distinction between
subjective and objective qualities and states of
affairs gives us something to say about colors,
tastes, and so forth, that combines a number of
features we might have thought could not be
combined: we can say, without being error
theorists and without adopting a crazy
metaphysics, that these sorts of sensory qualities
are observer-relative and observer dependent in a
way that shapes and masses are not, and that the
shapes and masses of things, but not their sensory
qualities, are fully real, objective features of the
things as they are in themselves. Whether we
want, at the end of the day, to say these things
about the sensory qualities or not, it is good to
have a view on the table that would, if correct,
allow usto say such things. My main interest here
has been in justifying the distinctive anti-realist
and relativist rhetoric about secondary qualities,
because it is rhetoric that we see, and that seems
appealing, in a number of different places — not
just in discussions of sensory qualities like colors,
tastes, and smells.

Ethical, aesthetic, and comic qualities, in
particular, have aso come in for this sort of
treatment. It is hard to figure out whether they
deserve such treatment until we have afirm grip on
just what they would have to be like for it to be
warranted. This is one thing such claims could
mean. | suspect it might be the only sensible thing
they could mean.

Andy Egan
September 2006
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Andy Egan an Assistant Profes-
sor of Philosophy at the University
B of Michigan. He earned his B.A.
a the University of Wisconsin in

to shift his alegiances from the
Badgers to the Wolverines). He
completed his M.A. in Philosophy
8 at Colorado before completing a
Ph.D. a MIT in the fall of 2003.
Andy’s current research is focused
on three main topics: the role of self-locating content in
thought and language, rationality in action and belief, and
the nature of pretense and imagination. Professor Egan
held a Postdoctoral Fellowship at Australian National
University before joining the Department in the fall of
2005. Heison leave at the ANU during the 2006-07 aca
demic year working with Martin Davies, lan Gold, and
Daniel Stoljar on a project, funded by an Australian Re-
search Council grant, which is studying the perception,
interpretation, and explanation of delusional beliefs.

Notes

1. Thisessay is based on aforthcoming paper, “ Secondary
Qualities and Self-Location.” | haverevised it in order to
focus more on the big picture issues, and less on the technical
details of the proposal.

2. | suspect that, for example, colors probably are not
secondary qualities, but the claims that are made about the
colors below are still useful for characterizing the primary/
secondary quality distinction.

3. From McKirahan (1994) (DK68B9). Thanksto Richard
Hall for the reference.

4. Romans 14:14. Thanksto Tyler Doggett for the reference.
5. Locke (1690/1996: 51). (Book 2, chapter 8, section 14.)

6. Ibid: 51-52. (Book 2, chapter 8, section 17.)

7. Williams (1978: 242).
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8. Ibid: 243. Williamsis talking about amusingness, not
green, in the second quote, but nothing hangs on this.

9. Nagel (1989: 14). My italics.

10. McGinn (1983: 10).

11. Ibid: 114.

12. lbid: 118.

13. Seethe Locke, Nagel, and McGinn passages above.

14. McGinn, St. Paul, and possibly Williams are good
exemplars of thiskind of talk.

15. Thisstrand of therhetoric is particularly strong in the
passages from Demoacritus and Williams.

16. Alex Byrne (2001, 2002) makes some similar points
(influenced by Rosen), in response to Stroud (2000).

17. For general discussion of response-dependence, see
Johnston (1989, 1993, 1998), and Pettit (1991).

18. Onemight think of the distinction between natural and
unnatural qualities as a place to locate the primary/secondary
quality distinction. Thisisametaphysically interesting
distinction. But it is probably not metaphysically interesting
in the right way—it does not, e.g., license the sorts of
relativity and observer-dependence rhetoric that surrounds the
secondary qualities. (Thanks to Robert Stalnaker for
discussion here.)

19. Seefor example Stalnaker (1984).
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SPOTLIGHT ON RECENT GRADUATES

In July, Carole L ee defended
her dissertation Rationality
as Methodology, Aim, and
Explanation in Philosophy
and Psychology, which was
written under the supervision
of Elizabeth Anderson, Jim
Joyce, Peter Railton,
Norbert Schwarz (of the Psychology Department).
This interdisciplinary work focuses on the philoso-
phical implications that methodological issues in
psychology have for theories of interpretation, jus-
tification, and psychological explanation. Carole
discusses the lessons that the Gricean turn in psy-
chology brings the task of interpreting subjects
behavior. She argues for a normative account of
applied psychology in which the social and moral
interests in promoting cognitive health motivate
and justify cognitive psychology’s disciplinary
trend towards discovering conditions that promote
rational rather than irrational judgment.

Carole is extremely pleased to have joined the
Philosophy faculty at Mount Holyoke College this
fall asanew Assistant Professor.

and

Remy Debes began graduate
study at Michigan in the Fall of
1 2000, and in 2006 completed a
| dissertation in the areas of ethics
| and moral psychology under the
1| guidance of David Velleman,
Steve Darwall, Elizabeth Ander-
WIS son, and Psychologist Phoebe
E||SNOI’th His goal was to determine whether the
typical ways we criticize people’ s emotions, including
our own — as right or wrong, correct or incorrect, ap-
propriate or inappropriate, etc. — could be justified.
In particular, Remy focused on a neglected possibility
for the justification of emotion, an empathic standard.
Emotions are justified, he argued, when they are em-
pathically intelligible — that is, when one can make
sense of an emotion in virtue of being able to empa-
thize with it.

Remy plans to continue this research in his new
position as Assistant Professor of Philosophy at the
University of Memphis. Future research projects will
include historical investigations into the sentimentalist
philosophies of David Hume and Adam Smith, as well
as the nature and significance of dignity considera-
tionsin ethical reasoning.

il Hanna Kim'’ s dissertation, written under the supervision of Peter Ludlow and Ken

[ | Walton, investigatew the question of whether metaphorical meanings are systemati-
cally generated. By exploiting recently devel oped resources of theorists who argue that
the context-sensitivity of literal utterances can be reconciled with compositionality, she
argues that metaphorical sentence meanings are no less compositional than literal sen-
tence meanings. According to Hanna, if these theorists are right about context-
sensitivity, then the same resources they use to make context-sensitivity compatible
with semantic systematicity can be used to yield a compositional semantic account of

metaphor. Thisis either apowerful consideration against those theorists or a powerful consideration against
those who believe that metaphor cannot be given a systematic compositional semantics.

Hannatells usthat, “working with the faculty at Michigan has been highly rewarding. | was fortunate
enough to have a very supportive and enthusiastic dissertation committee, an invaluable mentor, and access
to stimulating seminars.” Thisfall, Hanna began as an Assistant Professor at Washington & Jefferson.



Michigan Philosophy News Page 17

Department Faculty
2006-2007

Elizabeth Anderson — John Rawls Collegiate Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Moral
and Political Philosophy, Feminist Philosophy, Philosophy of the Social Sciences

Victor Caston — Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Classical Philosophy, Philosophy of
Mind

Edwin Curley — James B. and Grace J. Nelson Professor; History of Modern Philosophy

Stephen Darwall — John Dewey Collegiate Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Moral
and Palitical Philosophy, History of Ethics

Andrew Egan — Assistant Professor; Metaphysics, Epistemology, Decision Theory

Allan Gibbard — Richard B. Brandt Distinguished University Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson
Fellow; Ethics, Social Choice Theory, Decision Theory, Metaphysics, Philosophy of Language

Anthony Gillies — Assistant Professor; Epistemology, Philosophical Logic, Artificial Intelligence, Formal
Semantics, Practical Reasoning

James Joyce — Professor and Chair; James B. and Grace J. Nelson Research Fellow; Decision Theory,
Epistemol ogy, Philosophy of Science

Boris Kment — William Wilhartz Assistant Professor of Philosophy; Metaphysics, History of Analytic
Philosophy. Philosophy of Language

LouisLoeb — Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; History of Modern Philosophy
Eric Lormand — Associate Professor; Philosophy of Mind, Philosophy of Cognitive Science, Epistemol ogy

Peter Ludlow — Professor of Philosophy and Linguistics; Philosophy of Language, Linguistics,
Metaphysics, Epistemology

lan Proops — Associate Professor; History of Analytic Philosophy, Kant, Metaphysics, Philosophy of
Language

Peter Railton — John Stephenson Perrin Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Ethics,
Philosophy of Science, Political Philosophy

Donald Regan — Professor of Philosophy and William W. Bishop Jr. Collegiate Professor of Law; Moral
and Political Philosophy

Scott Shapiro — Professor of Law and Philosophy; Action Theory
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Lawrence Sklar — Carl G. Hempel and William K. Frankena Distinguished University Professor;
Philosophy of Physics, Philosophy of Science, Epistemology

Eric Swanson — Assistant Professor, Philosophy of Language, Philosophy of Mind, Metaphysics

Jamie Tappenden — Associate Professor; Philosophy of Language, Philosophy and History of Mathemat-
ics, Philosophical Logic

Richmond Thomason — Professor of Philosophy and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow; Logic, Phi-
losophy of Language, Linguistics, Artificial Intelligence

Kendall Walton — Charles L. Stevenson Collegiate Professor and James B. and Grace J. Nelson Fellow;
Aesthetics, Philosophy of Mind, Metaphysics, Epistemology
Emeriti Faculty

Frithjof Bergmann — Professor Emeritus; Existentialism, Nineteenth Century Philosophy, Social
Philosophy, Philosophy in Literature, Philosophy of Mind

Arthur Burks — Professor Emeritus,; Philosophy of Science, Logic, Automata Theory

Donald Munro — Professor Emeritus, Chinese Philosophy

Remember to visit our website at:
http://www.|sa.umich.edu/Phil osophy
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PHILOSOPHY CONTRIBUTIONS

The Department gratefully acknowl edges the following individuals who made contributions between July 1,
2005 and June 30, 2006.

Endowment Contributions

Mrs. Malcolm L. Denise, to enhance the Denise Philosophy Endowment, honoring Theodore C. Denise, B.A., '42, Ph.D., '55.
Marshall M. Weinberg, A.B., ‘50, to enhance the Marshall M. Weinberg Endowment for Philosophy.

Annual Fund Contributions

Derek D. Aguirre, A.B., 02 AlanB.Fdz,AB. '%0,BS,'D0
Robert M. Andalman, A.B., '88 Hfrey A. Gellant, AB.,"86,JD., 0
Amedio Armenti, A.M.. '59. Ph.D., '59 Mak J Ganon, AB.,'92

Robert N. Audi, A.M., '65, Ph.D., '67 BruceS Garber, BA-,‘71’
Scott M. Becker, A.B., 73 Andren M. Gaudin, A.B.,"83

Roy A. Benton, A.M., 77, Ph.D., 85 gr“ioApigG;ay,:éB.,, (23327
Ari Berenson, B.A.,’92 ry A.Gadng A.B.,

hi. AB.,'77
Nailini Bhushan, Ph.D., "89 Sahl. Gold, L
. ) Steven M. Goldstein
Kirill J. Bochnewich, A.B., 90

Dennis R. Braddock. A B. 67 SevenlL. Granes AB.,’9%
ennis . braddock, A.5., Andrew E. Green, AB,, ' 79
James A. Brown, M.A., 75

Saah Giiffith, AM., 77

JulietT. Browne, A.B., 84 AmGuatiei, AM. 77MBA, 87PHD., 87
Lindsay D. Chaney, A.B., 73 LouisM. Guenin, AB.,'72

PamelaK. Chen, A.B., '83 RaphN. Haber, AB, '53

Gordon P. Clark, A.B., 61 ChalesT.Hagen, M A, '77,PhD,,'81
Roger B. Cole, M.D., A.B., '53 Michad R Hdl,AB., 77

William J. Comstock, A.B., 72 ThomasHaw IV, AB.,'67

Jack Scott Couzensll, A.B.,'64 Leonard W. Hersh, A.M., ' 72
Carroll Coyne Terence E. Horgan, Ph.D., '74
Diane R. Czerwinski, A.B., 63 JonR. Immerwdar, AM.,’69,PhD.,’ 72
Michadl S. Davis, A.M., '68, Ph.D., 72 CadynT.Irish,AB., '62

JanesE Ddine AB.,’83 Mark D. Jaoohi, B.S,69

Ardisk. Denise Chrigopher J k3 B.S, '3 M.D.,'97
Rachd Doctars AB., '84 Mak A. Jabog AB., '72

CharlesE. Dunlop TheodoreR. Jedtrzembski, A.B., 73
RichadB. Dye, AB.,’90 Bradley C. Kakkanen, AB. '74

Richard J Eichmann, A.B.,’95,AM., ‘9% DavidA.Kans AB.,'63, PhD,, '73
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Richad C. Kaufmaen,AB., '73
MatinKorchek, A.B., 64

Robat AllenKrdt, AB.,’ 74

Aaron R. Krauss, A.B., '88
Miched Kump,AM.;76,PhD.,’ 79, J.D., '8l
JmnesLabes AB., 'H4

EdwadA. Langaak, MA,, '72
JaodD. Lax,B.,’63

Danid Les AB.,’92

DavidK. Latner, AB.,’93

KurtJ LeVitusAB., ‘85

Hder M. Lindahl, AM., 52

Magaret H. Livingdon,AB., '75
LouisE. Logb

DavidR. Luce AM.,'52, PhD., '57
Robert Ludiow

LynneD. MgpesRiordean, AB., '85
HliotB. Mazur,AB., ' 75

Gay J Miller,AB., 78, MBA, ‘80
Jfrey A.Miller, AB.,’93
TheodoreN. Miller, AB.,'64
DianneF. Morgen, AB.,’73

Fank A.Morow, AM.,’59, PhD.,'64
Jary R MorseKrazen, AB.,' 76
Andrew N. Nedavdd, AB.,'91
KevinG. Nede, Esg, AM,, ‘75
Bryan G. Norton, A.B.,’66, Ph.D,’ 70
OrvilleW. Nyblade, A.B.,’50
AngelinaG. Overvold, A.M., 74
Louise Lochner Petrie, A.B., ‘62
DavidM. Fevan,AB.,’97
WilliamM. Fevan, AM.,” 96
Robert B. Ransom, A.B., '85
Donald H. Regan, Ph.D., '80
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Michael T. Reid, A.B., '93

Robin Reiner, A.B., '80

Charles F. Richter, A.M., '66, J.D., '70
Judith M. Riley, A.B., '67

David S. Sdlem, A.M., 77

William Schroeder, A.B., '71. Ph.D., "79
Dion Scott-Kakures, A.M.,'83, Ph.D.,'88
Daniel Sedey, M.A., 61, Ph.D., '69
Amy L. Shapiro, A.B., 77

Steven J. Shaw, A.B., 63

Barry H. Silverblatt, A,M., '66

H. Robert Silverstein, A.B., 61
Michael A. Small, A.B., 72

Rev. Emerson W. Smith, A.B., '40
Keith A. Soiroff, A.B., 86

Theodore C. Stamatakos, A.B.,'87

Colleen A. M. Stameshkin, A.M., '75, Ph.D., 76

Charlotte C. Steffen, A.B., 96

John M. Supera,A.M., 88

Brian S. Taylor, A.M., '00

BabaraB. Van Dyne

Stephen G. Van Meter, A.B., ‘83
Kenneth A. Vatz, A.B., '65

Harold Vaughn

Damon N. Vocke, A.B., '85,J.D.., '89
VirginiaWarren, M.A.,'70, Ph.D,79
Jonathan G. Wares, A.M.,'67

Patricia White, A.B.,'71, A.M.,'74, JD., 74

M. Jay Whitman, A.B.,'67, J.D., '70, A.M., 71,

Ph.D.,'73
Lillian H. Young
Michagl A. Zimmerman, A.B.,'63



