Kant |
filosofo Eocrares.

el Novecento

a cura di Beatrice Centi




JOHANNES HAAG"

SOME KANTIAN THEMES IN WILFRID
SELLARS’S PHILOSOPHY

The American philosopher Wilfrid Sellars has been one of the most im-
portant voices of Analytical Philosophy in the second half of the 20" century.
That may seem to make it all the more surprising that he developed his own
philosophy in constant exchange with the work of Immanuel Kant. At one
point he went so far as to characterize the philosophical endeavour from Hegel
onwards as a «slow climb ‘back to Kant’ which is still underway» (Sellars,
1968, p. 29). Not only did Sellars contribute in a number of important papers
and a book-length study with the telling title Science and Metaphysics. Vari-
ations on Kantian Themes to the exegesis of both Kant’s theoretical and prac-
tical philosophy; some of the theses at the heart of Sellars’s own systematic
approach are, as [ would like to illustrate in what follows, most appropriately
understood if one acknowledges their methodological and argumentative
foundation in Kant’s Transcendental Philosophy.

I will concentrate on Sellars’s Kantian approach to perception. This is, 1
take it, the philosophical subject on which there is the greatest affinity be-
tween the two authors: not only concerning the methodological foundation of
their respective thinking, but also the particulars of the constructive account
of the philosophical problem under discussion —a problem that lies at the
heart of contemporary philosophy of mind, epistemology, and philosophy of

language.

1. Transcendental methodology

This argument can be convincing only if Sellars’s philosophy is under-
stood as subscribing to Kant’s transcendental method. I should therefore like
to begin with making plausible this methodological commitment of Sellars
that has not received the attention it deserves.

For a detailed proof of this claim it would, of course, be necessary to show
this method at work in central pieces of Sellars’s philosophical work. As Tin-
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Fiicated, I will do so in the later
intentionality and percep
like to address

: parts of this paper with respect to the topic of
this que tl‘on. At this pOlflt of my argument, however, [ would
dental psycholo t}?t stion by appgalmg to a defence of Kant’s transcen-
Kant, Some Remi}rlkg 5 (;?n b? found in one of Sellars’s important papers on
serve as a reason foron lf'm s TheO(y of Experience (1967). This defence can
mitments to transcendélrllilallg}%'lplauslllble dellars’s own methodological com-
tlosophy, b :
deri;?}?d what this methodology ch))ns};stsu 1tnC anat the same time help us fo un-
ata isti )
itis, ﬁrstl;eatﬂea :il:;iliterlsn’cs of transcendental methodology? I suggest that
straction W,hich e (;)la ‘fllfferer}t, characteristic level of philosophical ab-
phy is concerne:i to(ilrlle 3’ : 1StfeStrlcted, at least as far as theoretical philoso-
. ) uestio ] i .
Wo ;lsl finite rational beings are : I())j rltntentlonal reference to a world of which
ese clai i .
ginning og fﬁ?iiia'fd in need of elucidation. I take my cue from the very be-
time when Kant ﬁr:topment of transcendental philosophy, that is: from the
his philosophical e seems to have become clear about the radical nature of
1772 he claims tophajjg t.f n f;ls famous letter to Marcus Herz from February
. X ound th
lqlﬂléherto still hidden from itself, (Iza«key ‘0 the whole secret of metaphysics,
1s key is a i
the relation of(tl;:tsgolrll; “‘;lmely the question «What is the ground [Grund] of
The question for a ‘:; 1c}(; we call ‘representation’ to the object?» (ibidem).
objects, Kant insisted ground or f(?undation of the reference of ideas to their
as he frequently insist, V&;las a genuinely new one. Indeed, it was so new that
It is very important ths é t;could expect no help from traditional philosophy?
) , therefore, to .understand what exactly Kant is asking for
ilosophical agenda.

2 .y

2 b

04: 262; Engl. trans., p. 11).

The important di ;
that the projectl(f? ;:g::sthzj}mﬁﬁes fans emphasis i, of course, the
entationalists befor ’ ’
¢ Kant was wholly descrip-

fact
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tive. For them, once an accurate description of intentional relations had been
achieved, no further questions about the “grounding” of this relation re-
mained.

What exactly Kant had in mind by speaking of the “ground” that serves as
the “foundation” of the representational relation, of course needs to be dis-
cussed. At least as a first proposal, it may not be too far from the truth that
Kant is appealing here to the question of what may serve as the justification
of certain knowledge-claims. What Kant understood was that a pure, even a
true description of an epistemic process could never amount to a justification
of the process in question.

Justification, however, — at least explicit justification — is, as Sellars often
order thinking» (1975, p. 342). Accordingly, we have to
t truth and ascend to the meta-level
to the question “Why

points out, «a higher-
leave the object-level of matter of fac
where we turn from the question “What do we know?”
are our beliefs justified?”.

It is exactly at this point, I think, that we s
ization of the Kantian project into play in or
standing of what makes the Kantian way o
transcendental way of justifying knowledge-claims.

By way of introduction Sellars writes in his paper on

experience”:

hould bring Sellars’s character-
der to achieve a better under-
f justification a specifically

“Kant’s theory of

It is [...] obvious [...] that Kant is not seeking to prove that there is empirical
knowledge, but only to show that the concept is a coherent one and that it is such as
to rule out the possibility that there could be empirical knowledge not implicitly of
the form ‘such and such a state of affairs belongs to a coherent system of states of af-
fairs of which my perceptual experience is part’ (Sellars, 1967, p. 635).

ove the coherence of one’s concept of empirical
showing its conditions of possibility. But in
e conditions of the possibility of one’s empir-
me time justified the claim to the validity of
ditions really are conditions of possibility,

we have no further choice: there is no other, alternative way at our disposgl
to think of empirical knowledge. If someone really gets hold of the condi-
tions of possibility of some kind of knowledge, he possesses knowledge of the

conditions that this kind of knowledge is necessarily subjected to.

The second part of the Sellars-quote points to his coherentist interpretation

of the result of Kant’s inquiry: a thinking subject has empirical knowledge of

a certain state of affairs only if this state of affairs belongs to a coherent sys-

One possible way to pr
knowledge consists exactly in
achieving a clear concept of th
ical knowledge one has at the sa
such knowledge. For, if those con
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t;}rlr} qf sjcate.s of affairs that includes the subject’s own perceptual experience
kn(l)zvlli (;nellant:i \;\Sth Sellarg’s own ar}ti-foundationalist picture of empirical
papor £ rf z‘r;lci € C(Zlceptlog of justification he first published in his famous
o untiil)his j:t aln the P.hzlo.sophy of Mind (1956) and elucidated and re-
fore s st h'ry I?St PUbl}catpns almost thirty years later. If Sellars there-
N bg L 1stc a§acterlzat10n of Kant’s epistemological aims, as I take
i » at least as far as the outcome of this particular philosophical in-
Bit ;:)IIrll '118 c.oncerned bpth authors share the same objective.
ton surcly ;Sarll’:)ttyeof theil picture of the outcome of a philosophical investiga-
qunintance oan asriOL;g tio prove a close affinity in its methodology. This ac-
at Sellars’s defénc 3;16(21 y,suggested, best be seen if one takes a closer look
The natve critie 0 ta‘mt 8 transcendental psychology in the same paper.
againstis cumemmni quilebo transcendental psychology he is defending Kant
anism consistin fe y Sgllars as follows: «Kant is said to postulate a mech-
Structs” the wo rgldo femplngally Inaccessible mental processes which “con-
Kant, accordin tooth?xpe.rl‘ence out of sense-impressionsy» (1967, p. 646).
solve problemsgthat Is critique, would be a bad psychologist who tries to
invoking doubtful rﬁ ;'zfeerrilgu:e;sgi I:) thet rfalm of empirical psychology by
Sell » . 1mately unverifiable processes.
rected. f;sﬁ;flissu?;lsmgly, bdleyes this criticism to be fun(famentally misdi-
viction. He doe,s so“ilzverjlye-ry Interesting, is the way he argues for this con-
This science. soan gt}t Ining a science he calls transcendental linguistics.
he seems to t’hink ob\ez- N 1StrlCt analogy to transcendental psychology, is, s0
analogy the ve ,s lously not vulnerable to this line of critique. By way of
What thenr}ils ?rm © holds for tr'c.lnscendental psychology.
Construir;g the ’conc:ntssce;ldenta'l linguistics? The transcendental linguist is
concepts pertainin I:O 19 meaning, truth, and knowledge «as metalinguistic
(1967, p. 646) Th'g 0 linguistic behaviour (and dispositions to behave)»
’ - This «involves construing [linguistic behaviour] as governed

by ought-to be s whi

ich are actualized as un; "
mit : s uniformities by the traini -
s language from generation to generation» (ibiderr}tl) © raining that rans

Ought-to-be’ ;
ghi-to-be's are what Sellars in other places calls rules of criticism. They

are to be distingui

not convec;sgglv%u ;;I;eg‘f harply from ought-to-do’s or rules of action. They do
haviour or dispositions tgh1t © act but how things — in this case linguistic be-
cumstances. Although ﬂ’(l) nguistic behaviour - ought to be, given certain cir-
rules themselves, of cours:Se rules are realized by linguistic uniformities, the
paribus) one oug’ht to res ’ a;e metalln@IStic. An example would be: «(Ceteris
posed o utter “this ; IZ,On to red objects in sunlight by uttering or being dis-

§ 1s red”» (Example taken from Sellars, 1969, p. 511).
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The concepts of meaning, truth, and knowledge in their turn construed as
metalinguistic concepts are nothing else but categories or rules pertaining to
the most general features of those rules of criticism. In other words, they ex-
press the most general features of the concrete rules of criticism that are nec-

- essary for language to play the role of a cognitive instrument. They contain

in the most general form what are the necessary normative conditions for lan-
guage to play the role it de facto plays. In this linguistic context transcen-
dental philosophy becomes the theory of the conditions of possibility of this
cognitive functioning of language — it becomes transcendental linguistics.

Transcendental linguistics thus conceived does not aim to describe the ac-
tual features of «historical languages in the actual world» (Sellars, 1967, p.
646). It «attempts to delineate the general features that would be common to
the epistemic functioning of any language in any possible world» (ibidem). 1t
does so in discerning norms that are necessary conditions for the cognitive
functioning of a language «which are themselves formulated in that language»
(ibidem).

Transcendental linguistics, therefore, does not attempt to describe myste-
rious mechanisms guaranteeing the cognitive functioning of a language. That
would be “rational” linguistics — in analogy to a rational psychology in the
Kantian sense. The postulation of such obscure mechanisms is completely
different from the investigation and articulation of the norms that are implicit
in the actual functioning of language as a cognitive instrument.

For analogous reasons, Sellars insists, transcendental psychology 1s not an
obscure pseudo-science, but simply good philosophy: «Kant’s transcenden-
tal psychology is the heart of his system. He, too [just like the transcenden-
tal linguist; J.H.], seeks the general features any conceptual system must have
in order to generate knowledge of a world to which it belongs» (ibidem).

The question remains, though, whether Sellars’s own methodology should
more aptly be described as transcendental linguistics — thus reflecting the
methodological development known as the “linguistic turn”.

I do not think this would be an adequate description of what Sellars is up
to: transcendental linguistics certainly would be sufficient if all epistemic
concepts would be completely understandable as (meta-) linguistic concepts.
Sellars, however, is quite clear that this is not possible. Although in his famous
Myth of Jones in Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind (1956) the scien-
tific genius Jones introduces the ontology of inner conceptual episodes in
analogy to spontaneous languageings, Sellars emphasizes that these sponta-
neous acts — uttered by the mythical community of the Ryleans —are already

acts of thinking in their own right, i.e. instances of thinking-out-loud. Jones’s
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theory of inner episodes thus presupposes thinking at an observable level. It
is essential for the philosophical aim of the Myth of Jones that the Ryleans al-
ready are rational, thinking beings. Otherwise it would utterly lose its plau-
sibility as a myth. The Ryleans already do have a concept of thinking — but it
18 not our concept of thinking. What is new in Jones’s theory is that episodes
analogous to those thinking-out-louds are postulated to occur as inner
processes. This is nicely illustrated by a remark from Sellars’s late paper on
Mental Events which he begins with the following clarification: «I find that
I'am often construed as holding that mental events in the sense of thoughts,
as contrasted with aches and pains, are linguistic events. This is a misunder-
standing. What I have held is that the members of a certain class of linguis-
tic events are thoughts» (1981b, p. 325).

Transcendental linguistics therefore cannot be sufficient on Sellars’s view,
even after the “linguistic turn”. It has to be embedded — as a vital part — in the
larger project of a transcendental psychology, though — unlike Kant — Sellars
thinks that the concept of thinking-out-loud precedes that of thoughts as inner
episodes in the order of knowing, while thinking-out-louds depend on
thoughts as inner episodes in the order of being. Sellars himself «seeks the
general features any conceptual system must have in order to generate knowl-
edge of a world to which it belongs» (Sellars, 1967, p. 646). I therefore think

that, for all his criticism in (important) detail, Sellars is a Kantian through
and through as far as methodology is concerned.

2. Givenness and guidance

Having answered the question of methodological affinity to the positive,
let us now turn to a reconstruction of at least some of the correspondences be-
tween their respective philosophical systems.

Let. me start by highlighting a well-known similarity between the two sys-
tems, just to put it aside: it is a well-known fact, indicated repeatedly by Sel-

!ars I"im_Self, that Sellars’s own doctrine of scientific realism — the possibility
m principle of our attainin

g knowledge of objective reality as it is in itself by
implies the phenomenality of empirical re-
manifest image. Consequently, Sellars him-
oncerning empirical reality as conceived
transcendental realism concerning the ideal
lity implies this transcendental ideality of the

way of scientific investigation —
ality as conceived in the so-called
self is a trancendental idealist c
within the manifest image. His

scientific image of empirical rea
manifest world.
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A related, though frequently ignored Kantian insight tEhﬁt found Steggjrzcst
: is of the function of the concep
wholehearted support was the analysis 0 . et
1 i is i j f his late paper on Kants Iran
of experience. This analysis is the subject 0 . :
scendintal Idealism (1976). At the very end of this paper he writes by way of
conclusion:

Kant saw that the concept of an object of perception contains a iiietr;lr;czot::cg;
perceptual takings which are the criteria for its gctuahty. He also s;w: hat the oo
of a perceptual taking, as the taking of an ob]ect', contains a rlej e ?[ iy of
things and events which, if actual, would n.nply'lts own actua 1ty.S e iedly
perceptual takings and the actuality of material things and processe
independent (Sellars, 1976, § 53).

As I tried to show on another occasion (Haag, 2007, ch. 9.)’ 1L thls.jecg earr)ltd
ance of Kant’s doctrines of the mutual dependence of the objeet pirceine form
our perception of the object that ultimate_ly fgrces Sellgr§ tohgcceﬁnf; depend-
of scientific realism — at least as a regulat.lve ideal. For it 1s td is trr; biects par
ence of the possibility of a conceptual taking on the transcen eln ta Kanjt’s theory.
and the Denknotwendigkeit of an objective correlate, s0 central to ncents tha"t
that necessitates in Sellars’s framework the thmkmg of su‘cceslior-f)(r)1 cei\ll)ed
ultimately have to be the successor concepts of a science ideally (Ci ence of éell-

In what follows, however, I will put those strands (?f dip;n intentionality
ars’s thought on Kant aside and concentrate on the topic 0 ; 1fhlough e will
of our perceptual states that is so central to both authors -the aragraph just
reencounter the perceptual takings Sellars talks about in inrt)uitions o be.
quoted: perceptual takings are what Sellar‘s takes’KanUan o al ox.
And intuitions, of course, are an ingredient in Kant's the(;ry o'p tionp— under
perience as important as they are in Sellars’s account 0 ps;(fc?n-conceptual
the label “perceptual takings”. Since they are the taking u% fthe concep-
sense-impressions, they mark, as it were, the lower boun atruy i the non-
tual order, i.e. the only direct contact between the COdnceipof ?he process that
conceptual. They are, accordingly, the conceptual pracue ething external —
starts from the subjects being perceptually affected by som ects models after
aprocess the details of which Sellars in many important resp
Kant’s own construal of perceptual experience. art, however, by turn-

Instead of directly sketching this process, let me st ! oad notec,l in pass-
ing to an admittedly rather distant resgmblance that I. alre fy evesption: the
ing and that motivates Sellars’s particular conception (; dpas the Myth of
rejection of the foundationalist picture that Sellars castigate of an element
the Given on the one hand and the acceptance of the importance
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of guidance of the perceptual or, more general, epistemical process “from
lethout”. Both aspects, at least at first glance, seem to stand in a certain ten-
sion to each other: the concept of guidance has to be given an anti-founda-
tlonahsF reading. It is this task that, ultimately, shapes Sellars’s account of
percep’qon and that makes the distinctions he finds in Kant’s conception of
perception so instructive for his own purposes.
g I{Jet rr;)e start .w1th the concept of gui@gnce. In Science and Metaphysics
ellars observes: «The [manifold of intuitions; J.H.] has the interesting fea-
ture that its existence is postulated on general epistemological or, as Kant
goulcli say, transcendental grounds, after reflection on the concept of human
now. edge as based on, though not constituted by, the impact of independent
realztp §1968, p- 9; emphasis J.H.).
ourl;)}:rsclemtizt:f ‘tm independent reality corresponds to the “guidedness” of
pages of gcienczn egtAS:Iellars shf)ws hlmself so impressed by in the opening
mately phenomen((l)’lz / eltaphyszcs. This guidedness, for Sellars, is an ulti-
Kant, throughout b ogica fact gr'ounded in the passivity of our experience.
Iy the, S Ouls cr1t19al wrlthgs, emphasizes this passivity with respect
ceptivity and there; expepence, It is generally aligned with the concept of re-
This Pt is oo é);f v;'{th the non-conceptual faculty of sensibility.
views of our relation tra hlmponance for assessing both Kant’s and Sellars’s
that explains the b to the world we are a part of: there has to be something
Spect to the actua] C(S)lctp enomenologx'cal fact that we are passive with re-
self in disagreement n'ft:t?t of our experience. Although Sellars thought him-
has to be strictly “fr;:;ll Kant 1,1,1 this respect, for both authors this guidance
tuted by the actiety of without ‘the conceptual order. For Kant it is consti-
For both Kant and Se(ﬁlr essentially spontaneous faculty of understanding.
ality and sense-improse arS,b this guidance is the joint effect of independent re-
«sheer receptivity» (196;) s brought about by the former’s impact — Sellars’s
Self, guiding us from witt, P- 15). Independent reality is the Kantian thing in it-
latter are immediately acczlslzi‘l))lla tfl‘le lmpress,(?ns of sheer receptivity. Only the
Even this immediate conta:t 3\;:11116 Workl.ng of cqncep.tual spontaneity.
ance from without the sense-impressions is, however, guid-
: conceptual order in the sense that these impressions

are not given as what the i
Yy are in themselves, but ar '
: , e alw thesized b
the conceptually guided synthesis of imagination e ameser™

This fact, in turn, conn, . :
Myth of the Given., This ?\its the subject of guidance to the repudiation of the

. yth in its «most basi

11) consist . L ost basic form» (Sellars, 1981a, p-

itezn Whjchshlgs?;efogo.wmg principle: «If a person is directly aware of an
gorical status C, then the person is aware of it as having
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categorical status C» (ibidem). And he adds: «To reject the Myth of the Given
is to reject the idea that the categorial structure of the world — if it has a
categorial structure — imposes itself on the mind as a seal imposes an image
on melted wax» (ibidem, p. 12).

The rejection of the Myth therefore involves a rejection of every form of
direct or immediate awareness of something with a certain categorial struc-
ture as having this very categorial structure unless one already developed a
conceptual framework, which forms the background of this direct awareness.

The connection to the subject of guidance via the synthesis of the recep-
tively given sense-impressions should now be obvious. It might be summa-
rized in the following question: in perception, are we immediately aware of
the receptively given sense-impressions guiding us as what they are in them-
selves? If that should be the case, the resulting position had forfeited every
claim to its drawing an anti-foundationalist picture of perception and its guid-
ance “from without”. How does Sellars’s theory cope with this problem?

In answering this question, everything depends on how imagination in its
synthesizing activity transforms what is receptively given according to his
theory. As we will shortly see, Sellars’s conception of perception — at least in
its later, more sophisticated form — not only heavily relies on those Kantian
concepts but in large part aims to incorporate their specific functioning, at

least as Sellars reconstructed it.

3. Sellars on the intentionality of perception

Sellars’s sophisticated conception of perceptual consciousness — emerging
in the early 70ties — differs from the earlier versions mainly by the introduc-
tion of the concept of an image-model. Image-models are, in first approxi-
mation, complex images of objects and as such the result of the operation of
conceptually guided imagination based on non-conceptual sensory input.

Let me sketch their role in Sellars’s Kantian picture of perception. If
image-models are the result of a conceptually shaping of strictly non-con-
ceptual sensory input by the activity of what Sellars, following Kant, calls
the productive imagination, we should start by asking: what is the nature of
the sensory input that feeds into this shaping?

3.1. Sensations

e-impressions) are conceived in first
that are the effect of affections of our

Purely receptive sensations (or sens
analysis as states of perceiving subjects




T e

120 Johannes Haag

senses by external objects and that contain the sensibilia the perceiving sub-
Ject conceives as properties of the objects of perception. As sensations they
are non-conceptual «states of consciousness none [...] of which are apper-
ceived» (Sellars, 1968, p. 10).

The question of sensory input is related to the question of guidance: we have
to ask ourselves why it cannot be the mind-independent reality, i.e. things in
themselves, as such that is responsible for the guiding activity. Why do we have
to posit a further intermediate class of purely non-conceptual sensory states?

Sellars’s argument for this is not - as McDowell argued (2009a, pp. 16-22;
cf. deVries, 2006, pp. 182-183) - a piece of transcendental reasoning. Sensa-
tions are initially postulated to explain what Sellars took to be two phenom-
enological facts:

(1) In perception «something, somehow a cube of pink in physical space,
is present [...] other than as merely believed in» (Sellars, 1982, p. 89).

This is the descriptive core (cf. Sellars, 1975, p. 310) of our perceptions
that accounts for the actual existence of something in our perceptions and that
in turn cannot be accounted for by talking of merely intentional existence. In
a similar vein he writes in the Carus-Lectures: «The one thing we can say,
with phenomenological assurance, is that whatever its “true” categorial sta-
tus, the expanse of red involved in a [...] seeing of the very redness of an
apple has actual existence as contrasted with the intentional in-existence of

that which is believed in as believed iny (Sellars, 1981a, pp. 20-21).

This is how far phenomenology takes us in the «analysis of the sense n

which we see of the pink ice cube its very pinkness» (Sellars, 1982, p. 89), as
Sellars puts it.

But this fact alone would not
sense sk
could ex
scriptive

Justify the introduction of sensations in t‘he
etcheq gbove. Physical objects having those qualitative properties
plain it just as well. To justify the further step of relocating the de-

've core in sensations one has to take into account a further phenome-
nological fact.: in his philosophical writings Sellars keeps insisting that the
sense-datum-inference has a phenom

ns enological foundation which — while
misinterpreted py many sense-datum theorists — is yet to be taken seriously
and'ln‘ need of interpretation by a philosophical account of perception. Sell-
ars 1s impressed by the following

. . observation:

2) "I"here 18 an intrinsic likeness of the qualitative content of a veridical
perception of a pink ice cube and the corresponding case of an illusion of 2
p1n¥< 1ce cube, i.e. between a case of rea] seeing and merely ostensible seeing.
(It is important to keep in min.

, : d, that perception and seeing are conceptual
episodes on Sellars’s Interpretation).
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I will not discuss this claim here, although it .deﬁnitely will need .d{scps-
sion if one is to defend Sellars’s theory of per‘ceptlon. For my purposellt 1st1r;1—
portant that phenomenology, in Sellars’s view, thus generatesf ex‘g1 anz r(r)1 e}j
pressure: what is it, we are inevitably led to ask, thqt z.iccounts otr e i ome
how presence of the descriptive core in casgs of Verldlgal.percep }oniitrinSiC
tensible seeing alike? What, in other words, is this descriptive core’s «Ordinar—
nature» (Sellars, 1956, p. 152)? What are the col(,)’urs and shapes \');Ies. o
ily take to be properties of the objects “out there”? As Sella}rs v;lm e }.leme o
is at stake is their [i.e. the colours’] status and function in the sc

' ' .dem ’ . . . .
thm"lgli: t(lllzz)ry t})lat is explicitly designed to supply us Wlth thl; expla:r?st;%no;ss,
of course, his theory of sense-impressions or sensat.to.ns.'T ose § eations
form a ¢lass of non-conceptual, non-intentional.ennn’es 1ntr0dutce 1 einten_
sively to explain the occurrence of ostensible seelngs, ie. concelp val, iner
tional entities, in the abnormal case just as much as in the normal case,

proper seeing takes place.

3.2. Image-models

Given this picture of the material the productive 1magll:1at.1o_rr11 op;il;?;clci::yog,f
what happens to it in the synthesizing pr‘ocess? The §yntt 65131l agtg aemity o
productive imagination forms this receptive sensory npu sotuall Decomes
the qualitative content of a spontaneously‘ and hepce concep : e}; st
complex image of a three-dimensional object. This obJecsls rc:}; e eiving
its sensory properties and is pictured from the perspective
subject . . ‘L

b%}fése image-models serve a very important purpose in the S()eflltz;r:xsz gﬁ_
ture of sensory perception. They are the conscious shapmgsaraltes g
scious receptive input that is situated below theh line thattslel:;tates s notony
receptivity from spontaneity, but also sub-conscious menta

sci . . ’s the
o o asible theoretical gap in Sellars’s theory that

Image-models fill an oste ; ; s the
: ial reader of his earlier works: they
must become obvious to even the superficial re criptive, qual-

. . M S
can substantiate the metaphor of a descriptive core, 1.6. the de

L TOpEr-
itative aspects of experience that remain, if we abstract from all the prop

] e, seem
ties the understanding is responsible for. It may, at least at first glanc

. 1 riptive
that Sellars’s sensings are able to fill this gap, but the con;czou:r?:zge _Ii un-
core cannot simply be identified with the sensory content of €Xp
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less the sensory content itself is more than just the raw sensation that is thus
conceptually transformed — because the raw sensations introduced by the
sense-impression-inference are unconscious. The descriptive core, in other
yvords, turns out to be sensory consciousness conceptually constructed in
image-models.

It i§ this descriptive core that serves as the phenomenological basis for the
sense-impression inference, which, as we have seen, was introduced for the
purpose of justifying our talk of sense-impressions or sensations in the first
place. Image-models, in other words, are the way we are aware of objects
“other than as merely believed in”.

But in what sense is the content of those images conceptually transformed?
?mag.e-m.odels themselves are partly conceptual, not merely sensory. Productive
imagination could not form image-models unless it was according to recipes
proylded by understanding and part of our empirical concepts of objects. Those
recipes are therefore designed to play a role exactly corresponding to Kant’s
concept qf an empirical schema: «This representation of a general procedure of
Imagination in providing an image of a concept, | entitle the schema of this
concept» (Kant, 1781, 1787, A 140/B 179-180; Engl. trans., p. 182).
thellt( 1s :hus a concept}lal recipe to form the sense-impressions restricted by

an ian mathematical, though not the dynamical categories and their cor-
responding transcendental schemata. They are the result of a spontaneous-
C(f)nceptual sh_aping of thg sensations that in turn are the result of the affection
?he?rl;;;getﬁzzlty by thmgs-in-thems?lves. Consequently, the properties of
construed are only their sensibilia. They comprise, however,

not only the ones actually perceived, but also the merely imagined sensible
properties that we represent the object as having:

We i
st S?SZ thedcool red al.pple. We see it as red on the facing side, as red on the op-
b ; °, and as .cont.ammg a volume of cool white apple flesh. We do not see of
! ¢ apple 1ts opposite side, or its inside, or its inte
its i
Juiciness. But while these features are not seen, they are not merely believed in.

These features are present in the obj
. : object of percepti iti ent
by virtue of being imagined (Sellars, 1978{)§ 2113. o e aetalis: They areprs

rnal whiteness, or its coolness, Of

Image-models are a blend of features seen and features imagined, a «sens-
(Sellars, 1978, § 24). They are what we
aware of in sensory or, as Sellars some-
ss: «[A]lthough the objects of which we

ciousness are image-models, we are not
-models» (ibidem, § 27).

ing-cum-imaging a unified structure)
tgke to be the objects we are directly
times puts it, perceptual consciousne

are directly aware in perceptual cons
aware of them as image
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3.3. Intuitions

The mental states that are the takings of those image-models as objects
are what Sellars often calls “perceptual takings”. Since Sellars himself re-
peatedly makes clear that intuitions on his interpretation of Kant’s t&eory
serve the very same purpose as perceptual takings, I will use the term intu-
ition” (Anschauung) instead. Intuitions hence are the takings f’f Fhe image-
models as objects of experience, and image-models are, again in .Kan‘uan
terminology, the appearances that are taken to be objects in an intuition of an
object of experience. . .

It is of great importance to notice that intuitions in thls‘ Sellarsian sense of
the term (a sense that I will defend as being a truly Kantian use as well) are
distinct from image-models: intuitions, firstly, represent their ob!ects with
causal and dispositional properties that we «do not see of [those object.s] [...]
though we see them as having them» (Sellars, 1978, § 22), whereas 1mage-
models do contain only properties of actual or possible sensory experience.

More importantly, intuitions are not sensory representations: .they are rep-
resentations that serve to make a conceptually laden demonstrative refere.nce
to an image-model that is taken to be an object of egperie.nce thereby «bring-
ing a particular object before the mind for its cons@eratlon» (Sella.xrs, 1978,
§ 48). In an intuition we take a complex sensory 0b]§ct to be an object (?f ex-
perience. In this way an intuition can serve as the subject of a pe.rceptual judg-
ment that guarantees the direct contact between the ensuing ]uflgment and
what we take to be (part of) the world outside via 1ts flemopstratlve aspect.

Another way to make essentially the same poin_t: mtl_ntlons are 'represe‘rll-
tations of objects of experience whose esse essentially }s not {)e.r.czpz, while
image-models are representations of objects whose esse 18 percipi 1 that .they
are essentially perspectival objects. Image-models are, as it were, ob‘Je.cts
without objectivity: they always incorporate the perspectlve of thg perceiving

subject. The schemata that provide the recipes for their construction are ?1ever
just schemata of objects but always of objects «in.such-and-such relation tlo
a perceiver» (Sellars, 1978, § 34). As such they simply gaqnot play thelro f:f
of being perceptual takings of objects as objects that exist 1ndep§ndentl}/ of
being perceived — and hence cannot play the transcenc.lentally regulred o 1e 0
serving as «criteria for its [i.e. the object of perceptlon] actuality» (Sellars,
1976, § 53).

Their conceptual content allows intuiti
Sellars’s theory as perceptual takings in the f
as containing proto-judgmental form. That is why, as

ons, on the other hand, to figure in
¢ full meaning of the term, namely
Sellars points out, we




124 Johannes Haag

Eleav};;hlﬁlli()f ‘;llns kind‘f’f t?ki{lg as believing, but have to think of it as “be-
or if Igma :;t ert Fhatl)l pellev}ng about” or “believing that””: «What is taken
h’r . 3}’1 putit, e.zhe\(ed in 1s represented by the complex demonstrative
phrase; w ile that which is believed about the object is represented by the
explicitly pr.edlcative phrase which follows. Perceptual takings thus}éon-
strued, provide the perceiver with perceptual subject-terms for i d t
propen» (Sellars, 1978, § 10). Judgments
not':g:‘::’;;“;Sharply distinguishes intuitions from image-models, which do
those obrects t}eltans olf reference to objects, but — by being “mis-taken” — as
consider ola _emSe'VSes. As McDowell correctly puts it: «Sellars does not
) claim-containing occurrences that are themselves shapings of sen-
or)I:] czlscllousness» (McDowell, 2009b, p. 122), ping
i ag:-r;s;Zi;};Zr(;: iar;.fgrther questions concerning the relationship between
in the generation onf tglogs' One may ask whether the recipe (schema) used
«demonstrative conce teullr'nag'e-mOdel can be simply identified with the
0072, p. 273) claims? S (he intition, as Jay Rosenberg
ITam i .
conce;mﬁﬁ?ﬁ?iid wlould like to suggest instead that this particular use of
ination that generat ITZ 4 schemata guides the activity of productive imag-
Strative refeon 21 es .ot.h the construction of image-models and the demon-
Indeed SeIIZSS gltlps 1mage-mode1. as an object of experience.

capacity t:) form imaalms'that productive imagination «is a unique blend of 2
ceive of objocts in & ‘fzs lnhqccordanc‘e with a recipe, and a capacity to con-
§ 31). But here the ca yw ich Supplfes the relevant recipes» (Sellars, 1978,
berg suggested (Ros };)amty to conceive of objects, contrary to what Rosen-
idenﬁﬁed\wﬂhtheczn crg, 2007a, p. 273; 2007b, pp. 239-240) should not be
latter presupposes thep? city to demonstratively refer to objects (although the
concepts in ponen] orrne‘r). It shguld be understood as the capacity to use
general, a capacity that js presupposed not only in the construc-

tion of image-models, but ;
. , but just as 1 . . .
sentation of an object. ! much in the forming of an intuitive repre-

That would explain wh

Sel .
schemata without even Y Sellars proceeds talking only about concepts and

guished between the ¢ mentioning demonstrative reference: «Kant distin-
oncept of a dog and the schema of a dog. The former

together wit] .
g ith the concept of a perceiver capable of changing his relation to his

environment implies a famil ]
. y of rec ..
percezver-.confronting-dog» (Sellars 11p9e788f0§r ; ;mSthtmg image models of
There 1S no refere ? ’ ).

pacity of intuitively re

nce
fo fo tt}:)e use Qf those concepts in the conceptual ca-
T1Ing to an object, but only to concepts and the related
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schemata. Both, concepts and schemata, are presupposed in “providing con-
cepts with images” and in intuitive reference. It is only the interplay of intu-
itive reference and the synthesizing activity of productive imagination in the
construal of image-models out of a given manifold of sensations that makes
possible the immediate intentional reference to objects in perception. Hence,
it is a thoroughly Kantian framework that Sellars develops to take up the
philosophical challenge posed by the problem of doing justice to the guid-
ance of our perceptual process without relapsing into the Myth of the Given:
ultimately it is the ability Kant labelled productive imagination, informed by
spontaneous conceptual activity, that transforms the sensory Given in a con-
ceptually laden perceptual representation of objects of experience.
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