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In this reply to Anne-Sophie Brüggen's comments to our target paper, we focus on three main issues. First, we explain that although our account of imaginative re-creation is in many respects metaphysically neutral, it allows for a taxonomy of imaginings that goes beyond mere phenomenological observations and pre-theoretical intuitions. Second, we defend our interpretation of the distinction between objective and subjective imagination and compare it with Brüggen's own suggestions involving the notion of an empty point of view. Third, we insist that the notion of experiential perspective should be construed broadly and include cognitive or belief-like imagination.
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1 On the notion of re-creation
We would like to thank Anne-Sophie Brüggen for her very interesting comments on our paper. In what follows, we try to respond to what we see as the central points raised in her discussion.
In our target paper, we use a notion of re-creation in order to set up a sophisticated taxonomy of experiential imagination. We also profess a certain neutrality with respect to this notion. Anne-Sophie Brüggen argues that our neutrality is only apparent, and that we in fact oscillate between two substantial notions of re-creation, which have quite different implications for the ontology of imaginings.
Our professed neutrality concerns only the subpersonal underpinnings of imagination. We do not want to commit ourselves to the view that imaginings and their non-imaginative counterparts share neural or functional resources. We do not explicitly vindicate any neutrality with respect to the notion of re-creation at the personal level. However, we intend to be neutral at that level too, in the following respect. In our account, the phrase “X re-creates Y” should be used synonymously with the phrase “X is Y-like”, to mean that an imagining of type X has a phenomenal character analogous to the phenomenal character of a non-imaginative state of type Y. For instance, visual imagination is visual-like in the sense that its phenomenal character is more similar to visual perception than, say, auditory perception or belief. In general, what matters for our purposes is that there is a systematic correspondence between the imaginative and the non-imaginative realms; the metaphysical nature of this correspondence is left open.
Now, Brüggen raises an interesting question, namely whether (notwithstanding our intentions) our account shows an oscillation between two different metaphysical conceptions of re-creation. On the first (mode-based) conception, there are different imaginative modes corresponding to kinds of experience in the non-imaginative realm. On the second (content-based) conception, which Brüggen attributes to Mike Martin, all imaginings belong to a single imaginative mode but represent different kinds of experience as part of their contents.
Brüggen suggests (following Martin’s 2002 interpretation) that Peacocke’s General Hypothesis (1985) already carries a commitment to the content-based conception. We disagree. The phrase “imagining being in some conscious state” (Peacocke 1985, p. 21) does not obviously entail that the conscious state is represented in the content of the imagining. It is compatible with taking the expression “being in some conscious state” to be a modifier of “imagining”, just as the internal accusative “a song” is a modifier of “singing” in “singing a song”. Perhaps we are wrong about Peacocke’s intentions, but we insist that our use of the General Hypothesis can be metaphysically neutral in this sense.
What about the mode-based conception of re-creation? We concede that some of our formulations, especially when we introduce the distinction between objective and subjective imagination, evoke such a conception. As it happens, we have both rejected the content-based conception in other works (Dokic 2008; Arcangeli 2011a, 2011b). However, many aspects of our taxonomy can be re-formulated in terms more amenable to the latter conception. For instance, the distinction between objective and subjective imagination might be construed as a distinction between imaginings that represent external experiences and imaginings that represent internal experiences as part of their contents. Whether all aspects of our taxonomy can be re-formulated in this way is indeed something that should be explored further.
Brüggen eventually recommends getting rid of the notion of re-creation, and going for a purely phenomenological taxonomy based on pre-theoretical intuitions. It is worth contrasting our methodology with hers. In many respects, our taxonomy rests on well-identified phenomenological types. For instance, all visual imaginings are clearly unified under a single phenomenological type. The latter can then easily be related to a kind of experience in the non-imaginative realm, namely visual experiences. In other cases, identifying non-imaginative counterparts is more difficult because the relevant imaginings do not form a well-identified phenomenological type. We agree with Brüggen that there may not be a phenomenology of objective (as opposed to subjective) imagination. Still, there is no need to introduce a metaphysically-loaded conception of re-creation (either mode-based or content-based) to ground the distinction between objective and subjective imagination. It is enough that phenomenological contrasts can be drawn between particular cases of objective imagination and particular cases of subjective imagination in various domains. This is exactly how Vendler (1984) introduces the distinction in the domain of imagining actions. At this point, our method departs from phenomenology and becomes abductive and speculative. In our view, the best explanation of the relevant phenomenological contrasts is that the imaginings correspond to different kinds of experience in the non-imaginative realm, namely external and internal experiences. We need not rely exclusively on pre-theoretical intuitions. Our taxonomy is indeed grounded in particular phenomenological contrasts, but it is also informed by (controversial) theoretical notions, such as the notion of an external (as opposed to an internal) experience.



2 On the distinction between objective and subjective imagination
Brüggen finds our distinction between objective and subjective imagination “very helpful” (this collection, p. 9), but she is worried about the way we flesh out the distinction. We have already answered one of her worries, which is that our account of the distinction carries a commitment to the mode-based conception of re-creation. As we have suggested, our account is compatible with the alternative, content-based conception. Another worry of Brüggen’s is that it is unclear how our notions of objective and subjective imagination differ from Vendler’s. Brüggen grounds this worry in the fact that our account leaves room for the claim that both objective and subjective imagination always involve the self implicitly (this collection, p. 5).
As far as objective imagination is concerned, our examples certainly suggest that when one objectively (e.g., visually) imagines oneself in an explicit way (e.g., as a rider or as showing a pinched face), one’s imagining can also be implicitly self-involving. This does not mean that the imaginer’s self is involved twice. Here the imaginer’s self is involved only in an explicit way (as we point out all too briefly in the beginning of section 4.1 of our target paper, our definition of implicit self-involvement excludes that the same self that is involved both implicitly and explicitly in a single imagining). The claim that objective imagination is always implicitly self-involving does not immediately follow from these examples, but it is admittedly consistent with our account.
Things are more complicated with respect to subjective imagination. We argue that the latter can be either implicitly or explicitly self-involving, although we also acknowledge that the latter is controversial, since it assumes that we can have an internal experience that explicitly represents the self as such. Taking for granted that some subjective imaginings can explicitly involve the self, it is hard to see how they can also be implicitly self-involving. This is so because of the very nature of the re-created internal experience. An internal experience can only be about a (physical or mental) state whose bearer is identical with the bearer of the experience itself. It is not possible to have a proprioceptive experience of another’s body, or to introspect someone else’s mental states. When a subjective imagining re-creates an internal experience that explicitly represents the self (the imaginer’s or someone else’s), the latter cannot but be the self of the re-created experience. Thus the imagining is not implicitly self-involving, according to our definition.
Moreover, even granting Brüggen’s claim that objective and subjective imagination always involve the self implicitly, we do not see how this leads us back to Vendler’s account of the distinction. For us, the key to the distinction is not the distinction between explicit and implicit self-involvement, but rather the distinction between external and internal experiences. Indeed, the latter distinction has to do with aspects of the self, since we have defined an internal experience as being normally de se; but, as we have seen, the de se nature of internal experiences can be explained independently of whether the self is explicitly or implicitly involved in the relevant imaginings.
Brüggen introduces the notion of an empty point of view as an additional tool for the theory of imagination. For instance, when a subject visually imagines the Panthéon, her imagining involves a perspective that is not occupied by herself or anyone else. In other words, it is not required that there be an observer in the imaginary world (the subject can visualize an unseen Panthéon). If this is the right interpretation of Brüggen’s notion of an empty point of view, we already have it in our toolbox. For we claim that the first-person perspective from which the subject is imagining the Panthéon can remain virtual or counterfactual, in the sense that she is imagining a situation from a spatial perspective that a normally-sighted subject would have if she were suitably oriented in the imaginary world.
Brüggen suggests that we could use the notion of an empty point of view to “further sharpen” the distinction between objective and subjective imagination (this collection, p. 6). The idea seems to be that objective imagination always involves an empty point of view, while subjective imagination never does. Let us grant that this idea is broadly correct. We still think that our account of objective and subjective imagination as re-creating external and internal experiences can provide a more fundamental explanation. One might claim that subjective imagination creates more ontological constraints on the imaginary world than objective imagination. A subjective imagining represents a state whose bearer can only be that of the re-created internal experience itself. If such a state is ontologically dependent on a bearer, one cannot imagine the former in a world in which the latter does not exist. Thus, subjective imagination imposes the existence of a self in the imaginary world, whether or not the self in question is explicitly represented. In contrast, since objective imagination re-creates an external experience, one might argue that it is free from the specific constraints of subjective imagination, and need not impose the existence of any self in the imaginary world. 
Toward the end of her commentary, Brüggen also suggests that the notion of an empty point of view can help us to distinguish between imaginings and non-imaginative experiences. If we understand her correctly, her suggestion is that in contrast to imaginings, non-imaginative experiences must involve an occupied point of view. This is an interesting suggestion, and we do not see why we cannot take it on board. Brüggen thinks otherwise and writes: “Dokic and Arcangeli seem to think that imaginings mirror non-imaginative sates with respect to the nature of the point of view involved (again probably partly due to the notion of re-creation)” (this collection, p. 9). However, as detailed above, our account is more neutral and does not carry such a commitment. We do not posit a specific relationship between imaginings and non-imaginative states, but for the sake of argument let us put in a good word for a less neutral view. Even if one claims that imaginings mirror (or simulate) non-imaginative states in the sense that they are dependent on the latter, thus holding an asymmetrical relationship between those kinds of mental states, one is not committed to the conclusion that imaginings mirror every aspect of non-imaginative sates (e.g., the nature of the point of view). Further specifications are needed about what precisely is preserved and according to which mapping function (Arcangeli 2011b).



3 On cognitive imagination
Brüggen is hesitant about our classification of cognitive imaginings as experiential imaginings. Her main reason for being hesitant is not that the notion of cognitive phenomenology is ill-conceived. On the contrary, she is attracted by the view that beliefs have a special phenomenal character. She thinks that cognitive imaginings do not involve an experiential perspective because she construes the notion of experiential perspective quite narrowly, as a spatial egocentric perspective. In our view, Brüggen’s construal of the notion of experiential perspective is too narrow. On this construal, many non-cognitive imaginings turn out to be non-experiential as well. Some cases of sensory imaginings, involving auditory, olfactory, or gustatory imagination, do not always clearly involve a spatial egocentric perspective. Many imaginings that re-create internal experiences (excluding perhaps proprioception) do not involve such a perspective either. For our part, we do not see why the notion of experiential perspective should be restricted to the spatial egocentric case.



4 Conclusion
We have not tried to be exhaustive and answer every point raised in Brüggen’s rich commentary here. But we still hope that we have dealt with her main concerns. Despite the fact that our minimal notion of re-creation does not introduce a substantial metaphysical relation between the imaginative and the non-imaginative realms, it should be conceived as a place-holder for such a relation. Our taxonomy can then be taken as a starting-point for, and perhaps a constraint on, a full-blooded theory of the ontology of imagination.
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   TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR USE, REPRODUCTION, AND DISTRIBUTION



   1. Definitions.



      "License" shall mean the terms and conditions for use, reproduction,

      and distribution as defined by Sections 1 through 9 of this document.



      "Licensor" shall mean the copyright owner or entity authorized by

      the copyright owner that is granting the License.



      "Legal Entity" shall mean the union of the acting entity and all

      other entities that control, are controlled by, or are under common

      control with that entity. For the purposes of this definition,

      "control" means (i) the power, direct or indirect, to cause the

      direction or management of such entity, whether by contract or

      otherwise, or (ii) ownership of fifty percent (50%) or more of the

      outstanding shares, or (iii) beneficial ownership of such entity.



      "You" (or "Your") shall mean an individual or Legal Entity

      exercising permissions granted by this License.



      "Source" form shall mean the preferred form for making modifications,

      including but not limited to software source code, documentation

      source, and configuration files.



      "Object" form shall mean any form resulting from mechanical

      transformation or translation of a Source form, including but

      not limited to compiled object code, generated documentation,

      and conversions to other media types.



      "Work" shall mean the work of authorship, whether in Source or

      Object form, made available under the License, as indicated by a

      copyright notice that is included in or attached to the work

      (an example is provided in the Appendix below).



      "Derivative Works" shall mean any work, whether in Source or Object

      form, that is based on (or derived from) the Work and for which the

      editorial revisions, annotations, elaborations, or other modifications

      represent, as a whole, an original work of authorship. For the purposes

      of this License, Derivative Works shall not include works that remain

      separable from, or merely link (or bind by name) to the interfaces of,

      the Work and Derivative Works thereof.



      "Contribution" shall mean any work of authorship, including

      the original version of the Work and any modifications or additions

      to that Work or Derivative Works thereof, that is intentionally

      submitted to Licensor for inclusion in the Work by the copyright owner

      or by an individual or Legal Entity authorized to submit on behalf of

      the copyright owner. For the purposes of this definition, "submitted"

      means any form of electronic, verbal, or written communication sent

      to the Licensor or its representatives, including but not limited to

      communication on electronic mailing lists, source code control systems,

      and issue tracking systems that are managed by, or on behalf of, the

      Licensor for the purpose of discussing and improving the Work, but

      excluding communication that is conspicuously marked or otherwise

      designated in writing by the copyright owner as "Not a Contribution."



      "Contributor" shall mean Licensor and any individual or Legal Entity

      on behalf of whom a Contribution has been received by Licensor and

      subsequently incorporated within the Work.



   2. Grant of Copyright License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      copyright license to reproduce, prepare Derivative Works of,

      publicly display, publicly perform, sublicense, and distribute the

      Work and such Derivative Works in Source or Object form.



   3. Grant of Patent License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      (except as stated in this section) patent license to make, have made,

      use, offer to sell, sell, import, and otherwise transfer the Work,

      where such license applies only to those patent claims licensable

      by such Contributor that are necessarily infringed by their

      Contribution(s) alone or by combination of their Contribution(s)

      with the Work to which such Contribution(s) was submitted. If You

      institute patent litigation against any entity (including a

      cross-claim or counterclaim in a lawsuit) alleging that the Work

      or a Contribution incorporated within the Work constitutes direct

      or contributory patent infringement, then any patent licenses

      granted to You under this License for that Work shall terminate

      as of the date such litigation is filed.



   4. Redistribution. You may reproduce and distribute copies of the

      Work or Derivative Works thereof in any medium, with or without

      modifications, and in Source or Object form, provided that You

      meet the following conditions:



      (a) You must give any other recipients of the Work or

          Derivative Works a copy of this License; and



      (b) You must cause any modified files to carry prominent notices

          stating that You changed the files; and



      (c) You must retain, in the Source form of any Derivative Works

          that You distribute, all copyright, patent, trademark, and

          attribution notices from the Source form of the Work,

          excluding those notices that do not pertain to any part of

          the Derivative Works; and



      (d) If the Work includes a "NOTICE" text file as part of its

          distribution, then any Derivative Works that You distribute must

          include a readable copy of the attribution notices contained

          within such NOTICE file, excluding those notices that do not

          pertain to any part of the Derivative Works, in at least one

          of the following places: within a NOTICE text file distributed

          as part of the Derivative Works; within the Source form or

          documentation, if provided along with the Derivative Works; or,

          within a display generated by the Derivative Works, if and

          wherever such third-party notices normally appear. The contents

          of the NOTICE file are for informational purposes only and

          do not modify the License. You may add Your own attribution

          notices within Derivative Works that You distribute, alongside

          or as an addendum to the NOTICE text from the Work, provided

          that such additional attribution notices cannot be construed

          as modifying the License.



      You may add Your own copyright statement to Your modifications and

      may provide additional or different license terms and conditions

      for use, reproduction, or distribution of Your modifications, or

      for any such Derivative Works as a whole, provided Your use,

      reproduction, and distribution of the Work otherwise complies with

      the conditions stated in this License.



   5. Submission of Contributions. Unless You explicitly state otherwise,

      any Contribution intentionally submitted for inclusion in the Work

      by You to the Licensor shall be under the terms and conditions of

      this License, without any additional terms or conditions.

      Notwithstanding the above, nothing herein shall supersede or modify

      the terms of any separate license agreement you may have executed

      with Licensor regarding such Contributions.



   6. Trademarks. This License does not grant permission to use the trade

      names, trademarks, service marks, or product names of the Licensor,

      except as required for reasonable and customary use in describing the

      origin of the Work and reproducing the content of the NOTICE file.



   7. Disclaimer of Warranty. Unless required by applicable law or

      agreed to in writing, Licensor provides the Work (and each

      Contributor provides its Contributions) on an "AS IS" BASIS,

      WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or

      implied, including, without limitation, any warranties or conditions

      of TITLE, NON-INFRINGEMENT, MERCHANTABILITY, or FITNESS FOR A

      PARTICULAR PURPOSE. You are solely responsible for determining the

      appropriateness of using or redistributing the Work and assume any

      risks associated with Your exercise of permissions under this License.



   8. Limitation of Liability. In no event and under no legal theory,

      whether in tort (including negligence), contract, or otherwise,

      unless required by applicable law (such as deliberate and grossly

      negligent acts) or agreed to in writing, shall any Contributor be

      liable to You for damages, including any direct, indirect, special,

      incidental, or consequential damages of any character arising as a

      result of this License or out of the use or inability to use the

      Work (including but not limited to damages for loss of goodwill,

      work stoppage, computer failure or malfunction, or any and all

      other commercial damages or losses), even if such Contributor

      has been advised of the possibility of such damages.



   9. Accepting Warranty or Additional Liability. While redistributing

      the Work or Derivative Works thereof, You may choose to offer,

      and charge a fee for, acceptance of support, warranty, indemnity,

      or other liability obligations and/or rights consistent with this

      License. However, in accepting such obligations, You may act only

      on Your own behalf and on Your sole responsibility, not on behalf

      of any other Contributor, and only if You agree to indemnify,

      defend, and hold each Contributor harmless for any liability

      incurred by, or claims asserted against, such Contributor by reason

      of your accepting any such warranty or additional liability.



   END OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS



   APPENDIX: How to apply the Apache License to your work.



      To apply the Apache License to your work, attach the following

      boilerplate notice, with the fields enclosed by brackets "[]"

      replaced with your own identifying information. (Don't include

      the brackets!)  The text should be enclosed in the appropriate

      comment syntax for the file format. We also recommend that a

      file or class name and description of purpose be included on the

      same "printed page" as the copyright notice for easier

      identification within third-party archives.



   Copyright [yyyy] [name of copyright owner]



   Licensed under the Apache License, Version 2.0 (the "License");

   you may not use this file except in compliance with the License.

   You may obtain a copy of the License at



       http://www.apache.org/licenses/LICENSE-2.0



   Unless required by applicable law or agreed to in writing, software

   distributed under the License is distributed on an "AS IS" BASIS,

   WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or implied.

   See the License for the specific language governing permissions and

   limitations under the License.




