equally crucial developments in Quine’s philosophy of logic
and views on ontology. Another key Quinean doctrine first
articulated in this book is the virtual theory of sets, given a
weighty role in Quine’s later work on set theory, Quine (1963:
Set Theory and Its Logic, Harvard University Press). Quine also
made several of the well-known arguments of Quine (1948:
‘On What There Is’, Review of Metaphysics, 2(5), 21-38), or
clear precursors of them, for the first time in The Significance of
the New Logic, Janssen-Lauret (2018: xxx-xxxiii). From a historical point of view, the book reveals the influence of philosophers other than Carnap, including Whitehead and Russell,
Tarski, and notably Frege, to whom Quine attributes the ‘essential content’ of the work on impure reference Quine (2018:
85).
W.V. Quine The Significance of the New Logic, ed. and tr.
Walter Carnielli, Frederique Janssen-Lauret, and William
Pickering, with an accompanying essay by Frederique
Janssen-Lauret, Cambridge University Press, 2018

Epistemic logic is an umbrella term for a species of modal
logics whose main objects of study are knowledge and belief intentional states of particular importance in reasoning. As a
field of study, epistemic logic uses modal logic and mathematical tools to formalize, clarify, and solve the questions that drive
(formal) epistemology, and its applications extend not only to
philosophy, but also to theoretical computer science, artificial
intelligence, and economics. Initiated by Hintikka’s Knowledge and Belief: An Introduction to the Logic of the Two Notions (1962) - inspired by insights in von Wright’s An Essay in
Modal Logic (1951) - research in epistemic logic has widely
advanced based on the formal ground of normal modal logics and standard possible world semantics based on (relational)
Kripke structures as they provide a natural, mathematically elegant yet still relatively easy way of modelling epistemic logics.
However, as already flagged by Hintikka, the standard Kripke
semantics possesses features that make the notions of knowledge and belief it implements too strong, leading to the problem
of logical omniscience: the agents represented know/believe
all logical truths, and know/believe all logical consequences of
Frederique Janssen-Lauret what they know/believe. These agents are obviously highly ideUniversity of Manchester alized reasoners, far away from having realistic cognitive powers and bounds. While such epistemic systems can be defended
to work well for derivative attitudes such as what one ought to
News
know given what one knows, what one potentially knows given
a certain body of information etc., they do not provide a satisCalls for Papers
factory formalism for arbitrary non-omniscient agents and the
Pluralistic Perspectives on Logic: special issue of Synthese, knowledge attitude per se. Thus, we ask: what is the logic of
the knowledge attitude per se for arbitrary agents? This is one
deadline 1 June.
Agency and Rationality: special issue of MANUSCRITO, of the questions that have been keeping Peter, Franz, and myself busy in the last couple of months.
deadline 30 June.
The formal theory of aboutness and subject matter Peter surFormalization of Arguments: special issue of Dialectica,
veyed last time in the issue of February, 2018 is of great help
deadline 31 July.
Reliability: special issue of Synthese, deadline 11 November. here. To be more specific: Franz and Peter have been develInstrumentalism about Epistemic Rationality: For and oping in several LoC outputs - Franz’s Aboutness in Imagination (2017: Philosophical Studies) and Simple HyperintenAgainst: special issue of Synthese, deadline 30 October.
sional Belief Revision (2018: Erkenntnis), and Peter’s Theories of Aboutness (2017: Australasian Journal of Philosophy)
- a theory of propositional content that supplements the truth
Dissemination Corner
set of a sentence with its subject matter or topic as a component of its meaning. Intuitively then, knowing what a sentence
The Logic of Conceivability
A means boils down to knowing what it is about, i.e., having grasped its topic, and what it says about that topic. This
The Logic of Conceivabilmore refined account of content - when taken on board together
ity (LoC) project aims to
with the claim of Seth Yalcin’s claim that epistemic states are
address a limitation of the
topic sensitive (2016: Belief as Question Sensitive, Philosostandard treatment of intenphy and Phenomenological Research) - helps us to break some
tional states based on possipatterns of strong logical closure that lead to the problem of
ble worlds semantics: the sological omniscience. The resulting logic, for example, can accalled problem of logical omcount for some hyperintensional distinctions: one can know
niscience. I here motivate
that “2+2=4” without knowing that “equilateral triangles are
how the formal tools so far
equiangular” although they are true at exactly the same possideveloped in the LoC project
ble worlds, namely all of them. Another intuitive example for
- when combined with tools
the failure of strong closure goes as follows. “If 113 guests
and techniques from episattended the ball, then the number of guests is prime” is a logtemic logic - can help to
ical truth, yet one can know that “113 guests attended the ball”
tackle this problem. Let us
without knowing that “the number of guests is prime”: one can
first take a step back and
grasp claims about the number 113 without being able to grasp
briefly mention what episclaims about primeness.
temic logic is about, and
what causes the problem of
The topic-sensitivity of epistemic states does not seem to exlogical omniscience in such
plain the entire logical omniscience story, especially with relogics to arise.
spect to the failure of closure under known implications though.
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Another explanatory factor we are drawn to - as, e.g., Lewis
(1982: Logic for Equivocators, Noûs, Volume 16, No. 3, 431441), Stalnaker (1984: Inquiry, MIT Press), Fagin & Halpern
(1988: Belief, Awareness, and Limited Reasoning, Artificial Intelligence, Volume 34, No. 1, 39-76), Yalcin (2016) have for
belief - is that an agent’s knowledge state is fragmented across
various ‘frames of mind’. We store information in di↵erent
fragments of our minds and, sometimes, it is hard to put two
and two together and get to know what is entailed by what we
know: Jones knows that Mary lives in New York, that Fred lives
in Boston and that Boston is north of New York. Yet Jones fails
to infer the obvious: that Mary will have to travel north to visit
Fred (Braddon-Mitchell & Jackson, 2007: The Philosophy of
Mind and Cognition: An Introduction, Blackwell Publishers,
p. 199). Fragmentation of belief states (rather than knowledge states) can further account for the fact that an arbitrary
agent can hold mutually inconsistent beliefs in non-interacting
frames of minds: one might believe that monotremes lay eggs
yet also believe that only non-mammals lay eggs.
Combining topic sensitivity and fragmentation of epistemic
states results in a logic of the knowledge attitude per se for arbitrary, non-omniscient agents that complements, if not competes
with, some of the previous proposals to solve the problem of
logical omniscience in epistemic logic using, for example, impossible worlds semantics and awareness structures.
One note regarding the dynamics of knowledge and belief. The above mentioned logical framework naturally expands
the array of dynamic attitudes Dynamic Epistemic Logic (DEL
for short) studies. Roughly speaking, DEL extends (the socalled static) epistemic logics by inclusion of operators that
describe informative events that lead to changes in knowledge
and belief of the agents in question. Arguably, in a framework
that makes subject matter of sentences part of their meanings
and epistemic states topic sensitive, the dynamic knowledge
update and belief revision operators should capture not only
the changes in the intension but also the topic of the agents’
epistemic state. This is what we are after now: topic-sensitive
dynamic epistemic logics for arbitrary agents.
Further
details
low
as
LoC

and
results
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tuned!
Aybüke Özgün
University of Amsterdam

What’s Hot in . . .
Medieval Reasoning
At the beginning of May I was in St Andrews for an excellent
workshop on Medieval Logic and its Contemporary Relevance
(URL:
https://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/arche/event/medievallogic-and-its-contemporary-relevance/2018-05-01/). Scholars
from di↵erent backgrounds – including historians of medieval logic, historians of medieval philosophy, logicians
and philosophers of logic – came together to discuss several
central aspects of the medieval logical tradition and of its
study, bringing to the table a variety of points of view, approaches, answers and (above all) questions. Not only were
all these talks informative about their own specific subjects
within the scope of medieval theories, but they were also
enlightening about contemporary logic and philosophy of
logic. The QAs were particularly useful and exciting because
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they turned out to be one of those rare occasions of examining
a number of familiar medieval theories under di↵erent lights
and approaches, asking di↵erent types of questions and
arriving to di↵erent answers equally supported and compatible
with each other. Overall, this encounter of di↵erent backgrounds, interests and methods in an open dialogue was truly
representative of what the study of medieval reasoning – intrinsically intersectional between historical, philosophical and
logico-mathematical concerns – could and should be at its best.
Even if self-reflection and
self-justification is a common (and almost peculiar)
philosophical practice, in
particular those scholars
who work in grey areas
of this sort, in between
di↵erent disciplines, often
find themselves addressing
some general background
questions that, while they
might look symptomatic of
an anxiety for legitimation,
concern the nature of their work, their intellectual aims,
and how those aims should be pursued. Why do we care
about Medieval Logic? Why should others care? Who
are those others? It was surprisingly reassuring to find
out that everyone in the room routinely asked themselves
these questions too. Sara Uckelman’s talk on “The Ways
in Which We Can Learn from Medieval Logic” (URL:
medievallogic.wordpress.com/2018/05/03/why-do-we-studymedieval-logic/) addressed these matters and was excellent
food for thought. Sara presented a twofold distinction mapping
the ways of looking at medieval logic and reasoning: on the one
hand, medieval logic is a subject holding intrinsic interest, that
we study to learn about it, while aiming for a historically sound
reconstruction; on the other hand, medieval logic is something
we can learn from to address our contemporary concerns and
clarify our own practices by transposing these theories within
our own framework. Either approach is perfectly legitimate
and has its practitioners: historians of philosophy will often be
on the one side, logicians and philosophers of logic usually on
the other. Yet, more often than not, the line is not so neatly
drawn, nor should it be: not only is there a possible third way
going down the middle, but it would also be a way that leads
to both goals. For example, some awareness of the analogous
contemporary debates would be helpful to a historian working
on medieval logical theories, in order to better grasp their
peculiarity and their continuity with our own contemporary
concerns. Moreover, a historically minded logician could
possibly find a goldmine of ideas and techniques in those dusty
manuscripts by treating carefully those aspects of medieval
logic that may not seem immediately transposable into our
contemporary frameworks. Perhaps, not only is it possible to
meet on this middle ground, but this could be the best space for
a genuine and highly fruitful conversation between disciplines,
of which this workshop was the perfect example.

Graziana Ciola
Philosophy, Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa

