Cambridge University Press on behalf of the American Philosophical Association. This is an Open Access
article, distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution licence (http:/creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted re-use, distribution and reproduction, provided the original article is
properly cited.

(I) Journal of the American Philosophical Association (2025) 1-19 © The Author(s), 2025. Published by

DOI:10.1017/apa.2025.10017

The Argument from Imagination

ABSTRACT: Much of the debate between naive realism and the content view has
focused on a particular aspect of perceptual phenomenology: the phenomenal
immediacy that distinguishes perceptual experiences from both imagery
experiences and conscious thoughts. According to a version of the argument
from hallucination, we should prefer the content view to naive realism because
the former, unlike the latter, can provide a unified explanation of the fact that both
hallucinatory and veridical experiences possess immediacy. However, the standard
variety of the content view that can provide such an explanation is not in a position
to provide a unified explanation of a distinct aspect of perceptual phenomenology:
perceptual experiences possess a presentational character that they share with
imagery experiences (and which distinguishes both from conscious thoughts).
Accordingly, I present an argument from imagination in defense of a non-
standard variety of the content view—the sensory vehicle theory. Unlike its
competitors, the sensory vebicle theory can provide unified explanations of why
hallucinatory and veridical perceptual experiences possess immediacy, and why
perceptual and imagery experiences possess their presentational character; as such,
this theory provides a better explanation of the phenomenal facts than does either
naive realism or the standard variety of the content view.
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1. Introduction

Amongst other things, a theory of perceptual experience is supposed to explain what
it’s like to have perceptual experiences. A theory that can’t account for perceptual
phenomenology ought to be rejected; and theories that provide better explanations
of perceptual phenomenology than their competitors ought to be preferred to those
competitors. Accordingly, much of the debate between naive realism—the theory
that to have a veridical perceptual experience is to stand in a non-representational
awareness relation to ordinary objects and their properties—and the content view—
the theory that to have a perceptual experience is to mentally represent ordinary
objects and their properties—has focused on phenomenological considerations.
More specifically, this debate has focused on a particular aspect of perceptual
phenomenology. What it’s like to have a perceptual experience of some object is
very different from what it’s like to imagine, or to merely consciously think about,
that same object. For instance, when I see the book on the table in front of me, the
book itself is just there before my mind in a way it never is when I visualize the book
being on the table, or when I consciously think that the book is on the table. That is,
perceptual experiences possess a phenomenal immediacy or presence that imagery
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2 BOYD MILLAR

experiences and conscious thoughts lack. The claim that naive realism provides
a more satisfying explanation of perceptual experience’s immediacy than does
the content view has been perhaps the most influential motivation for that theory
(see, for example, Crane 2006: 139-14T1; Fish 2009: 19-23; and Kennedy 2009:
578-580).

Contrary to what is commonly assumed, the content theorist has a distinct
advantage when it comes to explaining this aspect of perceptual phenomenology
—an advantage due to the fact that hallucinatory experiences possess the same
phenomenal immediacy that veridical experiences possess. The naive realist says
that there is a non-representational mental relation, acquaintance, such that when
you stand in that relation to ordinary objects and their properties, those objects and
properties seem to be immediately present to you. That is, the naive realist explains
why perceptual experiences possess their characteristic immediacy by positing
a mental relation that, by its very nature, makes it the case that perceptual
experiences possess this phenomenal feature. Unsurprisingly, the content theorist
can employ the same strategy—call it the nature-of-the-relation strategy. The content
theorist can say that there is a representational mental relation, perceptual
representation, such that when you stand in that relation to a proposition
(or property-complex, or what have you), the objects and properties you thereby
represent seem to be immediately present to you—TIll call this specific variety of the
content view representationism (for content theorists who consider or endorse this
strategy for explaining immediacy, see Chalmers 2004; Pautz 2007: 519, and 2021:
chap. 3; Schellenberg 201 15and Schroer 2012: 599). But, while the naive realist can’t
appeal to acquaintance in order to explain why hallucinations possess immediacy,
the content theorist can appeal to perceptual representation in order to explain this
fact. Consequently, the content theorist can construct a revised version of the
argument from hallucination against naive realism.” Very briefly: both hallucinatory
and veridical perceptual experiences possess immediacy; the content view provides a
unified explanation of this fact, while naive realism can’t; we should prefer theories
that provide unified explanations to theories that don’t; so we should prefer the content
view to naive realism.

Now, if immediacy were the only phenomenal feature that a theory of perceptual
experience ought to explain, then we could leave matters there; but we can’t because
perceptual experiences are phenomenally complex. In particular, while veridical and
hallucinatory experiences share a phenomenal feature that neither shares with
conscious thoughts or imagery experiences, perceptual experiences also share a
phenomenal feature with imagery experiences that neither shares with conscious
thoughts. That is, perceptual experiences and imagery experiences always instantiate
sensory phenomenology; conscious thoughts are often accompanied by sensory
phenomenology, but they need not be. For instance, when I visualize the book
being on the table in front of me, just as when I see the book on the table, the
book is presented to me in a concrete, sensory way; whereas when I merely
consciously think that the book is on the table (in the absence of any

! For the traditional argument from hallucination, see, for example, Crane and French 2005/2015: §2.2. For the
non-traditional version of the argument from hallucination described here, see Millar 2014.
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accompanying imagery), my thought represents the book in an abstract, non-sensory
way. Even though the book itself doesn’t seem to be just there before my mind when I
visualize it located on the table, my imagery experience, like my perceptual
experience and unlike my conscious thought, visually presents the book. One way
to express this point would be to say that imagery experiences involve presentation
without presence. Accordingly, I’ll call this phenomenal feature that perceptual and
imagery experiences share and that conscious thoughts lack, presentational
character, or presentationality (this notion will be discussed at greater length in
§3.1 below).

The moral of the argument from hallucination is that when two sorts of
experience share a given phenomenal feature, we should prefer theories that
provide a unified explanation of this fact. Accordingly, we can construct an
analogous argument from imagination targeting any theory that employs the
nature-of-the-relation strategy to explain immediacy. Very briefly: both perceptual
experiences and imagery experiences possess a presentational character that
distinguishes them from conscious thoughts; neither the naive realist nor the
representationist can provide a unified explanation of this fact; so, if some
version of the content view can provide a unified explanation of why perceptual
and imagery experiences possess presentationality, then we ought to prefer that
theory to both naive realism and representationism.> Now, if the relevant version of
the content theory can’t also provide a unified explanation of immediacy, we won’t
have made any progress. So, the overarching argument is: if some version of the
content view can provide unified explanations of why hallucinatory and veridical
perceptual experiences possess immediacy, and why perceptual and imagery
experiences possess presentationality, then that theory provides a better
explanation of the phenomenal facts than does either representationism or naive
realism.

I maintain that a particular variety of the content view—the sensory vebicle
theory—can provide satisfying, unified explanations of both immediacy and
presentationality. In §2, I’ll make the case that the argument from hallucination
establishes that we should prefer representationism to naive realism (since the
former provides a better explanation of immediacy than the latter). In §3, T’ll
make the case that the argument from imagination establishes that a variety of
the content view that provides a unified account of presentationality should be
preferred to both naive realism and representationism. Finally, in § 4, I will outline
the sensory vehicle theory and describe how it provides unified explanations of
the relevant phenomenal features. I won’t attempt to show that no other variety of
the content view can provide unified explanations of both immediacy and
presentationality. The point to be established is just that at least some variety of
the content view can provide unified explanations of these phenomenal features;
and as such, we have compelling reasons to endorse such a theory and to reject both
naive realism and representationism.

* The general point that theories of perceptual experience ought to explain both the similarities and differences
between perceptual and imagery experiences is emphasized by Martin 2002; Soteriou 2013: chap. 7; Nanay 2015
and 2016; and Mehta 2024.
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2. Representationism Explains Immediacy Better than Naive
Realism Does

Some philosophers suggest that only naive realism can provide a satisfying account of
what it’s like to have a perceptual experience—that naive realism is the only theory
that takes the deliverances of introspection at face value. One way to defend this
thesis is to claim that when you reflect on, for instance, your visual experience of the
book on the table, the book doesn’t seem to be something distinct from, and merely
causally related to, your experience—rather, the book seems to be a constituent of
your experience (see, for example, Nudds 2009: 334-335; Langsam 2017: 1T0-T1T;
and Allen 2020: 644—645; for discussion, see Pautz 2021: §5.3). And, the naive
realist claims that to have a veridical perceptual experience is to stand in a non-
representational awareness relation—the acquaintance relation—to ordinary
objects and their properties; so, on this view, when you see the book on the table,
that very book is a constituent of your experience. Conversely, according to the
content view, to have a perceptual experience is to mentally represent ordinary
objects and their properties; and you could have a perceptual experience that
represents that the book is on the table even if there were no such book.

However, the claim that introspection reveals that ordinary objects are
constituents of experiences is implausible: a perceptual experience is about some
object, and this fact is evident from introspection; if the object an experience concerns
is a component of the experience, and this fact is evident from introspection, then
introspection reveals that the experience is about some part of itself—but it’s not the
case that introspection reveals that a perceptual experience is about some part of
itself. More generally, we should deny that simple introspection directly supports
naive realism in this fashion. When you reflect on your experience of the book, you
seem to be directly aware of the book; and, as we’ve seen, the book itself seems to be
present to you in a way it never does when you imagine or consciously think about
the book. But the content view entails that you are directly aware of the book, just as
naive realism does; and at least certain versions of the content view entail that the
book itself should seem present to you in a way it never does when you imagine or
consciously think about the book. So, introspective observations of the sort at issue
simply don’t entail that perceptual experiences constitutively involve acquaintance
rather than representation.

Rather than claiming that naive realism is the only theory consistent with the
deliverances of introspection, then, a more plausible suggestion is that naive realism
simply provides a more satisfying explanation of perceptual experience’s immediacy
than the content view does. The naive realist understands acquaintance to be an
awareness relation more basic than mental representation (see, for example, Fish
2009: 14-15; and Raleigh 2019: 1-2). Mental representation allows for error:
mental representations can ascribe properties to objects that they don’t possess;
and represented objects need not even exist. Conversely, for you to stand in the
acquaintance relation to a particular object is for that object itself simply to be given
or revealed to your mind, just as it is. So, because the naive realist maintains that to
have a veridical perceptual experience is to be acquainted with some ordinary
physical object and its properties, she has a ready explanation of why such
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experiences possess immediacy: standing in the acquaintance relation to some object
makes it the case that that object itself seems to you to be just there before your mind.
And because the content theorist maintains that to have a perceptual experience is to
mentally represent some ordinary object and its properties, one might suggest that
she won’t be able to explain why such experiences possess immediacy—after all,
imagery experiences and conscious thoughts are representational mental episodes,
and they don’t possess immediacy.

However, the content theorist is at least as well positioned as the naive realist to
explain perceptual experience’s immediacy because he can employ the naive realist’s
own strategy. The crucial point here is that while the naive realist appeals to
acquaintance to explain why perceptual experiences possess immediacy, it’s not
possible to explain what acquaintance is supposed to be without appealing to this
very phenomenal feature. The naive realist tells us that perceptual experiences seem
to make ordinary objects immediately present to our minds because, when we’re
acquainted with ordinary objects, they really are immediately present to our minds.
But we don’t have any independent grip on the kind “immediate presence”
acquaintance involves—the sense in which acquaintance makes objects
immediately present to us is just the sense in which conscious perception, unlike
imagery or conscious thought, makes objects immediately present to us. That is, in
order to explain the immediacy of perceptual experience, the naive realist employs
the nature-of-the-relation strategy: she explains why a certain sort of experience
possesses a certain phenomenal feature by positing a mental relation which she
characterizes as the thing that makes it the case that experiences possess the
relevant phenomenal feature.

The content theorist can employ this strategy by introducing a unique
representational relation—the perceptual representation relation—that individuals
stand in to propositions. There are many different representational relations: the
belief relation, the desire relation, the imagining relation, and so on. And the content
theorist can say that (at least part of) what distinguishes the perceptually-
representing-relation from the rest is that experiences constituted by perceptually
representing propositions possess immediacy. That is, the perceptually-representing-
relation is characterized as the kind of relation to a proposition such that, when you
stand in this relation to a proposition, the objects and properties that you thereby
represent seem to be immediately present to you. Accordingly, the content theorist
who employs this strategy—the representationist—can readily explain why
perceptual experiences possess immediacy: perceptual experiences are constituted
by perceptually representing propositions, and perceptually representing
propositions makes it the case that one’s experience possesses immediacy.>

By design, the representationist’s explanation of perceptual experience’s
immediacy is just as satisfying as the naive realist’s explanation. The naive realist
can’t complain that the representationist’s strategy is unmotivated or obscure: the
motivation for positing the perceptually-representing-relation is precisely the same as
the motivation for positing the acquaintance relation; and our understanding of

3 Although Pautz does not endorse this theory, it would be a natural development of Pautz’s (2021: §3.1) version
of the content view.
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perceptual representation is at least as clear as our understanding of acquaintance.
Granted, the representationist’s explanation of immediacy is uninformative: the
perceptually-experiencing-relation can’t be characterized independently of the
phenomenal feature it is supposed to explain. But, of course, the naive realist’s
explanation is uninformative for precisely the same reason.

However, while these explanations are equally satisfying, they are not equally
good: relative to naive realism, representationism explains more relevant facts—
specifically, facts concerning the phenomenology of hallucinatory perceptual
experiences. As such, the representationist can construct a compelling argument
from hallucination against naive realism. First, individuals sometimes have
hallucinatory perceptual experiences that possess a phenomenal immediacy that
distinguishes them from imagery experiences and conscious thoughts. Naive
realists sometimes deny this claim (Martin 2004; Fish 2009); but it is supported
by considerable introspective, behavioral, and neurological evidence (for a review
of that evidence, see Millar 2014). Given the weight of the evidence, then, a naive
realist who denies that some hallucinations possess immediacy is at a significant
disadvantage relative to representationism. Second, naive realism can’t provide a
unified explanation of the immediacy of veridical and hallucinatory experiences. The
naive realist maintains that veridical experiences possess immediacy because such
experiences constitutively involve acquaintance with ordinary physical objects; but
when you hallucinate, you are not acquainted with any relevant ordinary physical
object. So, any explanation of hallucinatory experiences’ immediacy that the naive
realist employs must be wholly novel—for instance, she might claim that
hallucinations constitutively involve mental representation, or acquaintance with
mind-dependent objects, or mental imagery.# Accordingly, third, if the content
theorist can provide a unified explanation of the immediacy of veridical and
hallucinatory experiences, then the content view ought to be preferred to naive
realism. And, fourth, the representationist can do just that. According to the
representationist, to hallucinate is to stand in the perceptually-representing-
relation to a proposition in the absence of any appropriate causal connection to an
ordinary object. As such, hallucinatory experiences possess immediacy for the very
same reason that veridical experiences do: they constitutively involve perceptually
representing propositions.

3. Presentationality Presents a Challenge to Both Naive Realism
and Representationism

Representationism, then, has a significant advantage over naive realism with respect
to explaining perceptual experience’s immediacy. But, if we want to determine
which theory of perceptual experience explains perceptual phenomenology best,
we shouldn’t focus on immediacy exclusively. Immediacy is a perspicuous
phenomenal feature that distinguishes perceptual experiences from conscious

4 However, a naive realist—like Allen (201 5)—who explains hallucinatory phenomenology by appealing to
mental imagery, will still need to provide an independent explanation of why some imagery experiences involve
immediacy and others don’t.
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thoughts and imagery experiences; presentationality is a perspicuous phenomenal
feature that distinguishes perceptual and imagery experiences from conscious
thoughts. And while the fact that both veridical and hallucinatory experiences
possess immediacy creates difficulties for naive realism, the fact that both
perceptual and imagery experiences possess presentationality creates difficulties
for naive realism and representationism alike.

To demonstrate that presentationality creates difficulties for both naive realism
and representationism, two points need to be established. First, that perceptual and
imagery experiences do in fact share the phenomenal feature at issue. And second,
that neither naive realism nor representationism can provide a unified explanation of
the presentationality of perceptual and imagery experiences. I will address each point
in turn.

(I should note that while 'm using “imagery experiences” to cover both sensory
imagination and episodic memory, I will typically focus on the former (on the
relevant notion of episodic memory, see Byrne 2010: §2). Sensory imagination
occurs in every perceptual modality and can be either voluntary or involuntary.
So, the sorts of experiences that are relevant for present purposes are: the experience
you have when you close your eyes and visualize the setting sun; the experience you
have when an image of a face spontaneously appears before your “mind’s eye” as
you’re reading a novel; or, the experience you have when you imagine how the white
wall you’re currently looking at would appear if it were red.)

3.1. Presentationality

First, introspection provides compelling evidence that perceptual and imagery
experiences present their subject matter in a concrete, sensory manner, rather than
an abstract, non-sensory manner. For instance, just as you can’t see an object that is
both triangular and circular, neither can you visualize such an object; conversely, you
have no difficulty consciously entertaining the proposition that some object is both
triangular and circular (in other words, Pautz’s (2020) “laws of appearance” apply
to both perceptual and imagery experiences). Or, consider the fact that when you
visualize a triangle, just as when you see a triangle, your experience always includes
details such as how the triangle is oriented in space, or whether it is equilateral;
conversely, your thoughts about triangles often leave such features unspecified.
Another way to illustrate the present point: whenever you have either visualized or
seen a triangle, you can sensibly compare the triangle your experience presented to a
picture of a triangle—you would know how to go about answering the question,
“does the triangle in this picture resemble the triangle your experience presented?”
Conversely, with respect to your thoughts about triangles, such comparisons are not
always sensible.

Introspection also reveals that we can compare our imagery experiences to our
perceptual experiences with respect to their vividness. Because conscious thoughts
present their subject matter in an abstract, non-sensory manner, there is no sense in
which our conscious thoughts are more or less vivid than our perceptual experiences.
But we readily judge that our imagery experiences are typically less vivid than our
perceptual experiences; and we can readily determine whether a given imagery

https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017

8 BOYD MILLAR

experience’s vividness is more or less similar to that of a typical perceptual
experience. Vividness is not a matter of how clear or detailed an experience is: a
visual experience of an object in low light, or at the periphery of the visual field, can
still be more vivid than an imagery experience that presents that same object more
clearly or in greater detail.’ Rather, vividness judgments concern intensity; and while
we can’t provide an informative definition, we can make the relevant notion of
intensity tolerably clear with the right examples. For instance, suppose that you first
view a projection of a red circle on a screen, and then later view a much fainter
projection of the circle on the same screen; next, suppose that you visualize the red
circle so successfully that you would describe your imagery experience as “almost
like seeing the circle”; and finally, suppose that you visualize the red circle so
unsuccessfully that you would describe your experience as “not at all like seeing
the circle.” There is an evident sense in which each experience in this sequence is less
vivid or intense than the last. And we can only make these intensity comparisons
because perceptual and imagery experiences share a specific phenomenal feature that
neither shares with conscious thoughts. Moreover, Pearson, Rademaker, and Tong
(2o11) showed that an individual’s judgments concerning the vividness of her
imagery experiences correlates with that experience’s influence on a subsequent
perceptual experience. And brain imaging studies have shown that when
individuals judge imagery experiences to be more vivid, the neurological activity in
their brains is more similar to that of perceptual experiences (Dijkstra, Bosch, and
van Gerven 2017; Fulford et al. 2018). The best explanation of these results is that
imagery experiences can be more or less similar to perceptual experiences with
respect to their intensity, and that individuals can typically determine an imagery
experience’s intensity via introspection.

In addition, there is a good deal of behavioral and neurological evidence for the
claim that perceptual and imagery experiences share a certain phenomenal feature.
For instance, researchers have found that imagery experiences are subject to at least
some prototypically perceptual illusions. The horizontal-vertical illusion occurs
when individuals view a figure consisting of two lines, one horizontal and the
other vertical; although the lines are the same length, the vertical line appears to be
longer than the horizontal line. When individuals are asked to visualize this figure
and then determine the length of the visualized lines, their imagery experiences
mislead them: they judge the vertical line to be longer than the horizontal line—in
fact, the magnitude of the illusion is the same whether the figure is visualized or
perceived (Blanusa and Zdravkovi¢ 2015). Presumably this error is only possible
because imagery experiences present the lines in the same concrete, visual way that
perceptual experiences do.

The claim that imagery and perceptual experiences are phenomenally similar in
the way atissue—that both present their subject matter in a concrete, sensory manner
that contrasts with the abstract, non-sensory manner characteristic of conscious
thoughts—is also suggested by the fact that imagery experiences have been shown to
influence our perceptual experiences in ways that conscious thoughts do not. For

5 See Kind 2017. Kind maintains that the notion of vividness is too obscure to be useful; however, she doesn’t
consider the characterization outlined in the present paragraph.
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instance, Pearson, Clifford, and Tong (2008) showed that visualization has the same
influence on binocular rivalry experiments as perceiving “weak visual images.”
Binocular rivalry involves one image being presented to one eye while a quite
different sort of image is presented to the other; in such cases, one or the other of
these images dominates the subject’s resulting perceptual experience. When the
binocular rivalry stimulus is presented to a particular subject repeatedly under
controlled conditions, each image will dominate the subject’s experience for
roughly half of the trials. However, Pearson and colleagues showed that asking a
subject to visualize one of the two images beforehand makes it significantly more
likely that that image will dominate the subject’s subsequent experience—just as
perceiving one of the two images beforehand does. Relatedly, visualization has been
shown to have perception-like impacts on perceptual learning. For instance,
Tartaglia et al. (2009) showed that when learning to judge the distance between
two lines, visualizing a line to occupy a certain location improves performance to the
same extent that perceiving a line in that location does.

Finally, the fact that the neural activity of a visualizing brain is very similar to that
of a visually perceiving brain provides further evidence of the phenomenal similarity
between imagery and perceptual experiences. Because visualization relies on memory
rather than perceptual inputs, we wouldn’t expect visualization to involve all and
only the brain regions that conscious visual perception involves. But if the brain
regions that are central to visual perceptual experience are also central to visual
imagery experiences, then this fact would support the thesis that visual imagery
experiences present their subject matter in the concrete, sensory way that visual
perceptual experiences do. And, in fact, there is considerable neuroscientific
evidence, primarily from imaging studies, that visualization is subserved by neural
activity in the brain’s visual areas.® In fact, as described above, the imagining
evidence suggests that more vivid visual imagery experiences tend to involve more
activity in the brain’s visual areas.

3.2. Naive Realist and Representationist Explanations

Naive realists are not able to provide a unified explanation of the presentationality of
imagery and perceptual experiences because they maintain that perceptual
phenomenology is grounded in acquaintance with ordinary objects and their
properties. Just as naive realists say that your perceptual experiences possess
immediacy in virtue of the fact that they constitutively involve acquaintance with
ordinary objects, they say that your perceptual experience possesses
presentationality in virtue of the fact that they constitutively involve acquaintance
with ordinary objects. (Presumably, a given naive realist will explain the
presentationality of hallucinations using whatever strategy he uses to explain the

¢ For reviews of the relevant evidence, see Dijkstra, Bosch, and van Gerven 2019; and Pearson 2019. While there
continues to be some debate concerning the extent to which the primary visual cortex is involved in visualization, a
number of fMRI studies have found clear evidence of such activity (and there is no similar debate concerning the
brain’s other visual areas).
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immediacy of hallucinations.) But, of course, imagery experiences don’t
constitutively involve acquaintance with ordinary objects.

One might think that the naive realist can provide a unified explanation of
presentationality by maintaining that imagery experiences constitutively involve
acquaintance with mental images and their properties. If ordinary objects and
mental images instantiate the same properties, then the naive realist might claim that
it’s acquaintance with these properties that makes it the case that experiences possess
presentationality—in which case, imagery experiences possess presentationality for the
very same reason that perceptual experiences do. However, such an account is
unacceptable for at least two reasons. First, our imagery experiences concern
ordinary objects, not mental images—when you visualize a book on the table in
front of you, you’re thinking about a book, not a mental image of a book (see Kind
200T: T06-107). Second, the naive realist characterizes acquaintance as the kind of
non-representational awareness that confers immediacy; but imagery experiences
don’t possess immediacy. For instance, when you visualize a book sitting next to a
book that you see, it’s not the case that there are two entities—one an ordinary
physical object, the other a mental image—that seem to be just there before your
mind. (In order to address this last point, the naive realist might claim that there are
different ways of being acquainted with objects, and that imagery experiences
constitutively involve a kind of acquaintance that doesn’t confer immediacy.
However, the resulting theory would not provide a unified explanation of
presentationality: according to this theory, one acquaintance relation provides
perceptual experiences with presentationality, and a distinct acquaintance
relation provides imagery experiences with presentationality.)

Alternatively, one might think that the naive realist can provide a unified
explanation of presentationality by adopting Martin’s (2002) view that to imagine
some object is to mentally represent a perceptual experience of that object (see also
Soteriou 2013: chap. 7). The suggestion would be that an imagery experience’s
presentational character is derived from that of the perceptual experience it
represents—visualizing possesses presentationality because it constitutively involves
representing a visual experience that possesses presentationality. However, there are
many representational mental states that represent experiences without thereby
acquiring any of their phenomenal features. For instance, you might believe that you
saw a certain famous painting ten years ago; but what it’s like for you to believe this
proposition is in no way similar to what it was like for you to see the painting. So, as it
stands, Martin’s proposal doesn’t explain why imagery experiences acquire some of
the phenomenal features of perceptual experiences while other mental representations
don’t—as Martin (2002, 406—407) explicitly acknowledges. Moreover, no matter
what the naive realist adds to her theory in order to explain how imagery experiences
derive their presentationality from that of the perceptual experiences they represent,
the resulting theory will not provide a unified explanation: according to any such
theory, the feature that makes it the case that perceptual experiences possess
presentationality is distinct from the feature that makes it the case that imagery
experiences possess presentationality.

The representationist’s explanatory options are similarly restricted. Because the
representationist employs the nature-of-the-relation strategy to explain perceptual
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experience’s immediacy, it is natural to explain its presentationality the same way.
That is, it is natural for the representationist to claim that (at least part of) what
distinguishes the perceptually-representing-relation from other representational
relations is that experiences constituted by perceptually representing propositions
possess both presentationality and immediacy. But, then, imagery experiences don’t
constitutively involve the perceptually-representing-relation: the perceptually-
representing-relation is characterized as the kind of relation to a proposition such
that, when you stand in this relation to a proposition, the objects and properties that
you thereby represent seem to be immediately present to you; and the objects and
properties your imagery experiences represent don’t seem to be immediately present
to you (imagery experiences, unlike perceptual experiences, lack immediacy). So, the
representationist will need to posit a distinct representational relation—we could call
it the imaginative representation relation—which is such that experiences constituted
by standing in this relation to propositions possess presentationality but not
immediacy. The result of this natural development of the view is that the
representationist doesn’t provide a unified explanation of presentationality:
perceptual representation makes it the case that perceptual experiences possess
presentationality, and imaginative representation makes it the case that imagery
experiences possess presentationality.”

Accordingly, in order to provide a unified explanation of presentationality—an
explanation where the feature that makes it the case that perceptual experiences
possess presentationality is also the feature that makes it the case that imagery
experiences possess presentationality—the representationist must refuse to employ
the nature-of-the-relation strategy to explain this phenomenal feature. That is, the
representationist must refuse to include presentationality in his characterization of
the perceptually-representing-relation, and explain why both imagery and
perceptual experiences possess presentationality some other way. However, the
most natural options for providing such an explanation are not promising. For
instance, one might claim that imagery and perceptual experiences share a certain
sort of representational content, and it’s this shared content that makes it the case
that both kinds of experience possess presentationality (see Nanay 201 5). But this
proposal can’t succeed unless we have good reasons to insist that no conscious
thought ever has the same content as any perceptual or imagery experience; and
we don’t have such reasons. Alternatively, the representationist can posit non-
representational phenomenal properties, or qualia, and claim that instantiating
qualia is what makes it the case that perceptual and imagery experiences, unlike
conscious thoughts, possess presentationality. But this proposal is unacceptable
because the phenomenal properties it posits play no role in explaining immediacy.
If perceptual experiences instantiate qualia, then surely it’s at least partly because my
present visual experience instantiates a reddish quale (rather than a greenish quale, or

7 The representationist might attempt to provide a unified explanation by claiming that the perceptual
representation relation and the imaginative representation relation belong to the same genus. However, the fact
that these representational relations belong to the same genus does not explain why they have the feature at issue.
Rather, they belong to the same genus in virtue of the fact that they are presentationality-conferring
representational relations.
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none at all) that it seems to me that something red is immediately present to me. And
yet, according to the present view, what makes it the case that something red seems to
be immediately present to me is simply the fact that I stand in the perceptually-
representing-relation to a proposition concerning a nearby red object; the non-
representational red quale merely accompanies the experience’s representational
component, and even if this red quale were absent, it would still seem that
something red is immediately present to me.

We should conclude, then, that no theory that employs the nature-of-the-relation
strategy to explain immediacy will be able to provide a unified explanation of
presentationality; and as such, if some variety of the content view could provide a
unified explanation of presentationality, then that fact would enable us to construct
a compelling argument from imagination against both naive realism and
representationism. This argument would proceed as follows: First, perceptual
experiences and imagery experiences possess a presentational character that
distinguishes them from conscious thoughts. While this claim is nearly universally
accepted amongst philosophers and psychologists (see Thomas 1997/2014), some
naive realists and representationists might deny it—just as some naive realists deny
that hallucinatory experiences possess immediacy. However, given the weight of the
evidence surveyed above (§3.1), a naive realist or representationist who denies this
assumption is at a significant disadvantage relative to any theory that can explain
why our experiences possess presentationality. Second, because naive realism and
representationism employ the nature-of-the-relation strategy to explain immediacy,
they can’t provide a unified explanation of presentationality. And so, third, if some
version of the content view can provide a unified explanation of why perceptual and
imagery experiences possess presentationality, then we have a compelling reason to
prefer that theory to both naive realism and representationism. Moreover, if that
theory can also provide a unified explanation of immediacy, then that theory provides
a better explanation of the phenomenal facts than does either representationism or
naive realism.

(I’s worth emphasizing that naive realism and representationism are not on equal
footing at this point in the argument. While representationism can’t provide a unified
explanation of presentationality, it does provide a unified explanation of immediacy.
Conversely naive realism’s account of perceptual phenomenology is doubly
disunified: the theory can’t provide unified explanations of either presentationality
or immediacy. So, if there were no other alternatives, representationism would
provide the best explanation of the relevant phenomenological facts. The point to
be established in the next section is that some version of the content view can do
better still.)

4. An Alternative Version of the Content View: Sensory Vehicle
Theory

Consider a scenario in which viewing conditions are rather poor (light levels are low,
you’re squinting, etc.) and all you can make out is a small black dot directly in front of
you. Now, suppose you close your eyes and visualize the black dot just as it appeared
a moment ago. And suppose that, after the visual image fades, you consciously think
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that there is a small black dot directly in front of you. Assuming that these three
distinct experiences are representational episodes, they don’t appear to differ with
respect to what they represent—we can stipulate that each accurately represents all
and only the same details concerning the black dot. Rather, your perceptual and
imagery experiences appear to differ from your conscious thought only with respect
to how they represent the black dot. That is, although perceptual and imagery
experiences are mental representations of different kinds, there is nonetheless a
basic commonality with regards to how they represent their subject matter.
Plausibly, then, any satisfying, unified explanation of this similarity will posit a
similarity with respect to how perceptual and imagery experiences represent what
they do. And a particularly natural proposal is that perceptual and imagery
experiences represent what they do via similar representational vehicles.

The sensory vehicle theory is a variety of the content view that provides an
account of just this sort. As the name suggests, the theory maintains, first, that
perceptual experiences constitutively involve representational vehicles, and second,
that these representational vehicles are constituted by an experience’s sensory
phenomenology. (For defenders of this view, see Hall 1961; Clark 19735 and
Millar 2017, and 2022: §6. For similar views, see Wishon 2012, and Papineau
2014 and 2021.) Sensory phenomenology is a particular class of phenomenal
properties; specifically, it includes the kinds of phenomenal properties that
perceptual and imagery experiences possess but which conscious thoughts lack.
Sensory phenomenal properties can be divided into two classes: those aspects of
sensory phenomenology associated with the experience of physical properties—
which I will call sensory qualities—and those aspects of sensory phenomenology
associated with the experience of the objects that instantiate those properties—which
Iwill call sensations. So, for example, consider what your experience is like when you
view a red object under white light and a white object under red light. These two
experiences share a certain specific aspect of their phenomenology that neither shares
with your experience of a white object under white light. This shared aspect of these
two experiences’ phenomenology is a sensory quality we can call phenomenal
redness. We could use more detailed examples to isolate the different shades that
make up the class of red qualities; and the class of red qualities is included in the more
inclusive class of colour qualities. A similar procedure can be used to identify the
phenomenal properties characteristic of visual experiences of shape, size, and spatial
location. Further, when you have a visual experience as of a particular object
instantiating a variety of visible properties, the corresponding sensory qualities are
united in a particular sensation. The sensation corresponding to the perceptual
experience of an object is not simply a collection of sensory qualities; added to the
relevant sensory qualities is a distinct phenomenological unity that makes a sensation
a single phenomenal entity. (Using terminology introduced by Bayne and Chalmers
(2003), we would say that a sensation is instantiated if and only if multiple sensory
qualities are objectually phenomenally unified.)

These phenomenal properties are representational vehicles in the sense that when
you have a perceptual experience of a particular object and its properties, your
experience represents what it does in virtue of the fact that it instantiates sensations
and sensory qualities related to that object and those properties in the right way. In
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other words, according to the present theory, sensory phenomenology functions in
sensory experience in much the same way that linguistic symbols function in thought.
For example, when you see a particular square object in front of you and you token
the sentence “thatis square” in inner speech, by tokening these linguistic symbols you
thereby represent a proposition that concerns the relevant physical object and the
property of being square. Similarly, when your visual experience instantiates a
particular sensation partly composed of phenomenal squareness, that experience
thereby represents a proposition that concerns a particular physical object and the
property of being square.

Sensory vehicle theory doesn’t entail any particular theory of the metaphysical
nature of sensory qualities and sensations. For all the theory says, these phenomenal
properties might be non-physical properties of non-physical mental states, or they
might be wholly physical properties of wholly physical states—certain neurological
properties of brain states, for example. However, the theory is committed to a quite
specific account of what sensory qualities and sensations do. Specifically, sensory
vehicle theory maintains that sensory phenomenology is what you represent with
rather than what you represent. For instance, the theory is incompatible with the
traditional sense datum theory, since that theory maintains that to have a perceptual
experience is to be aware of sense data—and you are aware of ordinary objects and
properties in virtue of being aware of sense data. Conversely, according to sensory
vehicle theory, you are not aware of a perceptual experience’s sensory
phenomenology in the same sense that you are aware of the objects and properties
your experience represents. By way of illustration, consider the analogy with inner
speech again: when you think about objects and properties using inner speech,
tokening names and adjectives constitutes a way of thinking about objects and
properties that does not involve an explicit awareness of the words themselves—
you think with those words, not about them.?

I'should perhaps also add that sensory vehicle theory doesn’t entail any particular
theory about how sensory phenomenal properties come to represent what they
do. For instance, for all the theory says, sensory phenomenology might be
inherently representational, and the specific representational contents of particular
sensory qualities might be innate. Or, these phenomenal properties might not be
inherently representational. For example, the sensory vehicle theorist could endorse
Papineau’s (2021, 6) view that a brain in a vat created by a cosmic accident might
undergo an experience instantiating all the same sensory phenomenal properties that
my present visual experience possesses, without that experience representing
anything at all. On the other hand, even assuming that the phenomenal properties
at issue are not inherently representational, it doesn’t follow that they must be
causally related in the right way to environmental properties in order to represent
those properties. It might be, for instance, that at least some sensory phenomenal
properties represent what they do via a satisfactional rather than relational

8 There is evidence that different varieties of inner speech exist; for reviews, see Perrone-Bertolotti et al. 2014:
222-227; and Alderson-Day and Fernyhough 2015: 940-953. For present purposes, the important point is that
there is a kind of inner speech that is not like hearing a voice in one’s head, nor like imagining hearing a voice.
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mechanism (Millar 2022). In any case, the success or failure of the argument from
imagination doesn’t depend on these details of the theory.

The sensory vehicle theory, then, has a ready explanation of presentationality:
instantiating sensations and sensory qualities is what makes it the case that an
experience possesses presentationality. And since both perceptual and imagery
experiences instantiate sensations and sensory qualities, the theory provides a
unified explanation: the feature that makes it the case that perceptual experiences
possess presentationality is the very same feature that makes it the case that imagery
experiences possess presentationality (for a brief discussion of a view of this sort, see
Kind 20071: 108-109). Moreover, this account is particularly satisfying because it
captures the natural suggestion that what distinguishes perceptual and imagery
experiences from conscious thoughts is how they represent what they do, rather
than what they represent. And since sensory qualities are phenomenal properties that
can vary in intensity, the theory provides a simple account of variations in vividness:
due to the different processes via which they are generated, a perceptual experience’s
sensory qualities are typically more vivid than an imagery experience’s sensory
qualities.

Now, the sensory vehicle theory has a significant advantage over both naive realism
and representationism only so long as it can also provide a unified explanation of
immediacy. In order to explain immediacy, then, the sensory vehicle theorist can point
to how sensory phenomenal properties are generated and how they are used. In visual
perception, sensations and sensory qualities are generated automatically by the visual
system in response to current retinal stimulation and via a process over which the
subject has no voluntary control; when visual sensations and sensory qualities are
generated in this manner, they are being used as temporary labels for physical objects
and properties that are currently causally impacting the subject’s retinas. Conversely,
imagery experiences involve sensations and sensory qualities being generated
internally (typically via a voluntary process) and not as a response to currently
ongoing sensory input. According to the sensory vehicle theorist, when you have a
perceptual experience, your experience constitutively involves the awareness (or the
sense) that your experience is an externally-generated response to the current state of
objects in your environment. And although the component of the experience
representing this fact is distinct from the way the experience represents your
environment to be (the way your experience represents your environment to be is
determined by the sensations and sensory qualities it instantiates), it is an intrinsic
representational component of the experience, and it grounds the intrinsic phenomenal
component of immediacy. (It’s worth emphasizing that this strategy for explaining the
immediacy of perceptual experiences entails that such experiences are not wholly
composed of sensory phenomenal properties, as, for example, Papineau (2021)
claims.) In other words, the present proposal is that perceptual experiences possess
immediacy in virtue of the fact that they are partly composed of a metacognitive
representation with a distinctive content.” Conversely, imagery experiences lack

It is common for psychologists to explain the phenomenal difference between perceptual experience,
imagination, and memory by appealing to metacognitive representations: for a review, see Simons, Garrison,
and Johnson 2017. Dokic and Martin (2017) defend a related suggestion (however, in contrast with the view
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immediacy because they do not constitutively involve a metacognitive representation
with the same content.

An analogy with episodic memory might help to clarify the present proposal.
Compare remembering what the Hale-Bopp comet looked like in the night sky to
visualizing what Hale-Bopp looked like in the night sky. These are both imagery
experiences, and in both cases you’re mentally representing the same past event.
Yet, there is a clear phenomenal difference between them—what it’s like to
remember is distinct from what it’s like to simply imagine. And since there isn’t
any obvious difference between the imagery involved, or the content of these
experiences, the most natural explanation of this phenomenal difference is that
when you remember you’re aware that you’re remembering, and when you imagine
you’re aware that you’re imagining. In other words, the most natural account of
episodic memory is that such experiences are phenomenally complex: there’s
something it’s like to undergo the mental imagery—that component is shared by
imagining—and, in addition, your episodic memory just seems like a memory. One
way to capture these facts is to say that episodic memories instantiate sensory
phenomenology in virtue of which they represent some past event, and that they
also constitutively involve a metacognitive representation of the fact that the
experience is a memory (see, for example, Dokic 2014, and Michaelian 2016:
Chap. 11).

Finally, the sensory vehicle theorist can easily extend the present account of the
immediacy of perceptual experiences to hallucinations. Hallucinations, just like
veridical perceptual experiences, instantiate sensory qualities and sensations that
function as temporary labels for the physical objects that are causally impacting one’s
visual system; the only difference is that when one hallucinates, there are no such
physical objects. And just like veridical perceptual experiences, hallucinations
constitutively involve the sense that your experience is an externally-generated
response to the current state of objects in your environment; the only difference is
that when you hallucinate, the relevant representation is generated in error.'® And
since the relevant representation is generated by the same sub-personal, belief-
independent cognitive processes that generate sensory phenomenology, a
hallucinatory experience can possess immediacy even though you know that
you’re hallucinating. So, once again, the sensory vehicle theory provides a unified
explanation: the feature that makes it the case that veridical experiences possess
immediacy is the very same feature that makes it the case that hallucinatory
experiences possess immediacy.

defended here, they do not outline the content of the “metacognitive feeling” that they posit; and they are explicit
that this feeling is not a constituent of, but merely accompanies, one’s experience). How the relevant metacognitive
representations are generated is an empirical question that can be left open; however, a natural proposal would be
that some cognitive mechanism monitors whether sensory cortex activity is the exclusive result of top-down
processing (on the different patterns of neural activity that distinguish perceptual from imagery experiences, see
Dijkstra et al. 2017). For alternative proposals, see Dokic and Martin 2017: 304; and Mehta 2024.

'® The error could either be because your source-monitoring (or reality-monitoring) system isn’t working
properly, or it could be that your source-monitoring system is functioning normally but the relevant sensory
qualities have been produced in an unusual way (e.g., as the result of considerable bottom-up processing). See, for
example, Simons, Garrison, and Johnson 2017.
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5. Conclusion

The moral of the argument from hallucination is that we should prefer theories that
provide a unified explanation of the immediacy of veridical and hallucinatory
experiences. The moral of the argument from imagination is that we should prefer
theories that provide a unified account of the presentational character of perceptual
and imagery experiences. The naive realist can’t provide a unified explanation of
either of these crucial phenomenal features, and the representationist can’t provide a
unified explanation of presentationality; conversely, the sensory vehicle theory
provides a unified explanation of both presentationality and immediacy. Because
phenomenological criteria are not the only criteria by which we ought to evaluate
theories of perceptual experience, we can’t say conclusively that we should reject
naive realism and representationism. But the fact that the sensory vehicle theory
explains perceptual phenomenology better than these theories do provides a
compelling reason to reject naive realism and representationism and to endorse the
sensory vehicle theory.

BOYD MILLAR
PHILOSOPHY, TRENT UNIVERSITY, CANADA
millar.boyd@gmail.com

References

Alderson-Day, Ben, and Charles Fernyhough. 2015. “Inner Speech: Development, Cognitive
Functions, Phenomenology, and Neurobiology.” Psychological Bulletin 141: 931-965.

Allen, Keith. 201 5. “Hallucination and Imagination.” Australasian Journal of Philosophy 93: 287-302.

Allen, Keith. 2020. “The Value of Perception.” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 1o0:
633-656.

Andrews, Austin. 2020. “Acquiring a Concept of Visual Experience.” Philosophical Quarterly 70:
223-245.

Bayne, Tim, and David Chalmers. 2003. “What Is the Unity of Consciousness?” In The Unity of
Consciousness: Binding, Integration, Dissociation, edited by Axel Cleeremans, 23—58. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Blanusa, Jelena, and Suntica Zdravkovié. 2015. “Horizontal-Vertical Illusion in Mental Imagery:
Quantitative Evidence.” Frontiers in Human Neuroscience 9: Article 33.

Byrne, Alex. 2010. “Recollection, Perception, Imagination.” Philosophical Studies 148: 15-26.

Chalmers, David. 2004. “The Representational Character of Experience.” In The Future for
Philosophy, edited by Brian Leiter, 153-181. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Clark, Romane. 1973. “Sensuous Judgments.” Noiis 7: 45-56.

Crane, Tim. 2006. “Is There a Perceptual Relation?” In Perceptual Experience, edited by Tamar
Szab6 Gendler and John Hawthorne, 126-146. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Crane, Tim, and Craig French. 2005/2015. “The Problem of Perception.” Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, edited by Edward Zalta. https:/plato.stanford.edu/entries/perception-problem/
Dijkstra, Nadine, Sander Bosch, and Marcel van Gerven. 2017. “Vividness of Visual Imagery
Depends on the Neural Overlap with Perception in Visual Areas.” The Journal of Neuroscience

37: 1367-1373.

Dijkstra, Nadine, Sander Bosch, and Marcel van Gerven. 2019. “Shared Neural Mechanisms of
Visual Perception and Imagery.” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 23: 423—43 4.

Dijkstra, N., P. Zeidman, S. Ondobaka, M. van Gerven, and K. Friston. 2017. “Distinct Top-down and
Bottom-up Brain Connectivity During Visual Perception and Imagery.” Scientific Reports 7: 5677.

https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017 Published online by Cambridge University Press


mailto:millar.boyd@gmail.com
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/perception-problem/
https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017

18 BOYD MILLAR

Dokic, Jérome. 2014. “Feeling the Past: A Two-Tiered Account of Episodic Memory.” Review of
Philosophy and Psychology 5: 413—426.

Dokic, Jérome, and Jean-Rémy Martin. 2017. “Felt Reality and the Opacity of Perception.” Topoi
36:299-309.

Fish, William. 2009. Perception, Hallucination, and Illusion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fulford, Jon, Fraser Milton, David Salas, Alicia Smith, Amber Simler, Crawford Winlove, and Adam
Zeman. 2018. “The Neural Correlates of Visual Imagery Vividness—An fMRI Study and
Literature Review.” Cortex 105: 26—40.

Hall, Everett. 1961. Our Knowledge of Fact and Value. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press.

Kennedy, Matthew. 2009. “Heirs of Nothing: The Implications of Transparency.” Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 79: §74—-604.

Kind, Amy. 2001. “Putting the Image Back in Imagination.” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 62: 85-109.

Kind, Amy. 2017. “Imaginative Vividness.” Journal of the American Philosophical Association 3:
32-50.

Langsam, Harold. 2017. “The Intuitive Case for Naive Realism.” Philosophical Explorations 20:
106—-122.

Martin, M. G. F. 2002. “The Transparency of Experience.” Mind and Language 17: 376-425.

Martin, M. G. F. 2004. “The Limits of Self-Awareness.” Philosophical Studies 120: 37-89.

Mehta, Neil. 2024. A Pluralist Theory of Perception. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Michaelian, Kourken. 2016. Mental Time Travel: Episodic Memory and Our Knowledge of the
Personal Past. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Millar, Boyd. 2014. “The Phenomenological Problem of Perception.” Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 88: 625-654.

Millar, Boyd. 2017. “Thinking with Sensations.” Journal of Philosophy 114: 134-154.

Millar, Boyd. 2022. “Perceiving Properties versus Perceiving Objects.” Analytic Philosophy 63:
99-117.

Nanay, Bence. 2015. “Perceptual Content and the Content of Mental Imagery.” Philosophical
Studies 172: 1723-1736.

Nanay, Bence. 2016. “Imagination and Perception.” In The Routledge Handbook of Philosophy of
Imagination, edited by Amy Kind, 124-134. New York: Routledge.

Nudds, Matthew. 2009. “Recent Work in Perception: Naive Realism and Its Opponents.” Analysis
69: 334-346.

Papineau, David. 2014. “Sensory Experience and Representational Properties.” Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 114: 1-33.

Papineau, David. 2021. The Metaphysics of Sensory Experience. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pautz, Adam. 2007. “Intentionalism and Perceptual Presence.” In Philosophical Perspectives 21:
Philosophy of Mind, edited by John Hawthorne, 495-541. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Pautz, Adam. 2020. “The Puzzle of the Laws of Appearance.” Philosophical Issues 30: 257-272.

Pautz, Adam. 2021. Perception. New York: Routledge.

Pearson, Joel. 2019. “The Human Imagination: The Cognitive Neuroscience of Visual Mental
Imagery.” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 20: 624—63 4.

Pearson, Joel, Colin Clifford, and Frank Tong. 2008. “The Functional Impact of Mental Imagery on
Conscious Perception.” Current Biology 18: 982-986.

Pearson, Joel, Rosanne Rademaker, and Frank Tong. 2011. “Evaluating the Mind’s Eye: The
Metacognition of Visual Imagery.” Psychological Science 22: 1535-1542.

Perrone-Bertolotti, M., L. Rapin, ]J. Lachaux, M. Baciu, and H. Leevenbruck. 2014. “What is That
Little Voice inside my Head? Inner Speech Phenomenology, Its Role in Cognitive Performance,
and Its Relation to Self-monitoring.” Behavioural Brain Research 261: 220-239.

Raleigh, Thomas. 2019. “Introduction: The Recent Renaissance of Acquaintance.” In
Acquaintance: New Essays, edited by Jonathan Knowles and Thomas Raleigh, 1-32. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Schellenberg, Susanna. 2011. “Ontological Minimalism about Phenomenology.” Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 83: 1—40.

https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017

THE ARGUMENT FROM IMAGINATION 19

Schroer, Robert. 2012. “Representationalism and the Scene-Immediacy of Visual Experience: A
Journey to the Fringe and Back.” Philosophical Psychology 25: 595-615.

Simons, Jon, Jane Garrison, and Marcia Johnson. 2017. “Brain Mechanisms of Reality
Monitoring.” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 21: 462—473.

Soteriou, Matthew. 2013. The Mind’s Construction: The Ontology of Mind and Mental Action.
Oxford: Oxford UP.

Tartaglia, Elisa, Laura Bamert, Fred Mast, and Michael Herzog. 2009. “Human Perceptual Learning
by Mental Imagery.” Current Biology 19: 2081-2083.

Thomas, Nigel. 1997/2014. “Mental Imagery.” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, edited by
Edward Zalta. https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/mental-imagery/

Wishon, Donovan. 2012. “Perceptual Acquaintance and Informational Content.” In Consciousness
and Subjectivity, edited by Sofia Miguens and Gerhard Preyer, 89—-107. Heusenstamm: Ontos
Verlag.

https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/mental-imagery/
https://doi.org/10.1017/apa.2025.10017

	The Argument from Imagination
	Introduction
	Representationism Explains Immediacy Better than Naïve Realism Does
	Presentationality Presents a Challenge to Both Naïve Realism and Representationism
	Presentationality
	Naïve Realist and Representationist Explanations

	An Alternative Version of the Content View: Sensory Vehicle Theory
	Conclusion
	References


