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It is hence a great pleasure that Professor Gabriele
Kern-Isberner from the TU
Dortmund, a fellow Maximum Entropy aficionado,
shares her thoughts on uncertain reasoning in general and
Maximum Entropy in particular. Not only did I find
her views on reasoning intellectually stimulating, as a
father of three, I also take
her experience with teaching
programming to children as
good parenting advise. This then leads me to the interview I
gave to The Reasoner (2018, Interview with Jürgen Landes,
The Reasoner, 93-96) last November, in which Hykel Hosni
asked me how to get the public interested in reasoning. Somewhat naively, I suggested to engage children on grounds of their
natural inquisitivity. I look forward to follow my own suggestion by teaching programming.

In this interview, I also said that “we are just not born with
innate interest in reasoning. What a shame!”. Gaby’s observations do not quite conform with my claim. Looking back, I still
think that we are not born with an innate interest in reasoning
Dear fellow Reasoners,
I’m one of those people who think that what is rational to be- proper, but – at the very least – I ought to have added that this
lieve is subject to evidential constraints which govern our epis- claim solely rests on my own observations. On a more positive
temic lives. For example, I have very good evidence that, if I note, Gaby points to transferring reasoning methods to first orbet on the number 13 in Roulette, then I will most probably lose der logic as an important challenge. Incidentally, I happen to
the chips I put down. I should hence definitely not assign more work on a Maximum Entropy application to first order logic.
than 80% probability to the proposition/event that the number
Before I treat you to this month’s interview, I would like to
13 will be the lucky number the next time the wheel is spun. I state my appreciation of The Reasoner and the intellectual stiminvested a lot of time in trying to answer this question, which ulation it has provided me over the years and – much more reprobability exactly I should assign to events on epistemological cently – parenting advise. As a reasoner and contributor to The
grounds. Today, I believe that their is no single correct answer, Reasoner (2018, What’s Hot in Mathematical Philosophy: Pialthough Maximum Entropy Methods for answering this ques- rate Games, 41-42 and 2018, L&P-updating - All Bets Are O↵,
tion almost always provide one good answer.
10), I had a sense of excitement when the new editor Hykel
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News
Calls for Papers
Knowing the Unknown: Philosophical Perspectives on Ignorance: special issue of Synthese, deadline 20 February.
Hybrid Data and Knowledge Driven Decision Making under
Uncertainty: special issue of Information Sciencesl, deadline
30 February.
Computational Modeling in Philosophy: special issue of Synthese, deadline 1 March.
Thought Experiments in the History of Philosophy of Science:
special issue of HOPOS, deadline 31 March.
Folk Psychology: Pluralistic Approaches: special issue of
Synthese, deadline 15 May.
Imprecise Probabilities, Logic and Rationality: special issue
of International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, deadline 1
June.

Dissemination Corner
The Logic of Conceivability
Recent output Since our
last post in the Reasoner’s
Dissemination Corner, the
Logic of Conceivability
Project (LoC) conceived
and realised a number of
papers.
Franz’ ‘Taming
the Runabout Imagination
Ticket’ appeared in Synthese
(2018), ‘The Theory of
Topic-Sensitive Intentional
Modals’ in The Logica
Yearbook 2018, and his joint
work with Peter, ‘Knowability Relative to Information,’ in
Mind (2018). Aybuke’s ‘A Topological Approach to Full
Belief,’ in collaboration with A. Baltag, N. Bezhanishvili,
and S. Smets, has appeared in Journal of Philosophical Logic
(2018), while Karolina’s joint work with Niels SkovgaardOlsen, Peter Collins, Ulrike Hahn, and Karl Christoph Klauer
is forthcoming in Cognitive Psychology. Finally, Franz’ book
with Mark Jago, Impossible Worlds, will appear in 2019
(Oxford University Press).
The LoC researchers have meanwhile turned their attention
to the notion of relevance between a conditional antecedent and
its consequent. Here I survey some of the developments that
sparked our interest in this phenomenon.
The Relevance of Relevance One of the aims of LoC is to
study how people reason when they imagine non-actual situations, that is, when they think about what might happen or
what might have happened. Among others, this kind of reasoning plays an important role in our production and interpretation of indicative conditionals, such as: “If you publish in
good journals, you will get tenure” or “If we do not reduce our
green house gas emission, the climate change catastrophe is inevitable.” One aspect of the interpretation of conditionals that
became LoC’s focus is the connection between a conditional’s
antecedent and its consequent. This connection can be understood in various ways, for instance, as an evidential or inferen13

tial relation, as a causal or explanatory link, or as probabilistic
relevance. There remains, however, a more fundamental question pertaining to the nature of the connection: does it belong
to the (broadly construed) semantics of a conditional or is it
merely a pragmatic aspect of its meaning?
On the vast majority of theories of conditionals, the connection plays no role in determining the truth value or the acceptability value of a conditional. On those theories, if the significance of the intuition that the antecedent and consequent should
be connected is acknowledged at all, it is considered to be a
purely pragmatic phenomenon. Nonetheless, it is not an entirely new idea that the connection belongs to what is literally
said: the conventional, semantic content of a conditional, and
hence that it contributes to its truth or acceptability conditions.
The view that the consequent should be inferrible from the antecedent has been advocated, for instance, already in A System
of Logic by John Stuart Mill (1843). The 20th century has witnessed attempts to capture the connection between antecedents
and consequents in a formal system, such as relevance logics or
Barwise and Perry’s situation semantics, but none of these became mainstream. What triggered a new wave of interest in the
status of the connection between antecedents and consequents
have been recent developments in cognitive science.
The first bits of evidence for the “inferential” approach to
conditionals can be found in the work by Douven and Verbrugge (2010: ‘The Adams Family’, Cognition), who have
drawn directly from the empirical linguistics, such as, for instance, the corpus based analysis of conditionals in English
by Declerck and Reed (2010: Conditionals: A comprehensive
empirical analysis, Mouton de Gruyter), where di↵erent types
of conditionals sentences are characterised in terms of di↵erent kinds of relations connecting their antecedents and consequents. Taking the notion of an inferential conditional as
their starting point, Douven and Verbrugge investigated how
di↵erent types of the inferential link between antecedents and
consequents a↵ect people’s acceptability and probability ratings. More specifically, they investigated di↵erent versions of
the so-called Adams Thesis, according to which the acceptability of a conditional is governed by the conditional probability
of its consequent given the antecedent. Although the Adams
Thesis has been widely accepted as self-evident, it turned out
not to hold as a general rule. At best, one can argue that the
acceptability of a conditional correlates with the corresponding conditional probability. However, by classifying conditionals depending on the type of an inference they express—
following the philosophical tradition of classifying inferences
as deductive, inductive, and abductive—Douven and Verbrugge
obtained positive results, too. For deductive inferential conditionals, the strongest version of the thesis holds: the acceptability of a conditional approximately equals the corresponding
conditional probability. For the abductive inferential conditionals, a high correlation between the two measures has been observed, while in the case of inductive inferential conditionals
we can only talk about moderate correlation. Building upon
Douven and Verbrugge’s study, Krzyżanowska, Wenmackers,
and Douven (2013: ‘Inferential conditionals and evidentiality,’
Journal of Logic, Language and Information, 22(3), 315-334)
showed that the type of an inferential connection between antecedents and consequents does not only a↵ect the strength of
the correlation between the acceptability and conditional probability, but it also a↵ects the way conditionals interact with epistemic modals inserted in their consequents.

While the results due to Douven and Verbrugge highlight the
significance of the connection between antecedents and consequents for people’s interpretation of conditional sentences,
they do not allow us to conclude anything about its status as
a semantic or pragmatic aspect of their meaning. More recent
results, however, suggest that the connection should at least be
considered as belonging to the conventional content of conditionals, if not even its truth-conditional content. SkovgaardOlsen, Singmann, and Klauer (2016:‘ The relevance e↵ect and
conditionals,’ Cognition, 150, 26-36) showed that the connection, understood in the probabilistic terms as the antecedent’s
probability raising e↵ect on the consequent (so called probabilistic relevance) a↵ects people’s probability ratings. More
specifically, Skovgaard-Olsen et al. (2016) investigated the thesis, typically referred to as The Equation, that the probability of
a conditional equals the corresponding conditional probability.
While it is believed to be the most robust finding about indicative conditionals, the Equation turned out not to hold for all
conditionals, but only for those whose antecedents are relevant
for the consequents.
Another line of empirical research that motivates the semantic approach to the connection between antecedents and consequents does not concern the semantic content of a conditional directly, but it shows that a purely pragmatic treatment
of the connection is problematic. For instance, Krzyżanowska,
Collins, and Hahn (2017: ‘Between a conditional’s antecedent
and its consequent: Discourse coherence vs. probabilistic relevance,’ Cognition 164, pp. 199–205) show also that the oddity of missing-link conditionals is not due to the violation of
discourse coherence, that is, that the connection between the
clauses of a conditional needs to be something stronger than
the common topic understood in discourse-coherence-theoretic
terms. Furthermore, the forthcoming paper by SkovgaardOlsen, Collins, Krzyżanowska, Hahn, and Klauer (2019: ‘Cancellation, negation, and rejection,’ Cognitive Psychology 108:
42-71) shows that the connection cannot be a conversational
implicature since a speaker attempting to cancel it is judged by
the participants as contradicting themselves. The oddity of conditional’s without a connection is also not an instance of a presupposition failure, since it does not project under wide scope
negation. Moreover, it does appear to belong to the at-issue
content. While the possibility that the connection is a conventional implicature is still open, making it a semantic, but not
truth-conditional content, a recent work by Douven, Elqayam,
Singmann, and van Wijnbergen-Huitink (2018: ‘Conditionals
and inferential connections: A hypothetical inferential theory,’
Cognitive Psychology 101, pp. 50-81) provides evidence that
the presence and the strength of an inferential connection affects people’s truth value judgements, too.
Given the close relationship between conditionals and hypothetical reasoning, these results are not surprising: after all, in the process of hypothetical thinking, people tend
to be interested in the consequences of what they suppose that are related to their suppostions, not merely in
things that happen to be true when these suppositions hold.
How to exactly account for this phenomenon is an exciting research question that we hope to answer. Stay tuned!
Karolina Krzyżanowska
University of Amsterdam / University of St. Andrews
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What’s Hot in . . .
Medieval Reasoning
“[P]hilosophers’ convictions about the eternity of
problems or conceptions were as baseless as a young
girl’s conviction that this year’s hats are the only ones
that could ever have been worn by a sane woman”.
This
passage
in
Collinwood’s An Autobiography (Oxford 1939,
p. 65) has always resonated
with me. The thing is, I
am not entirely convinced
that Collingwood was right,
but he might have been
onto something – besides
women’s fashion. As a historian of medieval philosophy
(and a casual historian of
fashion), my professional
identity is an odd beast, like a unicorn or a chimera. Not in
the sense that historians of philosophy are mythical monsters
– you can find a few of us wandering around departments of
philosophy and it doesn’t look like we are particularly close
to extinction, yet. But in the sense that we have multiple
natures: we are historians and we are philosophers. On the
one hand, the historian within me knows that Lady Philosophy
has changed a lot over her long life. My inner historian likes
to picture her as an old lady who’s had a few plastic surgeries
too many and has lost a few bits here and there – oftentimes
to replace them with more or less eccentric prosthetics, only
to occasionally switch them over again, to keep pace with
the ever-changing fashions of the day. Or perhaps my inner
historian entertains the idea that Philosophy is not quite a lady,
but rather a barely sketched vaguely written role interpreted
by di↵erent actors; or even better an artificial person, like an
institution: what that institution is and does changes with the
people inhabiting it, its practices, its reformations and, overall,
the times, and yet the institution itself is still in some sense the
same. Some days, my inner historian thinks of Philosophy as a
bit of both – the old lady and the institution – , i.e. the same sort
of patchwork creature that we, her historiographers, are. Long
story short and out of metaphor, a good chunk of philosophical
issues and conceptions, that were essential at some point or
another in the past, doesn’t count as philosophical at all in our
eyes – think, for example, of some of the things historians of
ideas, theology, or even science are interested in. The converse
would probably be just as true. At the end of the day, my
inner historian acknowledges the data and interprets it, trying
to tell a coherent story of the hows and whys of this historical
development. On the other hand, the philosopher within me is
more conflicted, which is not surprising. My inner philosopher
wants to believe that philosophical questions and theories, for
the most part, are not unsolvable conundrums or unchanging
truths – the very same we have been dealing with since the
dawn of our discipline – that we have been doomed to address
until the end of time, with no real hope of resolution. What a
boring and utterly hopeless endeavour would philosophising
be then! Yet, my inner philosopher has a recognition that
there is some sense in which the stu↵ she is doing is the
same kind of stu↵ that the philosophers of the past were

