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Workshop Programme

9:30 – 10:00		Welcome and registration
				Tea and coffee will be served
10:00 – 11:15 		Denis McManus (Southampton)
			‘Being in the world and the view from nowhere’
				Chair: TBC
11:15 – 11:45		Tea and coffee 			
11:45 – 13:00		Andrew Buskell (LSE)
‘Halfway to Heidegger: Transcendental Philosophy, Phenomenology and Intermediate Phenomena’
				Chair: Harry Lewendon-Evans
13:00 – 14:00		Lunch
14:00 – 15:15		Joseph Rouse (Wesleyan)
			‘Lawfulness, Natural Necessity, and Heideggerian Ontology’
				Chair: TBC
15:15 – 15:45		Tea/coffee
15:45 – 17:00		Adam Beck (London Metropolitan)
			‘Heidegger, Carnap, Gödel and Nothing Else’
				Chair: TBC
17:00			Close

Evening		Workshop dinner


Abstracts
Denis McManus, ‘Being in the world and the view from nowhere’
The paper will consider ways in which Heidegger’s account of our grasp of truths might be thought to be in tension with those truths constituting objective matters of fact. Topics to be considered will include whether there are brands of physicalism with which Heidegger’s outlook would be consistent, how a recognition of Husserl’s influence on that outlook might affect how we understand it, the bearing of Heidegger’s notion of Being-with on these issues, and whether an objectivist ‘view from nowhere’ is best seen as a view.
Andrew Buskell, ‘Halfway to Heidegger: Transcendental Philosophy, Phenomenology and Intermediate Phenomena’
[bookmark: _GoBack]There are two central philosophical discussions focused on the relationship between Phenomenology and the sciences. The first attempts to (at least, partly) explain science as a world-disclosing, practical enterprise. The second interrogates Phenomenology’s usefulness in instigating or constraining empirical investigation. I here show that these two discussions are related in virtue of respective assumptions about the transcendental nature of Phenomenology: such discussions and arguments focus on the extent to which Phenomenology determines empirical possibility. While these issues are not straightforward when dealing with the natural sciences, they are further complicated in the human and social sciences, where the study of human beings and human life is front and centre. In these sciences we confront a curious class of phenomena that Heidegger calls intermediate phenomena, and here I argue that reflection on this class of phenomena is useful in determining the strength of Heidegger’s commitment to transcendental philosophy, and the extent to which Phenomenology may be naturalised.
Joseph Rouse, ‘Lawfulness, Natural Necessity and Heideggerian Ontology’
Martin Heidegger’s “existential” conception of science and his account of the ontological difference between being and entities develop a novel way to understand scientific laws and their necessity.  On an existential conception, sciences are practices of research rather than bodies of knowledge extracted from those practices. Heideggerian ontology argues that such practices depend upon a prior understanding of the “being” of entities within the research domain, which governs scientific methodology and conceptualization. This understanding involves both a commitment to the holistic lawfulness of entities in the domain (their behaving “in the same way” no matter what), and a reliable, resilient ability to develop and articulate that understanding in a way that sustains its lawfulness in the face of apparently impossible results. The lawfulness of a scientific domain thus incorporates both the counterfactual invariance of entities within the domain, and the constancy of scientists’ comportment toward those entities as lawful, even to the point of abandoning the entire domain if its lawfulness cannot be sustained. This openness to the possibility of conceptual crisis in science is what allows scientific understanding to be truthful, such that the fundamental concepts and methods that provide access to the entities it investigates are also accountable to the entities themselves. 
Adam Beck, ‘Heidegger, Carnap, Gödel and Nothing Else’
In his 1932 paper “The Elimination of Metaphysics” Carnap famously ridicules Heideggerian nonsense. I will argue that Carnap’s analysis fails because he does not pay attention to the context within which Heidegger introduces his talk about das Nichts. The 1929 lecture, “What is Metaphysics?” begins by asking about the sciences and their capacity for objectivity. Objectivity is possible, Heidegger says, because science “gives the matter itself explicitly and solely the first and last word.” Sciences attend to the states of affair proper to their own fields of investigation – and to nothing else.
Whether by luck or intuition Heidegger has hit upon a phrase in natural language that cannot be translated into first order predicate calculus. Indeed, Gödel’s incompleteness theorem demonstrates that any formal language which has the power to express the stipulation “and nothing else” will necessarily be semantically incomplete. Since demarcation, whether of the domains of the particular sciences, or of science itself from metaphysical nonsense or pseudo-science, requires such stipulation, this suggests that demarcation is a genuine philosophical problem; and I take it that this is Heidegger’s point.
This connection between Heidegger’s conception of a metaphysical problem and Gödel’s work in meta-mathematics would be a mere curiosity, if it did not provides us with a convenient way of fleshing out and making sense of some of Heidegger’s more irritatingly gnomic utterances about “the nothing.”
