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Bence’s first Imagination Handout

The Role of Images in Imagination 

I. Different notions of imagination

One (relatively) clear distinction: 

(a) visualizing 

vs. 

(b) imagining that such and such is the case. 

(a) necessarily involves some kind of images, whereas (b) does not. 

(b) is a propositional attitude, whereas (a) is not. 

(b) is often (always?) accompanied by an episode of (a). 

Another distinction between two sub-cases of (b): 

(d) supposing that such and such is the case

vs. 

(b) imagining that such and such is the case

Both are propositional attitudes. Supposing is just entertaining a belief. 

Are (a) and (b) exhaust the notion of imagination? 

A possible addition: 

(c) imagining de se
It is not necessarily visualizing. Or, is it?
And it is not imagining that such and such is the case. 

Then what is it?  

1. imagining involving mental images

2. imagining experiencing something.

3. imagining Q-ing as opposed to imagining that I Q. 

4. imagining about myself

5. self-attribution of properties in imagination. 

6. imagining about myself whereby I must be aware that the imagining is about myself

Walton: ALL imagining involves imagining de se. (p. 29) 

Problem cases: 


Imagining being the descendant of 16th Century pirates


Imagining being of a rare blood type

Also, which category does ‘imagining Bill’ fall into? 
One possible partition is the following: 
(a) visualizing

(b) imagining de se (which is sometimes (a))
(c) propositional imagining (imagining that), this may involve (a) 

(d) supposing

II. Mental images

Ryle: they never play any role in imagination

Kind: they are necessary for imagination – i.e., for (a), (b) and (c). 
Walton: they very often play a role in (or, accompanies) imagination – i.e., (b) and (c), but they are not necessary. 

I will focus on (a). 

It seems that there is something perception-like going on in the case of (a). Something that seems to us to be similar to perception is going on when we visualize. 
In order to understand what this is, we need to specify what perception is. 
(1) One option would be to say that what we visualize is in some way similar to what we perceive. That is, the object of visualization is some kind of image. Two kinds of worry about this suggestion: ontological worries about ‘special status pictures’ and worries about the nature of perception implied by this suggestion. 
(2) But: this is not the only way of interpreting what may make visualization perception-like. If perception is sensory stimulation plus some kind of processing of this sensory stimulation, then visualization can be perception-like if it shares this input-processing mechanism with perception. This is Ryle’s suggestion: whatever happens with the input of sensory stimulation in the case of perception happens with an empty input. 
It is like pretending to tie a knot without a piece off rope. This (the whole pretending talk) is only an analogy. Pretending to hit a man is not hitting an imagined man. 
So it’s not the input that is similar to the input of perception, but the processing of the very different input. 

But what does this input-processing consist in? 


Expectations


Eye movement


Some kind of knowledge


Thoughts in Ryle’s sense – what does this mean?

Objections to Ryle: 
1. Kind: 

(a) Against Ryle’s negative view: ‘behaviorism is long out of fashion’.

(b) Against Ryle’s positive view: pretending does not have the same phenomenal character. But processing an empty sensory stimulation in the same way a non-empty sensory stimulation would be processed DOES have similar phenomenal character as perception. 
2. Currie&Ravenscroft: Pretense is always pretending to do X by actually doing Y. What would be doing Y in the case of imagination? Ryle makes the same point on p. 267. 

Answer: seeing is not doing. Ergo: the analogy is not good. Another answer: pretence is only an analogy. 
3. Ryle makes visualization too sophisticated. A puzzling point on p. 270: Imagining seeing X involves the thought of having a view of (i.e., seeing? ) X. (thus, is more sophisticated than having a view of (seeing?) X. But: the thought of having a view here means something very weak: something like the knowledge of how X looks. He makes the same point about pretense – it involves the thought of what we pretend to do. 
III. The role of visualization in imagination
(i) visualize a suitcase

(ii) visualize a cat hiding behind the suitcase

Same visualized image, different things imagined. 

One way of accounting for these differences is to say that visualizing (sometimes) presupposes propositional imagining. (a) presupposes (b). 

I visualize the suitcase AND I imagine that there is a cat behind the suitcase. But I do not visualize the cat. 

Is this convincing? Do I only imagine the cat propositionally? 

A case against: I do imagine the cat as having some fairly specific properties: as having a fairly specific shape, size, color, spatial location. Imagining that there is a cat behind the suitcase does not give us this degree of specificity. 

A more general point (we’ll come back to this): visualization is somewhere in between perception and propositional attitudes in terms of the specificity of what is represented. 

Another example: 

(i) visualize Bill thinking about London

(ii) visualize Bill thinking about Paris

Again, same visualized image, different things imagined. 

Here, it sounds more convincing to say that I visualize Bill AND I imagine THAT he is thinking about London. I don’t NEED TO visualize London in order to visualize Bill thinking about London. I may do so, but this is not a necessary feature of this episode of imagination. 

What is the difference between this example and the suitcase example?

Can we really visualize Bill thinking about London? Can we visualize something that is not visible? Perhaps we can visualize Bill thinking, but not Bill thinking about London. 

Visualizing Bill thinking about London is just imagining that Bill is thinking about London. 

Kind: The mental image does not INDIVIDUATE the episode of visualization. In (i) and (ii) the visualized image is the same, but the episodes of imagination are different. But: is the visualized image really the same?

There may be an image involved (necessarily) when imagining A thinking about Paris, it just won't individuate this act of imagining. We would visualize the same image if we imagined A thinking about London. 
Kind’s suggestion can be made more plausible if we replace her notion of image with the notion of visualization. So the claim would be that the episode of visualization involved does not individuate the episode of imagination itself. We can visualize the same thing and have different episodes of imagination. 
Is this true for propositional imagining? 

Is this true for imagining de se? 
IV. The role of imagination in everyday perception
I. Strawson’s main idea: Imagination plays an important role in our everyday perception. As Kant says: “imagination is a necessary ingredient of perception itself”. 
Strawson argues that imagination plays a role in our perception in two ways: 

(1) Imagination makes it possible for us to reidentify the same object on two different occasions.

(2) Imagination makes it possible for us to identify an object as being of a certain kind. 

(1) Past and possible perceptions of object x are ‘alive’ in our present perception of object x. 
What does this tell us about imagination? Here is the crucial sentence from pp. 53-54: 

“Non-actual perceptions are in a sense represented in, alive in, the present perception; just as they are represented, by images, in the image-producing activity of the imagination.”

So this seems like an analogy claim: non-actual perceptions play a similar role in perception as they do in visualization. 

(2) Our concepts (or perhaps our past and possible perceptions?) play an important role in seeing an object x under a certain aspect (or seeing it as y). 

Again, where does imagination come in? The decisive sentence from p. 63: 

“The thought of something as an x or as a particular x is alive in the perception of it as an x or as a particular x just as the thought of an x or a particular x is alive in the having of an image of an x or a particular x.”

This, again, seems like an analogy claim: thoughts of something as an x play a similar role in perception as they do in visualization. 
Neither of these claims suggests that imagination plays a role in perception. 

Both of these claims can be accommodated within the Rylean framework. 
Moreover, they even support Ryle’s main claim: Whatever we do with our perceptual input in the case of perception, it is what we do with an empty input in the case of visualization. 
II. Another strategy for arguing that imagination plays an important role in everyday perception would be to claim that visualization is necessary for amodal perception (for perceiving occluded parts of objects). More about this next time. 
V. Amodal perception (also known as amodal completion or perceptual presence)
When we see a cat partially occluded behind another object, how do we represent those parts of the cat that are not visible to us? 

(1) We perceive them

Problem: we do not receive any sensory stimulation from them

(2) We believe that they have such and such properties

Problem: amodal perception in the case of two dimensional figures consistently goes against our beliefs. 

Further problem: we are able to localize them and beliefs usually do not allow us to localize objects. 

(3) We have immediate perceptual access to them

I do not perceive them now, but if I moved my head to the left a bit, I would perceive them. 

Problem: amodal completion of two dimensional figures: we do not have access to anything. No matter where I moved my head, I would not perceive the occluded object-parts. 

Further problem: there is a sharp division line between representing the cat partially occluded behind an object and representing the cat entirely occluded behind an object. 
Further problem: amodal perception relies on our background knowledge (of cats’ anatomy, for example). But perceptual access does not rely on our background knowledge. 

(4) We visualize them

Amodal perception has the same degree of specificity (somewhere between perception and belief) as visualization. And both rely on our background knowledge. 
Objection: It does not appear to us that we visualize all the time, but we do perceive objects amodally all the time. 

Response: We only have the experience of visualizing occluded object-parts when we focus our attention to them. Analogy with normal (not amodal) perception: if we do not focus our attention to (a feature of) an object, we do not have the experience of perceiving. 

Another objection: When we visualize with our eyes closed, our actual experience plays no role in this process. In amodal perception, it does. 
Response: Analogy with normal (not amodal) perception. Some instances of perception localize objects in our egocentric space. Some others (representational seeing) do not. Similarly, some instances of visualization (amodal perception) localize objects in our egocentric space. Some others (visualizing with our eyes closed) does not. 
Consequences to the Dependency Thesis (see below)

If amodal perception is visualization, then it is unlikely that the content of visualization is the experience of an object (and not the object itself), because the content of amodal perception seems to be the object itself. 
VI. Arguments for the Dependency Thesis

When I imagine seeing a chair, what is it that I imagine? What is the object of my imagination? The chair or the experience of the chair? 
The Dependency Thesis: Visualizing x is imagining the experience of x. 

The content of imagining is not x, it is the experience of x. 

For: Mike Martin, Christopher Peacocke
Against: Paul Noordhof, Currie – Ravenscroft, Bernard Williams
I. Martin’s negative argument (mainly p. 405): 
If we reject the Dependency Thesis, we must explain the similarity between visualization and perception in some other way. But how? 
The community of properties view: the two mental states have similar properties. 

a. Similar represented properties? This seems to lead to the mental image view Ryle criticized: What is represented by visualization is similar to what is perceived. Hence, it is similar to an image. 

b. Another way of cashing out the ‘community of properties’ view: What is similar is not what we see/visualize, but the way in which it is seen/visualized. Thus, similar properties of the way in which an object is seen/visualized. 

Version (2) of the community of properties view may be thought to be Ryle’s view. Martin says nothing against (2). 
II. Martin’s positive arguments 
(a) The red and green lights (mainly p. 410): 

Visualize a red light on the left and a right light on the right. There is nothing else in the visualized world. 
What I visualize is NOT in the actual world, but in an imagined one. But the red light is still on the left. So left of what? Certainly not of myself, because I’m not in the imagined world. So left in the experience I imagine. 

Big question: What does this argument establish? 

(b) The itch (mainly p. 406, see also Smith 2006, p. 54)
(1) Feeling an itch is necessary and sufficient for having an itch. 
(2) But when I imagine having an itch, I do not have an itch, still, I do feel something phenomenally similar to an itch. 

(1) and (2) would contradict unless we accept the Dependency Thesis. 

Problem: Ryle’s account could also get us out of the contradiction. This argument is only a good one against a ‘special status itch’ theory. 

VII. Arguments against the Dependency Thesis
Noordhof’s three arguments: 

1. Argument from intended content: (pp. 430-431)

I may intend to visualize x. Visualizing x cannot have a richer content than what I intend it to have (?). Therefore, it is possible to visualize x without imagining the experience of x.
Problem: visualizing x may not be a content bearing action, whose content is entirely determined by my intentions. See also the modified Perky experiment below. 
2. Argument from supposition (p. 433)
Structurally very similar to the previous argument. I may suppose that I visualize x. Visualizing x cannot have a richer content than what I suppose that it has (?). Therefore, it is possible to visualize x without imagining the experience of x.
Problem: see above. 

3. Argument from the nature of perceptual experience: (summary on p. 448)
I may experience x without experiencing the experience of x. 
Visualization is phenomenally similar to experiencing, therefore, the same goes for visualization: it is possible to visualize x without imagining the experience of x. 

Problem: this is a very weak argument. The phenomenal similarity of visualization and perception says nothing about the structure of the content of these. 

Currie-Ravenscroft’s objection (mainly p. 28): seeing and visualizing are qualitatively similar. Martin does not explain the similarity. Visualization and perception has radically different content: experiencing x vs. x, respectively. How could we have qualitatively very similar experiences if the contents of our mental states are radically different? This may be a version of Noordhof’s third argument (interestingly, Smith 2006 takes the similarity of our qualitative experiences to support the Dependency Thesis, pp. 53-54). 
Modified Perky experiment objection: In the Perky experiments the agents, who were asked to visualize objects with their eyes open and staring at a white wall, did not notice when hardly visible images of the visualized objects were projected on this wall. In a variation of this experiment, the projected images were different from the ones the agents were asked to visualize and the result was that they ended up visualizing a mixture of the object that was projected on the wall and the object that they were asked to visualize. For example, they were asked to visualize the skyline of New York City while, unbeknownst to them, they were gazing at a red blotch. The result was that they visualized New York City at sunset. 
How would the Dependency Thesis explain this? 
(Perhaps it would say, this is a purely causal matter.) 

Eye movement objection: We know that eye movement during visualization re-enact that of perception of the same visual scene. 

How would the Dependency Thesis explain this? 
(Here, the strategy that may work in the case of the modified Perky experiment does not work.)
VIII. Imagining an unseen tree
Berkeley’s Puzzle: 
(1) Visualizing involves (is?) imagining having visual experiences.

(2) Visual experience is always presented from a point of view. 

(3) Every experience from a point of view is a first personal (that is, experienced) experience. 
------------

(4) Thus, visualizing, which involves visual experience must also be first personal. 

But then how can we visualize scenes that are not seen by anyone?

Against (1): This is Williams’ first answer: visual experience is not all that is visualizing. 
This is what the example about the visualized bath with a woman in it is supposed to show. The naked woman does not need to be an element of the visualized scene. Similarly, being seen does not need to be an element of the visualized scene either. 

Peacocke’s counterargument: Granted, being seen is not part of the visualized scene, but it is part of what is S-imagined. See below. 
Against (2). This is Lopes’ answer: Visual experience is not necessarily presented from a point of view. 

Why not? 

(a) Seeing an object reflected in a complex mirror system (more about this example in a couple of weeks)

(b) Optic ataxia: Ventral stream is intact, dorsal stream is not. 

(c) Representational seeing (seeing in), for example is not necessarily from a unified POV. 

Problem with all three suggestions: we could deny that any of these would count as seeing. Some (Currie) tried to do this for (a), but (b) may be problematic. We’ll talk a lot about (c) in a couple of weeks.  
Against (3): This is Williams’ second answer: experience from a POV does not necessarily involve experience from a point of view in the imagined world. 
“Even if visualizing is in some sense thinking of myself seeing, and what is visualized is presented as it were from a perceptual point of view, there can be no reason at all for insisting that that point of view is of one within the world of what is visualized. […] We can, then, even visualize the unseen.” p. 117.

Theater and movie analogy: when I am imagining seeing Othello on stage, I do not imagine myself seeing him from a point of view in the imagined world. 

Peacocke’s counterargument: The analogy is mistaken. It is necessary for visualizing that we imagine an experience from the inside. It is not necessary for seeing a theatre performance that we imagine an experience from the inside. Thus, the analogy is not a good one. 
IX. Peacocke’s account of S-imagining

S-imagining: 

(1) not determined by the visualized scene 

(2) imagining about the visualized scene. 
(3) a kind of propositional imagining
(4) is not supposing

(5) necessarily involves imagining an experience from the inside

(6) it is S-imagining that we cannot be wrong about (not the visualized scene)
(7) supposing that the visualized experience is a perceptual one (and not just caused by a brain surgeon) in the imagined world.
(8) thus, S-imagining must represent the imagined experience as seen (and not merely caused by a brain surgeon). 
Why should we believe any of these?

Peacocke’s main motivation for introducing S-imagination is that we can have two identical visualized scenes (1000 flies or 1001 flies), but they will still be different episodes of imagination. What is the difference then? The different S-imagination processes. 

Problem: this may not be the only way to explain how we can have the same visualized image, but different content of imagination. 

Let us go back to the classic example: 

(i) visualize a suitcase

(ii) visualize a cat hiding behind the suitcase

Same visualized image, different things imagined. 

For Peacocke, we have different episodes of S-imagination here. 

Is this convincing? Do I only imagine the cat propositionally (even if this propositional imagination is about an experience (of the suitcase))? 

A case against: I do imagine the cat as having some fairly specific properties: as having a fairly specific shape, size, color, spatial location. S-imagining that there is a cat behind the suitcase does not give us this degree of specificity. 

The really important contrast for Peacocke’s Berkeleyan argument: 
(i) imagine seeing a suitcase

(ii) imagine being manipulated by a brain surgeon to hallucinate a suitcase

Again, same visualized image, but different things imagined. The difference must be in S-imagination. But then the fact that the experience is perceived (and not hallucinated) is represented by S-imagination. And we cannot be wrong about our S-imaginings. 
Peacocke’s other big claim is that the imagined experience is imagined from the inside, as part of the imagined world. This is the claim that connects to (but not quite as strong as) the Dependency Thesis. 
X. Pictorial representation (depiction) and imagination
There are three main approaches to explaining what makes something a pictorial representation. 

(1) Its formal, nonrelational, syntactic properties: Nelson Goodman
(2) Its resemblance to the represented object. Two versions: 
(a) resemblance between the object and the representation

(b) resemblance between the appearance of the object and the representation

The claim is that this resemblance constitutes depiction. One can reject this claim while maintaining that most (or even all) pictorial representations resemble their objects. 

(3) The way we (are supposed to) experience it. 

(a) Seeing in (Wollheim): What is distinctive to such experience is twofoldness: we see the represented object and the representation simultaneously. Twofold experience is a necessary condition for representational seeing. 
(b) Imagining seeing (Walton)

Kendall Walton: The surface of the painting serves as a prop for what he calls ‘a visual game of make-believe’. The experience characteristic of looking at pictorial representations is imagining seeing: When we are looking at a picture of X, we imagine seeing X. We imagine our experience of the picture to be our experience of the represented object. 

What is 'imagining seeing'? According to Walton:

(1) Imagining seeing is a case of imagining de se: I imagine doing something, not merely that I do something. 

(2) When I imagine my experience of X (of the picture) to be my experience of Y (of the represented object), my experience of X is part of the content of my imagination.

My main claim: (2) is inconsistent and it also contradicts (1). 

Walton's proposal relies on the supposed similarity between imagining my seeing X to be seeing Y and imagining my flapping my arms to be flying. 

Two cases of imagining my doing something to be doing something else: 

(a) imagining my Q-ing to be R-ing (e.g. flapping my arms)

(b) Imagining my performing action Q with (on, with the help of) X to be my Q-ing with (on, with the help of) Y (e.g. imagining seeing something, imagining kissing someone)

In case (a), the difference between the actual and the imagined activity is the activity itself, while in case (b) the activity is the same; the difference between the actual and the imagined activity lies in the object this activity is directed at. I will focus on case (b), as imaging seeing belongs to there. 

There are two possible cases: 

(i) My actual perceptual experience does not play any role in the imagining process: 

This contradicts (2): imagining seeing would amount to visualising. 

(ii) My actual perceptual experience does play any role in the imagining process:

This contradicts (1): as the actual and the imagined activity is the same, the only difference lies in the object this activity is directed at: imagining seeing Y amounts to imagining that the object I see is Y. And this is not imagining de se. 

Couldn't Walton give up (1)? Imagining that the object I see is Y may not be imagining de se, it could still be used in a theory of depiction. 

Two possible interpretations (de re and de dicto readings of 'the object I see'):

De re claim: There is an object X that I see and I imagine of this object that it is Y. 
First problem: This is not what Walton wants: imagining my experience of the painting to be of Mona Lisa would boil down to imagining that the painting is Mona Lisa. 

Second problem: This account could not differentiate between depiction and description: between games of make-believe pictures trigger and ones books to. 

De dicto claim: I imagine that the object I see, whatever that may be, is Y. 
Problem: imagining my experience of drinking the milk with the terrible taste to be my experience of fresh milk. 

Two cases: 

(a) I succeed: the original foul taste is gone. Then, my imagining is not imagining my original experience to be something else. It’s pure self-suggestion. 

(b) I do not succeed: the game of make belief never materializes. I don’t imagine anything. 

Couldn’t there be a third case of half-succeeding? My experience may be a mix of the original foul taste and the fresh taste. Take another example though: 

I am gazing at a red triangle and I am imagining my experience of this triangle to be a yellow square. The resulting experience will not be an orange funnily shaped object. 

A possible objection: we only get these cases because the perceived and the imagined properties are VERY different: they exclude each other. In the depiction case, however, the two dimensional surface has similar (appearance) properties as the three dimensional represented object. But the example would also work with very similar shape and color properties: imagining my actual experience of a magenta parallelogram to be my experience of a purple square. I still do not get a mix of the two experiences. 
Thus, neither the de re, nor the de dicto interpretation is consistent with Walton's theory of depiction. 

XI. Imagination, Empathy, Identification
The received view: empathy/identification with X is a way of imagining X. 

Two versions: 

(1) Imagining being in X's situation: X herself does not even occur in the content of imag. 

(2) Imagining X (or having X's experiences): X occurs in the content, I myself may not. Perhaps I am even imagining BEING X – see the imagining being Napoleon literature. 

Walton: (2), but a moderate version of it: being is not involved, it's imagining experiencing what I think x experiences (p. 344.)

Adam Smith: (1), (but he talks about imagining only some of the time, sometimes he writes perceiving (having a view) or representing in general) elements of X’s situation. 
Adam Smith talks about sympathy (but what he means is really empathy: feeling with X, not feeling for X) 

Starts with a very visceral feeling of feeling what the other feels. Could this visceral feeling be due to imagination? 

What is X's situation in (1) ? Her physical situation? Not only. Also what she knows. If it is ok to say that I imagine what I would do in her situation without a gun, then it is also ok to say that I imagine what I would do if I were in her situation, not knowing how to blackmail him. Same goes for desire: I need to take HER desire into consideration (not mine). 

Currie: ambiguous between (1) and (2).

But: he does not talk about identification. ‘Secondary imagining’ instead.  

Identification implies some kind of concern. 1995, p. 175. But that is usually not the case when engaging with characters. 

Secondary imagining is not identification. It is imagining feeling the other's feeling (2) OR imagining being in the other's situation (1)? p. 153. 

Wollheim: It would distort the work if I have to shift my point of view in order to empathize/identify with the character. 

Wollheim explains imagination with the help of empathy. NOT the other way round. 

Identification (which is for him a psychoanalytic notion) is imagining myself to be the other person. This is a version of (2). .
This is where identification and empathy starts to come apart. 

But what is imagining myself to be the other person? Imagining HAVING (some of) her properties. 

Also, Wollheim is explicit that imagining someone doing something (2) is NOT the same as imagining myself being in the other person's situation, doing something (1). 

Carroll: asymmetry between the character's (emotional) state and mine. Character feels pain/I feel pity (not pain). Thus, identification cannot be central imagining/empathy. 
Smith: Identification: central imagining, according to most. Thus, it’s empathy. 
But, this is certainly not the whole story. 

Smith replaces identification with character engagement. His reasons are Carroll’s. 

Character engagement: two layers: empathy (central imagination) and sympathy (acentral imagination). 

Mainstream view: it’s only central imagining.

Carroll’s objection: it's only acentral imagining. 

Smith: it’s both. 

Central imagining is embedded into the more general framework of acentral imagining. 

Sympathy: this is the more general framework: 3 steps: recognition, alignment, allegiance. All acentral. Alignment can be spatio-temporal or subjective. 

Empathy: can be voluntary (simulation - radical) or involuntary (mimicry plus automatic reaction). Mimicry can be motoric or affective. Doing what X does or feeling what X feels. 

Gaut’s objection: mimicry is not imagination. 

Gaut: Identification: Imagining oneself in another's situation (1). 

Explicit distinction between empathy and identification: 

Empathy: ACTUALLY feeling what A feels.

Id: IMAGINING feeling what A feels.

This helps with Carroll's objection.

Also, identification is not monolithic. It is "aspectual" 


Perceptual (having the same (physical) point of view as X)


Affective (imagining feeling what X feels)


Motivational (imag wanting what X wants)


Epistemic (imag believing what X believes)

Feagin: Empathy: BELIEF. I believe that You believe/feel X, therefore, I believe/feel X. 

Emphasizing is believing something about the other. 

Problem: Fictional character's DON'T have beliefs. 


Solution: We imagine believing that the fictional character has beliefs…

Neill: Emphasizing is IMAGINING something about the other. 

I imagine the situation from X’s point of view (1). 

Neill equates empathy and identification. 

But there is a difference between empathy (feeling with) and sympathy (feeling for). In the case of sympathy, my feeling does not have to be in any way similar to yours. 

Plus: in the case of empathy, I'm feeling X BECAUSE you're feeling X. 

Alfred Hitchcock: Even in this case [where know that there is a bomb concealed in a briefcase in the July 20 plot on Hitler's life] I don't think the public would say, "Oh, good, they're all going to be blown to bits, " but rather, they'll be thinking, "Watch out. There's a bomb!" What it means is that the apprehension of the bomb is more powerful than the feelings of sympathy or dislike for the characters involved. […] Let's take another example. A curious person goes into somebody else's room and begins to search through the drawers. Now, you show the person who lives in that room coming up the stairs. Then you go back to the person who is searching, and the public feels like warning him, "Be careful, watch out. Someone's coming up the stairs." Therefore, even if the snooper is not a likeable character, the audience will still feel anxiety for him. Of course, when the character is attractive, as for instance Grace Kelly in Rear Window, the public's emotion is greatly intensified. 

XII. My objection to the empathy/identification as imagination view 

The imagining from the inside view cannot explain those cases of character engagement where A has significantly more (or significantly less) information about B's situation than B. 

Example a: Gertrude picks up a cup and makes a toast with it. We know that the cup contains poisoned wine, which is meant for Hamlet, but Gertrude does not know this. If the spectator of this scene engages with Gertrude, her imagined experience will be very different from Gertrude’s experience for the simple reason that the spectator knows that the wine is poisoned, whereas Gertrude does not. (We know more about Gertrude’s situation than Gertrude). 
Example b: the spectator sees a close up of the fictional character screaming without having any idea about why she is screaming or what she sees that makes her scream. (We know less about the character’s situation than the character).

Version (1) and version (2) of the empathy/identification as imagination view are equally vulnerable to this objection. 

(1) is less trivial: What would (1) predict in situations where I know more than her and that’s what makes me emphasize/identify with her? Say, I see someone approaching her unbeknownst to her. (1) says that I imagine being in her situation, but as we have seen, her situation includes her epistemic situation. As I know more than she does about her situation, I rely on my own knowledge in the imaginary project. 

But I can't rely on my own knowledge, because her knowledge is part of her situation. 

Why do we need imagination to begin with? Here is an alternative to the empathy/identification as imagination view: 
Two kinds of perception:
(a) Action-oriented perception: my perception of x depends counterfactually on the action I am inclined to perform. I see x as an obstacle or facilitator of the action I am inclined to perform. I see x as affording an action to me. 
(b) Detached perception: my perception of x does not depend on the action I am inclined to perform. I do not see x as affording any action to me. 

Character engagement redefined

It is a central feature of A's engagement with B that A perceives objects around B as affording an action XE "action"  to B. 

In other words, it is a central feature of A's engagement with B that A sees the objects around B as obstacles to or facilitators of her (B’s) action. 
Objections…
XIII. The Ability Hypothesis
The Knowledge Argument: 

Mary (in the black and white room) knows all physical facts about color. 

Still, she learns something when she first looks at a red rose. She learns what it is like to see red. 
Thus, what it is like to see red is not captured by the physical facts about color. There is something irreducibly non-physical about what it is like to see red. 
The Ability Hypothesis: 

What Mary acquires is an ability, not propositional knowledge. Different versions: 
(AH1) Knowing what it is like to experience E is having the ability to imagine having experience E. 

(AH2) Knowing what it is like to experience E is having the ability to imagine having experience E as well as having the ability to recognize having experience E (and perhaps even remember having experience E).

(there are two versions of AH2, depending on whether one includes the ability to remember or not)

(AH3) Knowing what it is like to experience E is having the ability to imagine having experience E correctly, that is, in such a way that would enable one to recognize having experience E. 

(AH4) Knowing what it is like to experience E is having the ability to imagine having experience E correctly, that is, in such a way that would enable one to distinguish imagining experience E from imagining any other experience.

Possible objections: 
1. Conee: The agent is looking at the rose, but she is incapable of imagining anything
2. Tye: The agent is looking at the rose, she knows what it is like to see this specific shade, but she cannot recognize this specific shade (in the future). 

3. Conee: Martha, the expert visualizer of intermediate colors

4. Loar: We can use ‘I know what it is like to see red’ as an embedded part of a proposition. Thus, it must be a proposition itself. 

5. Loar: We sometimes know what it is like to have unlabeled experiences. 
6. Lycan: The ability to imagine correctly must be an ability to imagine a fact. Thus, to imagine a proposition. 
7. Lycan: ‘Knowing wh…’ always collapses into ‘knowing that such and such is the case’. Thus, ‘knowing what it is like to see red’ is propositional knowledge. 
8. The explanandum is about a type, the explanans is about tokens. 

9. Blind people cannot recognize red things (even if they know what it is like to experience red. 
XIV. Imaginative Resistance
Two problems really:

1. It is difficult to engage with fictions that present morally objectionable claims

2. It is difficult to imagine morally objectionable state of affairs

We will focus on (1). 

I. The CAN’T account (Walton)
We just can’t engage with morally objectionable fictions, because they ask us to imagine something that is impossible: that something bad would be good. 

Problem: We can indeed imagine impossible scenarios in many examples of engaging with fiction (e.g., with science fiction). 

II. The WON’T account (Gendler)

The problem is not that we can’t engage with morally objectionable fictions, but that we are unwilling to. When we are engaging with a fiction, we import certain pieces of our actual knowledge into the fiction and we also export some pieces of knowledge from the fiction into our actual world. Imaginative resistance occurs if the world of fiction is morally objectionable, thus, we resist that the knowledge (or moral attitude) acquired while engaging with the fiction could be exported into our actual knowledge (or moral attitude). 

Problem: There are cases when we do resist engaging with fiction – in spite of the fact that we take the objectionable moral attitudes to be strictly not for export. 

More serious problem: imaginative resistance does not only occur in the case of morally objectionable fictions. Examples include: oval, funny joke. 

III. The in-virtue-of account (Weatherson)
There are in-virtue-of relations between lower level and higher level properties. An action is good in virtue of having certain lower level properties. We respect these in-virtue-of relations when engaging with fictions. We experience imaginative resistance when the higher level properties described in the fiction are not what they are supposed to be on the basis of the in-virtue-of relation and the description of lower order facts. 

Problem: this amounts to the claim that we import our actual in-virtue-of relations into the world of the fiction when we are engaging with fictional works. But we do not always import our actual in-virtue-of relations into the world of the fiction. Counter-example: Tower of Goldbach. 
IV. The response dependence account (Yablo)
There are ‘response dependent’ (as opposed to ‘objective’) concepts. The author can say anything she wants about objective concepts and we will have no problem imagining it, but she cannot say anything about response dependent concepts, because their extension is determined by our responses. 

Examples: Irritating, red, funny, good. 


Yablo narrows down his focus and says that 
F is a response enabled concept iff in the actual world the Fs are the things that are disposed to seem F – assuming that we are decent judges of Fness. 
So we fix the meaning of response enabled concepts in the actual world (and the import them into any fictional worlds). It is response enabled concepts (and not response dependent concepts in general) in the case of which imaginative resistance occurs. 

Problem: Who is supposed to be a decent judge of Fness? Clearly not the characters in the fiction (Yablo claims, rightly, that we have no problem engaging with fictions where the characters have different moral/aesthetic/humor standards from us). We do say things like: I didn’t find Miss America beautiful, but she is apparently beautiful, otherwise why would she have won this title? According to Yablo, beautiful is a response enabled concept. He could say that some decent judges in the actual world find her beautiful. Thus, the judges (myself or others) must be from the actual world. 

If, when engaging with a fictional work, the reader is the only potential judge in the actual world, the reader is supposed to be the decent judge: the person who engages with the fictional work. A joke in the fiction is funny if the reader – being a decent judge of funniness – finds it funny in the actual world. This is just another way of saying that the reader imports her standards of funniness into the story. 

If, on the other hand, I engage with a fictional work in a communal way (for example, in a theatre or movie theatre), even if my fellow actual world judges find a joke funny, it does not make it funny. We don’t say things like: I didn’t find this joke funny, but it is apparently funny, otherwise why would all these people laugh at it? Of course, I may take my fellow audience members to be poor judges, but then why do I not do the same in the Miss America example? 
V. The embodied imagination account (Currie)
There are two kinds of imagining: propositional imagining and bodily/motor imagining. When we read a piece of fiction, we engage with both. We have no problem imagining morally objectionable scenarios in the propositional way. Imaginative resistance is all about bodily/motor imagining. I can imagine (i.e., suppose) that a proposition is true for any proposition. But imaginative resistance occurs when I try to imagine doing something or feeling in a certain way. This account could be extended to perceptual cases such as Yablo’s maple leaf. 

Problem: Under this conception engaging with a fictional work is always engaging with a certain character in the fictional work. This consequence of the view may be problematic – especially if we consider fictions without characters (for example fictions about oval maple leaves). 

Another problem: If engaging with a fictional work is always engaging with a certain character in the fictional work, then we run into Hitchcock’s paradox. Alfred Hitchcock writes: 
Even in this case [where know that there is a bomb concealed in a briefcase in the July 20 plot on Hitler's life] I don't think the public would say, "Oh, good, they're all going to be blown to bits, " but rather, they'll be thinking, "Watch out. There's a bomb!" What it means is that the apprehension of the bomb is more powerful than the feelings of sympathy or dislike for the characters involved. […] Let's take another example. A curious person goes into somebody else's room and begins to search through the drawers. Now, you show the person who lives in that room coming up the stairs. Then you go back to the person who is searching, and the public feels like warning him, "Be careful, watch out. Someone's coming up the stairs." Therefore, even if the snooper is not a likeable character, the audience will still feel anxiety for him. Of course, when the character is attractive, as for instance Grace Kelly in Rear Window, the public's emotion is greatly intensified.
If engagement with a character is, as Currie claims, an imaginary project, then Currie’s account of imaginative resistance is inconsistent with this phenomenon. 
Further problems: 
1. What would be imaginative resistance in the case of visual fictions? If it does not occur when engaging with visual fictions, it is perhaps not a very important feature of fiction. 
2. If we hear an unfunny joke and some character in the fiction seriously says that it is hilarious, imaginative resistance does not occur. It occurs if the author says that the joke is hilarious. But what does it mean to say that the author says something? All the people who are writing on imaginative resistance make it clear that if there is a narrator in the fiction and the narrator says objectionable things, imaginative resistance does not occur – we just think that the narrator is dodgy. But if it is neither one of the characters, nor the narrator, who is it? 
3. Visual fictions again: if we see a red shirt on film or in the theatre, and we are told that this is blue, do we resist engaging with the fiction? This depends on the genre. We may go along and pretend that it is blue. We certainly imported our capacities to recognize red into the fiction, but then we can let go of it. This act, if anything, makes us aware of the fact that we are engaging with a fictional work. But many other stylistic means can achieve this. What is the difference between this and imaginative resistance? 
