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Marc Artiga (Universitat de Girona, LOGOS)

Demonstrative views and the content of perceptual experiences
One of the standard arguments in favor of Disjunctivism claims that experiences exhibit particularity and that only Disjunctivist views can accommodate this fact. In this paper I intend to undermine this motivation by arguing that Disjunctivism cannot account for particularity. Crucially, and in contrast to standard criticisms of Disjunctivism, my argument focuses on percepual cases rather than cases of hallucination.

Andrea Giananti (University of Fribourg)
Perception,representation and constancy
A lively debate in the philosophy of mind concerns the nature of perception. A traditional view is representationalism, which holds that perceptual experiences are a matter of representing the world as being a certain way. An alternative view is put forward by authors such as Bill Brewer and Charles Travis: they think perception is relational, namely a question of a subject being in relation to a physical object. I will focus my attention on Travis (2004). He argues that perceptual experiences are not representational: the role of perception rather consists in bringing our surroundings into view. Whatever true or false representation follows from that is the result of thought and intellectual activity in general. In this paper I discuss his view and I claim he has a problem: he’s not able to account for perceptual constancies.

Mirja Pérez de Calleja (Universitat de Girona, LOGOS) 
Control over sources of actions
The main aim of my paper is to defend my favored historical condition on free will from Galen Strawson’s Basic Argument for the impossibility of moral responsibility. First, I motivate the idea that the history of the sources of an action (i.e., how the relevant beliefs, desires, character traits, principles, values, and so on were formed and maintained) matters to whether or not the action exhibits free will and responsibility. Secondly, I motivate that one plausible way to construe the historical condition on free will is in terms of indirect rational control over the sources of actions. For an unconstrained intentional action performed by a mentally sane adult to be free, the action’s sources must suitably result from (among many other factors) prior unconstrained intentional actions of that agent, in a way that is incompatible with manipulation, brainwashing, indoctrination, and the like. Finally, I defend this historical condition from Strawson’s Basic Argument. This argument says that being truly responsible for an action requires being truly responsible for possessing the reasons and principles on which one acts, which in turn requires having freely chosen at least some of these reasons and principles; but, for having made this prior choice freely, one must have freely chosen at least some of the reasons and principles on which one chose; and so on. Strawson’s contention is that true responsibility is logically impossible because it requires the actual completion of an infinite regress of choices of principles of choice. Against this, I argue that control over sources of actions need not be understood in terms of free choices of principles of choice; it is more plausible to understand it in terms of indirect rational control. Typically, people do not intentionally shape their character and motives, and the intuitions that support the idea that control over sources of actions is necessary for responsibility do not justify the view that intentionally shaping one’s character and motives through choices aimed at this is necessary to be suitably in control of the sources of one’s actions.
Carlota Serrahima (Universitat de Barcelona, LOGOS) 
Embodied Coping Skills: Questioning the Conceptualist Account
Our sensorimotor skills are typically taken to be intimately related to how we apprehend the world in perception. This makes them one of the touchstones of the debate between conceptualists and non-conceptualists. In this respect, their discussion revolves around the nature of the content of the peculiar kind of representations involved in displaying bodily actions: the main claim of conceptualists is that the content of such representations can be fully specified by the concepts their bearer possesses, while non-conceptualists argue against this idea.

I will take as a starting point and guide for my talk a paradigmatic ‒and problematic‒ case of embodied coping, mentioned by John McDowell and Hubert Dreyfus in an exchange from 2007. My aim will be questioning McDowell’s conceptualist strategy to explain this case by pointing out that it either leads to a phenomenologically inaccurate account of embodied coping, or it focuses on features of it that seem to be explicable without a need to appeal to concepts.

Umut Baysan (University of Glasgow)

Realization and part-whole relation
The Flat view of realization claims that, first, the realizer properties play the causal roles that are individuative of the realized property, and second, both the realized and the realizer properties are instantiated in the same individual. The Dimensioned view, on the other hand, rejects these two claims, and argues that the realizer properties are the properties of the constituents of the object which instantiates the realized property. In this paper, I claim that realization in the Dimensioned view’s sense is, in fact, mereological supervenience (a part-whole relation). This renders the Flat view superior to the Dimensioned view because it can distinguish between mereological supervenience and realization, whereas its rival cannot.
Henrik Andersson (Lunds University)

Fitting it in – A reply to Krister Bykvist’s article “No Good Fit”
This paper is a defence of the fitting attitudes (FA) analysis of value. In short, according to the FA-analysis of value what is positively valuable is that which is fitting to have a pro-attitude towards and what is negatively valuable is that which it is fitting to have a contra-attitude towards. There are two well-known objections that can be made to this analysis. According to the first objection the FA-analysis is circular. The second objection – the wrong kind of reasons objection (WKR) – claims that it can be fitting to have a pro-attitude towards an object, which lacks positive value, and therefore the FA-analysis seems to fall short. Recently Krister Bykvist has presented two additional problems: if the analysis is not circular it will lead to either the ”solitary good problem” or to the ”distance problem”. According to the ”solitary good problem” there are good states of affairs that are logically impossible to favour or simply not fitting to favour. The ”distance problem” makes use of the fact that our feelings seem to depend on the distance from the state of affairs, thus there are cases when the state of affairs p is clearly better than the state of affairs q but it is not fitting to have a stronger positive emotional feeling about p than about q. It is these additional problems that will be discussed. Several solutions will be sketched out, showing possible ways around these problems.

Simon Fokt (University of St. Andrews)

Solving Wollheim's dilemma
Wollheim threatened Dickie's institutional definition of art with a dilemma which entailed that the theory is either redundant or incomprehensible and useless. In the first part of the paper I try to show that it is in fact perfectly possible to make enough sense of the concept of the artworld, analysing it as a system of beliefs and practices shared by its members, and governed loosely by conventional rules. Then an account on reasons artworld members might have to confer the status of a candidate for appreciation is given. The reasons are analysed in terms used by Gaut's cluster account – an authorised member of an artworld has a good reason to confer the status on an object if this object satisfies a subset of criteria for arthood commonly respected as sufficient within a given artworld. The institutionality of the theory is preserved on two levels. Firstly, it is necessary to refer to the institution to explain which properties are criterial and which subsets are respected as sufficient within the artworld, and secondly, the possession of those properties is merely a necessary condition for arthood, only becoming sufficient with the actual act of conferral. The first horn of the dilemma is averted because explaining the reasons behind conferral cannot eliminate references to the institution, and so is the second horn, as even accepting partial arbitrariness of the conferral itself does not deprive the theory of its explanatory power.

