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special issue. Summaries that are submitted prior to
December 31st will be given full consideration for the special
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intended contributions does not exceed the available journal
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All submissions will be subject to the journal's regular
peer review process under the direction of the guest editors
and Ronald Fisher, the journal's editor-in-chief. The final
version of accepted articles must adhere to the
journal’s author guidelines.

Confluence of Interest
It’s been twenty-five years or so since Gazzaniga’s (1985)
empirically motivated work that understood the brain as a
kind of hermeneutic device or “interpreter” that evolved in
response to social forces. This work could be considered a
landmark in the nascent field of social neuroscience (SN).
From a philosophical perspective it’s also been some twenty-
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five years since Churchland (1986) broke ranks with the a
priorism characteristic of the prevailing philosophy of mind
by taking heed of developments within neuroscience.
Social neuroscience, by definition, is an acknowledgement
that the nervous system cannot be considered in isolation
from the social environments in which humans have evolved.
By the same token, the non-Cartesian wing of cognitive
science is also a de facto acknowledgement that ubiquitous
sociality must be factored into philosophy of mind. This said,
there is still a very limited literature dealing with this clear
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confluence of interest. Of course, social neuroscience is not
totally unknown to philosophy – possibly the most famous
instance being the work of Gallese et al (1996), given
philosophical currency via Gallese and Goldman (1998). But
given the diversity of research projects that drive social
neuroscience and “situated” philosophy of mind, the possible
topics of philosophical investigation go well beyond mirror
neurons.
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4) What drives the “techno-ebullience” surrounding
neuroimaging in general, and neuroimaging in SN
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7,500 and 9,000 words. Please send your proposals to both
Philip and Leslie:
Natural Intelligence: the INNS Magazine

42

Volume 2, Issue.1, July 2013

