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When Testimony is Implicit and Evaluative 

Bianca Cepollaro  

Scuola Normale Superiore (Pisa) / Institut Jean Nicod, ENS (Paris) 

 

In investigating the behaviour of slurs - derogatory terms targeting people on the basis of their belonging to a 

category - , scholars usually focus on whether and how they encode evaluation; in this talk I focus on another 

interesting property, namely their propagandistic power. The fact that implicit and evaluative information is 

transmitted raises interesting issues concerning testimony. 

In the first section of this talk, I account for slurs' propagandistic power in terms of presupposed content: I 

assess the issue of how presupposed information is transmitted and how this case is relevant to testimony. I 

will conclude this section with a few curious examples of how presupposed content is treated in forensic 

linguistics. 

In the second section I assess the question whether it makes sense to talk about testimony in the case of 

evaluative content. I compare two interesting cases, slurs and thick terms, and I try to show how the evaluation 

case complicates the debate in epistemology. 

 

 

 

Expert-oriented Abilities vs Novice-oriented Abilities: An Alternative Account of Epistemic Authority 

Michel Croce  

University of Genoa 

 

According to a recent theory proposed by Linda Zagzebski (2012), it is rational for laypersons to believe on 

authority when they conscientiously judge that the authority is more likely to form true beliefs and avoid false 

ones than they are in some domain. Christoph Jaeger (2015) raised several objections to her view and argued 

that authentic epistemic authorities care about fostering laypersons’ understanding, rather than their mere 

acquiring true beliefs. In this paper, I argue that both theories fail to capture what epistemic authority is, and 

offer an alternative account grounded in the abilities that different kinds of authorities are required to possess. 

 

 

 

Epistemic Relativism and Indirect Testimony 

Alexander Dinges 

Universität Hamburg 

 

Epistemic relativism is the view that the proposition expressed by sentences such as “S knows that p” has 

truth-values only relative to an epistemic standard. This view has gained many supporters in recent years. 

I will argue that it cannot be sustained. First, I will argue that relativism is incompatible with certain 

intuitions about cases of indirect testimony i.e. cases where someone reports that someone else said that 

p. In particular, I will argue that relativism is incompatible with the intuition that it is typically appropriate 

to form the belief that S doesn’t know that p based on a report that S said that she doesn’t know that p. 
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Second, I will defend this argument against possible rejoinders. Third, I will show that if the relativist 

bites the bullet and claims that the just mentioned intuition is mistaken, she thereby undermines a main 

motivation for her position, namely, that unlike contextualism, relativism vindicates speech report, 

disagreement and retraction data. 

 

 

 

Assertion, Presupposition, Testimony and Gibbard 

Daniel Dohrn  

University of Konstanz 

 

I discuss two so-called Gibbard cases. In one case, it seems perfectly in order for two speakers to assert 

conditionals of the form If p,q and If p, not-q, respectively. In the other, seemingly perfectly analogous case, 

the conflicting conditionals are marked.  

I propose that, in asserting a conditional If p, q, one rules out certain salient epistemic possibilities that so far 

have been compatible with common ground: those where p but not-q. While the outlined relationship to 

common ground is a presupposition of asserting a conditional, sometimes the presupposition fails. Then we 

tend to accommodate a revision of common ground before evaluating the conditional. Accommodation may 

sometimes be intended by asserting a conditional. I show how this explains why conflicting conditionals can 

sometimes be all right, depending on differences in accommodation. I close with explaining the difference 

between the two examples. 

 

 

 

The Development of Vigilance towards Promises 

Margherita Isella 

University Vita-Salute San Raffaele 

 

Promises play important functions in social interactions, such as facilitating coordination or promoting 

cooperation. However, the communicator might break her promise and this is typically costly for the recipient. 

Therefore, to minimize the risks of trusting a promise which will not be kept, the recipient needs to be vigilant. 

There is a growing body of evidence showing that preschool children are equipped with abilities for epistemic 

vigilance, but none of these studies addresses promises. We investigate the development of vigilance towards 

promises, in particular children’s ability to use information about the communicator’s history of keeping or 

breaking promises when deciding whether to trust a promise. In a series of studies, three-, four- and five-year-

olds are introduced to one puppet who broke a promise and another puppet who kept a promise. Both puppets 

then promise to help the child and we record which puppet the child chooses. 

 

 

 

Explicit Performatives and the Common-ground Account of Lying 

Mark Jary 

University of Roehampton, London 

 

It is widely accepted that lying necessarily involves asserting. If this position is accepted, then the challenge 

of providing a satisfactory account of lying relies heavily on finding the appropriate account of assertion. 

Stokke (2013) presents a strong case that the account of assertion that best explains lying is Stalnaker’s (1978) 

common-ground analysis. 

Stokke, however, does not consider the cases of explicit performative utterances such as (1): 

(1) I (hereby) promise never to drink again.  

As noted by Jary (2007), these are cases where the proposition expressed updates the common ground. 

Intuitively, though, explicit performatives are not assertions as they are not open to truth-judgments. Stokke’s 

account of lying, however, runs the risk of treating such utterances as assertions, and hence treating them as 

lie prone.  
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Testimonial Injustice without Credibility Deficit (or Excess) 

Federico Luzzi 

University of Aberdeen 

 

Miranda Fricker’s (2007) influential conception of testimonial injustice understands it as the injustice done to 

a speaker S by a hearer H when, due to a negative identity-prejudicial stereotype she holds about S, H unjustly 

accords too little credibility to S. On Fricker’s conception, the primary harm associated with testimonial 

injustice must be that H wrongs S in her capacity as a knower, which in turn takes the more specific form of 

H’s wronging S in her capacity to impart knowledge. 

I describe a kind of case that deserves to be counted as testimonial injustice, but in which H affords exactly 

the right amount of credibility to S, and in which H does not harm S in her capacity to impart knowledge. The 

case thus suggests that Fricker’s understanding of testimonial injustice is too narrow. After defending the case 

from objections, I diagnose the shortcoming of Fricker’s account and sketch an improved, broader notion of 

testimonial injustice that accommodates it. 

 

 

 

Trusting What You Are Told: Politeness and Scalar Inferences 

Diana Mazzarella 

University College London / L2C2, CNRS-Université de Lyon 

 

Recent behavioural studies in experimental pragmatics suggest that scalar inferences are less likely to be 

derived in face-threatening contexts (Bonnefon et al., 2009; Feeney & Bonnefon, 2012). Crucially, these 

studies have neglected the cognitive distinction between ‘comprehension’ and ‘acceptance’ (Sperber et al., 

2010), with important methodological implications. This paper argues that the available empirical evidence is 

compatible with two alternative explanations: (i) face-threatening contexts block the derivation of scalar 

inferences, or (ii) in face-threatening contexts the scalar inference is in fact derived but is less likely to be 

accepted as true (as the listener may think that the speaker is trying to be polite rather than strictly honest). The 

paper presents some arguments in favour of (ii) and outlines directions for experimentally investigating the 

effect of politeness on the acceptance of scalar inferences. 

 

 

 

Testimonial Knowledge, Lies, and Virtue Theory 

Dan O’Brien 

Oxford Brookes University 

 

In cases of “engineered knowledge” a speaker skilfully manipulates another’s thinking in order that knowledge 

is acquired. Examples discussed include paternalistic lies, Socratic irony, and where women “tell it slant” in 

order to be heard in a male-dominated society. The skills involved here should be seen as epistemic virtues. 

Virtue reliabilism, though, focuses on the cognitive faculties of the hearer, whereas it is the abilities of the 

speaker that are central to these cases. The speaker must be skilled in the art of lying: he must be able to project 

himself into the place of another—know how she is likely to think given the lies told; his timing and body 

language must be right; he must be creative and imaginative, and know how to adjust his scheme if the audience 

is resistant. I therefore suggest that the epistemic virtues involved here should be seen in neo-Aristotelian 

terms. 

 

 

 

Morality and Misleading 

Jennifer Saul 

University of Sheffield 

 

This paper offers a close ethical examination of a particular kind of deception, mere misleading. This kind of 

deception is especially important because it is widely thought to be morally superior to lying. I think this is, in 

most contexts, wrong; and have previously argued this (Saul 2012a, b). Here I explore mere misleading in 

much more detail. My exploration comes in two parts. In the first part, I attempt to formulate criteria for the 
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sort of special context where mere misleading is morally better than lying. In the second section, I explore 

some especially difficult cases of mere misleading, which point to a need for substantial further work.  This is 

particularly urgent because these cases are of enormous real-world importance. 

 

 

 

Insincerity and Testimony 

Andreas Stokke 

Umeå University 

 

Recent generative views of testimonial knowledge have agreed that testimonial knowledge merely requires 

reliable testimony. By contrast, it is argued here that testimonial knowledge requires that the testimony was 

given on a reliable basis. The latter condition is stronger in ruling out that testimonial knowledge can be 

acquired from testifiers who testify reliably on unreliable bases. It is shown that the stronger view captures key 

components of the motivation for the traditional, preservative view of testimonial knowledge. Further, the 

account proposed here is seen to distinguish correctly between testimonial knowledge and knowledge merely 

by way of testimony. 

 

 

 

Collective Testimony and Collective Belief 

Leo Townsend 

University of Oslo 

 

In this paper I explore the relation between collective testimony and collective belief. I take it that a lot of what 

we know is acquired on the say-so of groups, and that part of what it means to acquire knowledge in this way 

is that we stand in relations of epistemic trust towards institutions, organisations and other collective entities: 

we trust them for the truth. But what, if anything, does this imply about the epistemic states, statuses and 

capacities of these collective entities in which we place our epistemic trust? In particular, when a group tells 

us that p, and we believe it, must we then recognise it as a believing-that-p group? I argue that the answer to 

this question is a qualified ‘yes.’  

 

 

 

Epistemic Injustice and Medical Diagnosis: a Narrative Analysis 

Vera Tripodi 

University of Torino 

 

As Fricker has argued, women are particularly vulnerable to the phenomenon of epistemic injustice. In this 

contribution, I will focus on a particular aspect of this kind of injustice: the fact the ill women are more exposed 

than ill men to the experience of not being heard from doctors or health professionals. My aim is to show that 

epistemic injustice in medical diagnosis constitutes a form of silencing that prevents women from being able 

to efficiently communicate knowledge to other and is related to mechanisms that make doctors fail to recognize 

female patients as trustworthy competent with respect to their illness conditions or to readily incorporated their 

knowledge into decision-making. More precisely, I will offer an analysis of this phenomenon in terms of 

pragmatic failure. The paper is divided in two parts. In the first part, I present Fricker’s notion of epistemic 

injustice. In the second part, I discus some patient reports of cardiovascular as example of testimonial and 

hermeneutical injustice.TBA 

 

 

 

Reasons to Doubt Testimony: What are the Components of Testimonial Credibility? 

Marion Vorms1, Anouk Barberousse2 

1Birkbeck College, London 
2University Paris 4 La Sorbonne 

 

In this paper, we will explore in detail the various reasons one may have not to trust testimony, by considering 
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the paradigmatic case of formal testimony, namely courtroom witnesses’ reports. The various components of 

the credibility of testimony are generally grossly described by epistemologists, who amalgamate them under 

the umbrella term of “reliability” (sometimes decomposing the latter into veracity and competence, but not 

further). By relying on David Schum’s (2004) analysis of the complex structure of the multi-stepped inferences 

at play in judiciary evidential reasoning, we will show that the components of the credibility of testimony are 

of various kinds, and cannot all be reduced to empirical issues. 

While acknowledging that testimonial and perceptual evidence are inextricably linked in evidential reasoning, 

we will claim that the justification of testimony-based beliefs is not reducible to an empirical argument, 

because the reasons to doubt testimony on the one hand, and perception on the other, are not (all) of the same 

kind. 

 

 

 

Eavesdropping and the Reach of Speech 

Jeremy Wanderer 

UMass Boston 

 

This paper aims to contrast two different ways of thinking about the relationship between Speaker and Hearer 

in an act of eavesdropping: the first equates the figure of the eavesdropper with that of the voyeur, whereas the 

second does not. A key difference is that only the second accords a central explanatory role to the distinctive 

character of speech acts in making sense of the epistemic and ethical character of the activity of eavesdropping. 

Having contrasted these two ways of thinking about eavesdropping in the first part of the paper, I apply the 

contrast to recent discussions of “interpersonal accounts” of the epistemology of testimony in the second part. 

Specifically, it is argued that most interpersonal accounts exclude knowledge acquired via eavesdropping from 

the scope of testimonial knowledge proper as the result of tacit reliance on the first of these two ways of 

thinking about eavesdropping.  

 


