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PHILOSOPHICAL TOPICS

VOL. 37, NO. 1,SPRING 2009

Perceptual Presence and the Productive

Imagination

Alan Thomas
Tilburg University

This paper has three aims. The first is to characterize the problem ofperceptual
presence and to argue that itneeds to be taken seriously in the philosophy of per-

ception. The second is to evaluate a solution to this problem pioneered by Kant

(1781; 1783) and refined by Sir Peter Strawson (Strawson 1971) and Wilfrid Sellars

(Sellars 1978). I will argue that this composite neo-Kantian view is the only avail-
able solution to the problem of perceptual presence. My third aim is to examine the

role that this account of imagination in perception plays in the recent work of John

McDowell. He objects to a theory of this kind during his discussion of Sellars's
work in McDowell's Woodbridge Lectures (McDowell 2009a, 2009b, 2009c). In later

work his assessment of this aspect of Sellarsi view is revised; this partly involves

a more sympathetic treatment of Sellars's views on imagination in perception
(McDowell 2009f, 114, 123-24). However, I will argue that the theory I defend here

not only solves the problem of perceptual presence, but makes far more of a posi-
tive contribution to McDowell's own views about perceptual intentionality than he

recognizes. The irony is that McDowell is a rapidly moving target and in his most

recent work he seems to have abandoned his Sellars-inspired view of perceptual
intentionality as involving "claims" more or less completely (McDowell 2009h). I
will argue that this most recent change in his views is poorly motivated.
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I. WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

The problem ofperceptual presence is that of explaining how our perceptual experi-
ence of the world gives us a sense of the presence of objects in perception over and
above the perceived sensory properties of that object. Objects possess other prop-
erties that are phenomenologically present, but sensorily absent. (Stipulatively, I
will refer to these properties as represented as present in perception even though
they are not sensorily present.) This problem séems to me comparatively neglected
in contemporary philosophy of perception. Here is a succinct description of the

problem byAlva Noë:

Consider as an example a perceptual experience such as that you might
enjoy ifyou were to hold a bottle in your hand with eyes closed. You
have a sense ofthepresence ofthewhole bottle,even though you only make
contact with thebottleat afew isolatedpoints. Can we explain how your
experience in this way outstrips what is actually given, or must we con-
cede that your sense of the bottle as a whole is a kind of confabulation?
. . .One way we might tryto explain this is by observing that you draw
on your knowledge ofwhat bottles are You bring to bear your con-
ceptual skills. This is doubtless right.But itdoes not, I think, do justice
to the phenomenology ofthe experience. For, crucially, your sense of the
presence of the bottle is a sense of itsperceptual presence. That is,you
do not merely think or inferthat there is a bottle present, in the way,say,
that you think or inferthat there is a room next door. The presence of
the bottle is not inferred or surmised. Itis experienced. (Noë 2002b: 8-9,
both emphases added)

My aim in this paper is not discuss the "grand illusion" hypothesis, which is Noë's
primary concern in this passage. I am interested in his insightful recognition of the

problem of perceptual presence.
I think that Noë's description of the phenomenology of our perceptual expe-

rience is exactly right. Your experience of the bottle is as he describes: of the whole
bottle as a voluminous, three-dimensional, object with sensory properties that are

represented as present in our experience in addition to those that are sensorily pres-
ent. However, I will argue that this sense of perceptual presence is not based on pre-
sented sensory properties, nor based on an argument to the best explanation, nor

any general capacity for theory that "fills out" those properties that are explicitly
represented by adding those that are not (by a process like "confabulation"). Your

experience is clearly, in some way, dependent on such theoretical knowledge, but it

is not that in which your perceptual experience consists. In a way that has to be
explained your perceptual experience of the object is of the whole object as present
to you in a way that seems to outstrip something, which, for sake of a better term,
I shall call simply "sensory experience" in or across one or more of the sensory
modalities.1 Explaining how this is so much as possible seems to me a serious chal-
lenge to any theory of perception, but only Kant and twentieth-century neo-
Kantians seem to me to have recognized this fact, let alone supplied a solution to
the problem that it raises.
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I concede that a solution to this problem will avail one little if one has failed to
make the case that there is a problem in the firstplace. I will now begin to canvass
some ostensible solutions to the problem of perceptual presence, both to explain
why I find them implausible and to sharpen the appreciation of the problem.

The firstputative solution that I will consider is Noë's own. Having identified
and described this problem of perceptual presence, and having denied that itis to
be solved by an appeal to theory, Noë goes on to give an explanation of this prob-
lem of perceptual presence in terms of an enactive, or sensorimotor, account of per-
ception. The first step in his argument is to note that we do not sense the whole

object in our perceptual consciousness, but, rather, that we have "access" to the
whole object in consciousness. The next step is to claim that this access consists in

our tacit grasp of sensorimotor skills "whose possession is constitutive of sensory
perception":

Our sense of the perceptual presence of the detailed world does not con-
sist in our representation of all the detail in consciousness now. Rather,
itconsists in our access now to all of the detail, and to our knowledge
that we have this access My sense of the presence of the whole cat
behind the fence consists precisely in my knowledge, my implicit under-

standing, that by a movement of the eye or the head or the body I can
bring bits of the [object] into view that are now hidden. (Noë 2002b,
10-11)

While I am convinced by Noe's description of the problem, I am not convinced by
his solution to it.2 It is a sophisticated proposal that deserves more consideration
than I can give it here. For present purposes all I will say that it is a dispositional
solution to the problem. ("Access" is clearly a dispositional notion.) For that reason
I do not find Noë's solution plausible.

Any such dispositional explanation faces a dilemma: either, implausibly, we
have to assume that we can perceive dispositional properties themselves in visual

experience or we have to concede that, contrary to the initial description, the envis-

aged properties are not in our perceptual phenomenology precisely because they
are not sensorily presented in visual experience.3 In the course of solving the prob-
lem of perceptual presence Noë re-defines itso as to make itsoluble. But then the

initial appeal of his description of the problem loses its force. Merely accessible

properties, itseems to me, are not present in experience in the initial sense that Noë
described. His phenomenological report was that the whole bottle was present to

you, not simply available to you, and his explanation seems inadequate to substan-
tiate that claim.

I will appeal throughout this paper to an example of Sellarsi, namely, the pres-
ence in your experience of the white interior of a red apple that has not been cut

open (Sellars 1978). The sensory property ofwhiteness is not, in this example, a dis-

positional property of the apple. If I perceive an intact red apple then I know that

it can be pressed to make apple juice, but I do not perceive its crushability or its

other dispositional properties when I perceive itintact. I can perceive the manifes-

tation of its dispositional properties when I crush the apple in a press, but up to
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that point I do not perceive its crushability in the same way in which I experience
the whiteness of its interior as perceptually present. Yet Sellars argues that the white
interior of the apple is represented as present in your perceptual experience of the

apple, even when the apple is intact and has a covering red surface. The white inte-
rior is present just as the voluminousness of the bottle was present in Noë's initial

description. It is presented in your perceptual experience and, as Sellars further

remarks, not present as imagined but present, simpliciter. This sense of presence
undoubtedly depends on prior background knowledge that one might, in an
extended sense, call "theoretical." Ifyou did not know that the interior of apples are

typically white then whiteness is not the property that you would represent as per-
ceptually present. But perceptual presence only presupposes such background
knowledge: it is not an application of it. I will now describe what seems to me a far

more promising treatment of the problem in the work of Sellars and Strawson.

II. A NEO-KANTIAN STRATEGY OUTLINED

Sellars worked out a solution to the problem of perceptual presence inspired by
Kant. Taking vision as an exemplary case, Sellars took visual experience to present
the mental subject with certain kinds of claims that he called "ostensible seeings"
(Sellars 1963, §7, §16). These claims are not beliefs, but they are analogous to beliefs
in that they use concepts and those concepts are tied together with an analogue of

conceptual structure (Sellars 1963; McDowell 2009a, 10-12). Sellars follows Kant
in arguing that the deployment of the concept of an object within such ostensible

seeings is essentially supplemented by the operation of the productive imagination.
(The full details of this crucial supplement to Sellarsi theory of perception are

given in his comparatively late paper of 1978.)
Our concept of an object, as applied to a perceptual experience, generates a

rule for the construction of a model of that object in the experience. This rule-gov-
erned process of generating a model, which Kant called schematization, is not a
theoretical construction, but a use of the productive imagination. The imagination
plays a distinctive role in filling in the contours of a plan laid down for its opera-
tion by our concept of an object. If endorsed by a subject, such ostensible seeings
are matched by perceptual beliefs. Those beliefs are derived from perceptual experi-
ence, but not in such a way that we can reduce the idea of perceptual experience to
the holding of a certain kind of belief. Within such beliefs, concept application is
schematized in such a way as to complete the perceived situation. That is because
schematization has been applied by the imagination, operating within the under-

standing and supplementing its operations, so as to shape the deliverances of sen-

sibility. This solves the problem of explaining perceptual presence.
This process of completion transcends the sensorily given properties in expe-

rience, but allows one to represent certain properties as phenomenologically pres-
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ent within the perceptual experience itself. Here is Sellarsi example in his original
discussion:

Consider the visual perception of a red apple. Apples are red on the out-
side (have a red skin) but white inside . . .We see itas not only having a
red surface but as white inside . . . How can a volume of white apple
flesh be present as actuality in the visual experience ifitis not seen? . . .
Itis present by virtue of being imagined Notice that to say that itis
present in the experience by virtue of being imagined is not to say that
itis presented as imagined. (Sellars 1978)

This claim can only be made, Sellars believes, for the "occurent proper and com-
mon sensible features" of objects and it cannot be extended to dispositional or
other causal properties of an object (Sellars 1978).

This general account had been developed, in parallel, in an even more ambi-
tious way by Sir Peter Strawson (1971). He noted that Kant, like Hume, very often

used the term "imagination" in a familiar and mundane way, but also then used the

same term in various technical senses to refer to:

A connecting or uniting power which operates in two dimensions. In
one dimension, (a), itconnects perceptions of different objects of the
same kind; in the other dimension, (b), itconnects differentperceptions
of the same object of a given kind. Itis the instrument of our perceptual
appreciation both of kind-identity and of individual-identity, both of

concept-identity and of object-identity. (Strawson 1971)

Strawson was prepared to extend this role for the imagination in filling in our sin-

gular perception of a particular object to a wider class of properties that are repre-
sented as present in the phenomenology of perceptual experience. It seemed to him
•that object recognition itselfinvolved a connection between an occurrent percep-
tual episode and other nonactual episodes. Appeal to nonactual perceptual episodes
helps to explain how a subject can take him or herself to be perceptually recogniz-
ing an object, as opposed say, to discriminating for a moment a salient part of one's
environment. One could do the latter without applying the concept of an object to

that discriminated part (not even the concept of a fleeting object, like a lightning
bolt). Strawson argued that in this case more occurs than simply consciously
attending to a phenomenologically salient part of one's experience that can be sin-

gled out. For that experiential part has to be classified with other nonactual expe-
riences simply in judging the presence of an object. Strawson extends this idea of
the "presence of the non-actual in the actual" to cover classifications of objects
under kinds and also to explain object constancy. (The latter is our capacity to rei-

dentify one object through time as one and the same object.)
It seems to me that a more restricted claim here is more defensible, but then it

is also a very fundamental case: I will be concerned solely to establish that singular
perception of an object involves the productive imagination. Kanťs extensive appeal
to the use of the productive imagination in perception is based on his wide corre-

lation between concept use and the imagination (Strawson 1971; Bell 1987). Any
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mediation of the particular and the general in object constancy and reidentifica-

tion, or the classification of a particular under a kind, seems to him to involve

imagination and Strawson followed him in this extended use. My particular focus
in this paper will be on that which is the most basic case: the "presence as actuality"
in perceptual experience of properties such as the white interior of the uncut apple
in the case of singular judgments about particular objects. This has to be a primary
use of the imagination in perception. One could accept alternative explanations of
the generality in perceptual judgments that departed to a greater or a lesser extent
from Kant provided that his central claim was preserved for this case.4 Clearly, most
of Strawson's arguments are crucial for this case, too, but one does not have to
extend the claim to support object constancy or classification under kinds (as
opposed simply to falling under a concept such as this such). Having described this

neo-Kantian theory I will now discuss some of the main lines of objection to its

plausibility.

III. IMAGINATION VERSUS THEORY

How plausible is Kanťs view? It seems to me that the best argument for itis, simply,
that no other explanation seems feasible. I agree this strategy is hostage to fortune:
one has to refute, case by case, competing explanations. One cannot rule out that
an innovative new theory, or an innovative development of an old one, might over-
turn Kant's view. So be it,but at present, itseems to me that Kanťs view is really the

only game in town. The main competing alternative would seem to be the claim
that the perceptual representation of the white interior of the red apple is an
instance of theoretical knowledge being used to "fill in" what is immediately given
in experience to create a sense of perceptual presence.

In this alternative explanation a distinction is to be drawn between that which
is immediately sensorily given as an impingement of energy on one's sensory sur-
faces (to borrow Quine's formulation) and the theoretical interpretation of this

sensory data. The whiteness of the apple's interior falls into the latter category. It is
a case of the very rapidly applied, top down influence of background belief on the

uninterpreted sensory basis of one's perceptual experience. The only sense in which
the property ofwhiteness is present in your experience is that it is theorized to be
there. But this distinction between the given and the theorized does not, itseems to
me, mark an explanatorily useful distinction for present purposes. The concepts of

objects are undeniably used in the context of a complex web ofbeliefs and theoret-
ical principles. I have conceded that such beliefs serve to constrain how one's imag-
ination completes one's perceptual experience. But that the concept of an object can
be understood in such a way is not necessarily to endorse the view that the prob-
lem of perceptual presence is to be solved by appealing to theory. This is for four
reasons that seem to me to be compelling objections to the "theoretical" proposal
in all its forms.
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First, many properties are represented in theory that are not part ofyour per-
ceptual experience and could not be. These include dispositional properties and
unobservable properties. There is a clear distinction between the presence in per-
ceptual experience of the crushability of an uncut red apple and the presence of its

white interior. The latter is perceptually present in the way that the former is not,
because the former could not be perceptually present in the relevant sense.

Second, and purely ad hominem, as it were, it would be surprising if Sellars
had simply forgotten, in defending a Kantian solution to the problem of perceptual
presence, one of the central aspects of his own philosophy. That is his "methodolog-
ical" treatment of the theory/observation distinction. For him this is not a prin-
cipled distinction but one relative to technological limitations. It is a distinction
between what one can only know by theory and what one can report on noninfer-

entially, or avow. If we follow that Sellarsian line then one could concede that the

property of the white interior of the apple was applied to our experience by back-

ground theory, but as a result of training we can all now spontaneously avow

reports of its "presence."
However, Sellars clearly took himself to be making a further point about this

class of properties that are represented as perceptually present while not sensorily
present. Therefore, there is for Sellars no direct alignment between the perceptually
present/not explicitly presented distinction and the noninferential/inferential dis-
tinction. That undermines this proposed Sellarsian refinement to the theory pro-
posal. It is not enough to say that the perceptual presence of the white interior of
the apple is explained by two things. First, the generation of a sense of presence
when sensorily given properties are supplemented by prior theoretical knowledge
and, second, a training that allows one to report on the perceptual presence of the

object "directly" and without inference. The relevant sense of presence has simply
been omitted from this explanation. I believe that Sellars was aware of the further

distinction that needs to be drawn: from his perspective there are two issues here,
not one. I do not think, then, that it is plausible to use one of Sellars's theses to

undercut another.
That point is connected to my third objection to the "theory" proposal, which

is that these properties characterize the phenomenology of schematized visual

experience, construed as containing claims, even when the claim is not endorsed. A
schema has been applied even in the case of ostensible seeings, which are not, and
need not give rise to, perceptual beliefs if the subject withholds endorsement from

them. But any theoretical diagnosis of the presence of these properties takes them
to be applied to your experience, very rapidly, by the application of background
belief. That, it seems to me, clearly implies that the theory is applied to perceptual
beliefs. But that explanation arrives too late. Schematization has already been

applied to those "shallow" outputs of the visual system which, tied together by an

analogue of conceptual structure, are not beliefs (Fodor 1983, 93-94). But top-
down theoretical influence by background beliefs could influence only other beliefs.

Fourth, if one is to represent the perceiver as theorist and ordinary objects as

analogous to theoretical posits, then such objects are going to play a role in mapping
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out a range of possible pathways of an observer through an objective world not of
her making.5 How much of that world can plausibly be represented as contained
"within" immediate perceptual experience? The answer Kant can give is: as much
as imagination places within it. By contrast I do not see how the theorist can draw

any principled line between all our theoretical knowledge in which a particular
concept of an object is embedded and how many of an object's features are repre-
sented to us as present in perception. We can certainly, as the phenomenalist urges,
conceive of a perceptual pathway through an objective world and assign our notion
of an object a place in such a pathway as analogous to a "route marker." The beliefs
that we form on this basis are informed by theory. But how can we limit, in our rep-
resentation of such a pathway, those properties attributed to objects in all the dif-

ferent contexts in which we might encounter them solely to those that are plausibly
construed as perceptually present? That problem seems to me intractable.

This seems to me a problem for the closest defense of the Sellarsian view of the
role of the imagination in solving the problem of perceptual presence to my own,
namely, that of Paul Coates (2009, forthcoming). Even though Coates is a sympa-
thetic expositor of Sellarsi view, even he baulks at Sellarsi claim that the white inte-
rior of the apple is represented as perceptually present. He argues:

I don't find Sellars's claims about the way that images are present in

experience entirely convincing ... in anticipation of eating an apple I
may form an image of itsjuicy centre but I don't in corresponding fash-
ion normally form an ocurrent image of the whole volume offleshcon-
tained within a dog's furryexterior, although I may imagine itgetting
up and wagging itstail. Yet I still experience the dog as a solid, three-
dimensional physical thing. So what explains the phenomenological dif-
ference? I suggest ... the actions that I would be likely to carry out in

respects to the two kinds of thing. (Coates 2010, 72-73)

This seems to me a tactical retreat from Sellars's central claim and, in fact, a sophis-
ticated version of the dispositional proposal very like Noë's proposal that I con-
sidered and rejected. A defender of the Kantian view owes Coates an explanation of

why the white interior of the uncut apple is perceptually present when the interior
of the dog chasing the apple rolling on the floor is not.

I think that that explanation will appeal to the generality and the stereotypical
nature of the schematized model, comparable to a Roschian stereotype (Rosch
1977; Putnam 1975a; Rey 1983). Kanťs schema applies a model in our experience
of the stereotypical apple or dog. But that does not alter my central point, which is
that background theoretical knowledge is undeniably a prompt for the way in which
the schema operates but the operation of the schema depends on the productive
imagination, not background theory. I typically perceive apple interiors as white
and have not (fortunately) typically experienced dogs as dissected. Background the-
oretical knowledge primes the content of the model that is applied in perception.
But there remains a difference between the prompts that cue the operation of the
model and that which the model places in perception if its operation succeeds. I
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believe that Sellars's apparently more extravagant claim is actually the more defen-
sible on the grounds I have given, namely, that no other view preserves the

explanandum. In this respect I think Coates's skepticism is typical: itis a denial that
the datum that Sellars invokes actually exists.6 The danger of that skepticism is that

far from explaining what Sellars and Strawson mean when they appeal to the role
of imagination in experience we have redefined the problem to make itsoluble, but
at the cost of losing that which we sought to explain. The neo-Kantian claim that
the imagination can explain perceptual presence is simply an irrelevance if there is

nothing distinctive for itto explain. But then the onus is on the critic to explain the

apparently compelling nature of Noë's initial description of the problem.
The devil is in the details and I will describe how Kant envisages his proposals

in the 'Schematism' as working in the next section. But at this point itis important
to note that Kant does not find a role for the productive imagination by downgrad-
ing our ordinary sense that in perception we encounter an objective world, not of
our own making, that is there "anyway" (Strawson 1979). I think that would be a
fair accusation to make against any view that took the perceptual representation of
the whiteness of the apple's interior to be a confabulation or a fiction. Kant is con-

cerned, precisely, to defend the objectivity of the world encountered in perception.
He begins, in his phenomenological description of the objectivity inherent in our

experience, from a world of robustly existing independent objects and his appeal to
the role of the imagination is transcendental precisely in the sense that, as Strawson

put it:

The Kantian synthesis ... is something necessarily involved in,a neces-
sary condition of,actual occurrent reportable perceptions having the
character they do have. So itmay be called 'transcendental' in contrast
with any process, forexample any ordinary associative process, which

presupposes a basis of actual, occurrent, reportable perceptions. Strawson

1971,90)

Kant does not inflate the claims of imagination in perception by giving ita lot of
work to do in rebuilding our conception of an objective world from an impover-
ished conception of perceptual experience (Strawson 1979). On the contrary, if one
makes one's account of the objectivity of perceptual experience as robust as one
chooses, one still needs to appeal to the imagination.

IV. PERSPECTIVE IN PERCEPTION AND A ROLE
FOR THE "SCHEMATISM"

Sartre intriguingly remarked that imaginary objects are composed of several pos-
sible points of view on them:

Imagined objects are seen from several sides at the same time: or bet-
ter- forthis multiplication of points of view, of sides, does not give an
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exact account of the imaginative intention- they are 'presentable' under
an all inclusive aspect. (Sartre 1972, 141)

I think some sense can be made of that Gnostic utterance in the consideration of
the role of Kantian schemata in perception. In any particular instance of the gen-
eration of a schema from the concept of an object following a rule, that schema will
be perspectivai, generating a representation "as from" a point of view.

Given the objective commitments of perception, I take it that we understand
the metaphor of perspective as precisely that- a metaphor. Furthermore, it is an

inherently realist metaphor, of the way in which an object is presented as from a
point of view, such that the idea of that object as being from no point of view in

particular figures in the explanation of how itappears from the particular point of
view that itdoes in any particular instance (Campbell 1995, 5-8). One could attempt,
as a phenomenalist might, to identify this notion of an independent object as a
limit concept based solely on the systematic transformations within different per-
spectives but I take it that is precisely to violate what we ordinarily take the objec-
tivity of our perceptual experience to be (Berlin 1950). In a plausible further

extension of his view, Kant seems to take the perspectivai feature of perception, the

presentation of objects asfrom a point ofview, as a feature contributed by the pro-
ductive imagination.

This is not a retreat from his firstclaim. His firstclaim was that in the singular
perception of a particular object a property can be represented as present when it
is sensorily absent. By adding that imagination further contributes the perception
of the perspectivai features of perception, Kant seems to be supplementing these
absent but phenomenologically present features with further features that are

simply perceptually present. Do we not simply perceive that an object is presented
to us "from a point ofview"? Ifwe look down on an opaquely colored red cube, do
we not see that the three facing surfaces we perceive are not square but three paral-
lelograms? In that sense, are perspectivai features not simply there in perception, in
the way that the red surface of the apple is and the white interior is not? Why, then,
a further appeal to productive imagination? Kant seems to have conflated two quite
different issues.

I do not believe that there is a conflation here. While the relevant sensorily
identified features are present in visual experience, their being taken as perspecti-
vai, as being from a point of view, is not present in visual experience. Perspectival-
ness enters into how the features are taken when they are conceptualized and a
sensory model applied to them (Rosenberg 2007, 272; see also McDowell 2009a,
31). Perspective is brought into play by the application of that rule, generated by
the concept, which generates a sensory model of the object. The perspectivai fea-
tures, in being so perceived as part of a sensory model generated by the concept of
an object, are contributed by the productive imagination. Thus, in taking the three

parallelograms as the representation of a cube as frojn a point of view, and in tak-

ing the cube to have non-facing sides, in both cases one is applying that sensory
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model generated by one's concept of that object that is produced by the productive
imagination. That is one interpretation that can be placed on Sartre's remark that

imaginary objects are from multiple points of view: the productive imagination
generates a point of view corresponding to every possible perceptual "take" on an

independent object.
If one could establish this claim as independently plausible then ithas conse-

quences for what Coates calls the "navigational" aspect of perception. This is true

even if this application of a schematized model in our experience cannot be explained
wholly in terms of these consequences (as Coates hopes that itwill). He notes:

I am implicitly prepared fortransformations of the sense-image model,
and particularly fortransformations that occur as a result of my own
actions . . .These connections play a crucial role in ordinary perception,
in accounting forthe connection between the two components of expe-
rience. (Coates 2010, 76)

This idea connects the implicit objectivity of perception to its perspectivai charac-
ter and hence to the transformátory sequences implicit in a schema of the kind that

Kant envisages. In perceiving an object as objectively located in a world not of my

making, the perspectivalness of the schema is reflected in the law-like way in which
its content is transformed as I navigate through the world. This seems to me impor-

tantly true and a Kantian insight into the need for schematization in perception but
I also believe that Kant is right to draw more out from this solution than Coates
allows. Schematization also solves the problem of perceptual presence. Sellars is

sensitive to the two tasks that imagination discharges in passages such as the follow-

ing:

[The imagination] ... is a unique blend of a capacity to form images in
accordance with a recipe, and a capacity to conceive of objects in a way
which supplies the relevant recipes. (Sellars 1978, §36; quoted also by
Rosenberg 2007, 273)

Highlighting these two complementary aspects of Kant's creative solution to

the problem of perceptual presence redeems this aspect of his philosophy: his dis-
cussion of the concept identity is one of the most criticized views. The chapter on
the "Schematism" is allegedly a failed solution to a pseudo-problem (Bennett 1966;
Wilkerson 1976). Having insightfully highlighted a fundamental dichotomybetween

concept and intuition his critics charge that Kant then tries incoherently to glue the

two terms of his fundamental dichotomy back together again by asking a muddled

question: what third term is needed to unite concept and intuition? Having created

a cloud of dust and then complained that he cannot see, Kant re-introduces a
schema as the mediating term between general concept and particular intutition

where none is needed.
This is not the place for a full discussion of Kant's views, but itis noticeable

that a schema is, as Sellars points out, both produced by,and is a rulefor, the imag-
ination. Therefore, finding a distinctive role for the imagination in mediating the
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relation between the general and the particular would vindicate Kanťs strategy (Bell
1987). The solution to the problem of perceptual presence, and a description of the
role of the imagination in taking features to be perspectivai so as to draw out the
connection with the navigational element in perception, both indicate such a dis-
tinctive explanatory role. The standard criticism of Kant misrepresents his aims:

given that he has independent reasons for describing the role of imagination in per-
ception, itmakes sense for him to introduce the idea of a 'Schematismi His moti-
vation is not confusedly to go back on the very distinction between the generality
of concepts and particularity of intuitions from which he began. It is, rather, to solve
a problem of perceptual presence for which we seem to have no other plausible
explanation. I will now argue that Kant's proposal can also form part of a construc-
tive solution to a problem in one recent contribution to the philosophy of percep-
tion, that of John McDowell.

V. REPRESENTATION, TRANSPARENCY, AND
"MANIFEST PRESENCE TO MIND"

John McDowell's recent work constitutes a sustained engagement with the basic
idea of Sellarsi Empiricism and the Philosophy ofMind; namely, that one can develop
a "realism without empiricism"which rejects one, traditional, empiricist view of the
content ofperceptual experience but wins through to another in which conceptual
capacities are jointly exercised with sensory capacities in perception.7 In this supe-
rior conception we can make sense of perception as both the responsible exercise
of our free, spontaneous, standing as a rational being but also as constrained by the

ways things are, "the independent reality disclosed in experience" (McDowell
2009d, 82). For McDowell, the most important aspect of this view is that there is a
sustained risk in talking of the boundaries of the conceptual. The image of a
"boundary" suggests a division of space into a location within and a location with-

out, but in this context that metaphor is unhelpful. The sphere of the rational, the

responsible exercise of concepts, cannot be shaped from "without" as the involve-
ment of the conceptual in perceptual experience extends all the way to the periph-
ery of experience.

McDowell takes that basic Sellarsian insight to supply the material for Sellarsi
later engagement with the work of Kant. Sellars takes over many Kantian ideas but
believes that Kanťs treatment of the forms of intuition, space and time, is incom-
patible with this insight about the boundaries of the conceptual. In his attempt to

explain that different kinds of makers of perceptual judgments need not have our
human forms of sensibility while we are subject, qua thinkers, to constraints that

apply to thinkers per se Kant misplaces his central insight. He did so in a way that
it took Hegel to correct (Sellars 1968, ch. 1; McDowell 2009d). The historical and
exegetical issues here are complex, but basically McDowell thinks that both Hegel
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and Sellars were right about Kant, but that Sellars then reproduces a new version of
Kanťs mistake in his own work, notably in Science and Metaphysics.

The crux of the dispute is that Sellars achieved the insight that Kantian intui-
tions are "shapings of sensory consciousness by the understanding." But he then

misinterprets his own insight: he takes Kant not only to acknowledge the role that

preconceptual sensations feature in experience (for that represents a mere truism),
but that "objects of intuition" in the case of individuals have spatial form (Sellars
1967, 8). The perception of individuals involves a manifold of sensations but one
that is already structured. McDowell rejects that thesis as involving a return to the

myth of the given. But he believes that itstems from Sellarsi deeper mistake of see-

ing nonconceptual representations of individual objects as playing the role of a

"guide [for] the flow of representations in perception," guidance that on the rele-

vant page of Science and Metaphysics is called guidance "from without" the sphere
of the conceptual. McDowell objects strongly to that notion of guidance "from

without."8
McDowell has developed this correction of Sellarsi views in two distinct

forms. In his original treatment of this issue McDowell simply describes Sellarsi

adaptation of Kanťs views on the imagination in a footnote in order to set the topic
aside (McDowell 2009a). By the time of his later paper, "Sensory Consciousness in

Kant and Sellars" McDowell now acknowledges the importance of Sellarsi views
on the role of imagination in perception but does not think that itreally helps with

the deeper issue of how Sellars explains spatiality.9 (In fact, Sellars's appeal to the

imagination continues to confuse matters by appealing to sense-image models that

again try to span the fundamental dichotomy between the conceptual and the sen-

sational (McDowell 2009f, 124). I am not going to adjudicate the four-way argu-
ment between Kant, Hegel, Sellars, and McDowell over the relation between the

conceptual and the material of sensation here (others have started this task10). My
more modest aim is to establish two points about McDowell's treatment of the role

of the imagination in perception along the lines defended in this paper.
First, I think such a view would address a pressing concern about McDowell's

own view of perception (at least in the papers up to "Avoiding the Myth of the

Given" where his view changes radically). Second, I think incorporation of this

Sellarsian view forms an important part of a defensible overall theory of perception
from which there was no need to retreat- but McDowell has so retreated in

"Avoiding the Myth of the Given." I will discuss both points in turn.

The firstis the more important: McDowell believes that we have a clear idea of
the intentionality of thought, but itis an open question how one can characterize
the kind of intentionality characteristic of perception. We want to avoid "the given"
but there is a philosophically innocuous sense in which perceptual intentionality
must exhibit a form of passivity in the sense that itis involuntarily impressed upon
us. John Searle describes this feature of perceptual intentionality as follows:

If,forexample, I see a yellow station wagon in frontof me, the experi-
ence I have is directly of the object. It doesn't just "represent" the object,
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itprovides direct access to it.The experience has a kind of directness,
immediacy and involuntariness which is not shared by a belief I might
have about that object in itsabsence. (Searle 1983, 46)

All parties to this discussion agree this is a crucial feature of perceptual intention-

ality; McDowell wants to preserve it without explaining it in terms of perceptual
"givenness" as characterized by what Sellars labeled "traditional empiricism.,>
McDowell wants to avoid Sellarsi putative error of lapsing back into the "myth of
the given" but he also wants to do justice to the idea that there is a mode of inten-

tionally specific to perception. The sophisticated Sellarsian proposal is that the
mode of intentionality specific to perception is that itinvolves the passivity of sen-
sation. But for McDowell that claim is part of a wider picture in which the concep-
tual is guided from "without"

It is reasonable to ask what positive account McDowell does give of perceptual
intentionality? In the Woodbridge Lectures he argues that perceptual experiences
involve claims, or ostensible seeings, that may or may not be endorsed by the per-
ceiver. McDowell is clear that if perceptual intentionality has distinctive features as
such itwill apply as much to these embedded claims as to the perceptual judgment
that results if the claims are endorsed. But all that he says to identify their distinc-
tive mode of intentionality is to stipulate that they are "shapings of visual con-
sciousness" and he also appeals to their involuntariness.

This dual characterization is, it seems to me, clearly insufficient to character-
ize the distinctive nature of perceptual intentionality. That is where McDowell's
later endorsement of Sellars's neo-Kantian view of the role of imagination in per-
ception can help. This can be brought out by considering John MacFarlane's chal-

lenge to McDowell's earlier presentation ofhis views in Mind and World.MacFarlane
asked why McDowell had restricted himself in that book to empirical knowledge
and set aside questions about the objective validity ofmathematical knowledge, so
central to Kanťs own concerns? (MacFarlane 2004). The Woodbridge Lectures sug-
gested an answer: perceptual intentionality simply has a distinctive phenomenol-
ogy, that which licenses talk in this instance of perceptual "impressions."11 It is not

simply that perceptual experience is concept involving, or concept involving in an

involuntary way. Over and above this ithas a distinctive phenomenological charac-
ter as the sensory shaping of visual consciousness in which experience impresses
itself upon the subject. In other words, McDowell is in a position to demarcate the
domain of the genuinely empirical.

That claim that he has identified the distinctive aspects of perceptual inten-

tionality features in both ofMcDowell's diagnoses ofwhy Sellars illegitimately traf-

fics in ideas that his critique of the myth of the given has disqualified him from

using. The firstis a general, transcendental anxiety about why there should be such
a thing as the manifold of experience, such that it is judgeable. If that is indeed a
motivation on Sellars's part the idea of the "affinity" of the manifold does, indeed,
not require any transcendental underpinning. More pertinently, concept formation
is to be "guided" by visual impressions, which, McDowell argues, only looks like a
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view Sellars needs to hold because he has overlooked that in visual consciousness
there are visual impressions that are already shapings of visual consciousness.12 We
do not need to appeal to anything outside the conceptual shaping of sensibility in
visual consciousness, but this is, as itwere, simply the relevant kind of intention-

ally. Perceptual intentionality is the shaping of visual consciousness by visual

impressions.13
But without an appeal to the role played by the imagination this answer does

not seem to me sufficient; MacFarlane's objection remains pressing. A mathemati-
cian going through a proof has her thought externally guided and exercises con-

cepts in a way that is constrained and nonvoluntary. (Yet also responsible and
within a space of reasons.) We need to say something more about the external guid-
ance of distinctively empirical thought. An appeal to the role of the imagination
seems to me crucial, otherwise McDowell's overall view seems inconsistent. I will
now try to bring out this inconsistency.

The first point to note is that McDowell eventually concludes that what sup-
plies the external guidance to perceptual knowledge is the manifest presence to

mind of objects and properties themselves. Objects conceived under a de re mode
of presentation, and the properties that they instantiate, supply the guidance.

This thesis reflects McDowell's balancing act between neo-Fregean views of

perception like those ofAustin, Travis, and Martin that simply deny that perception
involves representation at all, but rather "manifest presence to mind," and represen-
tationalist views of perception such as those of Harman, Tye, and Dretske where

perceptual success involves truth in representation.14 McDowell's distinctive form

of disjunctivism, by contrast, explains perceptual knowledge in terms of manifest

presence to mind, but also retains the claim that perceptual experiences are inten-

tional and have accuracy conditions. (The neo-Fregean denies this latter claim.)15
In McDowell's disjunctivism we cannot, in an account of perception, intelligi-

bly set ourselves up as appraising a class of perceptual mental states and ask
whether or not they represent the world. That is the kind of exercise represented by

metaphors of experience as a "tribunal"; this would be a courtroom without wit-

nesses just as Austin implied when he observed that the senses are "silent." For an
alternative understanding of perceptual representation McDowell suggests that

what he calls "objective purport" is built into this class ofmental states. We can only
understand the kind of intentionality that they possess if we always maintain a
sense of "having the world in view" in understanding the kind of states that they
are. This issue of intentionality is prior to that of knowledge, but itexplains why, in

certain privileged cases when we do have perceptual knowledge, experience does
not fall short of the fact known. The potential for that was built into understand-

ing what itwas for this class ofmental states to be the kind of states that they are.16

They always possess "objective purport" and have the world in view- hence the title

of the Woodbridge Lectures.
So far,so good, but now a problem emerges in the overall structure of

McDowell's position. Ex hypothesi, objects and properties are not available to supply
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external guidancefor merelyputative
"
ostensible seeings" This term takes me back to

the exposition of the theory of perception that McDowell develops from Sellars.
Visual experiences, simply by involving concepts that are "bound" by structure,

express putative claims that may, or may not, be endorsed by the perceiving subject.
Thus ostensible seeings form the larger class ofwhich veridical ostensible seeings
form an important subclass: the latter are cases of perceptual knowledge. Yet the

phenomenological feature that marks off distinctively perceptual intentionality
applies to that entire class of visual experiences that express "claims," whether
endorsed or not. (I have already noted that McDowell states this explicitly in his
thirdWoodbridge Lecture; JayRosenberg notes the point but to a different purpose
in his (2007, 273). 17This is where the inconsistency emerges.

This set of commitments does not add up. McDowell wants to acknowledge
the distinctive form of intentionality involved in perception without simply stipu-
lating that it is sui generis. He sees clearly that it attaches as much to embedded
ostensible seeings as to endorsed perceptual judgments. But some of the former will
turn out to be nonveridical. If they are nonveridical, then the only mark they pos-
sess that is distinctive of them as perceptual states is that they are "involuntary." But
that is clearly inadequate as an account of their intentionality as thought can be

involuntary, too. That criterion does not mark off the empirical. If they are veridi-

cal, then we can appeal to the manifest presence to mind of the external world to

explain perceptual intentionality. But then we need to drop the claim that osten-
sible seeings possess the mark of perceptual intentionality as, ex hypothesi, they
possess that mark whether veridical or not. Taken together all these claims are

jointly inconsistent.
It would be a mistake, analogous to the misunderstanding ofMcDowell's dis-

junctive theory of perception, to take the characterization of the intentional states
involved in perception and the characterization ofwhat perceptual knowledge con-
sists in to be one and the same account. That interpretative error would confuse

necessary and sufficient conditions. Characterizing perceptual intentionality does
not deliver knowledge, but the latter presupposes an account of the former. Per-

ceptual knowledge involves representations, but those that possess objective validity,
that always have the world in view. However,-the pressure from MacFarlane's criti-
cism is that we need to understand a distinctive kind of external constraint in the
case of empirical knowledge. That leads in the Woodbridge Lectures to a disjunc-
tive account of perceptual intentionality. In the case of veridical empirical judg-
ments, the distinctive sense that the external world impresses itself upon the

perceiver is explained by thefact known. Experience falls away, and the fact known

discharges this task. In the subsuming class of ostensible seeings, this feature that

perception impresses itself upon the perceiver is explained by the kind ofintentional
states involved in such judgments. In explaining how this can be a disjunctive
account of one and the same sense of a subject's being impressed upon in a distinc-

tively visual way, I do think one needs to say more about the apparent inconsistency
that two quite disparate accounts are offered to explain the very same features of

perceptual intentionality that demarcate it from thought.
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That is why it seems to me that McDowell's overall position is greatly strength-
ened by incorporating the neo-Kantian account of the productive imagination that

I have described. In "Sensory Consciousness in Kant and Sellars" McDowell's pri-

mary concern is with developing his critique of Sellars, but there is no reason to
believe that McDowell thinks it is a mistake to assign imagination a role even in
direct perception of the kind Sellars defends. With the view described in more detail
in this paper at his disposal, McDowell's can describe both the perceptual inten-

tionally of ostensible seeings (where the issue of endorsement has not arisen) or
endorsed claims (perceptual judgments) by appeal to the role of the imagination.
That which is distinctive is the use of the productive imagination in applying a
schematized model in the way that I have described. This allows one to keep the
attractive form of disjunctivism that McDowell takes over from Sellars but say
something to characterize what is distinctive about the intentionality of perception,
as opposed to the intentionality of thought. Kant certainly believed that the imag-
ination was active in mathematical thought but not via the application of a schema,
a sensory model in empirical thought.

There are two respects in which appealing to the role of imagination in per-
ception can give McDowell some more room for maneuver here, particularly in his

dispute with the Neo-Fregeans such as Travis.18 Summarily, Travis's view is that in

perception one is simply open to the world in a way incompatible with construing
experience as "containing" representations. Travis thinks that those who treat per-
ception as involving intentional states with accuracy conditions interpret it as too
much like thought in a way that does not do justice to the idea of perceptual open-
ness to a reality that is simply laid open to one, to be represented this way or that.

On Travis's viewpeople represent; intentional states do not. However, this criticism
would be blunted if one could give greater depth to the idea of a distinctive kind of

perceptual intentionality, of a kind that McDowell already needs to explain why his

account is restricted, as he explicitly claims that itis, to empirical knowledge (allow-

ing the explanation of nonempirical knowledge to remain moot).
My proposal, then, is that appealing to the role of imagination in perception

can play a role in articulating what is meant by a distinctive kind of perceptual
intentionality. Conceptually structured claims in visual experience involve a sub-
stantial phenomenology in which the subject is "impressed upon": one way in

which we might try to amplify that idea is by arguing that we have a robust sense
of the presence of objects and part of that idea of robustness is that our visual expe-
riences are schematized in such a way as to represent, using the imagination, such
features as the white interior of the apple or the taking of a perspective on an object
to be a perspective on the nonperspectival. The imagination is involved in the

explanation of why our experience is not, indeed, simply of two-dimensional col-
ored pictures but of an objective world. Furthermore, this is an aspect of distinc-

tively perceptual phenomenology that is available both in the case of an ostensible

seeing and in the case ofmanifest presence to mind. We have a robust sense of per-
ceptual presence and ofbeing perceptually impressed upon in the two cases because
the imagination is equally active in both cases. Facts cannot discharge the role of
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explaining perceptual intentionality given that itpossesses its distinctive feature of

impressing itself upon the subject when those facts are absent. We have, then, more

than conceptual structure in the class of ostensible seeings ofwhich veridical see-

ings are a subclass: we have conceptual structure and the operation of a schema in

which a rule is applied for the construction of a sensory model of the perceived
object.

My basic argument for recognizing the role that imagination plays in experi-
ence remains the same: no other putative explanation can explain the relevant

phenomena. However, if McDowell withdraws his objection to the operation of

anything within the understanding that is not conceptual, but, rather, permits its

supplementation with a rule for the construction of a sensory model as the

'Schematism' suggests, then his overall position is strengthened and an inconsis-

tency in his views is removed.
This leads directly, however, to my second point. I noted at the outset of this

paper that my proposal represents a road not taken in McDowell's most recent
views on perception. Impressed by Travis's neo-Fregean criticism that the position
taken in the Woodbridge Lectures resurrects an interfacing, "narrow," conception
of experience when itpermits talk of ostensible seeings, McDowell's very different

tack in his most recent work has been to abandon the idea that perceptual experi-
ence involves conceptually structured claims at all (McDowell 2009h). McDowell
now works with the different thesis that perceptual experience involves "intui-
tional" as opposed to "propositional" conceptual content. The former involves
material that the latter would exploit were discursive thought to articulate the intu-
itional content into a judgment apt to be known; there is conceptual content with-
out propositional content. Marie McGinn explores some of the difficulties that face
McDowell's new view in this volume. For reasons of scope I cannot assess McDowell's
most recent position here. However, for those troubled both by McGinn's powerful
objections to the view, and unconvinced by Travis's thesis that perceptual experi-
ence does not involve implicit claims, there remains the option of returning to the
views defended in the Woodbridge Lectures and in McDowell's subsequent publi-
cations up to "Avoiding the Myth of the Given." I have argued that itis an inde-

pendently attractive account of the nature of perceptual intentionality, particularly
so given its recent incorporation of the insight that perception constitutively
involves the productive imagination as Strawson and Sellars have also compellingly
argued.

CONCLUSION

I have argued that there is a problem in the philosophy ofperception, the problem of

perceptual presence, that has not received sufficient recognition. Kant and twentieth-

century neo-Kantians have a worked-out solution to the problem, whereas most

170

This content downloaded from
� � � � � � � � � � � � � 90.215.34.128 on Sun, 29 Mar 2026 11:03:17 UTC� � � � � � � � � � � � �

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



other putative solutions do not even begin to address the problem. I have further

argued that the incorporation of a view of this kind into McDowell's own views
would remove an inconsistency in his treatment of perceptual intentionality and
solve two problems in his overall position. One is to explain what he means by
empirical knowledge and the other is to deflect the Neo-Fregean objection to his
intentionalism.
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NOTES

1.I should notethatI am notgoingtodiscuss one veryimportantaspect ofthisproblem,whichis
extensionintime.Itmayseem artificialtoseparatespatialfromtemporal location buteventhose
who notetheequal importance ofbothinexplainingwhatHusserl called the"innerhorizon" of
theobject (Husserl 1997,§8, 22,33) separate thetwodimensions intheirreflectivetreamentof
theproblem, Husserl being a case inpoint. My sole reason fornotdiscussing thetemporally
extendednatureofobjects islimitationofscope.

2.Noë's arguments hereareparallel tothose ofDan Zahavi, who inturnattributesthisview to
Husserl (Zahavi 1999,ch.6,"The PerceivingBody"). In Zahavi's exposition and endorsement of
thisclaim ittakesa verystrongform:"The centralpoint isnotthatwe can perceive moving
objects inspace, butthatour veryperception oftheseobjects isitselfa matterofmovement"

(Zahavi 1999,97).
3.I concede thattheformerview has itsable defenders:see Nanay (2009).
4.I am gratefultoKen Westphal forpressingme toclarifythescope ofmyclaim,giventhatKant
takestheimagination tobe verywidelyimplicatedin,forexample,our knowledgeofdispositions
and laws.I havenotestablishedthesemoreambitious claims here(fortunately)and I wül nottry
toundermine theleading rivalview tomyown,thattakesperceptual presencetobe explained by
background theory,bytakingKant's line thateventheoreticalknowledge isunderpinned by
imagination.

5.This isone importantaspect ofSellars'sthinkingabout perception broughtout verywellbyPaul
Coates inCoates (2007 ch.7;2010) and inhiscontributiontothisvolume (2009). Coates callsthis
Sellars's"navigational account."

6.Coates notesthat"in one ratherdense footnotehe[Sellars]allows thathemaybe conceding too
much tothedemands ofphenomenology" (Coates 2010). I interpretthishedging ofhiscentral
claim bySellarsas endorsed byCoates. In hisview,theproblem ofperceptual presencedoes not
existintheformthatSellars(and I) thinksitdoes.

7.The phrase isWittgensteinsbutitseems tome tocaptureMcDowell sguidingaim. Not empiri-
cism and yetrealism inphilosophy,thatisthehardestthing.(Against Ramsey.)"Wittgenstein
(1978, 325).
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8.This istheearlierformofMcDowell's criticismin(2009b); contrast(2009f, 114-15)- butthe
basic lineofcriticismremainsintact.See also nextfootnote.

9.McDowell does note that"I haveimported themetaphor ofguidance fromScience and
Metaphysicsso as tobringout thatthepictureSellars offersin"The Role oftheImagination in
Kant's Theory ofExperience" isnotvulnerable tomyobjections in["The Logical Form an
Intuition"']againstthewaythemetaphorfiguresintheearlierwork"(McDowell 2009f,115n.14;
IhaveinsertedtheidentifyingreferencetoMcDowell 2009b).

10.ForMcDowell's treatmentofKantand Hegel, see Westphal (2008); forMcDowell's treatmentof
SellarsseeRosenberg (2007) and Williams (2008).

11.Ishould issue an importantcaveathere:inKant'sown philosophy ofmathematics,heonce again
appeals totheimagination,notablytoexplain hisdistinctivekindofintuitionisticconstructivism
inwhichthemathematician exploresconstructionsintheimagination. I takeitthatMacFarlane
and othersarerighttosimplygiveup on thisaccount ofmathematical knowledge. I have,there-
fore,toperformradical surgeryon Kant'sactual views,buthisviewson mathematical knowledge
areopen toserious question inanycase.

12.JayRosenberg,inhis(2007) attemptsan extendeddefenseofSellars'sviewsfromMcDowell's cri-
tique.However,hischaracterizationofMcDowell's positionisveryuncharitable.Rosenbergthinks
thatSellars'sviewsaddress an explanatoryneed thatarisesbecause McDowell allegedlytreatsthe
manifoldofsense as an "amorphous stuff"thatcould beworkedup bytheimagination and con-
ceptuse intovirtuallyanything(Rosenberg 2007, 274-75). That seems verystrained.Giventhat
explanatory need, imagination-cum-conceptualization needs topresuppose inthegivenmani-
foldofsense "items(statesof theperceiver)thatadmit of intrinsiccharacterization intermsof
'analogical counterpartsoftheperceptible qualities and relationsofphysicalthingsand events'
(S&M, 30)" (Rosenberg 2007, 276). The formerpresuppose thelatter;theyare"evoked" bythem
inthesense ofcaused. Ithinkwhatgivesthegame awayherefortheSellars-Rosenberg proposal
ispreciselywhattheidea of"analogy" heresuggests,namely,thattheonlygrounds forpositing
these"analogical counterparts"isthattheyareread offfromthefullyconceptualized judgment
and placed inthemanifoldofsensebyan inferencetothebestexplanation; Rosenberg candidly
admits as much (2007, 279). This seems tome just as vulnerable toMcDowell's objections as
Sellars'sown view; see HWV, 450, 467.

13.Following McDowell intakingvision as representative;theclaimwillbe reinterpretedforeach
sensorymodality(McDowell 2009a, 13).

14.Such first-orderrepresentationalistsclaim thatmanifestpresence tomind can onlybe explained,
withintherepresentationalistparadigm, as theidea thatwhen a representationistrueitdoes not
fallshortoftheobjects and propertiesitrepresentstheperceptual scene has havingbecause phe-
nomenal propertiessimplyreduce torepresentationalproperties(Harman 1990; Tye1995,2000;
Dretske1995,2003). We havetruthinrepresentationnota manifestpresence tomind inwhich
experiencedoes notfallshortofthefactrepresented.

15.J.L.Austinand Charles Travishold thisradical styleofview inwhichperceptual experiencedoes
notinvolverepresentations.Assessingthisradical view would go beyond thescope ofthispaper
(Austin1962;Travis2004). Itis,however,one strikingwayofinterpretingthedirectnatureofper-
ception as,infavorablecases,an instanceofthatwhichMcDowell has called "manifestpresence
tomind."

16.This isconnected toone,familiar,misunderstandingofMcDowell's so-called disjunctivetheory
ofperception.That view goes beyond theclaim that,inperception,eitheritiswiththesubject a
case whereshegenuinelyknows,and herexperience does notfallshortofthefact,oritisa case
wheresheisdeceived,such thatthereisno highestcommon factoracross thetwocases. There is,
obviously,sucha common factorand anyunprejudiced phenomenology cannot denyit.However,
thatphenomenologically salientcommon featureisnotrelevanttoappraising theepistemicsta-
tusofthesubject:whetherornotsheisa knower.The connection ismoreindirect:theintentional
statesinvolvedwhen a person does perceptuallyknowmustbe ofa kind,such thattheveryidea,
ofbeingable tomanifestobjects and propertiesdirectlytomind mustbe builtintotheveryideaofsuch statesfromtheoutset.Theymust,inotherwords,haveobjective validity.

17.Rosenberg arguesthat"McDowell's own Kantian glosson Sellars'sEPM thesisthatvisual experi-
ences'make' or'contain'claimsinfactusefullyelucidatestheroleofconceptswhose 'paradigmatic
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mode ofactualization isinjudgings' ("Having theWorld inView,"438) as 'recipes' withrespect
tothe'unified structure'ofsuch an image-model" (Rosenberg 2007, 273). (The reference
Rosenberg appeals tohereis,inthereprintofthelecturesas partofa book, McDowell 2009.) He
continues,"That thesame conceptual capacities areexercisedinan ostensibleseeingofa redcube
infrontofone as inthecorrespondingjudgmentisMcDowell's readingofKant'sQue (A79/B104)"
(Rosenberg 2007, 274).

18.This isnottheplace fora detailed examination ofthisdispute,butmyinterpretationofTravis's
strategyagainstMcDowell isthatTravissimplyrepeatsMcDowell's critiqueofthehighestcom-
mon factorinperceptual experience.However,Travisre-directsthiscritiqueagainstthemodel of
implicitclaims thatcan be endorsed ornotendorsed thatMcDowell develops out ofSellars.Ido
notsee anythinginthemodel ofimplicitclaims thatresurrectsan "interfacing"model ofnarrow
contentthatwas McDowell's originaltargetinhisearlypaper.
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