
 
 

 

 

 

This thesis has been submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for a 

postgraduate degree (e. g. PhD, MPhil, DClinPsychol) at the University of 

Edinburgh. Please note the following terms and conditions of use: 

• This work is protected by copyright and other intellectual property rights, 

which are retained by the thesis author, unless otherwise stated. 

• A copy can be downloaded for personal non-commercial research or 

study, without prior permission or charge. 

• This thesis cannot be reproduced or quoted extensively from without 

first obtaining permission in writing from the author. 

• The content must not be changed in any way or sold commercially in 

any format or medium without the formal permission of the author. 

• When referring to this work, full bibliographic details including the 

author, title, awarding institution and date of the thesis must be given.



i

Emotion, Perception, 

and Relativism in Vision


Graham Doke


Doctor of Philosophy Submission 

University of Edinburgh 2022 



ii

	 


Acknowledgements


	 My thanks for their time and patience go out to my supervisors, Alistair Isaac and 

Suilin Lavelle, who tolerated my stammering start and steered me sternly past rabbit holes 

and irrelevancies and other fun things that beckon the beginner, and who guided me 

towards the paths I ought to be taking. And how I ought to take them. I also thank Suilin 

for her encouragement at the very beginning, when I was contemplating studying 

philosophy at Edinburgh. To my reluctant philosophy confidante, my proof-reader in the 

first instance, my ever tolerant wife Marie, for teaching me that not all philosophical 

points are really all that interesting to everyone, and for learning how to mask boredom 

when listening to arcane points on emotion and perception (or, at least, to stay awake). 

Thank you for your ever-present support. And to my colleagues in the lab and elsewhere, 

thanks for your time and discussions — and in particular, Jon Hall, for your lively, 

stimulating and informative exchanges.




iii

Precis


	 I defend a position in which affective and emotional reactions are incorporated into 

visual representations. Such incorporation allows affect, emotion and perception to 

operate together in a more efficient manner than other accounts. It is also consistent with 

developing thinking on brain structure and functionality. In this account, emotions are 

constructed by an individual based on cultural and societal factors: within these 

constraints, emotions emerge from affective reactions by a conceptualisation of those 

reactions — states of affairs and affective reactions are matched with existing emotion 

concepts. Emergent emotions form part of the information used at the earliest stages in 

building a visual representation (a specific neural pathway has been identified), so that 

emotion information is incorporated into the visual representation. This is relativism in 

vision.


	 I show that societies sharing very broadly a similar set of values will share a very 

broadly similar set of emotion concepts and emotional reactions, so that affect- and 

emotion-based variations in representations will be small enough to be either unnoticed 

or explained away. Concerns about relativism in vision generally are groundless: vision 

cannot be subject to whim and fancy, as societal factors constrain the degree to which 

variations in visual perception may occur.


	 This is not the case when two cultures with materially different cultural values and 

hence emotions meet, such as in Australia, where traditional Australian Aborigines rub 

shoulders with their Anglo-European counterparts. Here visual perception may be 

sufficiently different between the two groups that detailed, fine-grained communication 

will be hampered, which may be an additional factor contributing to the difficulty of 

effective cross-cultural provision of mental health services in Australia. 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Introduction


	 Why do objects appear in one way in one circumstance, and in a completely 

different way in another? I have been walking in the country for hours in summer 

temperatures above 30ºC, and I am tired and thirsty, and hot sweaty and dirty, when I 

encounter a lake. This lake looks a particular way to me — it looks inviting. Having walked 

the same path on a sunny Autumn day where temperatures have not risen above 9ºC, I 

am none of tired, thirsty, hot or dirty, and when I encounter the lake it looks a different 

way to me — it is certainly not inviting. This is a common phenomenon, so common as to 

be unremarkable. But how do we account for it?


	 A conventional approach may be to deny that there is any visual difference: to 

claim that the mental representation of the lake is identical in both cases, and that the 

difference comes from how we think about each representation. On this approach, the 

representation is inviolate — the lake is, after all, the lake — and without adjusting it we 

attribute to it a property of 'inviting', which we come to feel is a visual property (for 

indeed we think the lake 'looks' inviting). Or perhaps we recognise affordances in the lake 

(relief from heat and thirst), and those affordances make us think differently about the 

lake, and again make us feel the lake looks different.


	 This conventional approach may be thought a 'common sense' role: after all, we 

see 'what is out there', and interact with what is out there as a substantial reality existing 

independently of how we think about it. It also preserves certain aspects we want to 

attribute to perception, particularly that perception provides warrant for belief. The 

example of the lake is a simple one, but in more complex situations, allowing attitude or 

other cognitive processes to change perceptual representations undermines to a greater 

or lesser extent any epistemic role we may demand of perception.


	 The conventional approach is a complicated approach physiologically, as it 

demands complete isolation of visual processes. This isolation seems increasingly 

improbable given current neuroscience, if not in complete conflict with current thinking 
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on brain anatomy and function. It is also an inefficient approach. The main purpose of 

perceiving states of affairs is to be able to react to those states, and it is more efficient to 

be able to react at the earliest possible moment, and not delay for even the shortest of 

periods. The conventional approach is also an unlikely evolutionary result, for it assumes 

as an evolutionary advantage a representation of the state of affairs in a manner 

completely independent of how we need to think about those states of affairs (or, how the 

organism needs to react to the state of affairs). The demand placed on perception is not 

to represent a mind-independent representation of states of affairs, but to represent the 

state of affairs in a manner that is relevant to the needs of the individual (or, organism).


	 The lake example is a simple one, and it is easy to recognise the difference 

between the lake viewed in 30º of heat and 9º, but the principle applies on even the 

smallest levels. Research has shown that we can have affective reactions to objects simply 

in virtue of their shape, even at the smallest scale: we seem to like curves more than 

angles, so the letter S may be more attractive than the letter A (thus written). Font makes 

a difference, too, so I may favour one form of the letter S above another. Given that we 

can have affective reactions at this level, it is conceivable that the letter S could for a time 

become aversive for me — perhaps I had a bad experience with a snake or worms, and 

the letter serves to remind me. The same letter S, in other words, can produce different 

affective reactions.


	 The less complicated, more efficient approach, and one that seems in line with 

current thinking on brain anatomy and function, is that affective reactions are 

incorporated into visual representations. This is how the lake and the letter S come to 

appear differently to me in different circumstances — the representation is different. Or, at 

least, this is the position I will defend.


	 On my account, affective processes are inseparably linked with perceptual 

processes, having developed jointly over evolutionary time to serve the interests of the 

organism: the need to survive and to thrive. Operating together, and together with all 

other aspects of the individual, they serve these two primary needs. Neural pathways 
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have been identified that link early visual regions with affective (and emotional) processes 

in a feed-forward and feedback process — this points to affective (and emotion) feedback 

forming part of the ultimate visual representation. On this view, we do not wait for the full 

representation of the panther to be presented to us by an isolated visual system 

operating independently, and then react to that: feedback in early vision from affective 

processes mean that the danger inherent in the panther is represented at the earliest 

possible moment, so reaction is swift and efficient.


	 In other words, affective (and emotion) processes are involved in the construction 

of the representation of the lake and the letter S: my affective state is indeed 

incorporated into the visual representation. That I feel tired and hot and thirsty are all 

represented in the image of the lake, and ensure that the lake is represented as a solution 

to the discomfort. By contrast, on the autumn day, the lake is represented as something 

that is likely to produce or increase affective discomfort  — simply because there is 

nothing about my affective state that can be improved by any use of the lake. My horrible 

experience with a snake or with worms will be represented in my perception of the letter 

S, making it aversive — until I have forgotten the experience, when the representation 

loses its aversive character to that extent.


	 I have to this point been referring primarily to affective states, and leaving 

emotions bracketed. But, I will also defend a theory of emotions that dovetails neatly with 

my position on perception: emotions emerge out of affective states in virtue of a 

cognitive act, a matching of the affective state and the state of affairs with an emotion 

concept. Emotional states are affective states made richer with greater information, 

information relating to both the usage and content of emotion concepts. It is here that 

cultural variation is encountered, for different cultures use emotion concepts in different 

situations, and the content of those concepts also varies: shame, for instance, is used in 

different situations in various cultures, and the manner in which that shame is manifest, 

the rules on how it is displayed, also varies between cultures. This variation tracks 

variation in values, for emotional reactions are directly related to values: sadness is 
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associated with loss, but only the loss of something I value; anger is associated with goal 

inhibition, but only in respect of goals that are valued.


	 Cultural values, then, play a central role in my story: cultural values in part 

determine affective and emotional states, and affective and emotional states in part 

determine perceptions. To be quite clear about what I mean by this: these states 

determine that an object may be represented differently — the form of the object in the 

mental representation will be in part determined subjectively by these states. This is 

relativism in vision, but I will show that it is benign relativism, for not only are the emotion-

based variations in representation relatively small, there are powerful practical societal 

forces at play that confine or even eliminate how that variation is used. Vision cannot be 

subject to whim or flights of fancy at the risk of chaos, and nor does the relativism I 

endorse allow it to be: we need to communicate, we need to interact in society, and we 

are trained from a very early age to communicate and to interact ignoring the slight 

variations that our emotions produce. When we do notice them, in ourselves or in others, 

we are able to explain them away: we hold faith in the notion that our vision presents us 

with an image that is somehow representative of the world independent of any mind 

influences.


	 The cognitive impenetrability theorist and the naive realist (and perhaps others) will 

object, will insist that vision presents a mind-independent reality (which we may subject to 

later processes). I think their position makes unnecessary demands on vision: vision, 

together with all other systems that make up the human individual, serves the goals of 

surviving and thriving. Presentation of a mind-independent reality is not necessary for 

these goals: what is necessary is swift and accurate representation of aspects of the state 

of affairs that are salient, that promote these goals, one that facilitates swift selection of 

an appropriate reaction. To demand more from vision in the form of mind-independent 

reality is to demand too much, for it does not serve the fundamental goals of surviving 

and thriving. Perception serves our practical day-to-day concerns. 
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	 It is fair to say that relativism in vision may undermine perceptual warrant for belief, 

but this is insufficient grounds to exclude it. It is important that this issue be correctly 

framed, without putting the cart before the horse: the point is that we may have 

perceptual warrant if there is no relativism in vision, it is not that we wish to have 

perceptual warrant therefore there can be no relativism in vision.


	 I have said that the relativism I am defending will not generally produce materially 

different forms of objects, that the differences will be sufficiently small that we can explain 

them away. This is the case, I think, because we have a broadly shared set of values, 

WEIRD values, being Western, Educated, Industrialised, Rich, and Democratic. Sharing 

WEIRD values to a greater or lesser extent means that to that extent our affective and 

emotional reactions, our affective and emotion states, are going to be broadly similar. 

Variations in how shame and anger are treated will produce differences in forms of objects 

in different cultures, but those differences can be ignored or explained away. We can 

communicate and interact.


	 This will not be the case when individuals from two completely different cultures 

meet, such as in the case of an Australian Aborigine brought up in a traditional manner 

meeting her Anglo-European counterpart. They will of course be able to communicate on 

a surface level, and to interact, but I think that in virtue of their vastly different values 

(which at this stage I stipulate, I will develop the theme in the body of the thesis), they are 

seeing different worlds, and their communication remains superficial. This superficiality 

will emerge when communication is demanded at a fine-grained level, such as in a 

discourse between a provider of mental health services and her client — communication 

breaks down, because here the detail and precision demanded in the communication 

expose the fact that the two are literally talking of two different worlds.


	 I think this is a contributing factor in the failure to provide effective mental health 

services cross-culturally in Australia.


	 To develop and defend this position, in the first three chapters I present a theory of 

emotions. In Chapter One, I present the theory, and then commence its defence with the 
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first aspect that I think is essential to a theory of emotion, appraisal. I examine the nature 

of appraisal, where there is an identifiable tension between the need for both speed and 

accuracy. I suggest a possible solution. I also examine a number of appraisal theories, 

concluding that formation of an emotion demands more than appraisal only. I conclude 

the chapter by detailing the connection between values and emotions. 


	 In Chapter Two, I take some time to discuss basic emotions, both Ekman's Basic 

Emotion Theory  and other less strong versions, such as Griffiths' : the notion of basic 1 2

emotions is useful, I think, but emotions are not natural kinds. 


	 In the balance of Chapter Two, and through to Chapter Four, I examine somatic 

and cognitive aspects of emotions, concluding that both are necessary — just as more 

than appraisal is needed to produce an emotional reaction, more than just bodily 

reactions or cognitive activity is needed. All are required. This discussion takes me into 

some detailed discussion of Prinz's theory of emotion , which although essentially a 3

somatic theory, provides insight into the cognitive aspect of emotions. There are parallels 

between Prinz's theory and the one I defend, but in the end I think restricting emotions to 

bodily reactions underdetermines the richness of emotional experience. 


	 I examine pure cognitive theories, in the form of judgementalism, taking Solomon's 

theory as helpful for a number of reasons  — again, I find there is much common ground, 4

but the denial of a bodily aspect falls short when weighed against evidence.


	 Discussion of cognitive aspects in Chapter Four brings me to a detailed discussion 

of how cultural values in part determine emotional reactions. I detail a significant amount 

of empirical evidence — and accept that the evidence may well be interpreted differently, 

in opposition to my position. This alternative interpretation relies on the existence of 

 For a summary, see Ekman, P. (1999). Basic emotions. In T. Dalgleish & M. J. Power 1

(Eds.), Handbook of cognition and emotion (pp. 45–60). John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

 Griffiths, P. E. (2008). What Emotions Really Are. University of Chicago Press.2

 Prinz, J. J. (2004). Gut Reactions. Oxford University Press.3

 Solomon, R. C. (2006). Not passion’s slave : emotions and choice. New York ; Oxford: Oxford 4

University Press.
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basic emotions as natural kinds (or, at least, as something more than abstractions), and I 

will have already found basic emotions to be abstractions. This leaves my interpretation 

preferred, and the evidence supportive of my view.


	 Chapters Five through Seven are concerned with perception, particularly how 

visual processes can be influenced by non-visual (top-down) factors — I develop this 

through to Chapter Seven, where I focus particularly on emotion as a top-down influence. 


	 I commence Chapter Five by establishing my counterpoint, a distillation of the 

common points between defenders of the cognitive penetration thesis and naive realists 

that I label a 'Shape Only View'. The Shape Only View is not dissimilar to Brewer's Object 

View . I go on to defend my position on relativism in vision against the Shape Only View, 5

showing that the relativism I defend is advantageous. In Chapter Six I present empirical 

evidence of my position, showing how experiments show that emotional states do indeed 

change visual representations. I conclude Chapter Six by presenting evidence of neural 

pathways which facilitate top-down influences in early vision, something I continue into 

the opening of Chapter Seven, where I present evidence of specific emotion-based neural 

pathways facilitating emotion state influence in early vision. 


	 I go on in Chapter Seven to demonstrate how emotion may be represented in an 

image by reference to works of art by emotionally troubled artists, particularly Edvard 

Munch. My position is that just as Munch's emotions informed his brush strokes in 

painting (inter alia) The Scream to produce an image replete with emotion, so our 

emotions inform the formation of an image that can be replete with emotion.


	 I conclude Chapter Seven and this thesis by detailing just how much the values  of 

a traditional Australian Aboriginal culture differ from those of a WEIRD culture, and how 

that stands as an obstacle to cross-cultural provision of mental health services in Australia.


 Brewer, B. (2011). Perception and its Objects. Oxford Oxford University Press.5
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CHAPTER ONE:


APPRAISALS AND THEIR VALUES


1.0	 Introduction


	 My overall task in this thesis is to demonstrate how affective reactions and 

emotions affect perceptions, and to show how this may affect communication between 

peoples whose cultural backgrounds differ significantly. I suggest it as a contributing 

factor in problems in cross-cultural provision of mental health services in Australia. 

Naturally, I must commence by establishing what it is I mean by each of affective reactions 

and emotions, and the relation between them. I must present and defend a theory of 

emotions, demonstrate how I think we need to think about emotions.


	 What, then are affective reactions and emotions? They seem familiar terms, and 

may in some circumstances be treated as similar, if not identical — intuitively, they are 

both terms that cover broadly how we react to things around us. From the perspective I 

defend, they are related but different, and their differentiation is important in 

understanding the emotional experience. 


	 Affective reactions are the immediate bodily reactions to how states of affairs affect 

the concerns of the individual — the racing heart, held breath, elevated blood pressure 

and the rest that may follow the appearance of a bear in my path are all affective 

reactions. It follows, then, that at any given time, the body is in a given affective state, 

seen generally as a product of valence and arousal: I am very frightened of the bear, I am 

vaguely pleased that I have been given an apple, I am content reading my book. Core 

affect refers to the affective state of the body at any given time — we are always in one or 

other state of affect, or core affect: I am almost always feeling vaguely or strongly 

positively or negatively about my situation, and even contentedness or neutrality will be 

reflected in my core affect. 
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	  Where affective reactions are immediate somatic reactions, emotions are 

significantly richer reactions, replete with complex behavioural content, and they emerge 

from core affect. To demonstrate the difference, consider Olivia, who feels an intense 

negative reaction to a particular public display of drunkenness by her husband — she is in 

a highly aroused state of negative core affect. But this is not her emotional state: her 

emotional state will emerge from that core affect. And that state is not predetermined by 

the valence or arousal of core affect: Olivia may be angry at her husband, or she may be 

embarrassed. She may equally be bitterly disappointed, or regretful that they had 

attended the function. On a different approach, she may be angry at those who had 

egged him on, or who had plied him with strong drink. And whether she is angry or 

embarrassed, disappointed or regretful, each of those emotions will carry with it 

behavioural responses — and these are not predetermined, either: Olivia is not required 

to scream or to pout or to refuse to speak to her husband, or to go home without him. 

Within parameters (culturally determined, something I will discuss in later sections), she is 

free to establish her own emotional reaction. 


	 There, then, is the difference between the two states — but what they have in 

common is they are both intentional states, they are both about something: I have a 

strong negative reaction to the bear, and I am scared of the bear. But initial affective 

reactions and emergent emotions do not have to share the same intentionality: Olivia has 

a strong negative reaction to her husband's behaviour, but she may be angry with those 

who egged him on. And nor, as Olivia's example makes clear, need there be only one 

possible intentional object for the same feeling: Olivia may be angry with her husband, or 

she may be angry with those who egged him on.


	 Emotional reactions are thus rich and varied, complex and information-full, and 

they are formed, or so I will defend, through a process of construction: core affect 

emerges from a (more or less) rapid appraisal, and cognitive resources are applied to add 

meaning to that core affect, to make sense of the affective reaction — the result is the 

richness of emotional reaction. And the process is continuous and recursive: current 
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affective and emotional states may affect subsequent states, and information concerning 

both affective states and emotional states becomes available for further appraisals, further 

emotional states.


	 All of this provides the success conditions for a theory of emotions. First, affective 

states and emotions act as an alert: they are reactions to the state of affairs, to how that 

state of affairs impacts upon our concerns. They warn us of danger, of things that impact 

negatively on these concerns, and they alert us to things that impact positively on them. 

This primary function must be reflected in a theory of emotion. Second, we both feel this 

alert and interpret it: it is neither wholly a bodily state, nor wholly a mental state. Third, 

this alert function cannot be looked at in isolation, it must be linked to reactivity: the alert 

function must be integrated in an efficient manner into the ability to react to the alerts. 

Fourth, there must be an efficient updating system, reflecting the fact that the concerns of 

the individual will change from time to time, and sometimes rapidly.  Alerts must relate to 

the then prevailing concerns of the individual. Finally, the theory must allow for a plausible 

evolutionary development of the system: the human affective/emotion system did not 

spring fully formed into being, but is the product of development with all other systems 

from much more primitive primitive systems within much simpler organisms. These 

systems all developed with the primary goal of survival and thriving of the organism.


	 With those success conditions in mind, the theory I will defend is depicted in 

Figure 1.1. Those alert to Barrett's constructionist theory will notice the striking similarity: 
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my position emerged from close study of her theory, and save for two what I think are 

important modifications, it is essentially her theory (Lisa Feldman Barrett, 2020).


	 Essential aspects of the theory are:


• an evaluation of the state of affairs, an appraisal. 

• a recognition of the role of bodily changes, a somatic aspect;

• intentional feeling states (what Goldie terms 'feeling towards'); and

• a 'making sense' of the feeling, in which the individual finds meaning in the 

experience, a cognitive aspect.


	 The process is started with appraisal (developed more fully in section 3.0): a 

change in the environment is detected, a stimulus, which is appraised for how it might 

affect the concerns of the individual, either in promotion or inhibition. Two aspects of this 

deserve close consideration, firstly, the nature of the appraisal. Here we find a tension, 

because the appraisal must be both fast and accurate — and one of these will usually 

come at the cost of the other. Theorists have taken various approaches to the resolution 

of this tension, of greater or lesser complexity. I will suggest this is analogous to two 

system thinking, and that theory in that area may assist here. 


	 Secondly, there is the matter of what the stimulus is measured against: how are 

these standards set, and how are they updated to ensure appraisal is in keeping with 

currently prevailing concerns? I will show the role values, and particularly cultural values 

play in appraisal (developed more fully in section 4.0).


	 From appraisal emerges core affect, a somatic reaction, which I discuss in detail in 

section 6.0 of Chapter Three — core affect is a bodily representation of how the state of 

affairs relates to the concerns of the individual. A warning, an alert: things are not going 

well, there is something that needs attending to, but at the same time a preparation — 

increased heart rate, held breath, raised blood pressure, all preparations to react to 

danger. Or, equally, things are going well, there is something attractive to attend to: the 

infant sees her mother's face, smiles, reaches for it.
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	 The information in core affect is sufficiently rich to inform simple or elementary 

reactions (run, reach), but insufficient to inform more sophisticated reactions, to place the 

stimulus in a complex and nuanced social environment. In such an environment core 

affect requires more to allow it to gain meaning: it needs to be located with a culture, 

within a sophisticated holistic network of social and emotional concepts, for it to achieve 

meaning. This is achieved through a cognitive act of categorisation, what Barrett terms a 

conceptual act, in which core affect in the context of the stimulus is matched with an 

emotion concept. The emotion concept is rich with information, providing both meaning 

and behavioural options: the full emotion follows. I discuss this cognitive act and its 

relationship with cognitive processes in other theories of emotion in detail in section 2.0 

of Chapter Four.


	 If the process had an end, it would be with this emotion: the construction of that 

experience is complete. But it does not end: there may be a reappraisal, resulting in a 

different core affect and a different emotion. Or, a different concept may be applied 

(Olivia becomes embarrassed rather than angry). And all of the information used in the 

process becomes part of the cognitive resources available to inform the next appraisal.


	 Objections will come from a number of fronts. Appraisal theorists including Lazarus 

and Scherer will claim that the entire process can be encapsulated within an appraisal; 

Basic Emotion Theorists such as Ekman will claim that appraisal precipitates the 

deployment of affect programs, which themselves are responsible for the emotion; 

somatic theorists in the James-Lange tradition, most recently espoused by Prinz, will 

place the entirety of the emotion process in the body; and pure cognitive theorists will 

claim that emotion is solely a matter of cognition. There will be those who will question 

the involvement of values and/or cultural values in the formation of emotions.


	 In this and the following three chapters, I will present the aspects that I think are 

essential in the formation of emotions, and in so doing will both promote my position and 

defend it against objections. I will demonstrate how my position offers both the richness 

and the cultural diversity that we see in emotions around the world.
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	 And I will be left with a base from which to incorporate perception into the mix, to 

demonstrate how affective reactions and emotions affect perception — and how that can 

impact on communication between people of significantly diverse cultural backgrounds.


	 But before I commence with the first aspect, appraisal, I must deal with a threshold 

matter, that of placing emotions into the overall context of the individual — it reflects a 

perspective that I will carry through to perception. Whilst it is helpful to study emotions 

separately, to develop a theory of emotions that will allow us to understand them, it is 

imperative that we maintain the perspective that the emotion system is one of many 

systems that make up the individual, and serve the individual as an undivided whole.


2.0	 Emotions as Aspects of the Whole


	 As it is the emotions theorist's task to study emotions, it is incumbent upon her to 

isolate her subject, to define the limits of her study — it is important for her to be able to 

say, 'these are the emotions.' This is not different from studying any other aspect of 

human functioning, but it tends to create a notion that we are creatures created in parts 

— the notion that we can lay out individual bits and say, 'Look, here are the bits we use to 

walk around, here are all our sensory sensory functions in a row, one to five, here's the bit 

we think with, here's the bit we emote with,' and so forth. Realising that our thinking 

processes are complex, we then seek to divide thinking into parts, so we try to identify 

the part we use to think quickly, and the part we use to think more deliberately. At the risk 

of parody, we end up saying, 'This is the bit we use when we see a bear.'


	 In a theme that will recur throughout the coming chapters and particularly Chapters  

Five through Seven, where I will address the issue in more detail, I think the 'sum of the 

parts' perspective is wrong in principle. Rather than viewing the individual as a sum of 

parts, even highly integrated parts, I think it important to view the individual as a single 

functioning organism with different aspects that demand study — for I think this reflects 

evolutionary reality. The organism developed as a single organism, and evolutionary 

pressures allowed it to grow increasingly sophisticated — and the forces behind that 
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development are the need to survive and to thrive. Survival and thriving are the sole 

determinants of the increasingly sophisticated development of the organism.


	 In this light, it becomes apparent that there was no specific task such as, 'I need to 

walk on two legs,' or to grow fingernails, or to develop a system so that I can see the 

world exactly as it is (whatever that may mean). Nor was there any specific task developed 

and specified and put into place to develop a signalling system, a type of alarm, 

something that will call attention to salient properties in the environment. Each system 

that we identify developed, rather, as part of the development of the organism as an 

undivided whole, in pursuit of survival and thriving. As much as we separate out each 

system for study, it remains an inseparable aspect of the whole organism.


	 On my account, emotions are a product of core affect. But core affect is not a 

dedicated part of an emotions system. Core affect is influenced by the environment, 

which is the usual trigger for an emotional reaction, but it is also influenced by internal 

factors. As a barometer of 'How are we doing?', it monitors internal bodily functions to 

maintain proper function as much as it monitors the environment for stimuli that may have 

an impact on how we are doing. Core affect is a signalling system, and it may equally 

signal the need to adjust something internally, from heart rate to the level of a particular 

hormone, as a danger in the environment. When we study emotions, we tease out of core 

affect those aspects which are of interest to us (and in some circumstances the adjustment 

of heart rate will be of interest, in others it will not), and we attach those aspects to other 

functions such as appraisal and cognition to form a picture of how emotions work. But we 

cannot isolate an emotion system as a part of the individual, only as a functional aspect.


	 The tendency to view individuals as parts carries through to the study of brain 

function: we identify a psychological property, and we seek to link that property directly 

to brain function, on the assumption that the brain developed (partly) to produce that 

function. This is the assumption behind the idea that basic emotions have neural 

correlates — fear is in part a psychological property, and the assumption is that it must 

relate to a part of the brain. Functional Network theorists have produced considerable 
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evidence to demonstrate that this approach is simply wrong, that the brain is not divided 

into such parts, each reflecting a psychological property we identify . On this approach, 6

the brain functions with a series of functional networks, from which emerge psychological 

properties we may study — but as emergent psychological properties, not as properties 

of the brain. Thus we can find no evidence of neural correlates for basic emotions.


	 I think the notion that we developed through evolutionary processes with the sole 

driving force being to survive and to thrive is an important one, for it allows us to view the 

organism as a whole. In later chapters on perception I will be showing how emotion 

affects perception, and it is helpful not to view the two systems as even highly integrated 

parts. Thinking of the two systems not as two highly integrated parts, but as different 

aspects that we choose to separate for legitimate reasons of study clears the way to see 

this how one system affects the other.


3.0	 Evaluation or Appraisal


	 3.1	 Generally


	 Emotions are reactions to the environment, to the state of affairs, as that state of 

affairs affects the concerns of the individual. They may usefully be seen as signals, 

signalling something of significance in the state of affairs: Ben-Ze’ev (2001, p. 13) likens 

emotions to a burglar alarm, signalling that something in the environment requires 

attention. Pointing out how emotions draw attention to important features of the 

environment, Brady (2008) calls emotions 'alerts' to those features, which at the same 

time specifies them as positive or negative. We are made aware that there is something in 

the environment which requires our attention. 


	 I agree with these two analogies, and add that the signal is rich in content. Each 

signal has its own content, inherently either positive or negative. A negative affective or 

emotional signal may be thought of as signalling something like, 'Less of this!', whilst a 

 I deal with network functioning in more detail with references in section 3.2 of Chapter Two.6
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positive affective reaction may signal something like, 'More of this!' — this is contentful 

signalling.


	 But where does this content come from? Even on a purely attentional approach, 

that emotions direct attention to something that bears consideration, there must be some 

kind of evaluation that leads to that directing. Something is recognised as either positive 

or negative, when measured against the individual's concerns, and this recognition 

requires an evaluation. Magda Arnold, a pioneer in appraisal theorising, offers an analogy 

to describe appraisal:


"If we see somebody stab at our eye with his finger, we avoid the threat instantly, 

even though we may know that he does not intend to hurt or even to touch us. 

Before we can make such an instant response, we must have estimated somehow 

that the stabbing finger could hurt. Since the movement is immediate, unwitting, 

or even contrary to our better knowledge, this appraisal of possible harm must be 

similarly immediate." (Arnold, M. B.,1960, p. 172)


	 Elsewhere, she offers a simple definition of appraisal:


'[Appraisal] is a mere acceptance or refusal of the expected effect of the situation 

on us; another dynamic, the impulse toward what is appraised as good, and away 

from anything appraised as bad. Accordingly, the emotion becomes a felt tendency 

toward anything appraised as good, and away from anything appraised as 

bad.' (Arnold, Magda B. 1970)


Solomon considers appraisal ubiquitous:


'There is no such thing as a totally naïve perception and no emotion that is not 

based on perspectival, evaluative construal of the world.' (p213)




17

	 We need to appraise every situation, then, and for that we need to measure it 

against a yardstick, against what concerns us — we need to measure it against at least 

some stored information. And we need to do that rapidly — sometimes extremely rapidly. 

It seems that we have a tension here, for speed does seem to come at the cost of 

accuracy, and accuracy at the cost of speed, and this tension is reflected in the various 

approaches taken to appraisal. In the next few sections, I will examine various approaches 

to this tension, before proposing the elements of a possible solution.


	 3.2	 Tensions in Appraisal


	 3.2.1	 Automaticity Sacrifices too Much


	 There appears, then, to be a tension inherent in the appraisal process, in that it 

needs to be both accurate and rapid. As the Magda Arnold quote demonstrates, there 

are times when we simply cannot delay reacting. On the other hand, we must take a 

certain amount of care to ensure that we are appraising the situation accurately: it may 

not take me long to appraise the situation when a bear appears suddenly in my path, but 

then such overwhelming single stimulus situations are relatively rare. In the normal course 

of events, we are confronted with more complex and more nuanced situations, and we 

need to ensure our appraisals are accurate. 


	 The speed requirement tends to demand some sort of automaticity, in the sense of 

appraisals involving pre-ordained reactions to given sets of stimuli, with limited cognitive 

involvement. There are some who view appraisals in exactly this manner.  Ekman and 

Zajonc, for example, both approach appraisals in a similar fashion: appraisals are rapid, do 

not involve high levels of cognitive processing, and they commence the process of 
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emotion production (for them, appraisals are not constitutive of emotions, as some would 

have it).


	 In Ekman's 'Automatic Appraisal Mechanism' (Ekman & Cordaro, 2011), appraisals 

are considered to be automatic, do not involve any high cognitive processes,  and are 7

modular and encapsulated (Griffiths, 2008 p100). The sense in which automaticity is used 

here is not clear: it may be linked to inevitability, in the sense that an appraisal is 

inevitable, or to content, that automaticity entails the exclusion of high cognitive 

processes and wilful deliberation (although he does allow for slower onset of emotions 

through a more extended appraisal). Ekman does not make a specific claim of modularity, 

but importantly his appraisal mechanism seems to entail a limited set of cognitive 

resources, updated over time, which is dedicated to the appraisal process — effectively a 

dedicated cognitive resource. Speed is presumably ensured by the limited resources that 

need to be accessed in the appraisal process. Ekman does accept that some appraisals 

may not take this automatic route, and may be more deliberative, but he seems to count 

these as a different type of appraisal.


	 Zajonc's (1980) approach is similar: he claims that information required for 

appraisal is too thin to deserve the label 'cognitive'. This does seem right, at least in the 

simplest of situations: the appraisal information generated when confronted by a bear 

does not seem to merit the label 'cognitive'. But as I have said, appraisals are not 

confined to overwhelming and obvious situations, and in the usual course of events, more 

 In this context, Griffiths described 'high cognitive processes' as 'processes in which people use 7

information of the sort they verbally assent to ... and the goals they can be brought to 
recognise ... to guide relatively long-term action and to solve theoretical problems.'
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complex appraisals are necessary, and they will demand much more information. Zajonc 

addresses this situation with the claim that there are pre-programmed responses such as 

the escape reaction which are reactive to particular types of sensory stimuli, and that 

these mechanisms could be co-opted to react to an increasingly wider range of stimuli. 

This process, writ sufficiently large, could produce an appraisal mechanism based entirely 

on the sensory system, excluding any cognitive processes.


	 Both theorists seem to accept, then, that automaticity in this sense has difficulty 

accommodating more complex appraisals: Ekman admits that there are more deliberative 

appraisals, but is not specific. Zajonc thinks individual specific appraisals may be 

'bundled' to accommodate the more complex. Lyons openly tries to accommodate both 

speed and accuracy, suggesting there may be two distinct appraisal processes. He 

distinguishes 'the more or less objective sort of evaluation which is characteristic of 

emotions such as fear from the much more subjective evaluation, or appraisal, which is 

characteristic of emotions such as love' (Lyons, W. 1980 Ch 4).


	 Barrett portrays her theory as being similar to William James': James claimed that a 

stimulus will produce a response in an automatic, pre-ordained manner, in the way a key 

opens a lock. Barrett claims this aspect is similar to her theory's portrayal of how stimulus 

produces affective reactions (Barrett, 2006). Like James, she uses the term 'automatic' to 

describe affective response. Whilst she may be using the word in the sense of some form 

of affective reaction being inevitable, her association with James and his lock and key 
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analogy may mean she thinks the reaction produced will be in the manner of a reflex, with 

little or no processing. 
8

	 Automaticity in this sense, then, without any cognitive involvement, does seem 

problematic. But there are problems with the other end of the spectrum as well, in 

theories that emphasise the cognitive aspect of the appraisal, providing for levels of 

cognitive activity that are highly specified and are so complete that the appraisal process 

is constitutive of the emotion.


	 3.2.2	 Purely Cognitive Appraisal Theories


	 Scherer defends a highly specified cognitive model of emotion, where the 

appraisal process consists in appraisal of the stimulus against various appraisal 

components, those components ultimately determining the nature of the emotion. His 

'Component Processing Model' is divided over both components and levels, with each 

level and component producing output which becomes input not only into the next level 

or component, but back to the previous level and component. He provides a great deal 

of specification: four factors (relevance, implications, coping potential, and normative 

significance) form categories within which decisions will be made. Each has a number of 

sub-categories — the factor 'relevance', for example, is divided into separate 'novelty', 

'goal relevance', 'action requirement' and 'intrinsic pleasantness' tests. Each factor, in its 

 Here I take 'reflex with little or no processing' to be an automatic process as defined by Shiffin 8

and Schneider: 'a sequence of nodes that nearly always becomes active in response to a particular 
input configuration.' (Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977, pp. 155-156). This is not a cognitive process. 
Pessoa suggests that automaticity is better viewed in terms of a process' 'performance-resource' 
ratio, so that some processes that appear automatic are simply efficient (Luiz Pessoa, 2013).
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sub-categories, is determined cumulatively in a cascading series of decisions specified for 

each factor (Scherer, 2009a).


	 In a first taste of what will be an important part of my story (although I do not 

endorse component models themselves), because in component models, emotions 

reflect behavioural responses to a number of components, emotion categories exist as 

social and scientific constructs: anger, fear and so forth are convenient descriptive 

categories, none of them exist as a natural kind. Scherer presents emotions as a 'dynamic 

emergent process' (Scherer, 2009b).


	 Lazarus also offers an appraisal theory with a high level of cognitive activity — and 

again, the appraisal is constitutive of the emotion (Lazarus, R, 2001). His is a dimension 

appraisal theory, in which once again emotion categories are seen as descriptive 

categories — Lazarus also denies emotions exist as natural kinds. He relates emotional 

reactions to 'core relational themes', all of which can be associated with an emotion 

category. His core relational themes come up again in a later section, so a description of 

Lazarus' model will be useful.  


	 Lazarus identifies two distinct stages in appraisal: first the individual makes a 

primary appraisal of how, if at all, a situation will affect her values and beliefs about self 

and world, and her goal commitments and intentions. If the situation has no impact on 

these (and similar) concerns, there is nothing that will cause stress, and no further 

appraisal occurs. If, however, there is a negative impact on any of these concerns or their 

like, the individual will enter into a secondary appraisal, appraising the potential harm or 

damage or loss, and seeking and appraising coping mechanisms for the resulting stress.
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	 Within the first of the two levels, Lazarus identifies three dimensions of primary 

appraisal, which establish whether a situation or stimulus is emotionally significant, and 

three dimensions of secondary appraisal, which relate to emotional resources for reaction. 

Goal relevance is considered the fundamental aspect of primary appraisal — for Lazarus, 

if there is no goal involvement there can be no emotion.





	 Once goal relevance has been established, a situation will be appraised for goal 

congruence and incongruence, or, whether the situation tends to enhance or inhibit goal 

attainment. The former is likely to arouse what Lazarus terms a 'positively toned emotion', 

the latter a 'negatively toned emotion' (2001, p. 56). The final dimension is what Lazarus 

terms the 'type of ego-involvement', which determines what is at stake, such as self- 

identity and self-esteem, relational meaning, moral values, and wellbeing of others.


Lazarus' fourth dimension of appraisal moves into the level of secondary appraisal, in 

which the individual appraises either blame or credit for the situation, a process Lazarus 
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insists is one of appraisal rather than attribution — in his language, this preserves its 

essential nature as being 'hot' or emotional, rather than 'cold' and rational as attribution 

is. Finally, we appraise the future, the possible outcome of our chosen coping 

methodology. Figure 1.1 offers an illustration of the structure Lazarus describes.


	 	 These six individual 'molecular' appraisals when applied to any situation can 

be summarised in one or other 'molar appraisals' — an overall appraisal that Lazarus 

associates with 'core relational themes', each in turn associated with an emotion. Lazarus 

identifies fifteen core relational themes, reproduced together with their associated 

emotions, in Table 1.2.


	 To illustrate this process, Lazarus offers an example of the path towards anger. The 

following appraisals will be made in the production of anger:
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1. Goal relevance:	 	 	 relevant


2. Goal congruence:	 	 incongruent


3. Type of ego-involvement:	 self-esteem, social-esteem, or identity


4. Blame or credit:	 	 	 someone is to blame


5. Coping potential:		 	 attack is viable


6. Future expectancy:	 	 goal congruence predicted to increase by attack


	 Lazarus paints, then, a reasonably specified picture of the appraisal process — 

although he avoids rigidity. His core relational themes are simply idealised statements 

about fifteen emotions, so the fifteen emotion categories themselves are descriptive 

rather than prescriptive categories. Importantly, Lazarus claims emotions can change their 

fundamental character: emotions, he says, are even capable of being differently toned 

(valenced) — a positively toned emotion can become a negatively toned emotion — and 

such tone changes will alter their subjective experience dramatically. Further, an 

emotional experience could vary so much from its prototype that it raises the theoretical 

question of whether the label for the emotion is adequate, or whether a new label ought 

to be created for the variation. 


	 His suggestion is that the labels we give to emotions, while helpful, should not be 

approached too rigidly. Emotions, he goes on, do not occur in isolation; they are mixed, 

to the extent that emotions should not be individually viewed or studied empirically, but 

in their context as 'dramatic stories that reflect an ongoing struggle to flourish'. His 

position is, then, that the content of each emotion, although falling within a range to 

allow of categorisation, is not fixed — he achieves this by asserting that the core relational 

themes are simply abstractions.
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	 3.2.3	 Comments on Appraisal Theories


	 On the basis that I identify four aspects that are essential to a theory of emotion, it 

is reasonably predictable that I am unconvinced by models that have appraisal doing all 

of the work — that will include Scherer and Lazarus. General reasons for rejecting this 

approach will emerge when I examine the other essential aspects, and demonstrate why I 

consider them essential, but it is worth making a few observations at this stage on having 

the appraisal doing all of the work. As Lazarus appears in some later sections, I will 

commence with comment specific to his theory.


	 Lazarus' theory, as I have said, has appraisal doing all of the work, and he achieves 

this essentially by defining emotion to be the end process of appraisal: the nature of the 

appraisal as a cognitive appraisal is dictated by his definition of emotion (Zajonc, 1984). In 

order for an appraisal to achieve all that Lazarus asks of it, it must involve a great deal of 

high cognitive processing (here once again I draw on Griffith's definition of high cognitive 

processes, see footnote 6), and a degree of specification of the content of those 

processes may be assumed. Zajonc criticises Lazarus' approach, saying that it is 

insufficient to claim the appraisal process is cognitive by defining emotion as that which 

emerges from a cognitive appraisal. Empirical evidence is needed, he says, to 

demonstrate that appraisal is cognitive — and he points to evidence that an affective 

reaction may be produced on significantly less information than is available from 

cognition (in his view making affect primary). 


	 Save Zajonc's comments on definitional matters, these observations about high 

cognitive processes apply equally to Scherer's Component Processing Model, which 

explicitly involves high cognitive processes.
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	 Although I disagree with his assertion that appraisal is never cognitive to any 

extent, I think Zajonc (with Ekman and Lyons in this respect) is in principle correct: 

affective appraisal can be achieved with much less information than Lazarus (and Scherer) 

portray (Zajonc offers examples, for instance, of affective reactions based on very limited 

sensory information). It may well be that Lazarus and Scherer would both agree on this 

point, but their two positions are distinct at the other end of the appraisal scale: Lazarus 

and Scherer may agree that some appraisals are made on very little information, but 

Zajonc will not agree that they are ever based on high cognitive processes. 


	 The notion that appraisals never involve any degree of high cognitive processing 

seems to involve some form of modularity, as Griffiths suggests — and at least a separate 

set of cognitive resources to restrict the information over which the module may operate. 

This involves important questions as to the manner and speed of the update, and the 

selection of information which will be updated: this update must be made rapidly, and a 

system for the update must be specified. And it is imperative that it is updated with 

relevant information, and some basis must be established for selecting what is relevant 

(bearing in mind that there is no prior knowledge of what may need appraising next).


	 At the end of the day, neither automaticity nor full cognitive involvement seem to 

offer ideal solutions — they each represent a compromise, and too costly a compromise 

at that. And each involves specific cognitive structures. On the one hand, there is a 

demand for a dedicated set of cognitive resources to ensure speed, and on the other 

there are pre-ordained structured processes. An ideal solution would accommodate both 

speed and accuracy, without compromising either, and would not make any particular 
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structural demands. In the next section, I will suggest that a solution may offer itself from 

another area.


	 3.3	 Appraisal and Dual Systems Thinking	 


	 3.3.1	 Generally


	 There is, as I have identified, a tension in the various demands made on appraisal. I 

have examined a broad spectrum of appraisal notions, Lazarus' and Scherer's specified 

appraisal process at one extreme, and the non-specified approaches of either Ekman's 

Automatic Appraisal Mechanism or Zajonc's notion of appraisal at the other. Lazarus' and 

Scherer's both envisage high level cognitive processes, and both Ekman and Zajonc 

exclude such processes from appraisal. Griffiths observes that such non-cognitive 

appraisals will involve a dedicated and encapsulated set of cognitive resources available 

to the appraisal, which resources would over time be updated. 


	 Both Ekman and Zajonc talk of appraisals being automatic. 'Automatic' is a difficult 

word, with different meanings being attributed to it in different circumstances, and it is 

sometimes not entirely clear what the theorists mean. I suggest Ekman may mean either 

or both of 'inevitable' or automatic in the sense of 'reflex with pre-ordained processing'. 

By reflex with preordained processing I mean an automatic process as defined by Shiffin 

and Schneider: 'a sequence of nodes that nearly always becomes active in response to a 

particular input configuration.' (Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977, pp. 155-156). This is to say that 

I think both Ekman and Zajonc consider appraisals both to be inevitable, they cannot be 

stopped or avoided, and that they generally will follow a pre-determined path so that a 

given type of stimulus will always produce the same appraisal. Here I have reserved with 
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the word 'generally', because Ekman does accept that there may be more extended 

appraisals — he is clear that in these cases, the individual is struggling against an 

appraisal that would otherwise happen, reinforcing my claim that his use of 'automatic' 

does cover reflex without processing. Zajonc makes no such reservation, but is clear that 

he considers appraisal to be akin to a reflex. That appraisals are automatic on both counts 

reinforces Griffiths' claim that they will involve a dedicated and encapsulated set of 

cognitive resources. 


	 The tension in the demands of speed and accuracy, and the acknowledgement that 

some appraisals are so rapid as to appear reflex, while others appear more deliberative,  

points towards there being two distinct types of cognitive processing systems, with two 

distinct sets of cognitive resources. This is analogous to the notion that there are two 

systems of thinking, system one being fast an efficient, and system two being more 

deliberative. Carruthers (2015) suggests a more efficient approach to two systems 

thinking: rather than two functioning systems, there is a single functioning system that 

operates at two levels, the higher level being realised by repeated cycles of the lower 

level. 


	 The two situations being analogous, this solution may present an efficient solution 

to the tension in appraisals: this would accommodate both Zajonc's thought that 

appraisals are not cognitive, and other's views that some appraisals are more 

sophisticated. A detailed solution to the tension in the appraisal system is not essential to 

the working of the theory I am defending (for the theory works whether appraisal is 

achieved in multiple systems or a single system), and investigation of the possibility 
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demands detailed research. I will however elaborate slightly on Carruthers' approach, and 

test whether it offers potential as a solution to the tension in appraisal.


	 3.3.2	 Argument from Conscious Thinking


	 The idea that we have a dual cognitive system is widely accepted: two modes of 

thinking — 'termed System One' and 'System Two' by Stanovich and West (2000) — one 

unconscious, automatic and efficient in its use of cognitive resources, the other slower 

and more deliberate. Current thinking on the matter is reviewed and discussed by Evans 

and Stanovich (2013). The thought is that System One and System Two may not be two 

separate cognitive or neurological systems — they are simply two sets of reasoning 

processes (Carruthers, 2006; Evans and Stanovich, 2013).


	 The literature on this matter does not specifically refer to emotions, and is focussed 

primarily on decisions: System One decisions are (amongst other things) subconscious 

and rapid, while System Two decisions are conscious and slower. Inasmuch as a decision 

entails a choice amongst alternatives, the appraisal process may be seen as a decision-

making process. Zajonc's appraisals seem to be System One decisions, as do Ekman's — 

except that Ekman's extended appraisals, in which 'the person must struggle with forces 

within' (Ekman, P, 1992 p189), seem to fit System Two, inasmuch as a struggle with forces 

within is conscious. The extent to which such struggles may be conscious and how they 

play out presents complex questions (see for example Vierkant, 2015; Mudrik et al., 2022; 

Sripada, 2020), but it is safe to say that there are times when such struggles will take the 

form of a conscious internal dialogue of debate.
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	 Frankish (2007) suggests there is a complete separation of resources between the 

two systems, and, further, that the two sets of resources may have different content. He 

thinks of System Two as a wholly independent second mind, the rational 'supermind' that 

is distinctively human. Importantly, processes in Frankish's second strand, the rational 

decision-making strand corresponding to System Two, are conscious, where decision-

making in System One is unconscious. So far, this appears to fit with what Ekman and 

Zajonc suggest (and indeed because the resources may have different content, Frankish's 

approach may explain recalcitrant emotions. But Carruthers (2015) identifies problems 

here.


	 Carruthers' difficulty is illustrated in the decision-making process. Frankish (2007) 

identifies decisions as existing in the conscious recognition of the closing off of a 

reasoning process, recognised in inner speech. An individual when faced with a choice 

will go through a reasoning process, which will be closed off with an inner speech 

statement: a selection of fruit is offered to me, I consider my choice, and eventually take 

and eat the pear. The course of consideration, intention-forming, and action will take the 

form of an internal narration (a silent debate on the respective merits of the various fruits), 

culminating in the phrase ‘I'll take and eat the pear’, and thereafter in the action of taking 

and eating the pear. I recognise the statement as the closing off of the internal narration, 

and Frankish considers the recognition of this statement to be the decision.


	 Carruthers cannot see recognising the statement as the decision, for it is 

incomplete. What is required for completion is a further unconscious reasoning process 

relating to the practical: first there is the notion 'I'll take and eat the pear', but there must 

follow practical reasoning concerning the manner in which the pear may be obtained and 
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eaten (as distinct from the actual obtaining and eating, a subsequent process). According 

to Carruthers, the closing off of the overall reasoning process only occurs after the second 

stage. The first (conscious) event is merely the recognition of a stage in overall reasoning 

relation to the choice and taking of the pear. It will give rise to an episodic memory of that 

event — but that will simply be an episodic memory, and will not constitute a decision.


	 The implication is that Frankish's second strand or supermind (System Two) cannot 

constitute a complete and separate functioning mind: it operates consciously up to a 

point in the proceedings ('I'll take and eat the pear'), after which all functioning is passed 

to the first, unconscious, strand (System One). Carruthers' reasoning is appealing: there is 

something inchoate in a thought process 'I'll take and eat the pear' when viewed as a 

decision. It lacks content with causal efficacy. Such causal efficacy comes with 

implementation details, and a fully fledged decision is only reached when implementation 

is also considered: reasoning about action is necessary to complete the decision. This 

does not require that implementation take place immediately, merely that reasoning 

about the practicalities occurs. Where a decision is made to act now, it requires reasoning 

on how to act, and when a decision is made to act in the future involves reasoning that 

action is to be taken in the future.


	 Carruthers provides the example of someone reasoning 'I will stop at the ATM on 

the way to the metro' (which on a Frankish analysis would constitute a decision), giving 

rise to a memory of that event. This memory is subsequently activated when passing the 

ATM on the way to the metro, and will produce a decision to stop. It is only the latter that 

constitutes a closing off of the reasoning process concerning stopping at the ATM — it is 

the latter that is the decision. Until such time as this takes place, the thought process is 
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inchoate: it may be observed as a decision, but it lacks the causal role of a decision. The 

causal role is taken up on activation of the memory: the decision is then made, and the 

person stops. This is a subconscious, System One process. On this basis, then, System 

Two is not separate, operating independently from System One.


	 On this basis, too, the integration of decision-making between of System One and 

System Two demonstrates shared resources, System One would on this view appear to be 

completely resourced — applied to emotions, this excludes any encapsulated resources 

available to appraisal. Appraisal shares resources with other cognitive processes.


	 To what extent does this apply to emotions? Taking, as I think is reasonable, the 

actual matching of an affective state to an emotion, so that the emotion is thought, it 

seems Carruther's argument can succeed in the case of emotions — but only to the 

extent that the choice is conscious. I provide examples in later chapters in which the 

choice is certainly conscious, but it may not always be so. There are, however, further 

reasons to think there is only one type of processing, and one set of resources.


	 3.3.3	 One Structure, One Process


	 In the general analysis of two-systems thinking, it is accepted that System Two can 

override System One (Carruthers, 2006, Evans and Stanovich, 2013). I think this applies in 

the case of emotions: we can and do change our appraisals on subsequent deliberation. 

According to Carruthers, this cannot easily be produced by two distinct structurally 

discrete systems. 


	 System Two is generally considered to consist of a collection of semi-independent 

modules that operate in parallel and heuristically (Evans and Stanovich, 2013). Re-thinking 
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an appraisal, then, would have to involve communication between the two systems 

(System Two becomes a resource for System One, notwithstanding their functional and 

structural differences.) This constitutes, in Carruthers' view, an unnecessary complication.  

He rejects any notion of structural independence — he suggests that System Two is 

realised by cycles of System One processes: that the former can be viewed as 

supervening on the latter. He illustrates this by describing the process that leads to 

inference to the best explanation solutions: System One outputs are taken up by System 

Two in the form of intuitive explanatory hypotheses, based on relatively simple but 

important information; these are selected and used as input into further System One 

processes, in cycles that ultimately produce an intuitive solution. Such a supervention 

structure will inevitably point towards shared resources.


	 Does Carruther's suggestion ring true in the case of emotions? I think it does, and 

it goes to one of the key aspects of emotions — attention. As Brady points out, emotions 

call upon us to attend to something, consider it and perhaps to take action. So the initial 

affective and emotional reaction is a product of initial System One thinking, which 

becomes input into System Two thinking — and this seems to follow inevitably: the 

emotion draws our attention to it, and ensures that we engage in further System Two 

processing. (This can then become input into further System One thinking, so that, on 

reflection, our affective and emotional reactions adjust.)


	 I think this potentially offers a realistic alternative to both Ekman's and Zadonc's 

accounts, which point towards distinct appraisals systems, with separate resources. The 

simpler account is Carruthers': there is a single set of cognitive resources, and the 

difference between processes that cause such things as flight reactions and more 
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sophisticated reaction that may employ high cognitive processes is simply the number of 

cycles of processing that are involved.


	 3.3.4	 Conclusion


	 Where does this leave us? To commence, it describes a simpler structure for the 

mind, without the need for different sets of cognitive resources, potentially with different 

content, with one needing some kind of top-up or refreshing. But, from an emotion 

perspective, it potentially provides a great deal more flexibility, and it may resolve some 

difficulties with approaches like Zajonc's and Ekman's. One of those difficulties relates to 

the degree of appraisal that is called for: the two approaches seem ideally suited to 

'escape' scenarios, or to the appearance of bears on paths. But as I have said, bears and 

other overwhelming stimuli are rare occurrences. Much as they provide a good example 

for rapid appraisal, in the normal course of events the state of affairs that requires 

appraisal will be a great deal more complex, and Zajonc offers no account of how this 

complexity may be accommodated. Ekman does acknowledge there are occasionally 

more extended appraisals, but has no account of how they occur.


	 Secondly, it moves away from automaticity in the sense of 'reflex with pre-ordained 

processing'. As I have suggested, such automaticity sits uncomfortably with the fact that 

people do have different reactions and in different degrees. Even in the case of the bear, 

a forester may react differently from a city-dweller. The same person may well react 

differently to the same stimulus on different occasions: an individual who one day is in a 

state of fear or anxiety is likely to react differently to states of affairs than on another day 

when she is feeling confident. If I am alert to the likelihood of gunfire (for I am at a 
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shooting range), I am likely to react differently to the sound of a rifle shot than if I am not 

alert (for I am in the high street). Affective reactions vary from person to person, and, for 

the same person, from situation to situation.


	 Thinking of System One and Two processing simply in terms of cycles may well 

accommodate this type of variation. Appraisal of the bear stimulus may, for instance, 

require a limited number cycles of processing for the city-dweller, who simply sees 'bear' 

and concludes danger. Appraisal of the bear's appearance may take more cycles for the 

forester, for she is able incorporate other factors to determine the level of danger 

(drawing on her general cognitive resources, perhaps she recognises the bear, and knows 

it to be generally non-aggressive). This simplest of examples shows that variable 

processing is required for even the least complex appraisals.


	 The notion, too, of separate cognitive resources does not sit well with the notion of 

appraisal. The primary function of appraisal is the effective detection of certain properties 

in the prevailing state of affairs, to draw our attention to something salient to us. There is 

no advantage and significant disadvantage to our applying limited cognitive resources to 

this function. It makes a great deal more sense to apply the entirety of our resources, and 

then in the interest of efficiency to limit the amount of time applied to the function — not 

arbitrarily, but according to the amount of time that is necessary. Some appraisals will take 

a limited number of cycles, but others may require more cycles (and hence slightly more 

time).


	 I do not reject the notions of speed and efficiency incorporated into Zajonc's and 

Ekman's approaches to appraisal, nor to I reject the notion that some appraisals may be 

automatic in the sense of reflex with pre-ordained processing. But I think that in adopting 
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the shared-resource, multiple cycle Carruthers approach to duals systems thinking, the 

appraisal process may well become at once simpler and more comprehensible. This 

matter calls for research.


	 Finally, I note that adopting Carruthers' approach in this situation would be a 

significant step away from Barrett's constructionist theory. Her James-Lange 'lock and key' 

approach to appraisal specifically involves a separation of cognitive resources, with 

provision for diachronic learning. 


	 3.4	 Conclusion on Appraisal


	 I opened this section by describing the need for appraisals — emotions are a 

reaction to the state of affairs as it concerns the individual, and the state of affairs needs, 

therefore, to be evaluated or appraised against the yardstick of the concerns of the 

individual. Having established the need for an appraisal, I outlined a number of theories, 

whose views on appraisal ranged from the strictly non-cognitive to the highly-specified 

and cognitive.


	 Having recognised the problems associated with each approach, I suggested that a 

solution may be found in Carruthers' approach to dual systems thinking. The solution 

accommodates the demands made on appraisal, speed and accuracy, without requiring 

any dedicated or specific cognitive structures. The solution is simple and effective.


	 Appraisal is, as I mentioned in the opening, an assessment of stimuli against the 

concerns of the individual. Having established the manner in which this takes place, it is 

now appropriate to examine one of bases of those concerns: individual values.
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4.0	 Values and the Personal Perspective


	 4.1	 The Personal Perspective


	 Emotions are above all else a deeply personal experience: situations are appraised 

based on the concerns of the individual, and the emotions that follow are inevitably 

personal. In the next chapter, I will be examining basic emotion theories, theories that 

claim there exists a small number of evolutionarily acquired basic emotions that are 

common to all humanity. As I will show in that chapter, I do not think there is evidence of 

the strong version of this theory, that such basic emotions have neural correlates, are 

heritable and innate, but I will also show a place for some form of basic emotions, for 

recognising that there is a certain commonality to human reaction — fear and happiness 

seem to be universal reactions and seem to be recognisable. But, even within this 

commonality there are personal variations: some people seem inherently nervous and 

jumpy, and may tend to scream when frightened, others seem more laid back, and react 

more mildly. Reactions to complex social situations will always be personal — Olivia's 

reaction to her husband's behaviour was complex and variable, and another's reaction is 

likely to have been completely different. Writ large, personal variations become cultural 

variations.


	 To acknowledge this, I think it is important to understanding emotions that a 

personal perspective be adopted. With this  perspective, we adopt the point of view of 

the individual, taking into account the individual in all of her thoughts, likes, dislikes, 

dispositions and so on — but importantly her values. It is the point at which individual 

reasons come into play, and individual understanding becomes possible, and it lays the 

ground for understanding why emotions vary between cultures. As Goldie points out, this 
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perspective does not stand in opposition to a third-party perspective, for it is possible to 

think about a third party while acknowledging her personal perspective; nor does it stand 

in opposition to an objective perspective, because it is possible to be more or less 

objective: objectivity admits of degrees, while a point of view does not (Goldie, 2009). For 

reasons I will give, adding the word 'value-oriented' adds a particularly personal weight.


	 Ben‑Ze'Ev (2001) attributes the complexity of emotions partly to their 'great 

sensitivity to personal and contextual circumstances' — an appropriate way to take these 

personal and contextual circumstances into account is to adopt a personal perspective on 

emotions. Ben‑Ze'Ev neatly encapsulates the personal point of view with the example of 

an artist's nude model, who suddenly becomes ashamed of her nudity because she 

perceives that the artist is no longer viewing her as a model, but as a woman. All that has 

changed in this situation is the model's personal perspective. Another example he gives 

arises from familiarity: a prostitute may be ashamed after her first first few professional 

encounters, but may not have the same reaction after thousands of repetitions. It is only 

possible to understand these changes when a personal perspective is adopted: it is 

impossible, he claims, to look at a given possible situation and predict with accuracy the 

emotional reactions people will have to it.


	 Zajonc also discusses how affective reactions (and hence emotional reactions) 

necessarily implicate the self. Cognitive judgements, he says, relate only to properties of 

the stimulus — there is a black cat on the mat — whereas affective (and emotional) 

judgements are made on a scale that incorporates both the properties of the various 

stimuli as well as the personal preferences of the individual — I like that black cat on the 

mat.
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	 Lyons takes the personal perspective when discussing the cognitive content of 

emotions: this content, he claims, 'is not so much a source of knowledge about the world 

as an evaluation or appraisal of some part of the world in relation to oneself.' (Lyons, 1980 

p71.)


	 This is not of course to rule out situations where individuals all appear to 

experience the same emotion. It seems right that a given section of a crowd at a football 

match shares similar emotional reactions during portions of the match (but different from 

those in other sections); a cinema audience watching a film is likely to share roughly the 

emotions that the filmmaker intended. Accepting that, the personal perspective 

recognises that each individual's experience is unique, much as in coarse-grained terms it 

may appear similar.


	 4.2	 Values and the Personal Perspective


	 Taking the personal perspective not only allows better understanding of an 

emotional reaction, it directs us to look to the origins of that reaction, to ask what it is in 

this person that causes her to have that reaction. Importantly, it encourages us to examine  

the relationship of values to affective and emotional reactions — to realise that the 

appraisal process is based fundamentally on individual values. This notion will grow in 

importance when I come to examine cultural values and their relationship to culturally 

specific values, but the principle applies at the individual level, and it is as well to 

establish it early. The relationship I am pointing to here is that values are an antecedent to  

emotional reactions — an emotional reaction reflects an underlying value. 


	 Solomon has this to say on the matter:
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Now we may say ... that the object of every emotion is never simply a fact, person, 

event, or state of affairs, but a network of values, expectations, and claims as well. 

Thus we have said that the object of anger is never simply a deed; it is an offence. 

(Solomon, 2006 p60)


	 I will feel loss for an object, then, if and only if I value that object; I will react to a 

racist remark because I value racial equality; I will react negatively to a poor assessment of 

my work, only if I value being thought of highly for my work. If I do not care about 

football, I will not care about slights against football players, teams or competitions. This 

also goes to intentionality: I feel loss for that particular (valued) object; I am offended by 

that particular affront to my racial equality values.


	 Each of Lazarus and Scherer (2009b) recognise the role of values by including them 

in their appraisal mechanisms as a matter of concern, recognising their antecedent role. 

Ben‐Ze'Ev thinks we can view emotions as an expression of values:


'Emotions express our values and preferences; hence, they cannot be 

indiscriminate. Being indiscriminate is tantamount to having no preferences and 

values; in other words, it is a state of non-emotion.' (2001, p35)


	 To illustrate with some trivial examples of personal perspective, I am likely to have 

a positive affective reaction to an ice cream offered to me in the middle of a heat wave, 

because I will value its cooling and refreshing properties. If I am sheltering from the snow 

on a freezing day, I will not value the ice cream's cooling and refreshing properties, and 

am unlikely to have a positive affective reaction to its being proffered. An Australian 

Aborigine living in the perennial drought of the Outback is likely to value a shower of rain 
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more than someone in a rain-soaked area of England, and each will have her own 

different affective reaction to the shower. These affective reactions, this core affect, is the 

basis of emotions, so that different affective reactions will lead to different emotions — 

with their different values as their antecedents.


	 Importantly for the position I am defending, there is significant evidence of 

variation in emotion reactions between cultures, which I will analyse in some detail in 

Chapter Four. The concepts of anger and shame differ significantly between Americans 

and their Japanese counterparts, for instance, as does their use.  Each of these two 

cultures has very different value antecedents for these emotions, and so in each case the 

emotions have different intentionality. An American valuing personal advance may feel 

pride at her angry reaction to thwarting of personal goals: she is proud of that action to 

protect that value. On the other hand, she may feel shame for her timidity, which is an 

affront to that value. A Japanese valuing harmony and peaceful interaction with society in 

general may feel shame for her angry reaction to the thwarting of her personal goals. She 

is shamed by her own particular affront to her values. And, conversely, she may feel pride 

at her timidity, pride that she upheld that particular value.


	 Such cultural variation has much occupied those who embrace the notion of basic 

emotions, but from a different perspective. Prinz (2004) is at pains to isolate values from 

the content of emotion concepts, but he accepts there is an inherent relationship. 

Sadness, he says, is related to loss, but something qualifies as a loss 'only if it is 

valued.' (p 226) He also says emotions reflect 'cultural values' (p 202) and '[c]ulturally 

informed beliefs and values can also influence the bodily states that underpin 

emotions' (p 233).
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	 The role of values is however not a simple one. Values may conflict — to see this, 

consider the inherent conflict between truth telling and not hurting others (or, perhaps, 

not causing violence). The choice between telling an untruth and either either hurting 

someone or causing violence will be a difficult one. They may also be of different value — 

truth telling is likely to be a more important value than not wearing a hat inside. 


	 The conflict between values and their relative importance will bear on how emotion 

affects perception, and particularly on a cross-cultural basis. To assist, I set out below a 

very simple taxonomy of values designed only for this purpose, to demonstrate how they 

may work together or conflict in formation of emotional reactions.


1. Values may be foundational, in that they are values upon which other values are 

based. There will be values that are absolutely foundational (in that the entire value 

system is based on them), and those that are less foundational, in that fewer values 

are based on them. Integrity may be a foundational value upon which truth telling 

is based, fairness may be a value upon which racial equality is based. Foundational 

values are necessarily important values, and will not easily be abandoned or 

overridden. Survival is an obvious foundational value.


2. Values may be entrenched, in that they have been held for a long time. 

Entrenched values are difficult to abandon, but they may be overridden. Once 

again, survival is an obvious foundational value.


3. Entrenched values may be important values (such as integrity) or trivial (such as 

not wearing a hat inside, or not buttoning the last button on a waistcoat). This 

means that values exist on a hierarchy of importance.


4. Values may be foundational and entrenched, or trivial and entrenched. This 

means that there is no necessary connection between being entrenched and being 

important.


5. Values are multifaceted and dynamic and, so they have applications in multiple 

situations, and are subject to change.
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	 What this is designed to show is that there are certain values (those that are 

absolutely foundational and entrenched) which may be expected always to underpin 

emotions. There exists below this a whole set of values of various degrees of 

entrenchment and triviality — these values will compete for their place in underpinning 

emotions. Entrenchment and triviality will produce significant competition. 


	 In a very real sense, appraisal involves an assignment of different values to possible 

reactions, and that assignment will to a large extent depend on the extent to which each 

value in the mix is foundational, entrenched, and important (or trivial).


	 What is most important in the context of this thesis, however, are those values that 

are both foundational (absolutely or otherwise) and entrenched. These values are the least 

dynamic values, and they will play a role in determining almost all emotional reactions. I 

do not wish to get ahead of myself, but an Australian Aboriginal whose foundational and 

entrenched values include harmony between individuals and their environment (being the 

whole of the environment, the earth beneath, sky above, the oceans, all all plants and 

animals between) will always have a different reaction to, say, the development of an 

enormous hospital facility deep in rural Australia than an Anglo-European doctor.


	 Taking a value-based personal perspective, the different emotional reactions of the 

Australian Aboriginal and her Anglo-European counterparts will allow understanding. And 

I am building the case that this difference will cause a difference in perception.


	 4.3	 Conclusion on Values and the Personal Perspective


	 Adopting a value-oriented personal perceptive in my view adds much to the 

understanding of emotions and emotional experience: they are individual reactions, 
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closely related to the values each individual holds. Understanding this provides a 

foundation for understanding how emotions may differ between cultures.


5.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 I opened this chapter by presenting a summary of the theory of emotions I will be 

developing in the coming chapter — it is in essence Barrett's constructionist theory, but 

with two important variations. I then went on to examine the first essential aspect of 

emotion formation, appraisal. Having identified the tension inherent in the demands 

made on appraisal, I examined a number of theorist's approaches, which varied from 

appraisals being non-cognitive in a reflexive sense, to appraisals constituting the entirety 

of the emotion formation process.


	 I went on to examine Carruthers' approach to two systems thinking, and to outline 

how it may be adopted into the appraisal process: I think it potentially provides a simple 

and elegant solution to the tension in the demands made on the process. This is a 

significant departure from Barrett's theory of emotions.


	 I concluded the chapter by examining one of the bases on which appraisals are 

made — values. I set out a very basic taxonomy of values, to demonstrate that values can 

be embedded, foundational and important at different levels. The extent of the role a 

particular value will have in an appraisal will depend upon how those various factors are 

weighed in each appraisal situation.


	 What, then, follows the appraisal? In the theory I am defending, there is an 

immediate somatic consequence, but not all agree. In particular, Ekman and adherents of 

his Basic Emotion Theory (BET) will have it that what follows is an immediate deployment 
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of an affect program, or a combination of affect programs, each representing a basic 

emotion. BET represents a strong variety of theories that endorse the existence of basic 

emotions, and there are some important considerations that go beyond the theories 

themselves.


	 I will address BET and these other considerations in the first half of the next 

chapter, before going on to demonstrate why it is necessary to recognise the somatic 

aspect of emotion formation.  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CHAPTER TWO:


BASIC EMOTIONS AND THE SOMATIC ASPECT


1.0	 Introduction


	 Chapter One was mainly concerned with the first essential aspect of emotion 

formation, appraisal. There I showed how the tension inherent in the demands made on 

appraisal could potentially be accommodated by adopting Carruthers' approach to two 

systems thinking. I showed how an appraisal can be made at various various speeds and 

with various degrees of reference to general cognitive resources, depending on the 

situation. But what comes next?


	 As I said at the end of the last chapter, on the approach I defend, there is an 

immediate somatic reaction to the appraisal. Not not everyone agrees, and in particular 

adherents of Ekman's Basic Emotion Theory (BET). I set out the elements of BET in the 

next section (as exemplifying strong basic emotion theories), as well as some significant 

evidentiary problems BET faces, which leave me free to turn away from it. But that is not 

the end of the notion of basic emotions, for it is applied in weaker versions elsewhere. 

The notion is also significant in the question of whether or not emotions are natural kinds 

— which has an impact on my position. Having examined BET, then, I will go on to 

examine the notion of basic emotions on a wider basis.


	 I will then turn to the necessity of recognising the somatic reaction as an essential 

aspect in the formation of emotions.


2.0	 Basic Emotion Theories


	 2.1	 The Idea


	 The BET claim is that there is a set of basic, distinguishable, evolutionarily acquired 

emotions that is universal, and that is deployed on perception of appropriate stimuli, 
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without involvement of either bodily sensations or cognitive processing. These emotions 

exist as a natural kind. The purpose of this set of emotions is to allow the organism 'to 

deal quickly with important interpersonal encounters, prepared ... by what types of 

activity have been adaptive in the past' (Ekman 1999 p. 46). Each emotion category will 

manifest with identifiable category-specific characteristics: facial expression, voice 

expression, central nervous system responses, and subjective feeling.


	 Ekman is what I might call a 'pure' basic emotion theorist: he claims that basic 

emotions can account for all emotional reactions. There are other theorists such as Prinz 

(2004) and Griffiths (2008) who, whilst perhaps not making as strong a claim for basic 

emotions, have included the notion of basic emotion theory in their accounts of emotion. 

Because of this, basic emotion theory in general warrants close examination.   


	 The primary claim of basic emotion theorists is that the basic emotions all have an  

associated neural correlate, an affect programme, which when triggered produces a given 

recognisably universal set of reactions. The claim is, for example, that once something 

dangerous is perceived, the affect programme is triggered, and fear results. Prinz 

describes affect programmes as:


'complex responses that involve appraisals, bodily changes, and action dispositions 

in response to perceived stimuli. Affect programs are also culturally universal, are 

underwritten by specific neural circuits, and have homologues in nonhuman 

species. They are generally associated with specific facial expressions.' (2004 pp. 

81-82)


	 Ekman has this to say:


'It is necessary to posit emotion-specific central nervous system activity in my 

account of basic emotions. The distinctive features of each emotion, including the 
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changes not just in expression but in memories, imagery, expectations and other 

cognitive activities, could not occur without central nervous system organisation 

and direction. There must be unique physiological patterns for each 

emotion...' (Ekman, 1999)


	 If this is correct, then, there exists a set of basic emotions, each with a distinct set 

of appraisals, bodily changes, and action dispositions, and each associated with a specific 

neural correlate. Each affect programme contains 'pre-written' content, features that have 

proved themselves useful in providing for the survival of our ancestors: fear, anger and 

disgust spring readily to mind as the sort of actions that would promote survival in 

ancestral times. This is not to say our emotions are based entirely upon what our 

ancestors found useful: pre-written content is augmented with information from daily 

experience. Starting with this suite of basic emotions, we move to more complex


'higher emotions' either by a process of combination or slight variation of features 

associated with each emotion (or combination of emotions).


	 Given the evolutionary acquisition of affect programs, with pre-written content, 

BET theorists view emotions as natural kinds, things that exist in nature. This stands 

opposed to the various views canvassed in Chapter One (those of Lazarus and Scherer) 

that emotion categories are social and scientific categories, created for the purpose of 

study and in pursuit of possible natural kinds, rather than discovered.


	 The idea that we have at least some basic emotions is initially satisfying, 

particularly the notion that there exists a set of innate defensive programs that will have 

evolved over time, and are ready for rapid deployment. But as satisfying as the idea may 

be, it faces substantial empirical problems — most damningly the central BET claim of the 
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existence of affect programmes faces evidentiary problems. Affect programmes are core 

to the idea of basic emotions, but after more than twenty years of research, no substantial 

evidence of their existence has been found. Evidence from experiments on recognition of 

emotions from facial expressions (the FE Experiments) that is generally extended in 

support of basic emotion theory has also been called into question: the experiments, in 

which participants are asked to select which emotions are being displayed in a series of 

posed photographs, face significant problems. 


	 In looking at the objections, I will be focussing primarily on the question of affect 

programs, as it is this aspect that others such as Prinz and, more reservedly, Griffiths draw 

from basic emotion theories (although there is some indication that Prinz may be 

considering amending his position). My examination of the FE Experiments will be critical, 

but this criticism does not exclude the theoretical possibility that common emotions may 

be recognisable by their display and other features. The experiments themselves, I will 

demonstrate, are too flawed to provide evidentiary support for BET — although it may be 

that other experiments may be developed to produce the required evidence, 

experiments that go beyond facial expressions, and avoid the methodological criticisms 

that dog the existing experiments.


	 2.2	 The Search for Affect Programmes


 	 Identification of affect programs (neural correlates) involves specific identification at 

two levels: researchers must be specific about the brain region involved, as well as the 

emotion for which they are seeking a correlate. Neither is a simple task.
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	 Studies that show particular regions of the brain are involved in the processing of a 

given emotion do not demonstrate that that emotion is processed solely in that region: 

other regions may be involved, and may be involved either consistently or only 

occasionally.	 Researchers will also encounter difficulties in determining precisely what it is 

for which they are seeking a correlate, for it is unclear that even one of the most 

commonly studied emotions in this area, fear, constitutes an irreducible singular 

phenomenon: are all incidents of fear across the board sufficiently similar to make this 

assumption? Russell says they are not, claiming that the notion of fear is much more 

heterogenous than is often assumed (Russell, 2009). 


	 Approaching the same problem from a slightly different perspective, Lyons has this 

to say about identifying anger:


'In short it is an impossible programme to find a list of behavioural items, some or 

all of which must be present if the behaviour in question is to be dubbed angry 

behaviour. Even to try poses a baffling question, namely 'How does one know 

which behaviour counts as angry behaviour ?' Is picking one's nose angry 

behaviour ? Is moving one's arm swiftly in a circle angry behaviour ? Is going red in 

the face and shouting angry behaviour? Only the latter, you might reply. But how 

did you decide that only the latter was to count as angry behaviour ?' (1980, p 22)


	 Turning to the neuroscience, the search for neural correlates was supported by 

some early positive results, with three meta-studies showing that there was possibly some 

evidence correlating specific emotions with brain regions (Vytal & Hamann, 2010; Murphy, 

Nimmo-Smith, & Lawrence, 2003; Phan, Wager, Taylor, & Liberzon, 2002; Fusar-Poli, Paolo 

et al., 2009). For this early promise to support meaningful conclusions, as I have said, 

however, data must show strong consistency of reaction, combined with specificity as to 
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exactly which reaction is associated with which emotion. And these early results were not 

interpreted uniformly: for example, Murphy, Nimmo- Smith, & Lawrence (2003) found the 

insula area to be disgust-specific, whereas it was found by Phan, Wager, Taylor, & 

Liberzon, (2002) to be associated with negative emotions generally.


	 It seems, then, that no significant evidence supporting BET emerges from these 

two early meta-analyses. Certain brain regions seem to be associated with certain 

emotions, but an association of that nature does not point to there being BET affect 

programmes.


 	 Lindquist and her team subsequently conducted a meta-analysis (Lindquist, Wager, 

Kober, Bliss-Moreau, & Barrett, 2012). They predicted that strong evidence would be 

found for a locationist account if evidence consistently and specifically pointed to 

associations between emotion categories and brain activity. Consistency required that 

every incidence of an emotion show the same association, and specificity required that 

the emotion category be specific (such as fear, sadness, disgust and so forth). Evidence of 

this nature would be compelling indeed, but none was found. 


	 Murphy, Nimmo-Smith, & Lawrence (2003) showed a fear/amygdala association in 

only 40% of cases, and a sadness/anterior cingulate association in only 50% of cases: this 

is very short of a bar they set at 100%. Setting a bar at 100% seems too great a barrier for 

any neuroimaging experiments — what is needed is something more realistic, such as 

'better than chance'. If I develop a system for gamblers which I claim will allow them to 

predict the next event in a series, but tests show my system's accuracy is no better than 

chance, my system cannot be said to work. 
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	 Lindquist offers a more detailed account of the research on exactly this basis, and 

suggests that the associations sought occur at a rate 'no better than chance' (Linquist 

2010). The additional detail does show that association of some brain areas with certain 

emotions was evident in their research, but at a consistency no better than chance, which 

is insufficient a basis to predict affect programmes. The amygdala was consistently 

associated with perception of fear relatively more than any other emotion, for instance, 

but not more than chance alone would predict — but its association with the experience 

of disgust was also no more than chance alone. The suggestion is that the region is not 

specific to fear, and that it is more likely to be associated with high arousal affect. In a 

similar manner, although the anterior insula was consistently associated with perception of 

disgust more than chance would predict, it was also associated with the experience of 

anger. Throughout the study, although association of particular areas with emotions was 

occasionally shown at greater than chance, there was no consistent indication of specific 

neural circuitry associated with specific emotions — in other words, there is little or no 

evidence of the required neural correlates.


	 In the result, the neuroscience offers no significant support for the existence of 

affect programmes, and hence BET. Perhaps if there were compelling evidence from 

elsewhere that commended BET, or the idea that neural correlates exist for specific 

emotions, there may be reason to find some support in the research results. But, taken on 

its own, there seems little on which to base the idea that such correlates exist. This is a 

major stumbling block for basic emotion theories.


	 It also poses some questions, as I have said, for other theorists. Prinz includes the 

notion of affect programs extensively, discussing them not only in relation to BET, but 
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their possible relationship to embodied appraisals as well as to higher emotions, seeming 

to assume their existence. Griffiths (2008) uses the notion extensively, but takes care not 

to identify (necessarily) with Ekman's notion that there is a 'literal' neural correlate: he 

identifies, rather, a spectrum over which affect programs may be viewed. At one end of 

the spectrum is Ekman, with his 'literal' neural correlates, and at the other is simply a 

defined set of behavioural responses that bear no relation to any neural structures. 

Griffiths claims his analysis will fit either end of the spectrum, or any position in between. 


	 Prinz has been clear on his position regarding affect programs, but as I will show a 

little later, he may have adjusted his position. Griffiths does not commit himself to any 

particular position on his spectrum. The research throws one end of his spectrum into 

doubt, with this doubt decreasing along the spectrum. At the other end of the spectrum, 

responses without any neural correlates, it seems questionable to use the word 'program' 

at all, for such responses would then be simply recognisable socially habituated reactions. 

It seems that what Griffiths sees as two ends of one spectrum may be better off regarded 

as unrelated.


	 Evidence for affect programs has also been sought in experiments based on 

recognition of facial expressions in photographs, the FE Experiments. Affect programs 

face some significant problems here, too — although of course display evidence for affect 

programs may be found in other experimental ways.


	 2.3	 The FE Experiments


	 FE Experiments found their basis in theorising by Tomkins (Tomkins, 1962, 1963) 

but were brought to public attention over a number of years by his protege Ekman, and a 
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significant body of evidence has been amassed since Ekman's first experiments in 1969 

(Ekman, Sorenson & Friesen, 1969). In the Tomkins/Ekman template, participants are 

asked to look at a number of photographs of facial expressions, and to match those 

expressions to a list of six provided to them — originally happiness, surprise, fear, anger, 

disgust-contempt and sadness.


	 The final set of thirty photographs in Ekman's 1969 experiment was selected from 

more than 3,000, each one of a professional actor carefully posed with the purpose of 

isolating and expressing only one emotion. The photographs were presented to 

participants from three industrialised countries: The United States (90 participants), Brazil 

(40), Japan (29), and two 'non-western non-literate' communities (two samples from New 

Guinea, totalling 42, and one from Borneo of 15 participants). Data that emerged from 

the three literate groups were claimed as supporting the researchers' 'contention of a 

pan-cultural element in facial affect display'. Their results were replicated by Izard (Izard, 

1971), who was conducting similar experiments at the same time but with a different set 

of photographs, and Izard drew the same conclusion. In a subsequent test conducted in 

Papua New Guinea, and adjusted to take into account problems associated with non- 

literacy, Ekman and his fellow researchers produced similar results. Thus was the 

precedent set.


	 This does seem powerful stuff in support of BET, and indeed much subsequent 

research using the Ekman experiments as a model pointed in the same direction — the 

conclusion offered by Elfenbein and Ambady in a meta-analysis in 2002 is clear: evidence 

seems to indicate that there exists a basic set of emotions common to all cultures, 

recognisable cross-culturally at a better than chance level. (Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002)
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	 Acceptance that this research supports BET was not, however, universal, and 

doubts were expressed as to both methodology and conclusions. Russell asked what is it 

exactly that is being demonstrated by the data: his suggestion was that valence and 

arousal were being recognised in these experiments, not emotion categories, and that 

emotion categories were still culturally specific (Russell, 1991).


	 Barrett adopts a somewhat harsher position, criticising the experiments as flawed 

for, amongst other things, priming participants with an 'unintentional cheat sheet' (2020, 

p. 45). She is not alone in her objections, which take the form of objections to the 

principal — do the experiments actually test recognition for underlying emotions? — and 

the methodological, that the participants are not given sufficient free choice to justify the 

conclusions.


	 Barrett's (2020) objection to the FE Experiments is that emotion expression is not 

limited to facial expression, and that indeed facial expression can mislead. She illustrates 

her point with the picture in Figure 1.2, asking what the facial expression tells us. Taking a 

cautious Russellian approach, it seems safe to assume that the expression shows an 

underlying negative valence and a high degree of arousal. But taking a BET approach and 

choosing from the list of basic emotions, 'anger' is likely be be selected as the displayed 

emotion.


	 Far from depicting anger, or even any negative valence, the photograph is of 

Serena Williams in a moment of victory: whatever emotion she is expressing is likely to be 

positively valenced, and associated with victory. This photograph has of course been 

carefully chosen and cropped, and it seems reasonably clear that an athlete need not 

display a single basic emotion in a moment of victory, so that in the end, it cannot be 
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used as evidence that the observer identifying anger 'gets it wrong'. There is no reason to 

exclude anger from being a component in a BET-type complex emotion, and in this case 

the observer would be at least partially correct. But Barrett does go on to another set of 

photograph-based facial expression experiments in which participants identify different 

emotions from each other, and different from the emotion the actor sought to depict.  

	 The point of the experiments is, however, much more targeted: they demonstrate 

most clearly that photographs of posed facial expressions do not offer reliable evidence 

of the ability to recognise basic emotions. Demonstrating this, they serve to undermine 

the FE Experiments — which was Barrett's purpose — but not necessarily BET. Other 

experiments may be devised.  




59

	 Barrett is not alone in her criticism of the FE Experiments. Avizier and his team took 

the photographs Ekman had used in his 1976 experiments to portray disgust (five males, 

five females), and used them to test the influence of context on the assessment of 

displayed emotions (Aviezer et al., 2008). They superimposed the Ekman portraits onto 

bodies posed to display various different emotions, and found that context did indeed 

influence participants' assessment of displayed emotions. Non-conforming bodily poses 

caused participants to make 'strikingly different' assessments.


	 Barrett also takes up questions as to methodology in the FE experiments.


	 First of all, she points out that participants are not actually asked to identify an 

underlying emotion from the photographs presented to them: more accurately, they are 

asked to choose the most likely fit from a given set of emotions. The question is not, 

'What is the underlying emotion?', but 'Of which of these emotions is this expression 

most representative to you?' On this basis, the results seem to be primed, and 

accordingly do nothing to indicate that these six emotions are basic. They indicate only 

that there is something in each facial expressions which (at a better than chance level) can 

be associated with one of the alternatives presented. (Lisa Feldman Barrett, 2020, pp. 

45-4; see also Gendron, Roberson, & Barrett, 2015).


	 The FE Experiments do seem to face serious if not fatal objections, but as I said, it 

may be that other experiments may be devised that do not concentrate only on facial 

expressions, and avoid the methodological problems that have been noted. These could 

be offered in support of BET, but they may equally support a weaker position on the idea 

of basic emotions, some other form of basic emotions.
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	 2.4	 Some Form of Basic Emotions?


	 The previous two sections present what I think is a very powerful case against the 

existence of basic emotions as formulated by Ekman as a basis for a theory of emotions, 

or as taken up by Griffiths and Prinz as part of such a theory. This is not, however, to 

exclude the notion of there being some universal set of commonly shared emotions, for 

there is a powerful intuition that such emotions do exist. I think there is room for such 

commonality, based simply upon who we are and how we live. By 'who we are' I mean to 

refer to our physical or bodily constraints, which will be dictated a set of physical 

responses that are possible. And by 'how we live' I mean to refer to cultural and societal 

pressures: we all wish to survive and to thrive with our cultural and societal environments, 

and to this end we will to a great or lesser extent adopt conforming behaviour, which will 

include (again to a great or lesser extent) emotional reactions.


	 Some emotional reactions such as fear seem inevitable to survival and thriving, and 

we may expect to find such fundamental emotions more or less universally. The less 

essential the emotion, on this logic, the less prevalent it will be. But such universality or 

commonality need not entail affect programmes — at least as they are formulated in BET.


3.0	 Basic Emotions, Affect Programs and Natural Kinds


	 3.1	 Generally


	 In the previous section, I devoted some time to examining the empirical evidence 

for the existence of neural correlates of affective reactions, and found that no convincing 

evidence had been found. But of what import is it that affect programs do not exist? The 
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matter goes to the argument about basic emotions and how they may exist, if at all — 

and whether, if they do exist, they do so as natural kinds. 


	 Approaches to how to view basic emotions are not uniform. Ben Ze’ev (2001) sets 

out a number of different criteria which may be used to determine which emotions are 

basic: 


1. Development: basic emotions emerge earlier than non-basic emotions;


2. Function: basic emotions will be related to  basic activities, survival and 

reproduction;


3. Universality: that it is found universally;


4. Prevalence: that it is found more often than others;  


5. Uniqueness: that it is related to features of physiology, expression, 

phenomenology;  


6. Intentionality: that it can occur without specific intentional objects.


 	 Having set out these possible criteria, he defends a different approach, suggesting 

that basic and non-basic emotions can be divided on an intentionality-based criterion. He 

argues that basic emotions are those which essentially serve the self, while non-basic 

emotions reflect humankind's development of the mental capacity to take the place of the 

other in society. Non-basic emotions are more sophisticated, requiring second-order 

intentionality. 


	 The basis that Ekman adopts is essentially the affect program. To recap: affect 

programs are thought of by Ekman as evolutionarily acquired programs that form the 

basis of affective and emotional reactions, programs in the sense that they are 'pre-wired' 

into the brain, as it were — that each affective and emotion reaction is underwritten by a 

neural correlate. Once an affective program is triggered, it cannot be stopped, nor can its 
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progress be altered. This is not to say that all of our affective reactions are based on 

reactions that our ancestors found useful, that our reactions are determined by 

unstoppable and unalterable artefacts from our evolutionary past — although these 

reactions do form the base of each affect program, they are added to by things that we 

learn in life. They may be updated by addition. Subtraction may however not be as easy 

— according to Ekman, it is difficult to be rid of an affective reaction once it becomes part 

of an affect program.


	 The existence of affect programs means that emotions may be easily categorised, 

based on the underlying affect program: anything produced by the anger affect program 

is anger. And the categories will be easily recognisable, in virtue of the common 

properties — each emotion will be represented by a cluster of recognisable properties. 


	 Griffiths adopts a more cautious position: he identifies affect programs, but is not 

committed to their having neural correlates — they may exist somewhere on a spectrum 

between being completely underwritten by specific circuitry and being merely 

recognisable sets of behaviour.


	 Prinz enters into a substantial defence of basic emotions in his book, which in many 

ways does not differ from my approach to basic emotions outlined above: by reason of 

who we are and how we live, we share the same emotions. It may certainly occur that 

emotions have different nominal content in different situations, but this does not 

undermine their shared identity — what is important is substantive content. That the same 

emotion has different names is equally unimportant, as again it is substantive content that 

is important. And that substantive content is dictated by the circumstance of who we are 

and how we live (not Prinz's phrase). He does not offer a comprehensive list of basic 
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emotions, for he says it is too early to do so. I would not disagree with any of the 

substance of this argument. There may be slight differences to be ironed out, of course: I 

would insist that there are emotions that are unique to their culture, and he may insist in 

his turn on basic emotions being pan-cultural — but if a list of basic emotions could be 

established, the difference could possibly be settled by calling complex emotions a 

compound emotion, having one or another basic emotion as its base. My point of 

departure from Prinz's position is a more fundamental one, relating to the nature of the 

categorisations in which emotions exist. Like Lazarus, Scherer, Barrett and others, I think 

those categories are social and scientific constructs, abstracted from behaviour, that are 

useful in both folk psychology and scientific examination of emotions. Prinz claims on the 

other hand that emotions are a 'natural kind in the strong sense' (2004 p 102).


	 This is where the existence (or otherwise) of affect programs becomes important. 


Underlying the notion of affect programs is that emotions are natural kinds, that they exist 

pre-theoretically in nature and that each of them is there to be discovered. This is 

important to me, because if emotions do exist as a natural kind, not only is my approach 

to a theory of emotion wrong, but emotions will end up being less individualistic, less 

personal, less culturally divided than I am suggesting they are. It is for this reason that I 

am pursuing the matter.


	 3.2	 Basic Emotions as Natural Kinds


	 Natural kind categories 'cut nature at its joints': the categories exist in nature. Two 

common methods for identifying a natural kind are, first, through identification of 

recognisable property clusters common to the kind (Boyd, 1991), and second through 
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identification of a distinct causal mechanism that produces that natural kind. That latter 

approach, sometimes terms 'natural kind essentialism', makes a claim that there is some 

essence in a natural kind, which is the source of its observable properties (Kripke, 1972; 

Putnam, 1975; BeeBee, 2013). Prinz and I would not differ on the matter of recognisable 

property clusters — indeed, I think that as emotions are not natural kinds, recognisable 

property clusters are the only way in which we may create emotion categories. It is the 

causal mechanism basis on which we would differ — I would deny there is any causal 

mechanism common to any emotion category, while Prinz (and Ekman of course) would 

point to affect programs, in the sense of them having identifiable and specific neural 

correlates. 


	 The neural correlates requirement is a simple one: if evolutionary forces have 

produced a set of heritable affect programs, each physically manifest in the brain in 

specific neural circuity, then the affect programs (and hence their related basic emotions) 

exist in nature. They are natural kinds. I deny this, as do others I have drawn on, including 

Lazarus, Scherer, and Barrett, and claim that individual emotion labels do not reflect an 

underlying natural division in nature — they are abstractions created from behavioural 

studies. These behavioural studies have allowed us to identify recognisable property 

clusters, from which we create emotion categories — simply for ease of study. They are 

not natural kinds.


	 So, we are back to neural correlates. There seems something fundamentally wrong 

in continuing to assert the existence of neural correlates when twenty years of research 

have failed to produce proper evidence of their existence. The position has become 
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worse now in the face of compelling evidence that brain structure and functioning may be 

organised in a way that makes the existence of neural correlates impossible.


	 Functional network theory makes the claim that the brain is not organised 

according to psychological behaviours that we may identify, as the neural correlates 

theorist would claim. Rather, the brain is organised in networks according to necessary 

brain (as against psychological) functions (Barrett & Satpute, 2013, Yeo, B T Thomas et al; 

Menon, 2011; Bressler & Menon, 2010; Maliske & Kanske, 2022; Raichle & Snyder, 2007; 

Buckner, 2012; Schaefer, Alexander et al. 2018). With functional networks, psychological 

states including emotional states are not realised in any given or predetermined brain 

area, nor in any given or predetermined neural circuitry spread between brain regions. 


	 Where the lack of convincing evidence of neural correlates of affect programs 

called the existence of affect programs into question, there is significant evidence of the 

existence of a completely different brain structure — one that excludes the possibility of 

neural correlates for any psychological property. But where does this leave us? First, it 

goes some way to explaining the lack of success in the search of neural correlates. And I 

think it calls for the abandonment of the notion of neural correlates for emotion 

categories: in functional network theory, no one stage of anger is necessarily realised in 

the same manner as any other, even within the same individual.


	 On this approach, then, emotion categories are social and scientific constructs: we 

experience an affective reaction, a product of general brain functioning and not of an 

identifiable particular part or function of the brain, which we later match with the socially-

constructed emotion constructs which we have acquired.
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	 This makes emotions and emotional experiences a great deal more personal — the 

experience of anger is not the experience of an evolutionarily acquired mechanism, 

shared by all (but modified to reflect a degree of personal experience), but it is a personal 

experience, made up wholly of how the individual has learned to behave.


	 As I have said, it may be that Prinz is considering adjusting his position. In a recent 

exchange with Moors about emotions as natural kinds, recent in that it post-dates the 

publication of his book, Prinz and two colleagues motivate a different position from that in 

his book, in which he claims that basic emotions have neural correlates (Eickers, Loaiza, & 

Prinz, 2017). This position is closer to Griffith's position that they may not. They assert that 

it is not important that there exists a one-to-one relationship between neural structures 

and specific emotions for emotions to be real, and that emotions do not have to be 

natural kinds to be real. Disunity in the physiological cause of a phenomenon does not 

exclude emotions from constituting scientifically valid categories, provided there exist 

appropriate homeostatic property clusters (Boyd 2019; Scarantino, 2012). They go on to 

cite a number of categories that are considered scientifically valid, that are not natural 

kinds, that are social constructs. He concludes that emotion categories may be nothing 

more than social constructs.


	 3.3	 Conclusion


	 This discussion on basic emotions, affect programs and natural kinds has been an 

extended one, but equally an important one. By examining recent and extensive scientific 

research, I have demonstrated that the case for the existence of neural correlates for 

emotion categories is not sustainable. When there are no neural correlates, the argument 
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that emotions exist as natural kinds loses much if not all of its force, and emotion 

categories may be more simply viewed as social and scientific constructs. This leaves the 

path clear for an individualised and cultural approach to emotions. Within the constraints 

of social and cultural pressures (which will be reflected in the content of emotion 

concepts), the individual is free to construct her emotions from their various aspects, and 

to assign meaning to them according to her own concerns, her own values — and those 

of her culture.


	 This does not rule out a set of observable behavioural responses, categorisable 

according to stimulus or aspects of the behaviour, which may be termed basic, and which 

may be observed cross-culturally. But within such categories, there is room for 

individuality and most particularly for cultural specificity.


	 Having examined the idea that the automatic deployment of an affect program 

follows appraisal, and found no reason to accept it, I may return to the emotion formation 

path that I am defending, turning to the next aspect, the somatic aspect.


4.0	 The Somatic Aspect


	 4.1	 Why a Somatic Aspect At All?


	 On my approach, an appraisal will always be followed by a somatic reaction, the 

core affect, and emotions emerge from the cognitive act of categorising that core affect. 

But, why should this be so? If, as I have demonstrated, appraisal is a cognitive act, if a 

low-level and very rapid one, why cannot emotions be wholly cognitive as well? Indeed, 

having adopted Carruthers' approach to two systems thinking, it seems sensible that 

emotion formation continues in ongoing cycles beyond appraisal, with increasing levels of 
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information until there is sufficient information to allow an emotion to be formed. In some 

respects, this is what is suggested by Cunningham & Zelazo (2007), who think emotions 

can be formed simply by iterative cycles. And there are a number of pure cognitive 

theories that exclude any somatic participation in emotion formation. 


	 So why involve the body? I will answer this question in more detail in the following 

section, providing more than (the compelling) intuitive answer that experience tells us we 

feel our emotions. I will then go on to examine the purely cognitive approach — I will find 

that whilst this approach certainly has merit for involving a cognitive element, it does not 

account for certain situations which demand a bodily aspect to emotion formation.


	 4.2	 Demonstrating the Body's Involvement


	 To start this section, I must acknowledge the powerful experienced-based intuition 

that the body is involved in emotions — we do indeed feel emotions. We blush when 

embarrassed, our hearts race with excitement, our stomachs contract with fear, our hearts 

ache with sorrow. To deny these real experiences a place in a theory of emotion seems 

folly. 


	 A first response to this is the observation that it seems possible to experience 

emotions without experiencing any bodily feelings at all: statements such as 'I love my 

work', or 'I hate this ongoing war' may be made without any associated emotional bodily 

feelings. A simple riposte to this is that such statements may be statements of 

dispositions, rather than reflective of an emotion.


	 Another response is found in approaches that allow the bodily aspect as a 

concomitant of an emotional experience, but which insist that cognitive elements and 
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only cognitive elements are constitutive of the emotion — emotion-related bodily 

sensations are simply incidental to an emotional reaction. In support, examples may be 

given of emotions that do not seem to require bodily sensations (such as pride and 

ambition, perhaps). Arguing along these lines, Schachter & Singer (1962) identify two 

distinct elements, the physical sensations on the one hand, and the labelling of those 

sensations on the other. Only the labelling, a cognitive element, they claim, is constitutive 

of the emotion. Barrett's (2020) approach is similar: although she is at pains to 

acknowledge the essential role of (bodily) core affect, for her the emotion is constituted 

by the subsequent conceptual act. 


	 But drawing a line, as Schachter and Singer do, between the various components 

of a phenomenon and excluding some of them from the definition of the whole seems 

artificial. In determining what is constitutive of the emotion, it seems to me that the 

sensations are not properly separable from their labelling. The labelling act may add 

content to the emotion experience, but that content is additional to the content in the 

sensations. Labelling a tree stump a stool and sitting on it adds information to 'stump' by 

recognising an affordance — the stump is now additionally a stool, but does not eliminate 

the stump from being a stump, nor does it separate them. In the same way, labelling a 

sensation does not change that sensation or separate it from its label — it simply adds 

information. As 'stump' becomes 'stump and stool', a strongly negative affective reaction 

becomes both that reaction and 'anger'.


	 Secondly, and more powerfully, there is strong empirical evidence that emotions 

can be induced by purely physical means, by chemicals (drugs and hormones), and by 

facial feedback. If emotions may be induced by physical means alone, the physical must 
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be intrinsic to emotions. There has been extensive empirical work on the hypothesis that 

adopting a facial expression can either modulate or produce an emotion. Although some 

of these experiments are plagued by methodological problems, a review by McIntosh 

(1996) shows significant supporting evidence. A series of experiments with the Duchenne 

smile also produced evidence supporting the hypothesis, with the additional finding that 

the facial feedback effect seems more powerful when the 'artificial' expression closely 

resembles a basic human expressions (Soussignan, 2002). Mori & Mori, (2010) took the 

matter further, using bandages to create furrows on participants' foreheads, effectively an 

artificial frown, and found that this artificial frown caused participants to regard stimuli in a 

more negative manner. The large number of studies that show this result means that they 

do not constitute an exception — emotions can be modulated or produced without 

cognitive involvement.


	 The intuition that we feel emotions is not sufficient a reason to regard a somatic 

element as essential. It is possible to consider bodily reactions to be a consequence of an 

emotion — that when I feel a particular kind of fear, my heart races, I hold my breath, my 

blood pressure rises, and I experience all of those sensations. But I experience them as a 

consequence of an emotion that pre-exists the sensation.


	 That being said, that emotions can be induced without any cognitive involvement, 

by only bodily changes, is compelling evidence for bodily involvement. It indicates that 

the emotion is a consequence of or a part of the bodily reaction, and that emotions do 

require somatic involvement. To be clear, though, these experiments do not exclude the 

cognition aspect completely from the formation of emotions — it simply excludes 

cognition from being the source of emotions. In the experiment in which participants 
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foreheads were bound, for instance, what was being created was an artificial affective 

reaction, a frown. The usual processes of emotion formation continue from this point, and 

an emotion is formed in the usual way. The experiments tell us that a somatic aspect is 

essential to emotion formation, but not at the expense of the cognitive aspect.


	 I will now turn to pure cognitive theories, those that exclude any bodily 

involvements, in particular judgementalism, where I will come to an interesting 

conclusion: I will find nothing wrong with what is said about the cognitive aspect, the 

difficulty being that the cognitive aspect alone does not suffice to produce an emotion.


	 4.3	 Pure Cognitive Theories


	 Pure cognitive theories, ones that claim that emotions are purely cognitive and 

therefore deny there is any bodily involvement in emotion formation, are for the most part 

judgementalist: they view emotions as involving a particular type of judgement. On this 

approach, to have an emotion is to have a particular mental attitude to an object or 

phenomenon. In examining judgementalism, I will choose Solomon's approach, for so 

popular was his theory that a slogan 'Emotions are Judgements' emerged from it.


	 Solomon has this to say about how his theory was received:


'When Paul Griffiths took on what he misleadingly characterised as ‘propositional 

attitude’ theories of emotion as the enemy of all that was true and scientifically 

worthy, I knew that we had made it.' (2003).


	 What is particularly interesting about Solomon's theory, and why I have selected it, 

is that although it became renowned for being a pure cognitive theory, and it does 
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indeed operate as a pure cognitive theory, Solomon himself never intended to create a 

pure cognitive theory, and indeed he gradually progressed to include a somatic theory.


	 Solomon commences by adopting a particular approach to the word 'arousal', 

setting up his claim about judgements. He says that although arousal may occasionally 

have a physiological meaning, in the context of emotions it does not refer to the 

physiological at all. He has this to say:


And what is most important about 'arousal,' I want to suggest, is not physiological 

change as such, but rather the intimate connection between the judgments that 

make up emotion and desire. 'Arousal' sometimes means excited, but it also 

means, 'interested' and 'engaged.' Emotions, I suggest, are self‐interested, desire‐
defined judgements.' (p94)


	 Having thus set the scene, he goes on to describe the nature of the judgements he  

has in mind. Features of emotion judgements include that they are:


• spontaneous, in that they are generally not deliberative, and not aimed at self-

understanding;


• pre‐reflective, in that they are inarticulate. This leaves room for misinterpretation 

and self-deception;


• evaluative, in that they are appraisals. This ties them in to ethical positions: my 

anger is an indication that I think I have been wronged;


• constitutive: some judgements are descriptive (the cat sat on the mat), while 

others, like emotional judgements, set up a scenario;


• systematic: they form part of an integrated system of judgements, beliefs and 

desires, and are only intelligible within that system;


• self‐involved, in that emotions involve 'taking things personally'; and


• essentially tied to desires and their expression: the desire is not simply something 

in the background, it is a causal antecedent, necessary in understanding the 

emotion.
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	 On the face of it, none of the features of judgements listed are offensive to there 

being bodily involvement in emotions — as indeed Solomon's later publications indicate. 

His initial publication, however, was taken as advocating a purely cognitive approach to 

emotion thinking, and it was on this basis that his position was examined and became 

popular.


	 I must address the issue of 'propositional attitude' before progressing any further, 

for this is a target of criticism by Griffiths and others — that Solomon, and others such as 

Kenny (2003) and Lyons (1980) take emotional judgements as entailing propositional 

attitudes. Griffith's (2008 ch 2) main thrust in criticising propositional attitude theories in 

this context is their focus on belief and desire, which he says do not offer sufficient a basis 

for emotions. Not so, says Solomon, there is no reliance on belief and desire. 

Propositional attitudes have it that an individual stands in a particular relation to a 

proposition: if Fred believes that spinach is good for you, then Fred stands in a belief 

relation to the proposition that spinach is good for you. On the other hand, if Fred loves 

Mary but hates spinach, says Solomon, Fred stands in particular positions not to any 

propositions, but to Mary and spinach, respectively. Solomon is clear: emotional attitudes 

are not expressed propositional attitudes, but attitudes to the object of the emotion. As is 

clear from the examples Solomon gives, he also extends attitudes beyond belief and 

desire, removing his approach further from Griffiths' criticism.  
9

	 For Solomon's response to Griffiths to succeed, however, the formulation of the 

attitude must be direct, without the intermediation of belief or desire: that Fred's attitude 

 In fairness to Griffiths, both Kenny and Lyons do seem to focus principally on belief and desire.9
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to Mary is one of love, rather than to the belief that Mary possess certain qualities. A 

common formulation, and one that Griffiths adopts, is the indirect attitude: Fred is in love 

with Mary because he believes her to be intelligent and compassionate. The emotion 

picks out properties in objects, and the emotion reflects a belief that the object bears that 

property. Lyons (1980 p75) adopts this indirect approach, but he accepts that there may 

be exceptions in which emotions are not propositional attitudes. He mentions 'objectless' 

emotions (a lack of knowledge or information may be the subject of an emotion, although 

it is a lack rather than an object), and learned 'Pavlovian' reactions, where fear might be 

triggered in the absence of a real elicitor. 


	 But Solomon is clear that he thinks a direct perception may of itself be sufficient a 

basis for an emotion — perception of a large salivating dog may itself justify my fear. 

Mulligan (1998) recognises the indirect route, that perception of properties (the properties 

of large salivating dog, its bared teeth and speed in running towards me) may well be the 

basis for a belief that the dog is dangerous, but he too prefers the direct perception 

route. Direct perception of the properties of the dog can be the basis for fear, he claims, 

without the intermediation of a belief. The analysis survives the perception being an 

illusion or an hallucination, or entirely imaginary. In addition, looking at one of Solomon's 

previous examples, once Fred has perceived Mary's intelligence and compassion, he will 

not have to renew that perception every time he sees her — they are persisting 

properties. I think this direct approach is preferable for being both more simple and more 

flexible. And (as Solomon points out) it frees the cognitive aspects of emotion from the 

shackles of belief and desire.
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	 Adopting this approach, I may now turn to examine the objections to  

judgementalism. Brady (2013) offers a framework for this, providing as he does a 

comprehensive analysis. I do not propose to mount a defence of Solomon to Brady's 

objections, but I think it is useful to find at least the basis of a response that might be led, 

for it supports the case for cognitive involvement in emotions (which I detail in Chapter 

Four). Solomon's characterising emotions as judgements also lends oblique support to 

how I see the assignment of meaning in an emotional context.


	  Brady extends six major objections, the first of which relates to what he terms 

'objectiveness emotions' — emotions which have no apparent intentional object, such as 

moods, and hence lack an object for the propositional attitude. Eliminating propositional 

attitudes from consideration, this objection amounts to a question of the status of moods 

and depression as emotions. Some say moods are not objectless at all, but they have a 

diffuse or general intentionality, whilst according to Ben‐Ze'Ev (2001) others will either 

claim 'moods are emotions in search of an object, or emotions with alternating objects; 

moods are general frames of mind that focus on a wide variety of loosely affiliated 

objects.' (Ben‐Ze'Ev himself regards moods as dispositional states). 


	 My approach is to resolve this issue by pointing to the distinction between core 

affect and emotion. In Chapter One I set out the elements of the position I defend, and 

the position and role of core affect: I provide more detail on core affect in Chapter Three, 

but for now I may take it simply as an initial affective reaction to the prevailing state of 

affairs. The richer emotional state emerges from the core affective state by a cognitive 

process of categorisation, or matching. Bearing this distinction in mind, I take moods and 

depression and the like as non-intentional core affective states. It may be expressed as, 
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'There's something about the prevailing state of affairs that is making me feel quite low. 

I'm not sure what.'  (As I will show, that state of affairs includes internal physiological 

states.) Viewing moods and depression and the like as core affective states 

accommodates Ben Ze’ev's notion that they are dispositions, as the non-specific core 

affect leaves the individual disposed to negative emotional states. She is already feeling 

negative, so that the slightest provocation will add to that negative affect, and will also 

provide intentionality: she will easily categorise the entirety of her negative emotional 

state as a particular negative emotion, with the source of the provocation as its intentional 

object. In the end, though, however this matter turns out will not really affect the 

judgementalist's position any more than other theorists'.


	 Brady goes on to list two further objections, which effectively treat emotion 

judgements as ordinary judgements: if emotions are judgements, then recalcitrant 

emotions will constitute an unacceptable inconsistency in judgements, and, in addition, 

there will be a proliferation of emotions. Seemingly contradictory judgements arise, for 

instance, if one is frightened of the dog while knowing that the dog is harmless, and on 

the judgementalist's approach one seems to be making contradictory judgements. A 

response may potentially be found in Solomon's distinction between 'thinking' and 

'thoughts': thoughts, he says, do not necessarily occur in an orderly manner, and do not 

occur by way of organised activity. Thoughts 'are sometimes wilful, sometimes obsessive 

and beyond our control' — and where the judgement involved in an emotion is a 

thought, it is also non-reflective, and not articulate (Ch 11). The thrust of this response is 

that emotion judgements are not subject to tests of rationality, and nor are they intended 

to be. In Solomon's words:
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'... what distinguishes emotions from ordinary judgments is their lack of "cool," 

their seeming urgency, even after weeks of simmering and stewing. There are no 

cold emotions, no cool anger, no deliberate love.... Emotions are rational in that 

they fit into a person's overall purposive behaviour. But this is not to say that a 

person's various purposes are always consistent or coherent.' (p 13)


	 These comments are interesting, not only as a defence of the theory, but because 

they emphasise that there is a particular emotional mental state — one expects such a 

state whether or not one adheres to a cognitive theory of emotions.


	 Brady identifies the danger that emotions will proliferate if judgements are 

emotions, but it seems this will only follow if all judgments are emotion judgements. 

Solomon responds that this is not the case: there are features of the types of judgement 

that produce emotions that distinguish them from general judgements, so that not every 

judgement is an emotion judgement. He provides one of the distinguishing features, 

appearing in the quote I provided above: 'what distinguishes emotions from ordinary 

judgments is their lack of "cool," their seeming urgency, even after weeks of simmering 

and stewing. There are no cold emotions, no cool anger, no deliberate love.'


	 A possible drawback of this response from Solomon is that the category 'emotion 

judgment' may end up defined as simply any judgement that produces an emotion, an 

ex-post facto categorisation. The response will avoid the proliferation problem that Brady 

identifies, but there is something unsatisfying about so circular a definition.


	 Brady is also concerned that judgements underdetermine emotions, that the 

evaluative criteria (evaluative beliefs) of judgements are insufficient to produce a rich 
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emotion landscape. The substance of this concern seems to reflect the discussion on 

appraisals (and indeed, Solomon considers emotion judgements to be appraisals). In that 

discussion, the question of cognitive resources and their use was unimportant, and it 

seems that the evaluative beliefs available for an appraisal seem to be equally available 

for a judgement. The question of underdetermination does not arise. Griffiths seems to 

agree, allowing that a variety of reactions can spring from appraisal of a single stimulus, 

without worrying about underdetermination  — I suggest that a response to this 10

objection may be that the cognitive resources available to such an appraisal will be 

equally available to a judgement, which would undermine this objection.


	 Finally, Brady raises a general objection to judgementalism, which is that it places 

the cart before the horse — we tend to form evaluative judgements on the basis of our 

emotional experience, rather than have our emotional experience based on evaluative 

judgements. In his words, 'emotional experience is often the "input" to which evaluative 

judgement or belief is the "output".' A response to this might be recognising an interim 

step: emotional experience is the input, pre-existing judgements are then used to inform 

the process, of which the output is fresh judgements.


	 In the end, it may be that the most substantial objection to pure cognitive 

approaches such as judgementalism is the fundamental one: these approaches ignore the 

physiological aspects of emotions. As I have said, in this section I have been using 

Solomon as a foil to Brady's criticism of judgementalism deliberately, because over time 

even he adjusted his views and explicitly rejected a pure cognitive approach (if indeed he 

 Griffitths observes that ['a] suite of adaptive responses to a highly abstract class of stimuli can 10

be triggered by a single central cognitive evaluation' (p 87).
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ever advocated one). This I think demonstrates that a comprehensive cognitive aspect to 

emotions does not exclude a somatic aspect.


	 Having established a basis for including a somatic aspect as an essential aspect of 

emotions, and having examined, albeit briefly, judgementalism as an example of a pure 

cognitive theory, I will provide more detail on the role of the aspect in the next chapter. In 

so doing, I will also examine pure somatic theories — ones that exclude the cognitive 

aspect.


5.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 I opened this chapter with a discussion of basic emotions, first in the specific 

context of BET, and I found there that the theory faces significant evidentiary challenges 

in relation to the neural correlates that are an intrinsic part of the theory, and that there 

are questions associated with the FE Experiments that are used to support the theory. The 

first represents a significant problem for BET, which stipulates the existence of neural 

correlates. That the FE experiments do not provide the empirical support claimed of them 

is less of a problem for the BET theorist, who may seek other methods to verify that 

emotions can be universally recognised.


	 Much as the absence of neural correlates undermines the basis for BET, it leaves 

room for basic emotions in some other manner — without neural correlates. I discussed 

the notion that basic emotions may be thought of as recognisable and universal 

behavioural patterns (at one end of the spectrum that Griffiths describes), that fall short of 

constituting emotions as a natural kind.
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	 Turning then to the matter of the somatic aspect of the production of emotions, I 

provided what I regard as compelling evidence that the somatic aspect is essential — that 

emotions can be invoked with purely bodily stimuli. I then went on to examine the pure 

cognitive approach, of which judgementalism is typical. There I found that although 

judgementalism is open to criticism, there may be robust responses — but none of them 

exclude a somatic aspect. 


	 Emotions do have a somatic aspect, then — but what exactly is its function? In the 

next chapter, I will examine the possible roles: first I will look to how the most recent 

descendant of the James-Lange somatic approach, Prinz's perceptual theory, views the 

role of the body in emotion formation. I will then move on to my preferred approach — 

that the somatic element is a matter of core affect, and that care affect is the base from 

which emotions emerge. 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CHAPTER THREE:


THE ROLE OF THE SOMATIC ASPECT


1.0	 Introduction


	 In the last chapter, I used the facts that emotions can be produced with only bodily 

stimulation to demonstrate that there is indeed a somatic aspect to emotion formation. I 

also showed that having a cognitive aspect does not exclude a somatic aspect. In this 

chapter, I will examine the role of the somatic aspect, and will address a number of 

questions, the first being whether a somatic aspect is always necessary. Some theorists 

think it is not, and give examples of how emotions can be produced without a somatic 

aspect. I will show why I disagree.


	 The second question is whether the somatic element (with appraisal) is sufficient — 

or, in other words, is a cognitive element necessary? Here I will examine the basis of 

Prinz's response, which is that the somatic element is sufficient, and I will embark on the 

first of a two-part explanation of why it is not: the first part relates to the somatic aspect 

only, the second, relating to the cognitive aspect, I will address in the next chapter.


	 There is I think a useful question to be asked when approaching the notion of 

whether a cognitive aspect is necessary, which is whether there is anything that a 

cognitive aspect can add to make an emotion complete. There is no thought that 

emotions exist in the body independently of the mind — interoceptive sensory systems at 

very least exclude that. As part of the integrated whole, then, mental processes will have 

information relating to the emotional state — the question is, what can they add? The 

somatic theorist has it that there is nothing the mind can add, so that there is sufficient 

information in the body to inform the full range of the contents of an emotional state. I 

will address this question in this and the next chapter, particularly in relation to Prinz's 

position. 
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	 Importantly, there is another question here to which I will return, raised by Brady: 

emotions are an alert, a call to attention, a signal that there has been a salient change in 

the environment which merits attention and action. If the end of the emotion process is 

the bodily reaction, then what of the role of emotions as alerts, as signals? An appraisal 

presses the alert bell, as it were, and on this approach the only response is bodily. This 

does not seem satisfactory as the complete process — what of consideration, reappraisal, 

at the very least.


	 I will proceed in this chapter by first outlining the James-Lange body-only 

approach to emotions, and use this as a springboard to distinguish between bodily 

sensations on the one hand and bodily feeling on the other hand. I will use the distinction 

to establish a source of intentionality for emotions — Goldie's (2009) feeling towards. I 

will then ask the question of whether bodily sensations are essential or whether an 

emotion can be experienced without the body being involved. I will answer in the 

negative.


	 I will then go into an examination of the role that the body plays in emotion 

formation, looking in particular from the perspective of what is represented in the body in 

the emotion experience. I will examine Prinz's (2004b) approach, and suggest that he 

demands too much of bodily representation, and I will prefer the core affect approach, 

which places a significantly lower information burden on bodily representations.


2.0	 Bodily Sensations and Feeling Towards


	 2.1	 Generally


	 Psychologists William James and Carl Lange, working independently in the late 

19th Century, are considered the modern pioneers of somatic theories of emotion, their 

position being that bodily changes are at the heart of emotions, that the emotion is a 

product only of detection of bodily changes by the mind. In more recent times 

neuroscientist Antonio Damasio (1998) has advanced a somatic theory of emotions, whilst 
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as I have said, more recently still, Prinz (2004b) defends a somatic theory of emotions, in 

which, broadly, bodily changes constitute a representation of an emotional reaction — an 

angry reaction, for instance, is a representation of anger in the state of the body.


	 Great care must be taken here, though, to distinguish between bodily sensations, 

on the one hand, and on the other, bodily feelings — the non-somatic emotional feeling 

associated with emotion, what Stocker (1983) terms 'psychic feeling', and what Goldie 

(2009) terms a 'feeling towards'. 


	 James and Lange are both clear that it is bodily sensations and bodily sensations 

alone that constitute the emotion, and indeed dismiss completely the notion that 

anything remains from which emotions may be constituted once bodily sensations are 

eliminated. To demonstrate their point, each theorist offers a similar exercise: the reader 

is invited to imagine an emotion, and then systematically eliminate the associated bodily 

sensations: you are left, they claim, with nothing. In Lange's words:


"If from one terrified the accompanying bodily symptoms are removed, the pulse 

permitted to beat quietly, the glance to become firm, the colour natural, the 

movements rapid and secure, the speech strong, the thoughts clear,—what is there 

left of his terror?"  (Lange, C. G. 1885, p 193)


	 James (1894) uses the phrase 'mind stuff', saying that absent bodily sensation, 

there remains no 'mind stuff'(p 193) which could constitute the emotion. Although the 

comment seems to have been aimed at cognitivist theories, this does not seem right, for 

it does not take into account bodily feelings, the non-somatic feeling state associated 

with emotions — 'psychic feelings' or 'feeling towards'. It is clear, though, that James is of 
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the view that a feeling state is simply a feeling of bodily changes — that elation may be a 

feeling state of a racing heart. The relevant aspect is strictly somatic and physical.


	 That being said, feeling states play an important role in emotional states — 

indeed, a term coined by Goldie 'feeling towards' something is a source of intentionality. 

Recollect Olivia, who experienced a negative reaction to her husband's drunken antics, 

and whose emotions changed as time progressed: initially she was angry at her husband, 

and then became angry at those who had egged him on. Initially, she was feeling towards 

her husband, later towards others. I will develop this notion in the next section.


	 2.2	 Intentional Feeling States


	 Lieberman (2018) has observed dryly that it is perfectly possible to have all the 

aspects of an emotional episode, including expressions and behaviour, without the feeling 

element — but, he says, we call that acting, not emotions. His observation rings true, for 

true emotions do have a phenomenological content — anger feels this way, sadness feels 

that way and so forth — which go beyond a racing heart, a blush in the face, a hollow 

stomach and so forth. And it seems true that no-one may truthfully say 'I am in love' 

without having feelings of love, nor 'I am frightened' without having feelings of fear.


	 Stocker (1983) describes what he terms 'Psychic States': 


'It is obvious that the psychic feelings of light and ease and early joy, as well as 

those of a humdrum, twilight quality are important. So too, it is obvious that we are 

concerned that those we love and care for be interested in what they do, and that 

they care for those they live and work with. We are also concerned that they hold 

and act upon their values with care, concern, and interest. However, the total lack 
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of feeling, totally flat affect, as found in such psychotic states as extreme 

depersonalisation, is also — probably even more — to be avoided.'


	 Such feelings of light and ease, of interest in and concern for loved ones welfare all 

seem to be recognisable intentional mental states, and they do not seem to entail 

experience of bodily sensation.


	 A feeling need not be precise, nor will we always be aware of it: Zajonc (1984) 

avows that we cannot meet another without immediately experiencing a feeling, one of 

attraction or aversion (and without knowing that the other is doing the same) — and if at a 

later stage we learn that our first impression feelings were wrong, we are surprised. 

Zajonc also claims that feeling, affect, is primary, that it is arrived at without any cognitive 

processes — although, as I have said in relation to appraisal, I would add the proviso that 

it is not always arrived at without cognitive process. But I would agree that the affect 

remains primary, in the sense that it is the primary reaction, upon which emotion is built. 


	 Primary feelings are not thoughts Zajonc (1980), but we can think about feelings — 

and when we think about our emotion feelings, emotions gain their intentionality. This is 

Goldie's 'feeling towards': emotions involve a feeling towards the object of the emotion: 

Olivia feels anger towards her husband for his behaviour, the child is frustrated at her 

mother, he is happy with his new car. 


	 I have discussed that emotion feelings have associated bodily sensations, and 

these bodily sensations do not by themselves provide any intentionality  — the flushed 

face and racing heart she experiences in her anger provide no direct clues as to their 

origin. Goldie talks of 'borrowed intentionality' in this context. Olivia's flushed face and 
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racing heart are of course part of the phenomenology of her anger, but it is only when 

they are combined with a 'feeling towards' her husband that an intentionality is 

established — her bodily sensations (flushed face, racing heart) are borrowing the 

intentionality of the 'feeling towards'.


	 This intentionality in inherent in the notion of 'feeling towards', as 'feeling towards' 

consists in thinking of a thing with feeling: Olivia first thinks of her husband's behaviour 

with feeling, and then she think of those who egged him on with feeling; the child thinks 

of her mother with feeling, Jacques thinks of his new car with feeling. No amount of 

introspection about a flushed face and a racing heart will tell Olivia with any certainty that 

her bodily sensations are about her husband's behaviour — what is required for her to 

make the association is for her to be thinking about her husband with feeling, with anger. 

Or, subsequently, about those who had egged him on. Her bodily sensations in the 

emotion, inseparably part of the phenomenology of her anger, have borrowed 

intentionality from her 'feeling towards'.


	 We do not always get the association right. We may misdirect our anger, start to 

think with feeling about the wrong object, or we may not recognise features in an object 

that would ordinarily produce fear. When we are scared, Goldie claims (and I think 

reasonably), we tend to look around and attribute dangerous properties to harmless 

objects. The adage 'once bitten, twice shy' is relevant here: another of Goldie's examples,  

is the appreciation of the danger of slippery ice: before I slipped on the ice, I had an 

intellectual appreciation of its dangers, but I felt no fear; having slipped and fallen, I now 

feel that fear. Before falling, I was thinking about the danger without feeling; having fallen, 

I now think about the danger with feeling. 
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	 We have, then, the feeling state of emotions (Stocker's psychic feelings) — which, 

as Lieberman tells us, distinguishes them from acting — which includes bodily sensations 

and 'feeling towards'. 'Feeling towards', thinking about something with feeling, 

establishes the intentionality of the emotion. 


3.0	 Are Bodily Feelings Essential?


	 There remains the question of whether emotions may be experienced without any 

bodily feeling. As I outlined in section 2.1, Prinz aligns himself with James and Lange 

(2004b p 207), and in addressing this issue his claim is that examples given that do not 

seem to involve bodily sensations are not emotions at all, but are dispositional states. You 

may be jealous for years, but you will only feel jealous when, for example, you find your 

lover in bed with another. You are generally disposed to feel concern for your loved ones, 

but only feel that concern when, for instance, illness strikes. Solomon adopts the opposite 

view, claiming that one may be angry for 'days or years' without feeling the anger, with 

the caveat 'so long as being angry is not thought to mean "having a disposition to feel 

angry."'(Solomon 2006, p 6)  


	 There remains an objection: unless this is settled as a definitional matter (it is 

stipulated that all emotions are associated with bodily changes), this remains an argument 

that can only be discussed on theoretical grounds, because gathering empirical evidence 

is extremely difficult. Pride or ambition are often presented as emotions that can be 

experienced without any bodily sensation, but actually ascertaining whether an individual 

is experiencing a bodily sensation is difficult, as is isolating the relevant emotion. From an 

empirical point of view, establishing a negative is impossible — that there are no 
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emotional experiences without bodily sensations. It seems possible to make the converse 

of Solomon's assertion: the individual experiencing pride or ambition is experiencing a 

bodily sensation, however slight, unless being proud or ambitious is thought possible 

without bodily sensation. Is it strictly possible to experience pride without feeling 

something, a slight swelling in the chest? Can one be ambitious without the sensation of 

some sort of drive or urgency?


	 Notwithstanding that his is considered a somatic theory, Domasio claims that 

bodily sensations are not necessary for the experience of emotion, that the body can be 

by-passed and the mind produce the emotion. This is a position shared by Cunningham & 

Zelazo (2007), who present an iterative processing model in which an emotion is an end-

point in an interactive process, a high-order mental state that is more a product of the 

iterative process (in which the mind is trying to find a solution by re-processing increasing 

amounts of information) than of any bodily sensations. In principle, then, they say it is 

possible for the mind to produce an emotion from this iterative process without involving 

bodily sensation. Emotions would generally look different, and have a different character, 

if there was absolutely no bodily constraint on them, but the possibility remains on this 

type of theoretical account.


	 I think the answer to this lies in Cunningham & Zelazo's assertion that the emotions 

would have a different character if they were produced and experienced without any 

bodily involvement. First, I have to stipulate clearly that the type of production I am 

talking of here must have no bodily involvement, and it is not clear that the type of 

processes that Cunningham & Zelazo have in mind do not involve any bodily processes. 

The iterative process they have in mind is an information-gathering process, at the end of 
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which there is sufficient information for an emotion to be formed, but it is not clear how 

that information is used. It may be that at a given point in the process, the process itself 

produces a somatic reaction — a change in core affect. This is not unlike my imagining 

myself to have lost a loved one, and carrying that imagining to the point that I actually 

feel as if I had experienced the loss. In this situation it is this core affect that starts the 

process, and the end product is a genuine emotion — with the same character.


	 But it is conceivable that an emotion-like reaction could be induced by mental 

processes only and have no associated somatic element. Stipulating that this occurs, then, 

it is my suggestion that it would not consist in a genuine emotional experience. It would 

have sufficiently different a character that it not constitute a genuine emotion. I liken this 

experience to virtual reality: I may use a virtual reality device and 'walk amongst a pride of 

lions', or 'summit Everest', but my experience in these cases would be of a virtual reality 

simulation of being amongst lions or atop Everest. A wholly mental experience of an 

emotion-like reaction would be sufficiently different to mark it as not being an emotional 

experience.


	 This has an air of stipulation about it: stipulating that emotions must have bodily 

involvement, any emotion-like experience without bodily involvement cannot be a true 

emotion, and I accept that. The initial condition for this analysis, that there is no somatic 

involvement at all, was highly artificial: the experience of fear as an entirely mental 

phenomenon, for instance, seems an impossible abstraction. It is recognised even by 

non-somatic theorists such as Schachter & Singer (1962) and appraisal theorists such as 

Scherer and Lazarus that there is physical sensation associated with emotion (albeit not 

constitutive of the emotion) — for indeed it seems impossible to imagine emotion without 
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a bodily component. It is this artificiality is the source of the air of stipulation. To make the 

initial conditions more realistic, there would have to be some bodily sensation allowed — 

so that the end product of the Cunningham iterative process includes bodily sensation. In 

this case, I would respond that the iterative process has produced conditions to which the 

body has reacted, very like my imagining having lost a loved one. The emotion emerges 

from the subsequent categorisation of the bodily reactions — the core affect — and is not 

a product of the iterative process at all.


	 In the end, then, I maintain my position that the somatic aspect is essential to all 

emotion experiences.


4.0	 The Role of Bodily Sensations, Generally


	 I have been discussing the participation of bodily sensations in the formation of 

emotions (or, more precisely, of the perception of bodily changes), without so far 

examining what precisely that role may be. One possibility, with significant following, is 

that the bodily changes represent the underlying emotion. This is a purely somatic theory 

of emotion, in which the emotion is achieved without any requirement for cognitive 

contribution — supporters of this position include perceptual emotion theorists such as 

Prinz. 


	 Another possibility is that the bodily changes are an affective reaction, so that they 

represent the affect the state of affairs has on the individual. In this case the 

representation is less contentful, less rich in information, than that demanded by the 

perceptual theory. More (some cognitive contribution) is needed to achieve a full emotion 

experience. In this camp we find core affect theorists, who see core affect as something of 
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a staging point on the way to a full emotion experience. This, of course, includes the 

approach I defend.


	 In examining each, I will return to the question of what the cognitive aspect has to 

offer over and above the somatic aspect. If, as Prinz (2004b) suggests, it is convincing to 

think that there is sufficient information in the somatic aspect to allow for a full emotional 

experience, and to allow emotion to fulfil its function as an alert, then the cognitive 

aspect seems superfluous. As I have heralded, this is complex issue, because it requires 

not only a somatic representation of the state of affairs in sufficient detail to allow a full 

emotional experience, but it requires that the emotion concepts also be represented 

somatically. And there needs to be a mechanism for their matching.


5.0	 Representing the Emotions


	 I have drawn upon Prinz (2004b) so far in this chapter, and as he is a strong 

proponent of a somatic/perceptual theory of emotion, I will continue to do so here. How 

on his account the detection of bodily changes becomes a representation of the emotion 

requires some explanation. First of all, Prinz thinks that what is represented are not 

emotions, but rather  Lazarus' 'Core Relational Themes', set out in Figure 1.2 in Chapter 

One — these core relational themes, recollect, are then related by Lazarus to fifteen 

distinct emotions. Anger, then, is a representation of 'a demeaning offence to me or 

mine'. The link between the state of the body and the demeaning offence is achieved in a 

manner described in a theory of representation which Prinz defends in 'Furnishing the 

Mind' (Prinz, 2004a). The notion is that the content of any representation is determined by 

its function, what it is that representation's function to detect (which can include anything 
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about which we can think). The function of a representation of a demeaning offence to me 

or mine is to represent anger — a function that is derived from reliable co-occurance of 

the bodily changes and core relational themes. Anger has been set up by previous 

experience in order to be set off by a demeaning offence to me or mine. In Prinz's own 

words:


"[Emotions] represent core relational themes, but they do so by perceiving bodily 

changes.... Something dangerous occurs. That thing is perceived by the mind. This 

perception triggers a constellation of bodily changes. These changes are 

registered by a further state: a bodily perception. The bodily perception is directly 

caused by bodily changes, but it is indirectly caused by the danger that started the 

whole chain of events. It carries information about danger by responding to 

changes in the body. That further state is fear." (2004b p 69)


	 In other words, over time patterns have been noticed, patterns of how the body 

reacts to given types of states of affairs, how it prepares itself to react (increased heart 

rate, held breath, elevated blood pressure): sufficient co-occurances lead to the ability to 

recognise the types of states of affairs that cause this type of preparation. The body 

prepares itself to react, in response to the danger, and those preparations reliably co-

occur with danger: the preparations, then, become a representation of fear, and the 

intentionality is established through the initial perception of the danger. This is the role 

played by the body — it reliably forms the basis on which the mind represents the 

emotion.


	 I have taken Prinz (2004b) as providing an exemplar of perceptual models. As is 

evident from the description, he is a literalist about the perceptual approach: he regards 

emotions to be literally sensory perceptions. The body sensations are the centre of the 
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process, it is there that the emotion is formed. There are other mixed or non-literal 

approaches. Döring (2003) for instance takes a mixed approach, and views emotions as 

perceptions like any other perceptions, but with the addition of a 'feeling towards' (here 

following Goldie). In this instance, perception does not serve only emotion, so that the 

role of body sensation is diminished from that suggested by Prinz, and is only partly 

contributive to the emotion. It is however the literalist approach that interests me here, for 

non-literal approaches leave room for other roles for body sensations, and may be 

included in my discussion of core affect theories in a later section. The question for me, 

then, is whether a literal perceptual model of emotions provides a complete description 

of the role bodily sensations have in emotions. And my answer, at least at this stage of 

development of Prinz's approach, is that it does not (and some of the problems I have 

with Prinz's approach will necessarily generalise to other literal perceptual accounts).


	 Prinz's approach is deeply entrenched in his theory of concepts, that concepts are 

based on 'proxytypes', perceptually derived constructions used to detect instances of 

categories (Prinz 2004a). This theory, which he accepts is incomplete (Prinz replies to 

observations on his theory in Weinberg, J. (2003)), has difficulty overcoming problems of 

concept individuation — how do two or more individual and different representations of 

anger come to be linked under the same concept? Prinz (2004b) relies on a type of 

default representation, so that we may expect something of a 'master image' of anger. 

Such a master image may progress the matter, but again the question is one of linkage: 

how is the master image differentiated from other images, and how do all instances of 

fear come to be grouped together? This particular problem may be specific to Prinz's 

formulation of a perceptual theory of emotions, but it does highlight the amount of work 
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any perceptual model demands of perception, without involvement of any non-perceptual 

higher level cognitive processing: everything is done at the perceptual level.


	 It seems that literal perceptual models do allow that this is a large burden, for 

inherent in some such theories (such as Döring's) is a provision for further processing. 

Allowing for such processing, however, must end the notion that they are literal 

perceptual models at all. I have mentioned this problem before, recognised by Brady 

(2013 p 63), who points out that one of the functions of emotion, even in a perceptual 

model, is to identify salient phenomena, to direct attention to those phenomena for 

further consideration. Such further consideration is cognitive, rather than perceptual. 

What, then of this further consideration? It seems that there may be an initial perception 

of an emotion, but then what transpires after further cognitive consideration? That initial 

perception must open for adjustment or even overruling in some way — but at very least 

it is open to change. Such a change makes the model not a literal model of perception.


	 The significant point here relates to information: if the claim is that an emotion (in 

all its content-full richness) is perceived in the first instance, then the perception (and its 

associated representation) must be extraordinarily information rich: recognising all 

instances of 'demeaning offence to me or mine' by a process of matching only perceptual 

information places a considerable information burden on perception. But, there does 

seem to be room for a more modest claim, one that makes a lesser informational demand 

on perception. It seems more manageable if the somatic aspect involved capturing less 

information than that required for a full emotion — and that further processing takes 

place later. What I am getting at here is the notion of core affect, something less specific, 

less content-full than a full emotion. Core affect represents an affective reaction, which is 
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less rich, contains less information than a full emotion. It may be used as the base upon 

which subsequent processing may build a full emotion. As core affect plays a significant 

role in the theory I am defending, it merits a close look.


6.0	 Core Affect


	 6.1	 Generally


	 Anderson & Barrett (2016) may overstate the position when they claim that there is 

no such thing as a neutral perception (although Solomon agrees (2006 p213, quoted in 

section 2.1), but it seems there is little escape from affect in day-to-day life. Zajonc makes 

a more tempered claim, before going on to argue that affect always accompanies 

thought:


'There are practically no social phenomena that do not implicate affect in some 

important way. Affect dominates social interaction, and it is the major currency in 

which social intercourse is transacted.' (Zajonc 1980)


	 This near-ubiquity of affective response, as I will demonstrate in this section, is 

related to core affect, which is a permanent state of the body: we are always in some core 

affective state (which may conceivably at times be completely neutral).


	 The notion of core affect extends beyond its place in emotion formation, 

encompassing as it does all bodily and mental functioning, operating as a kind of 

barometer indicating how the individual, the organism as a whole, is functioning, given 

the current state of affairs. Although emotion elicitors in the state of affairs will inevitably 

be reflected in core affect, they are not its sole source. Emotion elicitors are not isolated 
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from the general well-being of the individual — they are incorporated into the general 

mix of internal and external factors that contribute to or threaten wellbeing. This 

integration of emotions into the overall wellbeing of the individual fits well into what I 

have said about considering emotions as aspects of one indivisible whole — and will fit 

equally with what I will say about viewing emotions and perceptions equally as aspects of 

an indivisible whole. That core affect has sources beyond emotion elicitors clearly 

demonstrates that emotions are one aspect of a fully integrated sensory and reactive 

system that promotes the fundamental aims of the organism (and the individual) — that is 

to survive and thrive. 


	 I will have more to say on this later, for now I will start my examination of core 

affect with the observation that the ongoing state of affairs affects us in one way or 

another: we react to the environment as it changes, as we react to changes in the internal 

milieu (Anderson & Barrett, 2016). 


	 How the environment and the inertial milieu affects us will manifest in various 

different ways throughout our bodies. Some of these ways may be measurable, such as 

heart rate and respiration, sweating, blushing, hormone production and posture, while 

others will be more subtle — and the entirety of our state at any given time, the sum of all 

of our reactions in a snapshot, is our core affective state. This may most simply be thought 

of as a summary of all of those reactions in a given moment, in a feeling state — this is 

how the body is reacting, and how do we feel about that right now? It is both a 

representation of and a feeling about how we are in relation to states of affairs from 

moment to moment (Barrett & Bliss‐Moreau, 2009). In many ways, it is a full-bodied and 

feeling-state representation of our relation to states of affairs.
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	 The state itself is a mental state (incorporating a feeling state), grounded in the 

entire physiology of the individual: what is involved in its formation is the full range of 

visceral, kinaesthetic, proprioceptive, and neurochemical reactive fluctuations (Barrett, 

2006b, Barrett & Bliss‐Moreau, 2009, Russell, 2009). It is referred to as 'core affect', 

according to Barrett, for a number of reasons, including the full range of its grounding, 

that it can influence the homeostatic core of the individual, that it represents the core of 

experience, and that it constitutes core knowledge — in short, it is core to the individual 

(Barrett, 2006b). Russell associates the term 'core' with the essential self, calling it 

'irreflexive, first-order consciousness' (Russell, 2005).  As I have said, core affect is also not 

static: constant changes in environment and mental states make our affective states 

dynamic — the affective system can be thought of as a process, its output a constantly 

changing core affect. Changes will be determined not only by new stimulus, but by the 

then prevailing state, as well as prior states (Cunningham, Dunfield, & Stillman, 2013; 

Asutay et al., 2019). 


	 6.2	 The Circumplex


	 Core affect is often thought of in the two dimensions of valence and arousal — 

simplistically, whether we are feeling good or bad about how things are, and how it 

arouses us. Some leading circumplex theorists such as Russell and Barrett feel this two 

dimensional approach to core affect is sufficient to cover all affective states, and depict it 

graphically in what is called the 'Circumplex Model' (see Figure 1.3). With two 

dimensions, the circumplex allows for easy representations of the combination of valence 

and arousal (Posner, Russell, & Peterson, 2005). 
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	 The circumplex model may be overly simplistic. Some theorists suggest that the 

two dimensions do not adequately cover the complexities of core affect: other 

dimensions (such as control or relative power, the extent to which any aspect of the 

situation may be controlled) are needed to allow more accurate depiction of core affect. 

Russell himself acknowledges control or relative power in affective situations, and a 

number of other possible dimensions, but considers they are concerned with the 

circumstances surrounding core affect, that they contribute to core affect and are not 

themselves part of it. I think this distinction leaves core affect unnecessarily stripped of 

information — the circumplex seems to represent a convenient summary, but if as Russell 

says much of the information takes place elsewhere, the contribution of the diagram to 

understand core affect is less clear. It is also worth noting, as I have drawn on Lazarus, 

given that emotions are generally taken to be situated in specific places on the 

circumplex, Lazarus' (2001) contention that the same emotion may have different valences 

is not accommodated by the circumplex model.


	 My attitude towards attempts to depict core affect graphically as in the circumplex 

model, or generally to establish the dimensions of core affect, is equivocal. Core affect is 

a complex state, involving potentially a large number of physical reactions, all combined 

with a feeling state, and it is impossible to imagine two core affective states being 

identical, even within the one individual. Yet, it is important that we try to understand the 

state and its implications. And I think it is at this level that the circumplex model and other 

dimensional models are useful: they allow us to describe in very general terms some 

common properties of the state in an illustrative manner. So whilst understanding how 

two of the major properties of the state interact by representing them graphically is a 
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valuable tool, I do not think the state can be reduced to those two dimensions, or any 

other fixed dimensions — the state is too complex. And its complexity is reflected in its 

grounding, and in its very name.


	 6.3	 Sources of Core Affect.


	 Perception and interoception are generally recognised as the primary source of 

core affect.  As I have already mentioned, emotions have an intentionality, a 'feeling 

towards' (Goldie, 2009, ch 2), an intentionality without which they seem to lack meaning: 

she is angry with her husband, he is sad at the death of his cat. But there can be 

intentionality even at the level of core affect: it is a reaction to something, and in order for 

a reaction to occur, that something has to be brought to consciousness. Or, more 
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prosaically put, we have to detect something before we can react to it: I perceive the bear 

on the path, and I react with fear.


	 For these purposes, perception can be looked upon as a simple process: I perceive 

the bear, which results in negative core affect about the bear; Olivia perceives her 

husband and his behaviour, which results in a negative care affect about that situation. 

(Core affect, of course, is subjected to further cognitive processing and categorisation, 

resulting in an emotion.)


	 Just as perception may be seen as a method for monitoring the external 

environment, interoception is the process used for monitoring the internal milieu.  We 

monitor heart rate, respiration, temperature, nourishment levels, liquid levels and so forth, 

to determine whether the respective systems are operating effectively. And interoceptive 

signalling may also trigger a change in core affect which will be interpreted: feeling unwell 

may result in a change in core affect, or hunger or thirst; or, to be emotion-specific, an 

elevated heart rate may trigger a change in core affect ultimately to be categorised as 

anxiety. (Critchley & Garfinkel, 2017; Craig, 1976, Seth & Friston, 2016; Tsakiris & 

Critchley, 2016).


	 Where interoception informs us of the state of internal functioning of our bodies, 

proprioception tells us about the position of our bodies in space. It is the process by 

which we become aware of where our limbs are at any time. I may touch my nose with my 

finger while my eyes are shut, because proprioceptive signalling tells me where both my 

finger and nose are. I do not hit door jambs with my arms because proprioception tell me 

where my arms are (Mcgee, 2018, pp. 571-3). This may seem otiose in relation to 

emotions, but of course on this approach core affect is not an emotion, but simply a base 
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on which emotions may be built. That being said, interceptive information may turn out to 

be important in examining any relational content in emotions . 
11

	 Finally, I think it uncontroversial that imagination may produce a change in core 

affect: for some, merely imagining a spider or a rat or a decomposing body can produce a 

felt reaction. For others it may be imagining a sharp knife being drawn across their 

abdomen, leaving a deep incision.  It is equally uncontroversial that a change in core 12

affect may be brought on by hallucination and artificially induced mental states (drug 

induced or similar) may produce a change in core affect.


	 6.4	 From Bodily Sensations to Core Affect


	 I think I have been clear that core affect involves more than a monitoring of the 

physiological — it is a monitoring of the state of affairs against the benchmark also of the 

concerns of the individual, her likes, dislikes, goals and so forth. This opens core affect to 

 To demonstrate where thinking on the relational nature of core affect and its associated 11

emotions may go, Prinz conducted a series of experiments on the matter, and presented some 
preliminary views in a talk at the University of Geneva in 2021. In the experiments two actors, a 
male and a female, were photographed singly in various poses to indicate various possible 
relations with others — submission, dominance, avoidance, acceptance, anger and so forth. These 
photographs were then placed together in various combinations, and participants were asked to 
identify the emotion being experienced by each actor. The results seemed to demonstrate that 
the emotions identified varied considerably as posture combinations varied. The emotion that was 
identified (and by implication possibly felt) varied according to the relative postures (body 
positions) of the actors. Prinz's preliminary thinking was that core affect seems to be at least 
perceived to be relational, and tentatively that emotions are indeed likely to be relational. No 
paper has yet been forthcoming, so my mention of the experiments and preliminary views is 
purely to demonstrate a possible future direction in investigating the relational nature of 
emotions.

 Phan et al showed not only that an emotion (and hence necessarily a change in core affect) can 12

be induced by imagining a situation, but precisely which part of the imagining process is the 
eliciter (Phan, Wager, Taylor, & Liberzon, 2002).
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purely mental stimulus. So for instance something thwarts us in our goal striving, we will 

experience a negative reaction, which will be reflected in core affect. Equally, when 

something promotes that goal striving, we will experience a positive 'feeling towards' that 

thing. Further, how we think about a particular state of affairs may change our core 

affective reaction to it.


	 Recollect Olivia's negative affective reaction to her husband's antics — I will add an 

additional dimension to this story: on reflection, Olivia realises that all her husband's 

friends who had egged him on obviously liked him an enormous amount, they seemed to 

look up to him — while he was singing and dancing on the table, they were all laughing 

with him, not at him. Her feeling towards the incident changes completely — and her core 

affective reaction changes from negative to positive. She starts to feel good about the 

incident, and her feeling may give rise to affection and pride, albeit temporarily. There are 

times, then, when we may be able to change how we feel about situations by changing 

the way we think about them: at these times, mental states as a source of core affect are a 

source of emotional reaction.


	 6.5	 Core Affect: a Summary


	 What we have, then, is the full range of perceptive inputs causing a change to core 

affect: the smiling image of the loved one, the racing heart, the change in respiration, the 

defensive raising of the arms. We also have memory of prior affective states and further 

processing of more recent affective states both contributing to the occurrent affective
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 state. The result is rich and nuanced — a physical and mental representation of the 

changing state of affairs, combined importantly with a 'feeling towards' either that state of 

affairs in general or a specific aspect of it.


	 This representation forms a basis upon which the organism, the individual, may 

react in order to survive and to thrive. It is used as a basis to maintain physiological 

systems in optimum condition, to maintain allostasis: hormones are secreted, sweating is 

initiated, capillaries are expanded or shut, hunger or thirst manifests and so forth. And of 

course emotions arise — and they arise, as I have said, from this fully integrated system of 

organismic monitoring, to promote the survival and thriving interests of the individual. 

Emotions, I am saying, are an inseparable aspect of the overall operation of the organism.


	 Finally and importantly, where a literal perceptual model will have perception and 

conceptualisation (or categorisation) all taking place at the bodily level, core affect 

provides only the basis on which on which conceptualisation may take place at a cognitive 

level.


7.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 Bodily sensation is an essential aspect in emotion formation, and this chapter 

examined not only why this is so, but what that role is. Bodily sensations must be carefully 

distinguished from bodily feelings — the former is the recognition of a bodily state, the  

latter is purely a feeling state. This pure feeling state is also an essential aspect of 

emotion formation, and in it we find a source of intentionality in emotions: we direct those 

feelings towards an object or a phenomenon by thinking about the object or 

phenomenon with feeling, and find intentionality.
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	 Bodily sensations are encapsulated in the notion of core affect — a bodily 

sensation and feeling state that represents how the current state of affairs affects our 

prevailing concerns. Core affect is a barometer, as it were, providing guidance, essentially, 

as to 'How are we doing?', gathering information not only from external but from internal 

sources — and, potentially, relational information as well. It represents that information in 

its reaction: accelerated heart rate, held breath, elevated heart rate and so on.


	 This information is then available for interpretation by cognitive processes: these 

processes are what make the affective experience, the ongoing core affect meaningful. 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CHAPTER FOUR:


MAKING SENSE: THE COGNITIVE ASPECT


1.0	 Introduction


	 Walking through the emotion production process as I have set it out so far, the 

individual first appraises the state of affairs (with full access to cognitive resources, 

including values), and comes to experience a particular core affect. It is both a feeling 

state and a mental state: it is essentially, 'I feel like this about the situation.' It is an 

affective state she is in, one from which her emotion experience will emerge — and it will 

emerge once she matches her core affect to a particular emotion concept. 


	 Here then is the matter for this chapter, the final aspect: the need to make sense of 

the experience, to make it meaningful. The essence of the matter is the matching of core 

affect with emotion concept. The concept is the source of that meaning: it will be replete 

with information about the emotion, and it is on the basis of this information that she will 

make sense of what she is feeling.


2.0	 Matching Information with Knowledge


	 Although the 'making sense' aspect of a theory of emotions reasonably clearly 

refers to the cognitive aspect of emotions, I have chosen the phrase because I think it is a 

more specific description of what is actually going on, of what cognitive processes add to 

the emotion formation. The individual needs to make sense of her affective reaction, and 

that understanding is not necessarily automatic. If a bear appears in my path, I may 

achieve complete understanding in a moment. But again, sudden and overwhelming 

stimuli such as that bear are the exception rather than the rule: states of affairs are usually 
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more complex, containing multiple stimuli, and may well produce a variety of possible 

and actual reactions.


	 So, what is involved in this making sense? To achieve understanding, to attribute 

meaning, information must be matched with knowledge. Matching data with known 

concepts, labelling data based on known concepts, imparts meaning. Let me 

demonstrate how this notion applies in the various theories I have been examining. 


	 Prinz (2004) makes explicit comments about this matching or labelling. His theory 

of emotions is a perceptual theory, but at its heart it is essentially somatic — emotions are 

embodied representations. Looking at his theory from this perspective, it would seem to 

exclude any element of matching or labelling — indeed, it would appear to be purely 

non-cognitive. But he explicitly wishes to include elements that explain why emotions do 

make sense:


'In particular, somatic theories do not explain why emotions seem so meaningful, 

intelligible, and rational. To rectify this deficit, it is important to show that emotions 

are not merely perceptions of the body but also perceptions of our relations to the 

world. This book is an attempt to patch a major hole in somatic theories. It is an 

attempt to bring body, mind, and world together.' (*p 20)*


	 What Prinz highlights here is that emotions are meaningful, and that any theory of 

emotions must demonstrate how they become meaningful — how we make sense of our 

emotions. As I outlined in the previous chapter, at the core of Prinz's theory is his theory 

of proxytypes, and a sophisticated matching of representations in the process of forming 

concepts. Importantly from an emotion theory perspective, these concepts are matched 

to bodily representations of the state of affairs. Very broadly, the notion is of pre-existing 
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information-rich bodily structures to which meaning has been assigned. New information-

rich bodily structures are brought into being by perceptual processes, and which are 

assigned meaning by being matched to the appropriately selected pre-existing mental 

structure. New information is being matched with existing concepts, it is being labelled — 

once this happens, he is clear that the information becomes meaningful. 
13

	  I have given reasons why I think Prinz's approach is problematical, and why I think 

the problems with it could be solved by allowing that bodily states represent something 

less than full-blown emotions, and then allowing that the assignment of meaning is a 

cognitive one. Core affect is an ideal candidate: it represents a more simple reaction of 

the individual to the prevailing state of affairs, and is more easily represented in bodily 

structures. That being said, I think it is an important point to make: the process by which 

meaning is assigned on Prinz's formulation is in principle the same as that which I am 

defending: new information must be matched to existing information, existing 

knowledge, in order for that information to become meaningful.


	 My point of departure from Prinz in this respect is the amount of information that 

his approach demands be bodily represented. Because his theory postulates the 

existence of basic emotions, and the essential reference is Lazarus' (2001) fifteen key 

relational themes, the amount of information that needs to be stored is theoretically 

limited, as complex emotions are on this approach a compound of basic emotions (and 

 I have already outlined the problem Brady (2013) identifies here, that emotions are a call to 13

attention, but Prinz's labelling or matching is presented as the end of the emotion process. 
Although I think that some initial understanding may be achieved with the matching, based on the 
information contained in the concept, I agree that the manner in which Prinz presents his theory 
prevents further reflection and hence limits the opportunity to make sense of the emotion. 
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their key relational themes). I am sceptical about whether every emotion on the full 

spectrum of potential emotional reaction can be constitutively analysed as a compound of 

a set of basic emotions (something I return to in a later section), but this notion still faces 

a formidable obstacle, for complex situations have to be matched with existing 

knowledge without reflection — without thinking. I will illustrate with the example of 

Jacques, who has just bought a new car.


	 Looking at his new car, Jacques experiences a positive reaction, and, on Prinz's 

approach, preparatory changes will take place in his body, which will be matched with 

reliably co-occurrent previous changes. But, what if Jacques is initially unsure of exactly 

what he feels about his new acquisition? He may be forced to deliberate. His instinctive 

reaction may that he is proud, proud of the work he has done and what he has achieved 

to allow him to purchase the car. But, then, he has been brought up with the view that 

personal pride is a deadly sin, and its pull ought to be resisted, and so he must resist 

personal pride. As an alternative, he may be proud of his car — but when he has thought 

about it on occasion, the notion of being proud of an object with no associated personal 

pride has seemed nonsensical. He would be inclined to resist matching his feeling with 

pride on two counts, then. There is another solution, that his positive feeling is simply that 

he likes his car — this is a match to which he would be more inclined, that he simply likes 

Ferraris. In the end, then, the likely end emotional position is that he loves his new Ferrari.


	 Here there is a process involved in Jacques coming eventually to simply loving his 

new car, a process that involved rejecting one emotion on moral grounds, another on 

rational grounds, and eventually ending up with something personally acceptable. This is 

thinking — something that is excluded in Prinz's model. Prinz's model demands that all of 
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the information required for the process be contained in bodily representations, so that 

processes such as the one I have outlined for Jacques simply do not occur, and that all 

emotional reactions are predetermined and fixed. The problem Brady (2013) identifies is 

directly in point: I have been discussing the need for processing in selecting the 

appropriate emotion concept match — as Brady points out, subsequent deliberation and 

reappraisal seems excluded on Prinz's model.


	 Core affect not only carries a lesser burden of information than Prinz demands, it 

allows for further processing. So, following Russell, Zajonc and Barrett, I take the affective 

state (core affect) and its associated information as primary in the sense of being a 

precursor to a full emotion experience. This information is a feeling state that is providing 

(at very least) information as to the positive or negative aspects of that state of affairs. 

This is raw data in the bodily representation, set up and available for matching or 

labelling. Where Prinz's matching demands all relevant information be represented in the 

body, my approach allows the thinner information content to be matched with thicker 

information content, stored mentally — stored as emotion concepts. The matching I 

propose involves the same process as that proposed by Prinz, but the difference is in 

information. I think the amount of information required is more readily stored in the mind, 

the dedicated human store of information.


	 On my approach, then, this cognitive matching or labelling (or categorisation) 

exercise will involve matching up each of (i) the state of affairs (ii) the feeling of core 

affect, and (iii) the various emotion concepts she has available to her. Once she has done 

this, the content of the emotion concept will be available to her, information to provide 
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meaning — to help her make sense of her affective experience in the context of the state 

of affairs. 


	 Sometimes this process will be simple — the bear in the path — but for the most 

part it will be more complex, as Olivia's and Jacques' examples demonstrate. Given the 

complexity of aspects of our lives, possibly incorporating some or all of our cultural and 

personal values, as well as like, dislike, love, hate, jealousy, envy and so forth, the 

matching process may be extremely complex, and will often involve reflection and 

adaptation. There a large amount of information potentially available, or actually made 

available, in the content of each emotion concept involved.


	 Matching (or categorising or labelling — they connote the same process in this 

context) is explicit in some emotion theories, such as Schachter and Singer (1962) and 

Barrett's (2020) 'conceptual act' theories. Barrett in particular pays great specific attention 

to categorisation. She also says that the content of the emotion concept not only 

provides information to help identify (or make sense of) the affective state, but additional 

information of what the emotion entails (such as, for instance, in some societies, if I am 

angry and I am a man, I may demonstrate my anger physically; if I am sad and a woman I 

may weep). Scherer (2009) talks specifically of labelling as part of his Component 

Processing Model, an appraisal theory, and makes the same claim as Barrett concerning 

additional information. 


	 In others, matching or categorising is implicit as part of making sense. Solomon 

(2006, ch 2), for instance, thinks that an emotion involves an interpretation of the elicited 

emotion's concept: for him, emotion concepts are part of the emotion.  It is helpful to be 

more specific with Solomon's theory, so as to make clear that a matching is involved. 



116

Solomon's emotion judgement is an individual judgement that matches the information 

to the concept: to label a state of affairs frightening and to match it to the emotion 

concept fear is to judge that state of affairs to be frightening. The process is essentially no 

different from other matching processes I have presented: new information is matched 

with existing knowledge.


	 What I am getting at here is that the matching of information to emotion concepts 

in order to achieve meaning is an idea common to many emotion theories: we make 

sense by labelling information, or matching it to concepts, or categorising it. On my 

approach, core affective information is the information that is assigned meaning by this 

process, and the meaning is contained in the emotion concept. This now turns the making 

sense focus onto emotion concepts, and in particular for me, the manner in which 

emotion concepts and their content varies from culture to culture.


	 


3.0	 Cultural Differences: Emotion Concepts and Values


	 My starting point will be an examination of the extent to which what is accepted as 

the same emotion concept varies in use and content between cultures. I have shown the 

influence of values on emotions, having described in Chapter One their position as 

antecedents to emotions, and it is this theme that I return to here, with an additional 

focus. Previously I have focussed on their role in appraisal: a loss will only relate to 

sadness if what is lost is valued by me. In this case, the loss is appraised by me as a 

negative event, and it will produce a negative affective reaction — which will reflect in 

core affect, and in its turn will reflect in the sadness that eventuates. This is the role of 

values in an antecedent sense — an antecedent to the appraisal. It is part of the elicitor.
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	 But there is an additional and different contribution that values make to emotions 

— they are reflected in emotion concepts. A value may operate as an antecedent to an 

emotion, but equally that value may affect the information content of the emotion 

concept. I will be leading evidence in a short while about how shame is treated differently 

in America and Japan: in the first place, cultural differences in values may operate to 

produce different elicitors of shame — something that is shameful to an American may 

not be shameful to a Japanese. In the second place, these same differences may result in 

different manifestations of shame, displays and the like. Cultural values, then, have 

potentially two positions from which they may influence emotional reaction — and in this 

section I will cover them both.


	 There is significant research demonstrating that cultural values can dictate the 

content of emotion concepts. This is important in the overall scheme of the position I am 

defending, that there may be significant differences in emotional profiles between 

cultures: the more diverse the cultures are, the more their values are different, the greater 

the disparity will be between their emotional reactions (by reason both of the antecedent 

and constitutive contribution values may make). What Olivia values is likely to be 

significantly different from what an Australian Aboriginal brought up in a traditional 

manner may value, so even to the extent her Anglo-European culture shares the same 

emotions concepts nominally with traditional Australian Aboriginal culture, by reason of 

their different values they are likely to have completely different emotional profiles.


	 The starting point is that emotions are a product of social values (Ratner, 1989; 

Solomon, 2006 p 36; Ben‐Ze'Ev 2001, Ch 2, Hoemann & Barrett 2019). This relationship 

between emotions and values in the sense I am referring to seems reasonably intuitive on 
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a personal level: Olivia will only become offended by a remark if it denigrates something 

she values, she will only become upset by an action if it harms something she values. If 

she sees no value in football, she will not be offended by someone ridiculing the game; 

but if she values racial equality, she will be offended by racist remarks. I have backed this 

intuition with authority in Chapter One. There is also significant authority on how different 

cultural values determine different content of emotion concepts. 


	 In order fully to understand an emotion, then, we need to look beyond bare 

identification of the elicitor or the emotion concept, and place that emotion within its 

cultural context, within the context of the values in that culture. Mesquita and Leu (2007) 

are specific, suggesting that emotional profiles within cultures will match distinct cultural 

models, the goals and practices (and hence values) of self and interpersonal relationships.


	 Research showing cultural differences in emotions abounds. In experiments that 

focus on how values contribute to emotion content, Breugelmans et al. (2014) found 

differences in the experience of regret between participants in the United States, the 

Netherlands, Israel and Taiwan. Examining the influence of values on elicitors, Hur et al. 

(2009) found that regret was experienced in Korea more often as a consequence of 

violation of intrapersonal norms than in the United States, where it was more likely to 

occur based on violation of interpersonal norms. Komiya et al. (2011), in another elictor-

based study found that personal inaction regret was more prevalent in respondents from 

the United States than in those from Japan.


	 Scherer & Brosch (2009), understandably, Scherer being an appraisal theorist, 

focussed particularly on appraisal — this incorporates both elicitor and content roles. He 

hypothesised that 'culture-based goal, belief, and value systems' may produce biases in 
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appraisals. Their review showed them that these culture-based factors may 'systematically' 

bias appraisals, and hence influence the nature and content of emotional experience. 


	 Scherer, with international participation from many others, also embarked on a 

massive study covering thirty-seven countries, examining both elicitors and manifestations 

of six emotions joy, fear, anger, sadness, disgust and shame (Scherer & Wallbott, 1994). 

The questionnaire-based research revealed that within a high degree of universal 

individuation of the emotions, there were 'significant' cultural differences in all of 

elicitation, manifestation, and regulation. 


	 Miyamoto et al (2017) also looked at regulation, in a study tracing cultural values 

through to tendencies to value positive or negative emotions. American culture, they say, 

values independence and self-reliance, and a linear analytical thinking style that is 

relatively intolerant of contradiction. On the other hand, East Asian cultures value 

interdependence in society, in which people are expected to adjust their own 

expectations to accommodate others, and a more dialectic style of thinking, in which 

contradictions are tolerated. By reviewing other studies, they linked these cultural values 

to differences in both the tendency to value positive and negative emotions, and the 

manner in which emotions are regulated. Americans have a tendency to value positive 

emotions highly, and consequently in their regulation to suppress negative emotions. East 

Asians, they say, are more balanced, not favouring either positive or negative in value or 

regulation.


	 Boiger et al. (2013) compared the relative treatments of anger and shame between 

modern American culture, where anger is condoned and shame is condemned, and 

Japanese culture, where the reverse happens: anger is condemned and shame is 
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condoned. This is a study, then, of values as antecedents, antecedents not to the original 

anger or shame, but to the reaction to their manifestation. The researchers linked the 

mismatch or this inverse relation directly to underlying cultural values: the underlying 

values dictated whether the anger or shame would be received positively or negatively. 

Americans value independence, individuality and strength: an angry reaction to anything 

that thwarts the individual is to be expected and condoned, and shame, associated with 

individual weakness, is to be condemned. On the other hand, Japanese values of 

harmony and interaction with society as a whole mean that anger related to thwarting of 

personal goals is condemned (and indeed is encountered less frequently than in America). 

Consistent with shame being associated with the individual doing damage within society, 

it is condoned (and is less negatively valenced than its counterpart in America).


	 Imada and Ellsworth (2011) found different emotional reactions to success between 

American and Japanese subjects: Americans value success as a personal achievement and 

reacted with pride, whereas Japanese respondents simply considered themselves lucky. 

Here cultural values mean that the same event elicited different emotions.


	 In further research, Boiger et al. (2018) adopted a different theoretical approach. 

Rather than examining differences in anger and shame across cultures, they sought to 

examine emotional reactions and seek similarities. Reflecting Barrett's notion that a 

category of emotions is based on observation of a set of instances across a population, 

they sought to create types of reaction, and then examine correlations between those 

types and cultural groupings. To increase the generalisability of their conclusions, they 

added Belgians to American and Japanese respondents, on the basis that although 

Belgium is considered a Western, individual-oriented society somewhat aligned with 
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American values, Belgians were thought to be more caring and society-oriented than their 

American counterparts. They represented perhaps a middle ground. The study consisted 

in participants responding to various emotion-eliciting scenarios put to them. Rather than 

assemble the results according to culture, the researchers assembled them according to 

the type of response. They were able to recognise two general categories of anger, and 

three of shame — and they found the types predicted cultural grouping. This is a case of 

different cultural values determining (slightly) different content of emotion concepts.


	 There is, then, considerable empirical evidence, and of course variation in values 

and their consequent emotion profiles has practical importance at a day-to-day level. A 

Western business executive may easily cause offence by ignoring the formal protocols of 

swapping business cards in Japan (Богатова, П. В., & Уткина, Д. Г. 2014), Chinese 

tourists cause offence and resentment with cultural-specific behaviours such as spitting on 

the pavement (Gong, Detchkhajornjaroensri, & Knight, 2018; Chio, 2010). If Olivia were to 

be offered offered a transfer to work in her employer's Tokyo offices, she would be wise to 

consider that Japanese emotional profiles have been shown to differ significantly from 

those she is used to. The differences in the workplace will be matched by differences in 

social circles, and finding a local social group may be difficult. 


	 These cross-cultural studies clearly back the intuitive link between the values of a 

society and both how they affect the elicitation of emotions and the content of their 

emotion concepts: a reasonably generalised prediction can be made concerning the 

differences in emotional reactions between American and Japanese individuals, based on 

the known differences in the values that underlie those emotional reactions. The 

differences noted so far may lead to social embarrassment and minor communication 
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problems and the like — but I will demonstrate in Chapter Seven that where there is a 

vast gap between the values of two cultures, there is the potential for a more significant 

breakdown in communication.


	 In this section, I have dealt with differences in the content of emotion concepts 

shared between two cultures, as well as their use. The evidence shows that there are also 

emotion concepts that are unique to single cultures. 


4.0	 Culturally Specific Emotion Concepts


	 All of the emotion categories I have examined so far have been cross-culturally 

recognisable, if manifest if different ways. But, there are emotion concepts that may be 

reasonably common, that some cultures simply do not have.


 	 At least conceptually there seems no limit on the number of emotions for which a 

concept may develop within a culture, and these concepts may be culturally specific. To 

see this, consider a society of headhunters. Such a society would necessarily have values 

and an associated set of emotional concepts associated with headhunting:  although 

anger or shame or the like are all likely to be present, there are likely to be values and 

emotion concepts specific to their headhunter rituals. Similarly, a wild existence on a vast, 

open plain may produce an emotion associated with the realities of that life and its 

dangers. Conceptually, a society may simply develop without a concept of anger, having 

gradually over time developed a markedly different set of behaviours to deal with what 

are for other cultures anger-eliciting offences to values.


	 There are difficulties in such cases, because there is a tendency to try to absorb 

these emotions within those emotions already more familiar to us. This is not necessarily 
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an example of parochialism or colonialist thinking, for wielding the razor serves simplicity. 

We must be certain that what we wish to label unique is not simply a known emotion, 

differently labelled. Take the example of liget, an emotion concept specific to the Llongot 

people of the Philippines. Albeit a relic, liget refers specifically to the emotion that makes 

one want to cut off someone's head and throw it a great distance from the body 

(Wierzbicka, 1992). This artefact of headhunting is something which can only develop in a 

society which engages in ritualistic headhunting, particularly because headhunting and 

the values associated with headhunting played a complex role in its society. Absent this 

complex role and the underlying values, it would be easy to co-opt liget to anger — after 

all, why would one decapitate another unless one were angry? This approach, however, is 

based on non-Llongot values and emotion concepts, and it misses the cultural 

significance and complexity in the act. A non-headhunting culture without Llongot values 

does not appreciate the respect and status accorded to the headhunter: headhunting was 

a ritual for the Llongot people, an important component of the cultural landscape. 

Recognised as such, as a source of pride and status in an historical cultural landscape, 

liget cannot properly be co-opted to anger.


	 Examining ligit in its cultural and values context throws light on an important 

aspect of emotion concepts: they are not something simply to be known, they are a 

source of emotional experience. Should Olivia in the course of her studies come across 

the notion of liget, it would be in academic terms only. She may comprehend the words 

and the concept, but by virtue of her background, it will be difficult for her to have a 

genuine experience of ligit. In order to experience the emotion, she would have to have 

had a sufficient exposure to headhunting in the manner of the Llonglot people (of old) to 
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allow her to understand and appreciate the values, and hence to develop the associated 

reactions. She would then recognise a feeling within herself, in the appropriate ritual 

experience, that she wishes to cut someone's head off and throw it a great distance from 

the victim's body, and only then will she experience liget. The notion that we may all at 

one time have had a desire to cut someone's head off is simply not sufficient, for it 

ignores the values which underpin this specific emotion. 


	 The point highlighted is that experience of emotion is not simply an intellectual 

exercise: the starting point for ligit is the values of the culture in which it developed, and 

that is not developed by gaining an intellectual understanding of ligit: it requires, in short, 

all the values that are associated with headhunting by the Llonglot people. The distinction 

between understanding and experiencing is important in seeing how emotion may restrict 

communication between cultures, so it is worth further elaboration.


	 Whilst we can and do individuate emotions, emotional reactions exist within an 

holistic network of cultural values and associated emotion concepts. In an echo of 

Liebmann's (2018) comment about the distinction between emoting and acting, without a 

proper experience of that holistic network, without immersion in the experience of the 

entirety of that network, a full experience of those values and their associated emotion 

concepts would be difficult to achieve. Any experience based on less than full experience 

may not constitute acting, but it may not constitute a full and complete experience. This 

raises the possibility of mistake in matching or categorising, in making sense — we may 

be wrong about our emotions.


	 A Western psychopath with the appropriate tendencies is likely to experience a 

positive core affect when contemplating cutting someone's head off and throwing it a 
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long way away. If this psychopath has in her spare time read something of the Llonglot 

people and and of ligit, she may believe she has that emotional experience when 

contemplating throwing a decapitated head a long way. But, my contention is that she 

would be mistaken. The emotion concept is different from the core affect by reason of its 

having additional information, and this additional information necessarily comes from 

cultural sources. Our psychopath must have all of that information within her emotion 

concept. If I allow that she has dedicatedly studied Llonglot culture in relation to 

headhunting and its associated rituals, the information she gains will still be lacking, for its 

focus on one particular aspect. If I go further, and allow that she has studied all available 

cultural information on the Llonglot people, I think she will be closer to the possibility of 

experiencing ligit, but is still likely to fall short, simply because it is in the nature of the 

holistic network of values that they be experienced in their context to become complete.


	 I do not wish to speak in absolutes here, for it is not in the nature of learning and 

cultural experience to be able do so. There is no definitive line before which an individual 

has had inadequate to the holistic network of the values of a culture to be able to 

experience it fully. It is more likely to be a very blurred line, with some concepts being 

more easily absorbed than others. Nonetheless, I think the line definitely exists: our 

western psychopath is on one side of that line — and perhaps the line is easier to cross 

with other less specific emotions.


	 That the western psychopath may understand but not experience ligit gives further 

reason not to co-opt ligit into anger: members of non-ligit cultures simply do not know 

the experience, and are unable to make claims as to what that experience might be. It 

may appear bizarre to outside observers that considering decapitating someone and 
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throwing their head a distance is not associated with anger, and it may be inconceivable 

within their cultures that anger is not involved. But not understanding another culture 

does not legitimise reducing its values and emotion concepts to those of another culture.


	 On a less bloodthirsty and more approachable note, but one that raises similar 

issues, nginyiwarrarringu is an emotion concept of the Pintupi Aboriginal tribe in Western 

Australia: the concept of the type of fear that makes one stand up and look to where the 

danger is coming from (Goldie, 2009). On the face of it, there is temptation to regard this 

as an ordinary case of fear. Should Olivia encounter this concept in her studies, she is 

likely to find the concept less alien than that of liget, and she may even see herself able to 

experience the emotion. But here she would be falling into the same trap: she may 

understand the concept, which after all is not a difficult notion, but can she really


experience it? Like ligit, experiencing nginyiwarrarringu requires experience in the culture, 

requires immersion in its values — to deny this and to co-opt nginyiwarrarringu into fear is 

to reject the tribe's assertion that this is a particular experience. And the assertion can 

only be denied by someone who is capable of experiencing nginyiwarrarringu — mostly 

members of the culture. 


	 Song, an emotion of the Ifaluk people of Micronesia, may well also be a 'victim' of 

unwarranted co-opting, having been co-opted into anger by Catherine Lutz — more 

specifically as 'justified anger' (Lutz, 1982; Wierzbicka, 1992). Lutz describes the Ifaluk 

people as a peace-loving, non-confrontational people, for whom inter-personal violence is 

almost unheard of. Disapproval is never directed at the guilty party, but more directed 

inwards. To see how this inward disapproval may take place, consider a young child 

helping herself to more than double her fair share of a delicacy at the family table. Self- 
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centredness, a lack of consideration, or a childish failure to think of consequences, 

however it came about, this action can certainly be an emotion eliciter. But, consider two 

types of response.


	 In family A, the mother reacts by slapping the child, while the father yells at her for 

being greedy and inconsiderate. In family B, the mother and father both react by turning 

away, pouting, and refusing steadfastly to take any of the delicacy. The same eliciter has 

produced clearly identifiable anger in family A, but whether family B's reaction is anger is 

questionable. Eliciting events do not necessarily determine the nature of the emotional 

reaction. This is the case with co-opting song into anger: although the two emotions 

share the same elicitors, the commonality ends there — as Wierzbicka points out.


The content of the concept anger will almost always include action tendencies which, if 

they are not aggressive, will certainly be outwardly directed — directed towards whatever 

is identified as the elicitor of the emotion (Frijda, 1988; Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 

1989; Wierzbicka, 1992). Song's action tendencies are however directed inwards: the 

individual experiencing song will take action against herself, even as far as suicide — with


the goal of changing the behaviour of the person responsible for the emotion. Anger 

gives rise to action which is often considered destructive, whereas song is regarded as 

beneficial, and it is considered particularly helpful for parents who wish to instruct their 

children. The thought experiment with families A and B establishes the idea, but of course 

the idea is insufficient. Weirzbieka offers a detailed comparison of the indications of 

anger, and finds them significantly different from those of song. As she points out, the 

'goal' of song may indeed be,'to change the situation by altering the behaviour of the 

offending person', and this may be a goal shared with anger, the actions associated with 
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the two emotions are completely different. Both emotions are associated with another 

doing something 'bad': the angry reaction is something like 'because of this I would want 

to do something bad to this person', whereas the reaction in song is not directed at any 

other person (p. 305).


	 If the assumption is that the Ifaluk must have a concept of anger, there may be 

grounds for assigning song to that role — after all, they seem to share the same elicitor. 

But, more is required than saying, 'If someone did that to me, I'd be angry!' to establish 

that an individual is angry. We search for similarities in categorisation, and song simply 

does not look sufficiently like anger for us to conceptualise it as anger. It seems that song 

is not simply anger, but is better thought of as a different type of emotion.


	 Hark back for a moment to the question raised earlier about the ability to 

experience the emotions of another culture: it is my position that it requires significant 

exposure to the holistic network of cultural values. Whilst I will not draw a definitive line, I 

have said our western psychopath will not experience ligit. But because it is not as closely 

related to culturally unique rituals as headhunting, I think it may be somewhat easier for a 

foreigner to experience song than ligit. Where ligit involves completely alien rituals, song 

involves responses to more familiar interpersonal relations.


	 There are other examples, such as the Ifaluk concept of fago, best described as a 

combination of compassion, love and sadness (Wierzbicka, 1992), but the two examples 

do provide sufficient evidence of the existence of culturally specific emotions, with their 

associated underlying values.
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5.0	 Dealing with Counter-Evidence


	 I have presented a reasonably significant amount of evidence that there are both 

cultural variations in emotions concepts, and cultural value-based variations in emotion 

elicitors, but I must now face the fact that there is probably an equal amount of evidence 

for a pan-culturalist view — that emotional experiences are essentially universal. Prinz 

(2004) takes this view. From almost the same data, support can be found for both 

culturalist and pan-culturalist views — which is why I specially included Scherer's extensive 

thirty-seven country study: he specifically offers evidence for both camps. Why is it, then, 

that I can present the research I do, knowing that there is other data supporting pan-

culturalism? The answer lies in what it is that the data actually mean — and the point of 

departure for the pan-culturalist and the culturalist is in how each views basic emotions.


	 The pan-culturalist will take the data I present, and interpret it from the standpoint 

of basic emotions: she will acknowledge the data, acknowledge the variations, but view 

those variations as simply basic emotions with cultural variations in relation to 

manifestation (display and action tendencies). She will point to the similarities as the 

important data points, and will take them as evidence supporting the existence of basic 

emotions. I will deny the existence of basic emotions (as the pan-culturalist conceives of 

them), and take the variations as the important data points.


	 This means the substance of the discussion is the existence of basic emotions, or 

how they may be thought to exist. I have addressed this issue before, but having 

developed my position further, I have a little more to say. 


	 Griffiths thinks of a spectrum on which basic emotions may be thought of existing: 

at one end, the BET end, they may exist in virtue of real physical structures: heritable and 
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innate neural structures that underwrite the basic emotions. Here, they are natural kinds. 

At the other end, they may exist as abstractions from human behaviour, categories 

created for ease of study: the commonalities exist because of who we are and what we 

do. No emotions are natural kinds. A choice need not be made of where on the spectrum 

one theory might be, but a choice does need to be made on questions such as neural 

correlates, heritability, and innateness. And on simplicity.


	 The simpler position is the culturalist position, at one end of the spectrum, that 

emotions emerge from cultural values, and basic emotions exist as abstractions. It is the 

simpler because it does not postulate any specialised neural structures, nor heritability, 

and it does not have to deal with the very real problem that no substantial evidence of 

neural correlates has been found in years of research. But is it the simpler position in a 

much more significant way, in its account of complex emotions. Complex emotions for the 

culturalist are simply formations of complex societal values and interpersonal relations. 

They require no special treatment. Towards the other end of the spectrum, complex 

emotions are considered to be compounds of basic emotions. This leaves the theorist 

required to produce plausible stories for how complex emotions are compounds of an as 

yet unsettled number of basic emotions. There is an air of stipulation about this: having 

stipulated that there are basic emotions, complex emotions must be compounds of basic 

emotions, and that a stray may be told about each of them. The stories told may be 

plausible, but they are both unverifiable and unfalsifiable.


	 As Prinz (2004) puts it, 'If one wants to explain something other than one’s own 

personal beliefs, one should exploit more objective methods. In particular, one should 

make use of scientific experiments' (Prinz 2004, p 29). For the notion that there are basic 
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emotions based in heritable and innate neural structures to be more than personal belief 

requires evidence. I have shown that there is no substantial evidence for the required 

neural correlates, and indeed substantial evidence that they cannot exist. Other evidence 

showing commonality is evidence only of basic emotions existing as an abstraction from 

observed behaviour.


	 In the absence of evidence, then, I am compelled to choose the simpler option, to 

deny pan-culturalism as being, to coin Carruther's words cited in Chapter One, an 

unnecessary complication. I must accept that basic emotions exist as an abstraction — a 

useful abstraction, perhaps, but an abstraction. This means that to the extent to which the 

evidence I have led indicates either commonality or variation, that evidence supports my 

position.


6.0	 A Conclusion on Emotion Concepts	 


	 Emotion concepts are in a real way the storehouses of information on their 

respective emotions, and their content is therefore integral to the nature of the emotion 

produced. In this section, I have been at pains to demonstrate both how that content 

varies between cultures, and indeed how some emotion concepts are culturally unique — 

and their relationship to cultural values. These cultural values are instrumental in the 

formation of emotion concepts. 


	 I have also spent time demonstrating the role that cultural values play in the 

elicitation of emotions, their position as antecedents. This is an important role, for in this 

role they have a direct influence on core affect, and hence on which emotion concept will 

ultimately be used.
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	 Finally, I took the opportunity to take and explain a position on the nature of basic 

emotions.


7.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 In this chapter I portrayed the manner in which we make sense of affective 

reactions as a matter of matching: new information is matched with old information, with 

knowledge. I showed how this portrayal reflects how making sense is characterised by a 

number of theorists, including Prinz, Barrett and Scherer, and how theories such as 

Solomon's lend themselves to this portrayal.


	 I then examined what it is that is matched with new information — the emotion 

concept — and the manner in which values influence that content, and particularly cultural 

values. I also examined again how cultural values play a role as antecedents of emotion. I 

demonstrated that they play an important part in emotion formation in both roles.


	 At this stage, then, I have come to the end of the path of emotion formation, with 

a culturally-informed emotion emerging from core affect. It is not the end of the story, 

though, because there is the matter of the updating of cognitive resources. I have 

repeated here the image for Chapter One, depicting the image of the theory I defend, 

and the essential role of general cognitive functioning, with all of its resources is evident . 


	 Information relating to the emotion, to aspects of the matching or categorisation 

that produced it, will feed back to become part of general cognitive resources, and all of 

these resources will be available to the appraisal process. This is a significant departure 

from Barrett's theory, and one which would be a natural consequence of including 

Carruthers' approach to two system thinking. I think it is a necessary departure, because it 
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allows the vital function of appraisal to have access to real-time current cognitive 

resources. For appraisal to lack resources or for its resources to run behind current 

information is a significant disadvantage.


	 Including Carruthers' approach has the additional advantage of offering a simple 

solution to the tension inherent in appraisal — the trade off between speed and accuracy. 

Simple appraisals may be made rapidly, more complex appraisals may take (very slightly) 

longer.


	 At the beginning of Chapter One, I set out the success conditions for a theory of 

emotion. The theory should accommodate first that affective states and emotions act as 

an alert: they are reactions to the state of affairs, to how that state of affairs impacts upon 

our concerns. Second, we both feel this alert and interpret it: it is neither wholly a bodily 

state, nor wholly a mental state. Third, this alert function must be integrated in an efficient 

manner into the ability to react to the alerts. Fourth, there must be an efficient updating 
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system: alerts must relate to the then prevailing concerns of the individual. Finally, the 

theory must allow for a plausible evolutionary development of the system: it developed to 

serve the primary goals of survival and thriving, nothing more. The theory I defend 

satisfies each of these conditions, producing an all-encompassing theory that 

accommodates bodily feeling, cognitive processing, and proper integration into other 

systems in the individual. 


	 I will close this chapter, and this section on emotions, with two examples of the 

theory in action. The first is intended to illustrate an important aspect of the theory — it is 

a trivial example, but it highlights the reality of real-time appraisal updating. The second 

places the theory directly in the context of the my overall thesis.


	 In the first example, Beth despises oysters: she has never tasted an oyster, but the 

thought of eating one and the idea of its sliminess in her mouth fill her with disgust, the 

sight of them on a plate as a foodstuff revolts her. One evening, in an effort to appear 

worldly in front of a new acquaintance, she agrees to try an oyster, and she experiences 

immediately a wonderful explosion of tastes and textures. She decides she likes oysters, 

after all. Looking at the oysters remaining on the plate she is filled with desire, with a 

yearning for another: they look appealing, they look appetising. 


	 It is a simple enough story, but indicative of an important aspect of the position I 

defend. Beth's appraisal mechanism is not modular or encapsulated, nor does it have 

access to a limited set of cognitive information that is subject to diachronic updating: her 

appraisal mechanism is simply one unseparated aspect of her cognition, and so the 

information available to it does not require special updating.
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	 In presenting this example, I am not suggesting that other emotion theories have it 

that, by reason of isolation of appraisal resources or otherwise, Beth will continue to 

appraise oysters and negatively and to react to them with a negative emotions, for I do 

not believe that to be the case. But certainly those theorists who favour reflex-like, 

modular-based or lock-and-key appraisals and appraisal structures have questions to 

answer on the updating of the basis of appraisal to accommodate Beth's change in 

emotional reaction from negative to positive.


	 The final example is directly relevant to my thesis: it features Kirra, an Australian 

Aboriginal who has been brought up in a traditional Aboriginal manner. She has (I 

stipulate at this stage) foundational and entrenched values that prioritise an individual's 

association with her community, and that community's (and each individual members') 

association with the land and other creatures. These values are reflected in folklore and 

myths whose central theme is the unity of human, animal, and the land: each is an equal 

aspect of an over manifestation of spirit. On the basis of these foundational and 

entrenched values, early cycles of Kirra's appraisal of a new hospital being built on 

ancestral land produces a negative affective reaction. 


	 Kirra will make her match or categorisation, selecting sadness, or perhaps despair. 

These will become System Two inputs, available for conscious consideration. The 

development tearing a great swathe through the countryside, destroying natural habitats, 

huge earth moving equipment pouring their sounds and smell into the air, temporary and 

semi-permanent offices and housing — all of this will be information for conscious System 

Two processes (and are unlikely to change her reaction). And this will also continue to be 

System One input — and again is unlikely to produce a different result.
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	 When Kirra talks about the project to Sarah, an Anglo-European Australian, Sarah 

will quite possibly react negatively to her sad response to the new facility. She does not 

possess the same values as Kirra: Sarah's values (to some extent both foundational and 

entrenched) will prioritise healthcare and personal welfare. On these values, the new 

hospital will contribute enormously to the wellbeing of the local community — and quite 

possibly on Sarah's values Kirra's response is ill-considered, short-termist, and overall bad 

for the community. 


	 If Sarah is inclined to, she may well come to a point where she sees Kirra's point of 

view, and may feel some sadness for things like the passing of time and the loss of a 

cultural heritage — but because of the difference in values, I do not think she will feel the 

same way as Kirra does. She will regard the loss as a cost worth bearing, because her 

values relating to healthcare and personal welfare are more foundational, entrenched and 

important than those relating to preservation of a natural environment.


	 Kirra feels the offence to her own foundational and entrenched values, and 

because those values are so foundational and entrenched, the offence will be deeply felt. 

Her entire value system is being assaulted. The offence Sarah feels about the 

development, her feeling about the loss of the environment after talking to Kirra, is an 

offence felt either in sympathy, or simply in respect of values that she doe not prioritise.  

Her values relating to healthcare and personal welfare will demand that she will have a 

tendency to react positively to the development. She will from time to time adjust her 

appraisal, as Olivia has had to in relation to her husband, to allow for some sadness about 

the loss of the environment.
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	 Kirra's example merely gestures towards the type of communication problems that 

may plague people from widely different backgrounds. As honest and open and friendly 

and sympathetic to Kirra's plight as Sarah can make herself, she will never experience the 

offence at the same level as Kirra does. In truth, neither will really understand each other. 

But this is a gesture to a larger problem, one that will become apparent when I 

demonstrate in the following chapters how emotions affect perception. 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CHAPTER FIVE:


OBJECTIONS TO RELATIVISM IN VISION EXAMINED


1.0	 Introduction


	 Thus far, I have concerned myself with affect and emotions, with their formation. It 

is now time to turn to the second aspect of my thesis, perception, or, more specifically 

how affect and emotions affect perception. My thesis is that affect and emotions have an 

effect on the form of perceptual representation. I will be focussing on visual images, and 

defending the position that affect and emotions will have an impact on the form in which 

objects are represented: these influences will make object appear differently to different 

people and on different occasions. 


	 It is worth expressing my position in the debate about the representation of visual 

properties. Visual properties are often divided into low-level visual properties, such as 

colour, shape, texture, motion and illumination and higher level properties such as 

openness, naturalness, familiarity or numerosity — and for reasons that will emerge, I 

include both affect and emotion as high level visual properties. The question is whether 

only low level properties are presented in early vision: Lyons (2005) is one who thinks only 

low-level properties are represented, Siegel (2006) is one who think both low-level and 

high-level properties are represented. I will demonstrate in the next three chapters why I 

think visual properties cannot properly be separated into high and low level — more 

specifically, that affect and emotion are properties that are inseparable from other visual 

properties.


	 What this means is that I reject what might be called a 'shape only' view: that vision 

presents us with only low-level visual properties — a shape — to which we react. I think 

that we react not to a shape presented by vision, but to states of affairs, and that all of our 

reactions to these states of affairs, including whether they are familiar (something Siegel 

addresses, to which I return below), or they are frightening. I do not see a simple shape, 
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but that shape in the context of my concerns — I see the shape as that shape concerns 

me. Why this is so and how it may occur I develop in these next three chapters.


	 I will commence by making some preliminary comments about what the 'shape 

only' view entails, drawing parallels with Brewer's 'Object View'.


	 I will then get to the heart of the matter from section 3.0, where I fully develop 

what I call the Shape Only View — the view against which I defend my position. The 

Shape Only View excludes affect and emotion from (at least) early vision (and does not 

necessarily allow their incorporation in later visual processes). It incorporates the claim 

that a shape is a shape, and this shape only is presented in early vision — to which all 

higher properties are added. 


	 In the balance of the chapter I argue against the Shape Only View, demonstrating 

that perceptual processes in general do not provide us with absolute measures of states 

of affairs — and that they need not do so. Indeed, it is a simpler position, and more 

defendable from an evolutionary developmental viewpoint, that what perceptual 

processes must and do offer is information for survival and thriving — and no more. 

Relativism in vision is perfectly compatible with the goals of survival and thriving, and I 

spend some time demonstrating that problems usually presented associated with 

relativism in vision may be disposed of without demanding a Shape Only View. 


	 This matter is not purely theoretical, and in the next chapter I will present empirical 

evidence to demonstrate how the empirical evidence supports my position. 


2.0	 Preliminary Comments


	 My position is that a visual experience will incorporate an affective component (and 

when the subject matter is more complex states of affairs, an emotional content as well). 

This affective component may be aversive, attractive, or neutral, and depending on the 

situation, it is possible that the same object may be perceived as any of these three (I may 

equally find an ice cream aversive, attractive or neutral, depending on the situation). 
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	 The 'shape only' objector may accept that the ice cream looks different to me, but 

will claim that perception first represents low level visual features only, its shape, 

consistently across all perceivers in all circumstances. Higher level properties, she will 

insist, are subsequently added. She will claim that visual properties are separable into 

higher and lower level properties, and that affect as a higher property is not represented 

in vision, but is a subsequent addition. 


	 Consider, then, the letter 'S'. The 'shape only' theorist will claim it will be 

represented as a geometric shape, it is something like two opposing curves, one atop 

another. That it represents a letter of the alphabet is a higher level property that is added 

after the geometric form is represented. Such a theorist may claim that it will have no 

affective content: it is simply a geometric shape. It turns out, however, that even the 

simplest of shapes can produce an affective reaction. 


	 There is ample research in the fields of design and architecture showing that 

generally we prefer curves to straight lines and angles (Gómez-Puerto, Munar, & Nadal, 

2016; Palumbo, Ruta, & Bertamini, 2015; Vartanian et al, 2013) — and this goes down to 

the smallest level: various typefaces have been shown to produce affective reactions 

(Kastl & Child, 1968). On this basis, then, I am open to an affective reaction to the 

simplest of geometric shapes — it seems that in common with most I will have a 

disposition to react positively to those with curves. Going further, it seems not only that I 

am likely to have a more positive reaction to the letter 'S' than to the letter 'A' (thus 

written), I am likely to react more positively to some depictions of the letter 'S' than 

others.  


	 This does not mean that I will always have a particular affective reaction to a 

particular typeface: it means simply that the potential exists for me to have an affective 

reaction to it, depending on the circumstances.


	 Now, that I have an affective reaction to a particular curved geometric shape does 

not resolve the issue of whether what is represented is the lower-level property only, the 

shape only, to which I react affectively, or whether the affective reaction is incorporated 
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into the representation. I will return to this from time to time, and most specifically in 

section 3.3 below, but the position I defend is that lower level and higher level properties 

are not separable in this manner. In affective terms, we do not react affectively to a 

representation, we react affectively to a state of affairs, and we represent that reaction 

visually.


	 The naive realist will have something to say in objection, as will the cognitive 

penetration theorist, and their commonality can be reduced to their being shape only 

theorists. They object to relativism in vision: they reject the idea that the form in which an 

object appears to have to me is not necessarily the same form it appears to have to you. 

A naive realism object-directed approach to perception will tell us that one of the features 

of perception is to provide us with mind-independent information about objects, to give 

us a (more or less) objective sense of those objects and to assist us to think about those 

objects. Perception provides us with a shape, a shape that we all see, and we can be 

confident that how we think about that shape reflects in some accurate way the object 

itself. Brewer, who defends a naive realism approach that he terms the Object View, has 

this to say:


'[Perception] makes an essential contribution to our most basic conception of what 
mind‐independent physical objects are that is in turn crucial to our capacity for any 
genuine thought about such things and to our growing empirical knowledge about 
them.' (Brewer, B, 2011, p 56)


	 The notion that affective reactions or emotions may alter the form of objects in 

representation offends this approach to what perception is supposed to do for us. If affect 

and emotion change the form of the object (by representing more than shape only), then 

we cannot know mind-independent objects — we can only know objects as they are 

presented to us through a filter of affect and emotion. To preserve our relationship with 

mind-independent objects, says Brewer, it is only perceptual circumstances (including 

angle, lighting and so forth) that can affect how an object appears to us — and we can 

correct for those. His claim is that our genuine thought about an object must be thought 
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about the object itself, and not the object presented through a filter of affect and 

emotion. Shape only must be represented. Empirical knowledge, too, demands shape 

only representation — indeed, Brewer thinks that perception 'plays a fundamental role in 

making empirical thought possible' (p 57), which demands at least consistent perceptual 

evidence of the object under consideration — that only shape is represented.


	 I do not disagree that perception is a crucial capacity for genuine thought, or that it 

has a fundamental role in making empirical thought possible. My position is that this role 

does not demand shape only representation, a naive realism approach to perception, and 

that other pressures actually demand that we represent more than shape only. Higher 

properties are represented, so that the representation is of the state of affairs as it affects 

our concerns. 


	 Brewer is clear that his Object View accommodates the various appearances an 

object may have depending on the situation of the observer (including angle, lighting and 

so forth), but that the observer is able to compensate for these differences in order to 

determine a mind-independent form of the object. As will emerge over the course of 

these chapters, the position I defend is that the observer is able to compensate for affect 

and emotion-based differences in the appearance of an object by reference to (simply 

put) language and common usage, to achieve what is a relationship with the object that is 

both mind-dependent and sufficient a basis to promote the concerns of the individual. 


3.0	 Outlining the Problem


	 3.1	 Generally


	 It is reasonably clear that perceptual experiences will differ according to 

circumstances, and that this circumstances include core affect: my perceptual experience 

of an ice cream on an extremely hot summer's day is going to be different from my 

perceptual experience of the identical ice cream if I am freezing in the snow. And research 

tells us that my experience of the letter 'S' is likely to be in part determined by the font in 
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which it appears: it may vary from attractive through neutral to aversive. The difficulty lies 

in determining the source of the differences.


	 On a 'Shape only' approach, a more or less modular, more or less encapsulated 

visual system builds an image consisting only of lower-level visual properties, and, in a 

manner of speaking, holds that image up to other systems for reaction. Only shape of the 

object is represented, in the manner suggested by the naive realist: the letters 'S' and 'A' 

will be represented in an identical manner for everyone. Higher-level visual properties are 

subsequently provided in post-perceptual processes. Brewer's 'Object View' and  shape 

only view share very similar results.


	 On a different approach, low-level and high-level visual properties are inseparable: 

the formation of the image involves incorporation of both low-level and high-level 

properties. I will call this the Inseparability Thesis. The letters 'S' and 'A' will appear 

differently to different individuals, by reason of such high level properties as familiarity 

and affect. If I react positively to the letter 'S' because I like its curves, its representation 

will include that positive reaction (call this S1). This may change if later perhaps because 

they remind me of a recent encounter with a snake, I come to dislike its curves (call this 

S2). S1 and S2 are represented differently in virtue of the different affective content.


	 Using the letter 'S' in this manner may seem trivial, but it serves to establish the 

effect of the Inseparability Thesis, which will apply in all circumstances. Writ larger than a 

single shape, entire states of affairs will be represented with their associated affective 

reactions — and, of course, we may expect associated emotions to emerge from these 

affective reactions, the changes to core affect. We do not react to a shape only 

representation of a bear or a panther: we react to the state of affairs, and our 

representation includes our affective and emotional reaction to that state of affairs. This is 

a core theme for me, and I will be returning to it in subsequent sections and chapters to 

develop it further, but the point is simply made: by the Inseparability Thesis, all visual 

properties are represented in perception — we do not represent a bear or a panther and 

find it scary, we represent a scary bear or a scary panther.
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	 Adjudicating between shape only and the Inseparability Thesis is difficult because 

it relies largely on an intuition, one that the visual experience is different partly by virtue of 

a difference in the representation. Susannah Siegel attempts to approach the matter by 

commencing with the thinnest possible intuition, that two similar visual experiences may 

be experienced differently.


	 3.2	 Siegel's Thesis K


	 Susannah Siegel's maintains in her Thesis K that higher-level properties can be 

represented in vision, higher level properties being those 'other than colour, shape, 

illumination, motion, their co-instantiation in objects and successions thereof' (Siegel, S. 

2006 p 482).


	 The basis of her defence of Thesis K is a minimal intuition concerning two 

perceptual experiences, one of an unfamiliar situation (E1), and one of the identical but 

familiar situation, (E2) : the minimal intuition is that the two experiences E1 and E2 are 

phenomenologically different. Her example is of pine trees, but it may equally be of 

people or neighbourhoods: Charles Siewert for instance urges us to consider 'how 

individual people look different to you after you have gotten to know them than they did 

when you first met,' (Siewert, 1998, ch 7). 


	 Siegel defends her position that the difference in phenomenological experiences is 

attributable to the representation of additional higher properties ('K' properties) in the 

familiar situation. Her position reflects the Inseparability Thesis.


	 She acknowledges the objection that the difference in phenomenology may 

potentially be solely attributable to non-sensory cognitive phenomenology, but does not 

see this as an obstacle. For the difference between E1 and E2 to be attributable solely to 

such non-sensory cognitive phenomenology, there would have to be a cognitive event 

(and associated cognitive phenomenology) as a basis for that phenomenology, and that 

event would have to take place on all occasions. This is not necessarily so, says Siegel, for 

familiarity does not need to be cognitively acknowledged. I may on occasion 
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acknowledge cognitively my familiarity with my neighbour (or a pine tree or a 

neighbourhood), but equally I may not, it may go completely unacknowledged. In this 

latter case, there is no cognitive event (of acknowledgement), and yet the 

phenomenology will still differ between E1 and E2. Given, then, that 'familiarity' is not a 

raw feel, but requires an object (in its representation), the difference between E1 and E2 is 

visual: the representation is different in each case. This seems to apply equally to the 

difference between S1 and S2. The change in core affect between S1 and S2 may go 

unnoticed and hence unacknowledged, it may not involve any cognitive event, so that the 

difference between the two cases is visual. 


	 At a first pass, the parallel between the two cases seems to break down if E1 and 

E2 are examined taking into account Zajonc's (1984) view that recognition itself will bring 

with it a change in core affect. There seems to be a timing mis-match: Siegel's claim is 

that recognition requires an object in its representation, and mine is that there is an 

affective reaction already incorporated into the representation. This appearance of a mis-

match disappears, however, if the process of representation building is taken into 

account. On the position I defend, and will detail in Chapter Seven, affective information 

forms part of the overall feed-forward feedback information flow from the earliest stages 

of representation building. At these earliest stages, as a representation is gradually being 

formed, the first possibility of familiarity will begin to be acknowledged. These earliest-

stage representations serve as an object (in representation) for Siegel's purposes, and will 

serve as the first stages in an affective reaction. The differences between E1 and E2 grow 

in tandem with the differences between S1 and S2.


	 Siegel seems, then, to offer a solution to the problem — based on the slimmest 

intuition, she appears to demonstrate that the difference between S1 and S2 is visual. But 

the matter may not be disposed of quote so simply, for Lyons (2005) takes the same 

matter of phenomenology in recognitional disposition, and comes to the opposite 

conclusion. He chooses familiarity with an individual where Siegel chooses pine trees, but 
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nothing should turn on that choice, any more than anything should turn on choosing the 

letter S.


	 The difference between the two theorists is attributable, I think, to the underlying 

commitments each has — and a recognition of those commitments I think allows a useful 

reframing of the argument.


	 3.3	 Reframing the Argument


	 The underlying commitment which Lyons articulates and which I think plays a major 

part in his coming to the opposite conclusion to Siegel is to modularity, albeit a weak 

form of modularity. He envisages a more or less encapsulated visual system. This provides 

a useful clue to how to reframe the argument.


	 A shapes only approach such as Brewer's Object View demands that only low-level 

visual properties are represented in vision. This entails some sort of isolation of the visual 

system from high-level properties, some kind of encapsulation. Lyons elaborates on the 

reasons for modularity:


'On my view, a cognitive system for some task [such as vision] is an isolable 
cognitive mechanism that specialises in that task and exhibits a kind of functional 
unity.... Systems must be isolable in the sense of being independently capable of 
performing those tasks in which they specialise, in the absence of other 
mechanisms.' (p 239)


	 This moves the discussion into the area of cognitive penetration: the 

impenetrability thesis will provide a 'shapes only' representation. Additionally, on this 

approach how we think about an object has some direct relation to an object in the world 

— specifically, its shape — and this points towards a naive realism theory (I have 

mentioned Brewer's 'Object View', a naive realism approach). We are talking therefore 

about cognitive penetration and naive realism.


	 The Inseparability Thesis, on the other hand, denies both the impenetrability thesis 

and naive realism. The argument can therefore be reframed in terms of the cognitive 
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penetration and naive realism. The balance of this chapter deals with theoretical reasons 

advanced against the Inseparability Thesis (and hence in support of the impenetrability 

thesis and naive realism). Empirical evidence, particularly relating to the impenetrability 

thesis, is the subject of the next chapter.


	 Pertinently, one of the motivations behind the Inseparability Thesis is that cognitive 

systems are not specialised in single tasks, that they do not need to be 'isolable in the 

sense of being independently capable of performing those tasks in which they specialise ' 

as Lyons claims, and that indeed from the perspective of the organism as a whole, they 

ought not to be. I have articulated this indivisible unit perceptive in relation to emotion, 

and it applies equally to perception. I will elaborate on the indivisible unit approach.


	 3.4	 The Indivisible Unit Approach 


	 I have already presented the basis of my approach in relation to emotion, that it is 

important to view the individual as a single, undivided whole, whose needs (and goals) 

may be reduced to two simple elements: survival and thriving. All bodily systems work as 

aspects of the individual ultimately to fulfil these two elements: sensory capacities work in 

tandem with affective capacities, and in tandem with motility capacities; the ability to 

consume, to digest, and to excrete waste — the individual is a 'network of 

processes' (Maturana, H. R. 1970) which serve survival and thriving.


	 Viewed in this light of a network of processes in an indivisible whole, there seems 

very little to encourage the organism to develop a system to represent shape only, and a 

separate system to react to that representation. There is no reason to think the systems 

were developed separately and put together, the final product of one being the 

subsequent primary input for another, and every reason to think they developed together 

to serve the two goals. A system of a shape only representation, and a separate 

subsequent system for reaction is an inefficient structure. What is more efficient, and more 

likely to have developed, is that the organism operates as a whole, all of its systems 

working seamlessly, so that it produces one image and one image only, one that 
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incorporates all of the required information — and hence does not need enhancement 

with high level visual properties. The Inseparability Thesis serves the goals of survival and 

thriving, and operates more efficiently.


	 3.5	 Some Fundamental Points


	 To summarise, then: first, I think survival and thriving are the two primary goals of 

the individual, and it is useful to regard these goals as the fundamental drivers in the 

development of our visual apparatus. For these purposes, I take thriving to include 

anything relating to efficiency: anything that allows us to survive with greater efficiency, to 

use less internal resources to achieve what is required, will produce an advantage that 

may be selected for. The two are essentially the same goal (Akins & Hahn, 2014).


	 As Janetos & Cole (1981) express it, 'for survival, animals need not be optimal but 

only good enough'. In section 5.2 below, I will demonstrate how this view is supported by 

analysis of optimisation programmes, but for now I make the point that our visual 

apparatus will develop to provide only what we need to survive and to thrive, and no 

more.


	 Second, I think it is important not to view the development or role of vision or any 

other system in isolation: we did not develop visual, auditory, thermoreception or 

emotional systems in isolation in order for them to operate in isolation — rather, we have 

systems as integrated aspects of a single entity, with the essential goals of surviving and 

thriving. 


	 Taking these two fundamental points together, there is no reason to believe the 

various systems we are perfect, they are simply sufficient for our purposes. Human visual 

systems do not need to produce better and better visual acuity — they need to work in 

concert with and integrated with all other systems to the end of survival and thriving of 

the overall organism.


	 Having outlined the position I am defending, I will now set out the basis of the 

views I am opposing, by establishing in some detail what I will term the Shape Only view. 
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In the balance of the chapter, I will flesh out my position by examining a number of 

theoretical objections, and demonstrating how these objections may be better and more 

simply addressed in the manner I propose. In the next chapter, I will move on to matters 

of empirical evidence.


4.0	 The Shape Only View


	 4.1	 Sources


	 In defending my position that emotions have an effect on perception, as I have 

said, I face opponents from at least two camps — those who oppose the notion that 

cognition may penetrate perceptions (the cognitive penetration debate), and the naive 

realist. Each camp puts forward supporting reasons specific to its own position, but 

equally they occupy common ground: coming from different positions, they converge 

towards the same conclusion, anti-relativism in vision. Theirs is what may broadly be 

termed a realist position. My strategy is not to address individual arguments from each 

camp, but to demonstrate that there common conclusion — anti-relativism in vision — is 

both unsustainable and unwarranted.


	 From a cognitive penetration perspective, the impenetrability thesis is that vision 

provides a window to the world independent (to a greater or lesser extent) of cognitive 

penetration. But what it is for a visual process to be penetrated? Macpherson & Batty 

(2016) suggest that there are a number of conditions that need to be held constant for 

cognitive penetration to be said to occur: (1) the object (2) the perceptual conditions (3) 

normally functioning sensory organs, and (4) attention. With these held constant, there is 

cognitive penetration if higher cognitive factors such as goals, beliefs, desires and so forth 

can alter the perceptual experience.


	 But opponents of cognitive penetration do not all demand that the entirety of the 

visual process be separate from higher cognitive processes — this strong version is 

defended by amongst others Firestone & Scholl (2015). Pylyshyn (1980) defends the 

weaker impenetrability thesis, which is that only early visual processes are impenetrable, 
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the balance of the visual system is open to higher cognitive processes. He illustrates the 

division very simply with the example of meeting and recognising Ms Jones: you must 

first build a visual image, and then you must match that to information you have on Ms 

Jones so as to recognise her. The first stage, the visual image, is a product of 

impenetrable early vision processes, whilst the second demands access to higher 

cognitive resources for recognition to occur.


	 My purpose here is not to discuss either the strong or the weak impenetrability 

thesis in any detail, but some comment is called for. The strong version seems to me to 

fall on practical grounds at Pylyshyn's example of the need to recognise Ms Jones (I 

identify more theoretical grounds in the next section). I do have some sympathy for the 

weak version: conceptually I agree that there is a point before which only visual systems 

can practically be involved, in order to provide non-visual systems something to work with 

— edges, for instance. Non-visual systems can only become involved after a certain point. 

I think however, for reasons which will emerge, that this is probably a good deal earlier 

than the stage Pylyshyn has in mind. My difference with Pylyshyn, then, seems to be a 

matter of degree. But I think that degree will be important, for it seems that he 

anticipates the point I identified earlier, the point at which non-visual systems become 

involved, will be when a full image of Ms Jones has been built. I think affect and emotion 

become involved in the image-building process at a much earlier stage.


	 Naive realism is said to have an 'external directness', having a focus on mind-

independent objects that our senses detect, and that on their approach, perception will 

provide a (more or less) objective sense of those objects. The thought is that at the base 

of perception are mind-independent physical objects which we view from various 

spatiotemporal points of view and in various circumstances — as Martin (2002) puts it, 

'the objects have actually to be there for one to have the experience, and indeed one 

may claim that they are constituents of the experiential situation.' There is thus an 

epistemological element to perception, in that it establishes a relationship of 

acquaintance between perceiver and object — this covers knowledge by acquaintance, 
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making perceptual relations with the world more primitive than relations with 

propositional attitudes. Perception thus becomes the foundation of propositional 

knowledge. 


	 There is common ground between the cognitive impenetrability theorist and the 

naive realism theorist: that there exist objects that we perceive in a form that is 

independent of cognitive processes. This common ground is reflected in Putnam's 

metaphysical realism notion, which asserts the existence of a pre-theoretic reality. Since 

Putnam, metaphysical realism has since been couched in both negative and positive 

terms. Alston (2001) defines it by reference to an anti-realism position, portraying his 

position as a denial of a universal proposition that 'everything [there is] depends at least 

in part on our conceptual-theoretical choices' (p 10) He is then able to accept that at least 

some of what is does so depend on such choices. Miller (2022) expresses himself in 

positive and initially general terms, saying that metaphysical realism is the view that the 

world exists independently of how we think about it. He then focusses more closely, 

saying that the metaphysical realism claim is that something exists, and that it exists in a 

mind-independent manner — the claim, again, is not that everything exists in a mind-

independent manner. 


	 Toribio offers a description which seems apt for my purposes, as she describes it 

for the purpose of discussing relativism:


'A metaphysical realist maintains that there is an objective world, "objective" in the 
sense of being constituted by objects and properties which are what they are 
independently of the knowledge we have about them and independently of the 
cognitive resources available to us to achieve such knowledge. The existence of 
these objects and properties is thus absolutely fixed and independent of any 
epistemic considerations; it is completely independent of our mental activity, our 
practices and our background beliefs.' (Toribio, 2002)


	 The metaphysical realist will make the same epistemological claim as the naive 

realist: that perception provides the foundation for propositional knowledge. The claim is 
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that there are objects knowable by perception — that there is a necessary 

correspondence between belief and world.


	 Each of the impenetrability and the naive realism theorist takes an anti-relativist 

stance, then, in relation to perception. There are objects which exist independently of 

cognitive processes, which may be detected by our perceptual apparatus in a particular 

form (dependent on the modality) — this form, then, is universal, in that given normally 

functioning perceptual apparatus, it is the same form for all humans. Call this the Shape 

Only View. It is the Shape Only View that I reject. 


	 4.2	 The Shape Only View and Veridical Perception


	 There is an important conceptual objection to make to the anti-relativist position of 

the Shape Only View. It seems uncontroversial to accept that not all perceptions are 

veridical — for perception to be veridical, it must be constant in all conditions: that every 

time I view that particular letter S, I will be presented with exactly the same image by my 

perceptual apparatus.  Macpherson & Batty's (2016) restrictions for isolating incidents of 14

cognitive penetration show that this is not the case: for perception to be considered 

constant, perceptual conditions and attention must be constant, and there must be 

normally functioning sensory organs. Clearly, I will perceive the letter S differently 

depending on the intensity, colour and direction of the light illuminating the image, and 

equally clearly there will be differences if my vision is slightly blurred first thing in the 

morning or by external pressure, or by substances I may have taken, knowingly or 

otherwise. 


	 That perception can be affected other than by top-down processes means 

perception is not veridical. Now, this does not present any practical problem in day-to-

day functioning, because we do not expect perception to be veridical — we expect 

 I accept that affect-based differences in the representation of the letter S are likely to be 14

minuscule — the differences in representation of an ice cream may be more readily appreciated. 
As the principle still stands with the harder example, I will continue with the letter S, if only to 
emphasise that processes dictate that these differences do not depend on scale.
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perception to give us sufficient to make our worlds go smoothly, to serve survival and 

thriving. We achieve this with a type of internal and external consensualism: internally, we 

will form a belief as to the form of that particular letter S through comparing multiple 

images over multiple exposures, coming to an internal informational consensus as to its 

form. Externally, we will have that form confirmed by communication with others.


	 But this has important consequences: once the point is conceded that a single 

perception may not be veridical, there is no base from which to argue that any perception 

is veridical. No single perception is available as the 'foundational' perception, the one, 

single veridical perception against which the accuracy of all others may be determined. 

Our accuracy is determined simply by our internal and external consensus as to what that 

particular letter S looks like.


	 I have arrived at roughly Putnam's position that there is no pre-theoretic 

perception, highlighting along the way the consensualism that we use to make our worlds 

go smoothly. It is in principle impossible to attain perceptions which are not in any way 

determined by theory (at least, our internal and external consensualism), and so we can 

have no notion of what it would mean to have perceptions which were not so 'distorted' 

by theory. There are two consequences: first, the idea that the theory 'distorts' perception 

loses all purchase. It is an empty statement. Second, and relatedly, there is no possibility 

that we may compare any perception for accuracy against anything other than another 

perception. Any possible pre-theoretic form of objects is unattainable — consensualism is 

the only tool available to us.


	 I will put Pylyshyn's weak impenetrability thesis aside for the moment, for as I have 

said, I think my difference with this thesis is one of degree and not principle. But, putting 

this aside, here we have a conceptual problem with both strong impenetrability theories 

and naive realists — with the Shape Only View. To the extent that either camp allows that 

not all perceptions are veridical (which I believe they must), they must introduce an 

element of consensualism into their thinking, however that consensualism is formulated. 

This means we can have no notion of what it would mean to have perception that did not 



156

rely on this consensualism. It becomes meaningless in principle therefore to talk of any 

correspondence between a mind-independent form of objects and our perception.


	 In the result, all perceptions must be determined partly by some form of mind-

independent objects and partly by mental processes, the latter being at very least the 

necessary consensualism by which we come to account for different external and internal 

perceptual conditions.


	  Much as it is important to make this point in principle, there remains the 

correlation conundrum similar to that identified by Hume and others in relation to 

causation: however we may think of causation, we are presented daily with massive data 

that seem to point to some causal mechanism. Reserving the matter in principle, it 

behooves us to examine the massive data associated with perception and their possible 

correspondence to the mind-independent form of objects. But I will do so bearing in 

mind the consensualism I have established.


5.0	 An Essential Perspective: The Indivisible Unit 


	 5.1 Generally


	 In previous chapters, I raised the point  a number of times that it is helpful to 

regard emotions as having aspects, rather than parts — that appraisal, core affect and so 

on are aspects of a single whole, rather than parts that operate together. In Chapter Three 

I suggested that the greater whole of which they were aspects was usefully regarded as 

the entire organism — emotions are simply one aspect of an organism, the individual, 

whose goals can be reduced to simply survival and thriving. What I am urging here is a 

similar perspective on perception: emotions and perception are usefully regarded as 

aspects of a whole, with the same goals. Here I elaborate on what I said in Chapter Three.


	 The idea that we may be divided into parts comes easily from how we study human 

functioning, in parts: we study vision separately from hearing, thermoregulation 

separately from the autonomic nervous system, the circulatory system separately from the 

respiratory system. These divisions, as practical and helpful as they are, push us towards 
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the view that the individual is an assemblage of parts, in the manner perhaps of an 

aircraft. An Airbus, for instance, is designed as an integrated whole consisting of 

interacting parts, each with their function and optimised for that function; these parts are 

manufactured at facilities all over continental and non-continental Europe, transported to 

France, and the integrated whole Airbus is assembled, each part making its contribution 

to the whole. It is not that we think any of the Airbus parts (or human systems) can 

operate independently, but that the parts (or systems) are independent units contributing 

to the whole. The engine cannot operate without the fuel system, and vision cannot 

operate without the circulatory system, but these are nonetheless distinct and 

independent units. The notion is tempting but flawed. To take the notion to its extreme: 

we may study an individual's gait by looking at her walking normally, with both legs. If we 

were to isolate the function of one leg to determine its contribution, we would see that its 

effect (alone) would be to produce hopping (and falling) (Akins & Hahn, 2014). In truth, 

the processes contributing to gait are not divisible into individual legs, and probably not 

to legs alone — feet, spine, shoulders and head all seem intuitively to be involved, if not 

the entirety of the organism.


 	 And this is the point. Although careful division is essential for ease of study, it is the 

organism overall that is important. A restatement of selection is that the human organism 

has developed to survive simply by surviving. Surviving by selection involves no design, 

no optimal solutions — it involves nothing more than successful hazard, a process that 

offers success to whatever happens to allow for success. Taking this perspective, it is easy 

to see that we will not have developed an ideal visual system, or an ideal auditory system, 

each contributing to an overall ideal sensory system within a great ideal whole. I will show 

that what we developed is better characterised as the minimum overall faculties which 

when integrated promote survival of the whole — and the position remains unchanged by 

replacing the word 'survive' with 'thrive'.
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	 Standing in stark contrast to my position is that of the optimisation theorist, whose 

basic assumption is that adaptive advantage will always produce an optimal solution. 

There is good reason to question that assumption.


	 5.2	 Questioning Optimisation Models


	 An optimisation model in this context is a mathematical model that may be used to 

predict behaviour — based on the assumption that the mechanisms associated with 

adaptive advantage ensure an optimal solution to a problem will always arise. Modelling 

optimal solutions for animal behaviour based on adaptive advantage makes the same 

assumptions as the notion that adaptive advantage will produce, for example, an optimal 

perceptual system. There are, however, good and multiple reasons to question these 

assumptions.


	 First, and consistent with the point I am pressing about the evolutionary 

development of the whole rather than individual parts, optimisation models tend to seek 

a single optimal solution to a particular identified problem within an identified system, 

whereas in actuality there are multiple systems in play, and potentially in conflict. Schmitz 

et al. (1998) use the term 'multi-objective optimisation' to allow complex situations to be 

recognised in optimisation studies: given the number of different systems involved, their 

level of interdependence, and the complexity of possible decisions, the researchers claim 

that no single solution may be considered 'optimal'. Each decision carries with it both 

advantage and disadvantage, and behavioural solutions will inevitably involve 

compromise. Cody makes a similar point, suggesting that competing goals are an 

obstacle to optimisation.


	 Given the complexity of the organism as a whole, and competition between the 

various systems within the organism, optimisation of a single system is unlikely. But, what 

if by optimisation we are not referring to individual systems — is there some notion of 

optimisation that is workable?
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	 Emlen, looking from an ecological perspective, asserts that the notion of 

optimisation applies to populations, and not individuals, and that no-one anticipates that 

any single individual is behaving optimally. Optimisation models predict a notional end-

point for behaviour across a population. If this is correct, then 'optimal' is a notional target 

for an overall population (not individual systems within individual organisms), and 

behaviour is subject to a process of optimisation. On this approach, optimisation is a 

target, and one that is unlikely ever to be be met.


	 Emlen identifies genetic reasons why optimal solution targets are unattainable. 

First, if the fittest phenotype is generally heterozygous, by virtue of Mendelian 

recombination, at most only 50% of each subsequent generation will have the phenotype. 

Further (in a genetic expression of the multiple objectives that Schmitz et al. identify), 

genes can produce phenotypic traits by interacting with others to which they are linked 

(on the same chromosome), or with other genes in other loci, or they may be pleiotropic 

(have effects on more than one phenotype). He predicts 'halting progress' in a selected 

trait, that will achieve a final less than optimal 'oscillatory state', and concludes that 

'complexities in the genetic system virtually preclude [the possibility of optimisation] (p 

170).


	 It is helpful to apply Emlen's notion at an individual level, taking all of the systems 

within an individual to be the population he refers to. In other words, he takes the entirety 

of the systems that make up the individual, from perception to emotion to locomotion


and so forth to be the population.  Taking this view highlights that overall, the individual 15

is gradually developing on a trajectory towards optimisation. This optimisation is a target 

that is unlikely ever to be reached, but the approach offers insight: at this point, the 

multiple objectives identified by Schmitz et al. merge into a singular objective, that of 

 This move may seem strange, as the systems making up an individual may be thought not to 15

compete in the same way as individual members of an ecological population. In a real way, 
however, each system within an individual is in competition for limited resources available to the 
individual in the same way in which individual members of an ecological population compete for 
resources available in the ecological environment
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optimal survival. It is a target, one that will not be reached — but usefully for my 

purposes, the adaptive process employed in its pursuit serves survival and thriving.


There is abundant empirical evidence that our human systems are not optimal systems 

but are simply sufficient to perform their tasks. Akins delivers a clear example with her 

discussion of the human thermoreception system.


	 5.3	 Akin's Critique of Naturalist Theories


	 Akins provides a critique of what she terms naturalistic theories, which would 

include those with the Shape Only View (Akins, 1996). She offers an analysis of human 

thermoreception that is useful in highlighting the essential principle that we evolved to 

survive by surviving. Her summary of what a naturalistic theory holds is succinct:


'If the senses are the brain's window on the world, then any system worth its salt 
(and functioning correctly) ought to provide an accurate account of just how things 
are: the brain must be able to tell, from the signals it receives, how things stand in 
the world.' (ibid p. 342)


	 


	 Akins is clear in her view on what a 'window on the world' approach to perception 

must be, and it reflects the requirements of the Shape Only View: the difficulty is, she 

says, it is neither universally nor even generally true. What follows is given in general 

opposition to the Shape Only View, to demonstrate that there is little reason to believe 

that our senses provide a Shape Only View in any modality: most particularly, Akin's 

analysis shows that what the senses pervade is that information we need to survive and to 

thrive, and nothing more. I will be more specific in relation to the contribution of 

emotions in later sections.


	 Turning to her chosen perceptual system, she gives three requirements a 

thermoreception system would need to meet to satisfy the naturalistic theorist. Firstly,


such a system in order to reflect the truth must produce signals every time a stimulus is 

present, and at no other time. Secondly, its signals must be calibrated in some way to the 

properties it represents: it must be, in her word, 'thermometer-like', providing information 
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that tracks temperature states of the world. Thirdly, the system must be 'servile', in that it 

must present information objectively, and not 'slyly skew the information to reflect [its] 

own interests or prejudices.' As Akins points out, however, the human thermoreception 

system has none of these features — on the contrary, the system exhibits human 

narcissistic tendencies, perpetually asking the question of its stimuli, "But how does this 

all relate to ME?" (p 345). The human thermoreception system skews all of its output with 

a self-centred gloss — its primary concern is not the state of affairs objectively examined, 

but how that state of affairs relates to the individual.


	 My precis is unfair, as Akins does not specifically refer to the thermoreception 

system as narcissistic — her metaphor is more general. Nonetheless, the thermoreception 

system offers a good example of a system that has gradually developed over time 

through survival, whose operation is to promote survival rather than to provide accurate 

information on prevailing external temperatures. The system consists of four different 

receptors, two pain receptors (nociceptors), and two types of thermoreceptors. The 

nociceptors fire only in cases of extremely high or low temperature, and their signal is 

indistinguishable — it is simply pain. The nociceptors do not deliver any specific 

information about external temperatures — the information is either 'too hot or too cold'. 

As much as this may be unhelpful in delivering a Shape Only View of temperature 

conditions, it is information sufficient to serve survival — and the service of survival is the 

end to which the system overall has developed.


	 The thermoreceptors do not fare any better in delivering a Shape Only View  of 

temperature conditions. The two types deliver hot and cold signalling, which may seem 

sufficient to provide a Shape Only View of temperature conditions, except that there are 

many more cold receptors than heat receptors, and they are unevenly distributed across 

the body. This means that what constitutes a comfortable range of temperatures will vary 

across the body: the information they are supplying concerns not the actual external 

temperature conditions, but how those conditions affect survival. In addition, unlike a 

thermometer, neither the hot nor the cold thermoreceptors respond linearly to increases 
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or decreases in temperature: the hot receptor increases sharply with increases in 

temperature — the signal being sent is not of external temperature conditions, but the 

threat to survival presented by rising temperatures. We do not need to know that the 

water is at 86ºC: we need only and necessarily to know that not withdrawing the finger 

from the pot is harmful.


	 Reporting on external temperature conditions does not seem to be the concern of 

the thermoreception system at all. A sudden change in temperature will cause the 

thermoreceptors to fire: running even tepid water over icy-cold hands will cause the 

thermoreceptors to fire, and a sensation of the tepid water being hot. Because of the 

non-linear nature of the thermoreceptors' firing, a change from warm to hot will be felt 

more keenly than a change from tepid to hot water. The system does indeed skew 

information on external conditions to suit its own purposes: it skews the information so as 

to promote survival. Sometimes, as in the last two examples, it does not do a particularly 

good job.


	 I mention that the system does not do a particularly good job to highlight that 

perceptual systems are not optimal systems — certainly the thermoreception system 

looks like a system cobbled together, but that nonetheless produces information to 

promote survival. The system is simply a product of selection and development, a process 

that offers success not to the optimum solution, but to whatever happens to allow for 

success. That tepid water feels hot on icy hands is unlikely to threaten survival; that I can 

confuse the system by holding one hand in warm water and another in cold for some 

minutes, and then placing them both in tepid water is also unlikely to threaten my 

survival. This latter well-known party game speaks volumes about how the 

thermoreception system does not produce anything like a Shape Only View of external 

temperature conditions. But, it is sufficient to allow for our survival and to provide for our 

thriving.


	 It seems, then, that at least our thermoregulatory system does not present 

information in a manner consistent with a Shape Only View. This is simply one example of 
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what Janetos & Cole (1981) call a 'trivial point', that optimal solutions are not necessary 

for survival. Optimal solutions are not needed — and indeed they may not be possible.


	 5.4	 Vision as Well as Thermoreception


	 A response to Akins may be that the thermoreception system is an exception, and 

that no extension may be made to other systems, including vision. Thermoreception 

stands alone, while all other systems deliver their form of a Shape Only View. Akins also 

has vision in her sights, as it were, in particular colour vision, in a later paper with her 

colleague Hahn. Their analysis goes directly to this point (Akins & Hahn, 2014). If the 

answer to the question, 'Why do we have colour vision?' is, 'In order to see colour,' then 

there is some possible support for the Shape Only View approach, that somehow the 

Shape Only View offers a selective advantage. The apple is red, the chameleon was then 

that colour, is now this colour, a Shape Only View of perception would demand that we 

see these colours. Akins, however, provides another reason for our seeing colour — it is a 

matter of contrast recognition.


	 Our ability to see colour is rare amongst mammals: according to Akins and Hahn, 

of 4,600 species of mammal currently identified, less than 50 possess trichromatic vision, 

characterised by three different kinds of cone receptors in the retina, in sufficient 

quantities to compare their signals — and characterised also by good colour vision. The 

balance have either one or two kinds of cone receptors, and are either colour blind 

(monochromats) or have very poor colour vision (dichromats). The important distinction 

between these three types of visual systems is not colour vision, however, but visual 

acuity. To ask 'Why do we have colour vision?' is to ask the wrong question: the correct 

question is 'Why are we trichromats?'


	 Akins and Hahn look at vision for these purposes as distinguishing two features: 

intensity contrast and spectral contrast. Intensity contrast (light and dark) produces 

shadows, but shadows are a mixed blessing. On the positive side, graded shading offers 

information on the shape and texture of surfaces, and the shadows objects cast on other 
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objects offer information on relative position — but on the negative side, object 

boundaries or edges can be lost in shadow. Spectral (wavelength) contrast, however, does 

not produce shadows, which allows object boundaries to stand out. Intensity and spectral 

contrast detection complement each other, and the result is an enhanced ability to detect 

contrast. They also operate as a form of failsafe (Akins & Hahn, 2014, p. 149).


	 Whatever else colour vision may bring us in the experience of colour, seeing colour 

is a side-effect of a visual effect that is more obviously a candidate for selection — better 

visual acuity, through spectral contrast. We do not have colour vision in order to see 

colour, whether or not a Shape Only View includes colour.


	 Akins' and Hahn's analysis for colour vision may seem to offer only oblique support 

for the notion that our perceptual systems do not offer us a 'window on the world'. An 

objector to Akins (1996) may still avow that the thermoreception system is an exception 

— that particularly our visual apparatus does present this view. Spectral contrast is of 

course useful, but seeing colour is simply part of viewing the world as it is. There are a 

number of developmental ripostes to this response, which I set out in later sections, but 

for now I will present a counter in the Waterfall Illusion.


	 This well-known visual illusion may be brought on reasonably simply, by watching 

something moving for a few minutes, then looking away. Sitting next to and looking into 

fast-flowing water in a river will achieve the desired setup, because when looking away 

from the water and to a rock on the river bank, that rock will appear to be moving. But 

this is no ordinary illusion — for the rock also appears not to be moving. The Muller-Lyer 

illusion, an illusion in which two lines of equal length appear to be of different length, by 

virtue of arrowheads at their ends (see Section 3.6 in this chapter), is interesting as an 

example of a conflict between two intentional states in relation to the same object: the 

observer sees the lines as of different lengths, yet believes they are the same length. The 

Waterfall Illusion is interesting because it is a contradiction within a single attitude to 

perceptual content: the rock appears both to be moving and not moving.
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	 The Waterfall Illusion is well known, then, for the contribution it makes to debates 

on the content of perception, and the associated arguments. The effect introduces the 

complication of determining the content of a perception which is itself contradictory: 

presumably content ought to be one thing or another, and certainly not contradictory (see 

Crane, 1988; Mellor, 1988; Craig, 1976). I need not go into these arguments here — I 

raise the example simply to demonstrate that the visual system is not internally optimal.  16

Quite clearly, we are seeing what is impossible, for the rock cannot be both moving and 

not moving. This is perhaps a starker example of a failure of a perceptual system than 

Akins' thermoreception examples — but in any event, the thermoreception system cannot 

be taken as an exception to a general rule that our perceptual apparatus provides us with 

a window on the world, presenting the world as it is.


	 I opened this chapter on perception with this point about perceptual processes 

being non-optimal solutions, that we are not an assemblage of various interacting optimal 

parts, because I think it offers an importantly realistic perspective. I will develop the point 

in subsequent sections, where I will demonstrate that at least the visual and auditory 

processes are not independent systems, but are aspects of an indivisible whole — and 

that it seems indeed all of our perceptual processes are aspects of an indivisible whole. 

We did not develop separate visual, olfactory, gustatory and haptic systems: we 

developed, rather, an overall system by which we are able to gain sufficient information 

about the state of affairs, in an appropriate form, to allow us to survive (and thrive).


I will extend this further: from the same perspective, perceptual processes do not 

constitute a system operating in isolation from other systems, but are indeed aspects of 

an indivisible whole — that includes emotion. Perceptual processes do not hold up a 

Shape Only View of the state of affairs to emotion processes for their reaction: there is 

one single system operating, in which perceptual and emotion processes work 

inseparably to gain information on and interpret the state of affairs in a manner that 

 I use the term 'internally' to distinguish the illusion from illusions such as the Muller-Lyer illusion, 16

the Necker Cube and the Rabbit/Duck image, to highlight that there is a conflict within a single 
attitude, hence 'internally'.
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promotes survival (and thriving). Contrary to the Shape Only View, perceptual and 

emotional processes will work together to produce a representation that serves individual 

interests of survival and thriving. From this perspective it is not difficult to see how 

emotion may influence the representation of the object: what is required is not a Shape 

Only View of an object, but a representation of that object that serves individual survival 

and thriving. That the representation may differ from a Shape Only View is unimportant — 

survival and thriving are all that is important.


	 With this perspective established, I will turn now to examine vision, and particularly 

relativism in vision — as much as Akin's example of thermoreception provides a useful 

reference, relativism in vision has the potential to cause very real practical problems.


6.0	 The Practical Problem: Relativism in Vision


	 The perspective I introduced and pressed in the previous section rejects the need 

for a Shape Only View in vision. This of course raises the spectre of relativism in vision, 

which raises its own potential problems: where beliefs, desires and the like can influence 

vision, vision may potentially be subject to whim or flights of fancy, which can be 

dangerous. Fodor, a strong opponent of relativism in vision, captures the idea, 

commenting that a fallible organism must see what is actually there, not what it expects or 

hopes will be there, because 'those that don't do so become deceased' (Fodor, 1983). 

This seems reasonable, at least at first. Recalling Ogden Nash's advice, 'when called by a 

panther, don't anther', Fodor also emphasises the need for both accuracy and speed in 

recognising hazard, which also seems true (ibid p. 70). 


	 Does this exclude the involvement of emotion in the construction of an image? I 

think it does not, for two reasons. As to the first, recall the signalling function of emotions 

I described in Chapter Two — emotions can sound a warning to us, very crudely put, 'Less 

of this!' for negative emotions, or 'More of this!' for positive emotions. I will show how the 

involvement of emotions in image building accelerates the signalling function, making it 
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more efficient, and hence the reaction quicker. We will be able to recognise the panther 

and react to it more quickly.


	 Secondly, although what I propose is both that perception does not present a 

Shape Only View and that it is potentially relativistic, I do not propose an extreme form of 

relativism — there are major factors that confine how much my personal image of an 

object may differ from another's. The differences I suggest are marginal and will generally 

go unmarked: I think no matter how different the backgrounds and emotional profiles of 

two individuals are, they will see and be able to discuss plants, trees, vehicles, buildings 

and so forth and be talking about sufficiently similar objects. As I said in the introduction, I 

think there are situations in which differences will be marked: situations demanding 

discourse at a fine level of granularity and specificity between people from completely 

disparate cultural backgrounds. They will be rare. I will elaborate in the coming sections.


7.0	 The Relativistic Approach


	 7.1	 Relativism Generally


	 The case against relativism is captured by a number of theorists, that 'the function 

of perception is to deliver to thought a representation of the world' (Fodor, ibid.), and 

because 'this representation is supposed to inform belief and action (about or in response 

to the here-and-now), it should track not what the agent believes, wants, or otherwise 

thinks about the non-present; it should instead track the present environment, here-and-

now' (Stokes, 2015, p. 88). As Lyons has it, 'The whole point of perception is to put us in 

touch with the world as it actually is.' The notion is that once beliefs, wants and the like 

enter perceptual processes, the objectivity of perceptual representations may be called 

into question. This objectivity is preserved, they conclude, by the Shape Only View.


	 Relativism as reflected in the quotes recognises the requirement for some form of 

objectivity, yet leaves that requirement curiously unmotivated and unjustified, because it 

seems clear that less than a Shape Only View in perception is sufficient to inform action in 

the here and now, as Stokes has it. All that is required is a minimal connection with the 



168

here and now, just sufficient a relation to allow appropriate action. A Shape Only View of 

perception, of the world 'as it actually is', is far from the minimum needed. To take 

Fodor's example: we need to react to the danger inherent in the presence of a panther, 

but this does not entail our perceiving some objective and universal form of a panther. 

There is every reason to believe that our perceptual apparatus developed not to 

represent such a form of panther, or anything else, but to address our own concerns in 

our own environment (a dangerous beast), to allow us to survive and to thrive — and 

nothing more.


	 My suggestion is, then, that perception needs to track nothing more than the 

present environment as it concerns the individual, in order for her to survive and to thrive. 

Not having to represent some form of objective reality confines perception's task 

considerably, lessens its load, and it is easy to see how perception would develop in this 

confined manner: survival and thriving are evolutionary goals, whereas it is difficult to see 

how an accurate representation of 'what is out there' is necessarily a goal. If it turns out 

that what is presented by our senses and some objective reality are identical, this will be a 

matter of coincidence, not necessity — and in the following sections I will demonstrate 

why this is the case.


	 7.2	 Practical Constraints on Relativism


	 To commence, it seems true to say that if my belief prevents me from seeing a 

panther, I am likely, as Fodor puts it, to get deceased. Bringing the example to a more 

mundane level, if only by reason of belief I do not see an obstacle in front of me, I am still 

going to walk into it; if only by reason of belief I see an artefact on the wall, I will be 

unable to discuss the artefact with anyone else. In these two simple examples lies the 

practical point: we all need to exist in our environment, navigate its hazards and access its 

benefits, and we must be able to communicate with others about that environment. This 

requires a commonality in how that environment is perceived — and those requirements 

serve to exclude relativism. Simply put, I have a great disincentive to see things materially 
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or even slightly differently from others — the discrepancies would prevent me from 

functioning in society. The training I have received since I was an infant in the use of my 

visual faculty in order to thrive in this society means I am able to take in visual stimuli, and 

use them to produce a world that is to a vast extent similar to everyone else's world. This 

training is thorough and deeply embedded, and I am unable to choose to change it. In 

this light, the concern that we may be perceptually susceptible to flights of fancy or 

whimsy seem empty — they would leave us unable to function in the world.


	 Lyons supports the need for a Shape Only View by questioning what would 

happen if he fell in with the 'wrong crowd': whilst they might, he says, convince him to 

believe and desire all manner of crazy things, it would be hard for them to convince him 

to see and to hear crazy things (Lyons, 2015, p. 119). Lyons uses this example to defend 

the notion that we do not wish to have perception 'endogenously determined'. I think it is 

precisely endogenous determination that will prevent him from seeing and hearing crazy 

things. He may at a suggestion construct a mental image of a zebra in his living room, but 

any attempt to interact with the animal would be doomed to failure — all his other senses 

and everyone around him would be telling him that the zebra does not exist. It is difficult 

to see how he could maintain the zebra as existing in any shared reality. He may similarly 

convince himself he can hear rap music emanating from a cloud, but any attempt to 

communicate with others about any features of the music would also be doomed to 

failure. He would have every incentive to drop any belief in the music. We cannot be 

convinced to see or hear crazy things because our perception is endogenously 

determined, and multiply so — we use all our senses to establish the form of the 

environment that fits with our concerns, and that includes both moving around a physical 

space (not occupied by a zebra), and sharing experiences with others in society. The


image of the zebra does not withstand investigation with any other sense (it cannot be 

touched, smelled, or heard), and neither the zebra nor the music from the cloud can be 

shared with anyone else. Neither phenomenon may be taken to exist.
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	 It is as well to observe that this notion meshes well with the perspective I am 

pressing: our perceptual processes operate as a whole, its various aspects (visual, 

auditory, haptic) work together to produce a representation of the state of affairs. I will 

have more to say on this in a later section.


	 Dretske's (2015) 'Goldilocks Test' is also intended to demonstrate that top-down 

effects cannot influence vision. It is not so much a test, its creator says, as a way of 

thinking about whether vision is penetrated by top-down effects. The test involves a 

professional forester and a keen amateur woods person each painting their perception of 

a pine tree, and the professional critiquing the other's depiction. The question is whether 

in the professional's opinion the other's depiction will have too much accurate detail, too 

little accurate detail, or will the detail be just right? Dretske says the third is the only 

plausible answer. The forester may have a greater eye for detail by reason of experience 

and expertise and may be able to point out aspects of the tree that the amateur missed 

by including or excluding aspects from the painting, but even given this, the amateur 

would still have painted what everyone would agree is a pine tree. Dretske suggests the 

amateur would not have missed an essential 'pine-tree-ness' in her painting.


	 Dretske also claims that if top-down influences had any effect, then inevitably 

either alternative one or two would result, that the amateur's painting would have too 

much or too little in it. Whilst I agree with Dretske's conclusion that the third alternative, 

'just right', is the only plausible response (our reasons of course are different), I cannot 

agree with this claim. The key to my position does not lie in perceptual processes or 

representation, but in communication.


	 Dretske's claim assumes the top-down influences that enrich the forester's 

perception of the tree will necessarily dictate his social reaction to another's depiction of 

it, how he communicates with others. I think this assumption is baseless. First, the forester 

well knows how to distinguish what everyone agrees is a pine tree, having learned it at a


very early age. There has never been any incentive and always considerable disincentive 

for the forester to claim to see the pine tree any differently. Because of her expertise and 
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knowledge, she will have considerably more information concerning the pine tree than 

the amateur, but there is no incentive for her to abandon the shared notion of a pine tree 

— she does so at the peril of becoming incomprehensible to everyone other than peers 

with the same level of expertise. Second, there is no reason to believe that having more 

detailed knowledge and hence detailed perception of pine trees will deprive the forester 

of social communication skills, and of how to tailor answers to fit the context.


	 To illustrate my point, consider a philosopher walking in the countryside with a 

friend, who says to her, 'Look at the sheep. There're six sheep over there in that field.' 

There is nothing compelling the philosopher to correct her friend, and say that she 

probably does not know how many sheep there are in that field, nor to tell her she 

probably has no basis for ever making a statement such as the one she has. There is, on 

the other hand, the need to communicate with others, the need to retain friends, that 

compel the philosopher simply to agree, and to admire the view of the sheep. The 

philosopher is no more obliged to criticise her friend than the forester is to criticise the 

amateur's lack of detail in her image of the pine tree. There are sheep in the field, that is a 

pine tree.


	 Putting these two reasons together, it is not inevitable that top-down influences will 

mean the forester will give answers one or two. She is most likely, if she has social skills, to 

give answer three, that the picture is 'just right'.


	 I see the Goldilocks test as equivocal on encapsulation and the question of top- 

down influences — it tells us nothing about a Shape Only View of perception. It does 

however raise the question of the visual essence of a percept: Dretske identifies 'pine- 

tree-ness' as something essential that will be recognised by observers. Do objects have a 

visual essence? And does that essence subsist in the object as some sort of objective 

truth we perceive, or in the mind of the beholder?
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	 7.3	 Essential Relativism and Essential Perception


	 In an early section, I briefly touched on the relationship between naive realism and 

metaphysical realism: they both postulate the existence of mind independent objects, 

with naive realism focussing on their detection in perception. But there remains an issue 

for the Shape Only View concerning the nature of what is captured in the perception of 

these mind-independent objects. In an oblique way echoing the problems that I touched 

on in Chapter Three concerning Prinz's theory of concepts, there must be an essential 

recognisable set of features, an essential form that we must capture in order for these 

objects to become recognisable without cognitive assistance. In the previous section, I 

described Dretske's 'pine-tree-ness', which seems to embrace just such a notion, that 

which is essential to make a pine tree recognisable — what I might call recognisable 

essence.  The nature of this visual essence is unclear, other than it is something we will 17

recognise in the form of that object without cognitive assistance. It is also unclear how we 

come to recognise the essence of the plethora of new objects we encounter through life.


	 Raftopoulos describes something akin to affordances that may play the role I 

accord to visual essence, as something that emerges from the earliest form of useful 

image. He illustrates with the example of a frog and a fly, arguing that the fly will not be 

represented in the frog's brain as a fly, but as a target for the tongue, a non-conceptual 

representation of what the fly affords the frog. The initial images formed in early vision, he 

argues, will be similar non-conceptual representations of affordances, or potentialities for 

further action — on this basis, to the frog, the visual essence of the fly is of a morsel to be 

captured with the tongue. The scope of such affordances or potentialities, according to 

Raftopoulos, will be hard-wired, representing all of the possible actions that might be 

taken in interaction with the object (Raftopoulos, 2001). This approach does not produce 

 I am using the term 'essence' here in a specific Lockean sense, as referring to 'the very being of 17

any thing, whereby it is, what it is' — the internal constitution which is the cause of the thing's 
essence. I add the word 'recognisable' to emphasise Lockean knowable essence (not atomic 
constitution), that which allows us to classify by recognition. See Lowe, 2011; Vienne, 1993 for 
detailed discussion.
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a representation of the world as it is, a Shape Only View of the world, but a representation 

of what objects within the world mean to the observer. Adapting the vocabulary, in this 

way the visual essence of any object for a human would be the affordances of that object 

to the human — and according to Raftopoulos that is arrived through innate knowledge, 

without any top-down influences. The extent of this innate knowledge is unclear, although 

Raftopoulos does allow that the scope of recognised affordances could be increased 

through slow perceptual learning.


	 I do not think that looking at human affordances as the basis of visual essence 

assists the argument for encapsulation or a Shape Only View of human vision. (For these 

purposes, I will take it that Raftopoulos is correct about slow perceptual learning in this 

context, because it does not affect my argument. ) Affordances are however not as 18

obvious as they may seem. Imagine a designer espresso cup, barely enough to take one 

shot of coffee. Its base is round, but its sides gradually form into planes so that its top is 

in the shape of a square. The sides have been twisted 20º anti-clockwise, and one of 

these sides has a tiny hook for a handle. In addition, the sides of the cup look as if they 

have been crushed slightly by too tight a grip. To someone unacquainted with drinking a 

single shot of coffee, this cup (a gift to me from a friend) does not appear to offer much in 

the way of affordances. For this person, it is too small a cup for tea or coffee, being 

ceramic it is inappropriate for an alcoholic shot, and it is (just) too large to be a thimble 

(and oddly shaped for that purpose). For her, the cup has no essence. To go further, 

imagine a member of a desert-dwelling nomadic tribe such as the San confronting this 

espresso cup for the first time. Her experience of drinking vessels is (I stipulate) gourds of 

some half-litre capacity. She is unlikely to see the espresso cup as affording her the 

chance of a drink — and further (although it may amuse her), she could learn that 

 Fodor was concerned that the diachronic top-down affects of learning within the primary visual 18

cortex may mean encapsulation is 'less than cast-iron'. Raftopoulos offers a solution: learning, he 
allows, constitutes a diachronic top-down effect, but it is not an information effect. Rather, it 
changes the structure of early vision processes — encapsulation is preserved and processes 
remain informationally isolated. This is a matter of 'slow learning' in that it takes place over 
repetitions (Karni, 1996; Raftopoulos, 2001).
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affordance in a moment, and would not need slow perceptual learning to do so. This is a 

relativism problem — three individuals with exactly the same visual apparatus, but each 

with a completely different affordances (or visual essence) for the same object. 


	 Affordances, it seems, do not solve the problem of relativism, and do not indicate 

what it is that we need to extract from the earliest image that must necessarily be isolated 

from top-down signalling. 
19

	 If not affordances, what is visual essence: what is essential in an object that we 

must capture in early vision? What is 'pine-tree-ness?' Clearly, what the amateur forester 

painted was recognisable, but that is a matter of object recognition — what is required 

here is not something everyone recognises as a pine tree, whether from personal 

experience or from pictures of northern hemisphere Christmases, but something prior to 

recognition. Something like what Raftopoulos proposes the frog detected in the fly. Is 

there indeed any visual essence in an object?


	 Churchland's notion of rule-based perception captures the idea that there is 

nothing essential in an object, and that the form objects take in our perception is a direct 

product of our senses. According to Churchland, there is no such thing as pre-theoretic 

vision: perceptual beliefs are roughly 'singular theoretical beliefs acquired as spontaneous 

non-inferential responses to sensory states of the perceiver,' (Churchland, 1979 p. 2), and 

that '[i]n large measure we learn, from others, to perceive the world as everyone else 

perceives it' (ibid. p. 7). Churchland supports his position with what he terms the 

'argument from transposed modalities', a thought experiment designed to demonstrate 

that perception is not a 'window to the world', but consists rather in a (limited) 

information gathering system, and a theoretic interpretation system that provides 

meaning to that information.


 Raftopoulos (2001a) was not specifically suggesting affordances would solve the problem of 19

relativism, but rather was responding to Churchland's comment that initial images are 'useless' 
until supplemented with top-down information. This does, however, seem to be an appropriate 
application of his idea, and something of a test.
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	 He invites us to imagine a society identical in all ways to us, save that, first, its 

members have no vocabulary for colour, second, that their visual capabilities include 

being able to see temperature, and third, that they lack any tactile sense of temperature, 

just as we lack any tactile sense of colour. Members of this society describe temperature 

as they see it — for them, objects are not variously coloured, but variously heated. Colder


objects appear lighter, warmer objects appear darker. For a standard observer in our 

society there is a way white things and only white things look; conversely, for a standard 

observer in their society, there is a way cold things and only cold things look. Both 

perceptual sensations are accurate.


	 Although the perceptions are both accurate, the information contained in them is 

completely different — it is dependent upon perceptual apparatus. A child may learn to 

recognise the term 'white' and assign it to certain perceptual experiences, but that term 

will have no meaning until it comes to be used inferentially within a network of beliefs. In 

the experiment, the perceptual experience 'white' is empty of meaning until it is used 

inferentially within the network of beliefs of either society, and that meaning becomes a 

designator either of a colour or of a temperature. Thus does the sensation of 'white' 

become meaningful only by reason of the manner in which we think about 'white', how 

we use the term inferentially — our commonly held theory about what whiteness consists 

in.


	 Facing this thought experiment, the choice seems stark. Pushing back, is there 

something intrinsic in the colour white that entails a particular sensory experience? Is 

there something intrinsic in temperature that entails it being (directly) detectible only by 

touch, such that it is inconceivable that it could be detected visually? Alternatively, is the 

intuition Churchland invites accurate: there is something in our visual perception that 

results in a sensation, which we have chosen to call white, and which we have embedded 

in our network of beliefs? Churchland assists with an example of multimodal perception: a 

blind person may perceive roundness in an object by feeling it, and a sighted person 

without a sense of touch may perceive that roundness by looking at it. Given that the two 
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people agree on the meaning of 'round', 'roundness' cannot be a product of either tactile 

or visual sensations — that roundness must be a product of how we think about those 

sensations.


	 In the end, we need some basis on which to transform the edges, shades and 

surfaces of early vision into objects. The idea that these objects have some sort of 

absolute discoverable form innately and identically available to all of us is intuitively 

attractive, but the intuition seems baseless. I think Churchland is correct: there is a reality 

'out there', but the form it has in our perception (and the meaning we assign to 

phenomena in that reality) is a combination of our perceptual abilities and the theories we 

have about them.  This may seem initially counter-intuitive, but there are real advantages 20

inherent in a system such as this — a system that has as its base the concerns of the 

individual.


	 7.4	 Advantages of Relativism


	 I have mentioned the signalling role of emotions, and it is relevant here. The Shape 

Only View idea is that a panther is simply and always a panther, and that it should be 

represented in early vision as such — and rapidly. Now, we know there is nothing 

intrinsically or absolutely dangerous about a panther — the extent of the danger it poses 

to another depends on the relation in which the panther stands to that other. It is not 

dangerous to its cub, or presumably generally to another panther. But, in general, it is 

dangerous to humans. Representing a panther as simply a panther, and without any 

information as to its nature, seems inefficient for the human, when compared with 

 There may be concerns that I am advocating a type of consensualism, in which the substance of 20

reality is simply that which we agree upon, with no external point of reference (Goldman, 1987; 
Kusch, 2002), or that my position leaves perception 'ungrounded' (Müller, Vincent C. 2005). These 
are misplaced. The object is an external point of reference, and its perception forms a basis for a 
reliable belief in its existence. The recognition of its function (drinking vessel) and its labelling 
(coffee cup, tasse de cafe, and so on) are matters of mutual agreement i.e., the object has no 
essential existence qua coffee cup. It follows that grounding as described by Muller is provided in 
perception of the percept, not of its function or labelling. For a discussion rejecting any need for 
grounding, see Westerhoff, 2020, Chapter Three.
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representing it as a hazard as early as possible. Such an early representation of danger 

and signalling that danger are an advantage. This is relativism, but it is not pernicious: 

people with no knowledge of the danger posed by panthers cannot represent the 

panther as a hazard (there are multiple cases of tourists in Africa leaving their vehicles to 

approach wild lions), but it is an advantage to those who can.


	 Ogilvie and Carruthers make a related point, saying that perception has to be alive 

to individual variations in context, that 'the statistical properties of one environment


 (within a building, say) can be quite unlike those of another (such as a forest)', so that 

inevitably perception must be able to call upon high-level information, such as where one 

is (Ogilvie & Carruthers, 2015 p. 726). The panther may be a hazard when encountered on 

a path, but not when encountered in captivity. This is salient information, which needs to 

be recognised as rapidly and efficiently as possible. Viewed in this light, relativism has 

advantages not recognised by Fodor.


	 Relativism does not, then, present significant problems, and does not seem to 

demand a Shape Only View of perception — or, in other words, it presents no obstacle to 

the idea that beliefs (and similar) may play a role in early vision. But the converse positive 

assertion, that beliefs do play a role in early vision, faces a potential problem in the 

persistence of visual illusions — their persistence over belief points to beliefs not playing 

such a role.


	 7.5	 The Persistence of Visual Illusions


	 If there are top-down influences in which beliefs and the like can alter perception, it 

seems sensible that we ought to be able to use those beliefs to override something we 

know to be a visual illusion. That in many cases we cannot is taken by some as evidence 

that there are no such top-down influences: the perceptual image, even if it turns out to 

have been an illusion, is always taken to be immutable. It turns out, however, that the 

matter is not quite so easily settled.
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	 The Muller-Lyer illusion consists of two lines of identical length, which appear to be 

of different length by virtue of convex or concave arrowheads at their ends. The illusion 

persists even when the observer has physically measured the lines and believes them to 

be of equal length. It seems reasonably clear, then, that if belief is accessible to early 

vision, that belief should overrule the illusion, and the lines would then be made to 

appear of equal length — but the illusion persists. The easy conclusion to draw from the 

persistence is that early vision cannot be accessible to belief. Fodor says that the illusion 

demonstrates 'that how the world looks can be peculiarly unaffected by how one knows it 

to be' (Fodor, 1985 p. 8). This comment seems to be true, at least some of the time — but 

what does this actually tell us about the relationship between belief and perception, and 

about the naive realist's approach to perception?


	 Ogilvie and Carruthers suggest a possible reason for the persistence of the illusion. 

Endorsing a limited view of the role of prediction in image formation (a subject I will 

return to later), they point out that in some interpretations of this approach, the purpose 

of top-down signalling is to assist in the interpretation of bottom-up signalling in cases of 

ambiguity. In the case of the Muller-Lyer illusion, there is no ambiguity — the bottom-up 

signalling is clear and uncomplicated, and there are no ambiguous cues. There is no need 

for top-down signalling, and none ought to be expected — the bottom-up signalling is 

left intact, and the illusion persists. As attractive as it is, this explanation is problematical, 

assuming as it does that higher-level processing is called upon only when lower-level 

processes reveal uncertainty or ambiguity. This may indeed be assumed in some 

interpretations of the role of prediction in vision, but there is significant evidence that 

higher-level processing is not limited to cases of uncertainty or ambiguity — I will detail 

that evidence in Section 4.5 below.


	 Whatever the reason for the persistence of the illusion, Ogilvie and Carruthers urge 

caution on how much the persistence tells us. The phenomenon clearly demands an 

explanation, but care must be taken not to overreach in drawing conclusions, about either 
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encapsulation or Shape Only View perception. After all, Fodor said the illusion tells us 

only 'at least some perceptual processes are insensitive to at least some of one's


beliefs' (Fodor, 1985, p. 2). Ogilvie and Carruthers, extending Fodor's approach, think 

not: they point out that the persistence shows only that that top-down influences do not 

dominate in these cases, that in these illusions belief is not able to update perception. It 

does not show that top-down influences cannot contribute to or otherwise have an effect 

on vision. Nor does it show that top-down influences cannot dominate in other cases. The 

type of situation in which top-down influences do not dominate would presumably be 

defined as those cases where the phenomenon occurs, pending some sort of explanation.


This suggestion by Ogilvie and Carruthers gains some support from other illusions that 

persist through knowledge, such as the sound-induced flash illusion (which I discuss in 

more detail in Chapter Six). In this illusion, a single flash is persistently perceived as two 

flashes, when viewed simultaneously with hearing a click. This illusion also persists 

through belief: in these cases, top-down feedback to early visual processes from a 

knowledgeable participant cannot dominate intermodal feedback from auditory 

processes, thus weighing against a Shape Only View of perception. This intermodal 

feedback casts the Muller-Lyer illusion in a different light, as a phenomenon that requires 

explanation, but one that is neither helpful nor unhelpful to Fodor's case for 

encapsulation. It does the same in respect of Shape Only View perception.


	 The persistence of illusions of this type is an interesting phenomenon, one which 

cries out for an explanation, but whatever the explanation may turn out to be, it does not 

offer any support for a naive realist's approach to perception.


	 7.6	 Other Arguments Against Relativism 


	 There are at least two other theoretical bases for an anti-relativism Shape Only 

View position, the first based on epistemological concerns, the second on issues of speed 

and efficiency. The epistemological concern is that unless perception presents a Shape 
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Only View, it cannot constitute a warrant for belief. The concern is also manifest where 

perception may be influenced by belief, where there is a possibility of circularity:


Belief --------------> Perception --------------> Belief


Where such a circularity occurs, the worry is that there is no proper justification for belief, 

and no knowledge can be forthcoming. The concern does need to be approached with 

some caution, as the notion that belief needs to be supported by a Shape Only View of 

perception can become too general: on a general application of the notion, belief that it 

is raining would have to be supported by a non-doxastic perception, which is clearly not


the case. For this reason, Lyons (2015) says it is helpful to recognise a division between 

pernicious and non-pernicious top-down influences.


	 Recognising this distinction allows flexibility, and an avoidance of the 

epistemological problem. For instance, in a case such as I am proposing of affective or 

emotional signalling, the progression may not necessarily change the perception of an 

object. Encountering a panther would be just such a case:


Negative affect --------------> Perception --------------> Negative affect


	 Once again, this simply accelerates the negative emotional signalling that would 

inevitably be associated with an object — the earliest possible warning of the panther, for 

instance. I have already outlined how this would be beneficial, rather than pernicious. If 

the negative reaction turns out to be baseless (for instance, the panther turns out to be a 

dog), the error would simply be noted for later reference. No harm is done by this early 

signalling.


	 In any event, care must be taken not to place the cart before the horse: it is not the 

case that perception must present a Shape Only View, so that we may have warrant for 

our beliefs. Rather, it is the case that epistemological considerations will follow from 
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whether or not perception turns out to present a Shape Only View. Moreover, Fodor's 

position may be inverted: our emotions may be a basis for our beliefs (Brady, 2016; Prinz, 

2006; Döring, 2003).


	 The second concern I raised related to speed and efficiency, is that early vision's 

access to cognitive resources needs to be limited, in order to avoid time-consuming 

searches of all resources in every perception. This concern seems to lean away from 

accuracy in favour of efficiency.  This concern is misplaced, assuming as it does that 21

cognitive searches are exhaustive, involving a comprehensive search of resources. Such 

searches seem impractical as a support for general cognitive activity — and there is good 

reason to believe that cognitive searches in general are not exhaustive at all, but are 

optimised by the use of heuristics.  Regardless of the manner in which searches are 22

carried out, Fodor's concerns about speed and efficiency, if they point anywhere, lean 

away from Shape Only View perception.


	 Epistemological considerations raised by Fodor and others, and those of speed 

and efficiency, offer little guidance in this matter. The first may reflect a desire that 

perception may warrant belief, and the second is likely to be misplaced — and in any 

event intuitively points away from the direction Fodor wishes to take.


 Fodor describes this as a case of valuable 'bullheadedness' (Fodor, 2014, p. 70), in which speed 21

is bought at the price of not having to consider all of the facts. As he succinctly puts it, 'I do not 
wish to have to consider everything I know in the course of perceptual panther

identification.' (ibid. p. 71)

 There is good evidence that we habitually use heuristics to allow a search through 22

'stupendously large databases at breakneck speed' (Prinz, J. J. 2006b). Gigerenzer offers a 
number of simple heuristic tools to search for cues to discriminate between two possible answers. 
For example, using the 'take the best' heuristic, the cue is adopted which is considered the most 
likely to be successful — if this does not yield a discrimination, the next best cue is used. As an 
example, in choosing which of two cities have a larger population, a cue may be that large cities 
are likely to have a football team in a major league. If that cue yields a result, the search ends with 
the answer — if it does not, then another cue is selected, such as that large cities may have more 
than one airport. Other simple heuristic tools are 'take the last', in which the last cue is used, or 
'minimalist' in which cues are simply guessed at. (Gigerenzer, G, 2000; see also Todd, 2000)
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	 7.7	 Objections to Relativism: A Conclusion


	 In this section I identified the common ground between two major anti-relativist 

approaches to perception, and identified it as the Shape Only View, and then I worked 

through motivations that are provided for the Shape Only View. I found no reason to 

support the Shape Only View, or to object to relativism in vision.


	 The Shape Only View looks to early visual processes to capture some sort of 

essence of the percept, unaffected by higher-level processes. I have expressed my 

concerns as to what that essence might be. I examined a practical and simple approach to 

vision, that we have a capacity to represent our environment in a manner which allows us 

to navigate and use it, and to communicate with others about it. In this approach, we 

learn to use that capacity in such a way as to act successfully within the environment, and 

it allows us to understand each other. The disincentive to flights of fancy and whimsy is 

that we would end up bumping into things, and we would not be able to communicate 

with others. This approach avoids the problems usually associated with relativism.


	 In the end, my position is that the manner in which the environment is visually 

represented, how it appears in that representation, is a product both of our visual 

apparatus and the environment. Objects do not have an essential objective form 

represented to us in vision, and the manner in which we represent our environment is the 

minimum that allows us to function in our environment. Churchland makes a similar point 

in relation to essential features: there is no essence of roundness in any percept, 

'roundness' simply reflects the way in which we think about a percept. I think the best 

(and least complex) approach is that there is no essence of an espresso cup: there is 

simply a percept, and how it appears to the perceiver depends upon visual apparatus, 

and on its function and labelling.


	 The persistence of the Muller-Lyer illusion tells us little more than that in this and 

some similar situations, top-down signalling does not prevail over bottom-up signalling. It 

offers little help to the encapsulation theorist, and little help to the proponent of Shape 
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Only View perception. Much as it is a phenomenon that cries out for explanation, that 

explanation has yet to be given satisfactorily.


	 Nor do arguments from epistemology and from speed and efficiency offer any real 

assistance in the argument. The argument from epistemology places the cart before the 

horse, and perhaps more expresses a wish than an argument. The argument from speed 

and efficiency is lost to the fact in the normal course of events we process huge amounts 

of data, probably using simple search heuristics.


	 In the result, I do not think there are good theoretical reasons to believe that 

perception presents, or needs to present, a Shape Only View. This is borne out by 

empirical evidence, which clearly demonstrates that perception simply does not present a 

Shape Only View.


9.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 In the first section of this chapter, I recognised a division between a 'Shape Only' 

view of vision and what I termed the Inseparability Thesis, that visual properties cannot 

properly be separated into low-level and high-level properties. I developed the notion of 

the Shape Only View, and re-framed the argument away from properties and to issues of 

cognitive penetration and naive realism.  


	 I set out the need to take a view of the organism as an undivided unit, as I did in 

relation to emotions. This involves viewing the evolutionary development not of individual 

parts, integrated but separate, but rather the development of the whole — the whole, 

with various aspects that allow it to survive and thrive. Although it is helpful to study these 

processes separately, one must not lose sight of the fact that these processes are 

inescapably aspects of the whole organism. From this perspective, it is not difficult to see 

the limits of development (bounded by survival and thriving), and to see that a Shape 

Only View is not of itself a developmental goal for any individual perceptual process.


	 I will develop the perspective further in the next chapter, where I will present 

empirical evidence that at least visual and auditory processes are linked aspects of a 
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single whole — and that there is good reason to think that all perceptual processes 

comprise one system.


	 In the second section, I addressed the question of whether perception, and vision 

in particular, presents us with a Shape Only View representation of what is 'out there'. 

Anti-relativism concerns are that relativism may lead to perception based on flights of 

fancy, that perception demands speed and efficiency, and that there is no other 

explanation for the persistence of some illusions. I demonstrated that these concerns are 

addressed without the need for encapsulation, and that leaving aside the persistence of 

illusion, which does need to be reserved, the dangers of relativism are mitigated by 

practical considerations, and speed and efficiency come from use of heuristics.


	 In the end, practical considerations of evolutionary development point towards 

there being a degree of relativism in vision, and living in a society and needing to 

communicate give rise to practical considerations that mean the relativism will be limited. 

There are no pressures or conditions that give reason to think we may indeed enjoy a 

Shape Only View.


	 That being said, in the next chapter, I will test this proposition against empirical 

evidence. 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CHAPTER SIX:


RELATIVISM IN VISION: THE EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE


1.0	 Introduction


	 I have been pressing a perspective which I think is helpful in thinking about the 

evolutionary development of human emotional, perceptual and other processes. To 

repeat it: we developed through forces operating on an indivisible whole, and the 

different aspects of that indivisible whole — including emotion (and the different aspects 

of emotion) and perception (visual, audio and so forth) — all developed gradually over 

evolutionary time, together, and indivisibly parts of the functioning whole. In this 

development, there is no reason to think any perfect processes will develop, no perfect 

emotion process (whatever that may entail), no perfect thermoreception or visual 

processes — developmental and selective conditions means that processes developed 

with the minimal capability of promoting survival and thriving.


	 There is no room for a Shape Only View as a goal in such developmental processes 

— there is room only for practical necessity. This practical necessity means we will identify 

panthers more efficiently, and understand the visual nature of such experiences as a letter 

S looking one way on one day and another the next. In Chapter Five I addressed 

theoretical objections to this position, showing them to be groundless, and showing the 

small degree of relativism that may possibly eventuate to be harmless to living in society.


	 It is now time to appeal to the empirical, to test whether the evidence supports the 

idea that we do not enjoy a Shape Only View. In this chapter, then, I will canvass that 

evidence and demonstrate that it does indeed support this position. And turning to the 

empirical serves another purpose, because in the final chapter, I will also have some 

recourse to the empirical to demonstrate the role emotion plays the in the construction of 

a representation, such that the form of an object in that representation may be altered by 

emotional processes. 
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2.0	 The General Case Against Relativism


	 A Shape Only View perception demands a limit to top-down influences on at least 

early vision (and some demand more), and a wealth of empirical evidence has been 

amassed from behavioural studies into the the topic, particularly relating to cognitive 

penetration. Being behavioural, this evidence has proven difficult and is plagued with 

accusations of poor methodology and over-liberal interpretation of evidence. Machery 

(2015) coins the term 'repligate' to describe the replication problems he says plagues 

these behavioural studies. 


	 As I mentioned in Chapter Five, Firestone and Scholl (2015) defend the strong 

version of the impenetrability thesis, which will have the whole of the visual cortex 

impenetrable, or closed off to any top-down influences. They presented a meta study of 

this evidence: in all, they counted 175 relevant papers since 1995 (although they accept 

that may not have found all of the existing papers), and make the claim that they can find 

in them no proper evidence of top-down influences — each study is subject to one or 

more of five specific pitfalls. Inevitably, the claims in their paper were disputed, leaving 

the matter unsettled. The Firestone and Scholl paper was a target paper, and much of 

what they said about the papers was disputed — and indeed it may be that the 

researchers were themselves guilty of falling into the pitfalls they recognised. An example 

will illustrate just how this evidence is problematical.


	 Darkness, gloominess and similar words are often associated with negative 

emotions, the converse being that positive emotions are associated with brightness. Xie & 

Zhang set out to demonstrate that this linguistic convention reflects a physiological 

phenomenon, and claimed to have done so, using personal reports. Firestone and Scholl 

reject the evidence for methodological reasons, claiming that the personal reporting 

method led the respondents to an anticipated answer. Xie & Zhang (2016) repeated the 

experiment, using pupillary dilation detection rather than personal report, and confirmed 

their original findings: they demonstrated that valance can alter perceived brightness — 

when asked to bring to mind positively valanced thoughts, participants' pupillary dilation 
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showed that they were indeed seeing things more brightly. For whatever reason, the 

brightness of representations can be affected by emotions. A claim, disputed on 

seemingly good grounds, confirmed with different testing. 


	 Firestone and Scholl's review is also plagued by the problem that remains a large. 

number of studies that were not covered by their review, and which appear to provide 

substantial evidence of top-down influences, particularly on vision. 


	 Taking the Firestone & Scholl paper in the context of the studies it includes, and 

the responses, it appears that there may be an impasse in the empirical evidence. 

Although I will lead further evidence that question whether there is indeed any impasse, I 

believe the apparent impasse is important, for it raises the matter of onus of proof: does 

the onus lie with those who oppose the encapsulation thesis, or with those who defend 

that thesis? The position adopted by Firestone and Scholl seems to be that the burden 

lies with the party who claims penetrability, and that their task is limited to denial — but 

can this be correct? 


	 If burden of proof is taken to mean 'an allocation ... which sets a strength (weight) 

of argument required by one side to reasonably persuade the other side' (Walton, 2011), 

it seems Firestone and Scholl assume the weight of evidence lies with the impenetrability 

thesis. Recent developments in neuroscience, which I describe below, have however 

raised significant physiological and functional obstacles to the impenetrability thesis, 

which will have to be accommodated in the thesis. Although I think the evidence of 

behavioural studies weighs against the thesis, thesis proponents have an additional and 

difficult task 'to reasonably persuade the other side' that they can accommodate the 

physiological and functional obstacles. I think the additional requirements shift the burden 

to them. 


	 Firstly, the strong version of encapsulation postulates a completely encapsulated 

visual system (without specifying the limits of that system): this is a very strong claim from 

a neuroanatomical perspective, given recent research showing the degree neuronal 

interconnectivity. 
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	 Markov et al. (2013) claim that each region of the brain is connected to 66% of the 

rest of the brain. These connections are mostly with neighbouring areas, but determining 

actual connectivity can only be done by considering the cascading nature of brain 

interconnectivity. A signal may originate in almost any area, and as a result of a cascade of 

interconnectivity between brain region, end up in virtually any other region. This 

interconnectivity is at the heart of intrinsic network theory, which I have touched on briefly. 

This evidence of widespread connectivity makes the strong encapsulation thesis strong to 

the point of being unlikely — it must fall to the impenetrability theorist to demonstrate 

that visual systems are isolated from this connectivity.


	 Secondly, there are functional problems for supporters of the strong 

impenetrability thesis: recent research has shown that there exist multiple neural 

feedforward and feedback structures between the visual cortex and other regions of the 

brains. It is for the impenetrability theorist to provide an alternative account of these 

structures — or to claim and justify their epiphenomenal nature (Gilbert & Li, 2013). 

Lacking an account of these features, she has not properly made her case, and the onus 

rests on her.


	 Thirdly, even the lesser claim of the weaker impenetrability thesis, first advocated 

by Plyshlyn, (that only early vision (V1) processes that are encapsulated or isolated), faces 

significant problems. Making any claim about the limits of V1 functioning seems bold, 

given how little is known about the region. Despite it being extensively studied, it is 

estimated that only 40% of its processing can be explained. Olshausen & Field have this 

to say about the challenge of understanding V1:


'Given the extensive feedback connections into V1, in addition to the projections 
from pulvinar and other sources, it seems unlikely that we will ever understand V1 
in isolation. Thus, our investigations must also be guided by how V1 fits into the 
bigger picture of thalamo-cortical function.' (Olshausen & Field, 2005, p. 1691.)
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	 Given the region's high connectivity, and given that we understand so little of its 

processing function, any claim about the limits of its functionality faces the danger of 

appearing wholly unmotivated — indeed, that its function is largely unknown undermines  

an impenetrability thesis, and it is for the impenetrability theorist to provide support for 

her claims. The onus lies not with the person who accepts that little is known of its 

functioning, but on the person who claims to know its limits.


	 Any apparent impasse on empirical evidence may now be viewed in a new light. 

Even leaving aside all of the arguments I presented in Chapter Five, Firestone and Scholl's 

claim of encapsulation needs to clear at least these anatomical and functional hurdles 

before the onus passes to others to disprove the encapsulation thesis. I think adding what 

I presented in Chapter Five makes the matter clearer. In short, the burden of proof is on 

impenetrability theorists such as Firestone & Scholl to make a case for their position. Their 

strategy of denying other's empirical evidence is insufficient, for if it succeeds, they are 

left still to prove their own positions against anatomical and functional hurdles.


	 With that principle established, I will now turn to the empirical evidence, starting 

with mental imagery: there is a wealth of evidence that visual imagery and perception 

share neural architecture, which has led Prinz to call it the most 'obvious' and Block 

'dramatic' evidence against isolation or encapsulation of V1 (Prinz, J. 2006; Block, 2016). 

As I will show, however, although the evidence is there, the matter is not as 

straightforward as those descriptions may suggest. Shared neural architecture is 

insufficient to exclude encapsulation.


3.0	 Mental Imagery


	 If I say the words 'Eiffel Tower,' or 'The Queen of England', visual images are likely 

to appear in your mind, a sort of 'seeing in the mind's eye'. If these images can be shown 

to be visual images produced by V1, then early vision would seem not to be encapsulated 

— rather they appear to be open to signalling from non-visual stimuli.
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	 Kosslyn offers a test which he describes as providing the strongest evidence of this 

position. Subjects were presented with and asked to memorise four boxes of around five 

inches square, set out in a quadrant. Each box contained an image of stripes or bars in a 

variety of widths, number and orientation (see Figure 5.1). After a period of memorisation, 

subjects were asked to close their eyes and visualise the entire image. They were then 

cued to visualise two of the quadrants, and to compare a feature common to both (such 

as length). PET neuroimaging showed that V1 was stimulated by the visualisation process 

exactly as if the stimulus had been visual — the exact position of the stimulus varied 

according to the size of the object visualised, in the same way it would have with visual 

stimulation (Kosslyn, 1999). This result was later replicated (Tootell et al., 1998). The 

conclusion that V1 is involved in mental imagery was further tested using a technique 

known as Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation (TMS), which can be used to test the 

involvement of a particular area by inhibiting it during testing: subjects found more 

difficulty in visual imagery when V1 is inhibited using TMS than otherwise. The same TMS 

inhibition also produced difficulty in vision (Kosslyn, 1999).


	 Much as this has been heralded as evidence against encapsulation, it seems 

insufficient. Arguments in favour of encapsulation are not motivated in principle against 

information entering V1 other than from perceptual sources, but from what that 

information may do — how it may influence perceptual imagery, so that we are not seeing 

'what's out there'. Kosslyn et al.'s experiment certainly shows that the same neural 

architecture is utilised by both vision and mental imagery, but it does not show that 

perceptual imagery may be influenced by top-down signalling. In a real sense, the results 

are consistent with encapsulation.


	 Encapsulation is expected to preserve perceptual imagery from unwanted external 

influences (so we see 'what's out there'), and it requires two aspects to operate effectively:


input must be selective and controlled, and processing must be isolated from external 

influences. An encapsulated process can be imagined as a pipe: encapsulation demands 

controls over what may enter the pipe at one end, as well as isolation of processes so that 
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nothing can affect what occurs within the pipe. With these covered, what emanates from 

the other end of the pipe is of a known type. The studies by Kosslyn et al. and others 

focus only on input (for other examples, see Brockmole et al., 2002; Lewis et al., 2010; 

Reddy et al., 2010) — they reveal that what may enter the pipe is not restricted to 

perceptual information, and may include visual stimuli from another source, but they 

reveal nothing about what goes on in the pipe. They show that V1 reacts to visual stimuli 

from two sources, but how it processes perceptual stimuli may be unaffected, and so it 

may still be considered encapsulated.


	 Kosslyn claims that the studies show 'our beliefs and expectations can (at least 

under some circumstances) modulate what we actually see during perception' (Kosslyn et 

al., 2001, p. 640). He does not expand on the circumstances or the nature of the 

modulation, nor is it clear what modulation might be expected, and his meaning is far 

from clear. I think he overstates the case: the simple fact that two different types of image 

are produced does not entail any modulation or interaction. Indeed, it seems reasonably 

clear that in the ordinary course of events, mental imagery and perceptual images are 

kept distinct, both synchronically (we know that we imagining the Eiffel Tower, not seeing 

it) and diachronically in memory (we remember we imagined it, and did not see it). A 

claim of modulation requires evidentiary support.


	 Brokemole et al. (p. 2002) conducted experiments from which they claim that 

mental and perceptual images may be integrated. In their experiments, participants were 

invited to form composite images from remembered and perceived images, by filling in 

dots missing from an array of dots, based on an array previously seen. That missing dots 

were accurately filled in was taken as the result of a merging of mental and perceived 

imagery, and was hailed by Block (2016) as 'dramatic' and demonstrating 'a direct 

content-specific effect of cognition on perception'. Much as I am seeking evidence 

against Shape Only View perception, I am sceptical that the experiments demonstrated 

that
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images were actually merged. The results are also compatible with the simple use of 

memory to compare the current image with the previous. It is possibly satisfactory to 

describe my recognising my pen as my merging stored mental images of the pen with 

those of the percept, but recognition is not a matter of top-down influences on primary 

visual cortex processes. Top-down signalling uncontroversially meets bottom-up signalling 

in object recognition, but at levels subsequent to V1. I prefer to look for more solid 

evidence.


	 Dijkstra et al. (2021) produced results which they claim demonstrated that mental 

imagery and perceptual imagery can be confused. The researchers presented subjects 

with gratings at a threshold of vision, obscured by 'dynamic noise', both while subjects 

were imagining or not imagining those same gratings. They found that the perceptual 

image was more readily identified when it was also being imagined. This suggested to the 

researchers that mental imagery was being mistaken for perceptual imagery, which may 

be the case — on the other hand, it may simply be explained by anticipation: participants 

were primed to anticipate the grate by imagining it (see Section 4.5). But this is not on the 

face of it a case of modulation, and nor is it evidence against Shape Only View 

perception.


	 To summarise: showing that the early visual system has two potential sources of 

input (and that there is the possibility of confusion of resultant images) is insufficient to 

exclude encapsulation. It is this type of reasoning which appears to motivate Sam Clark, 

who suggests that vision consists of a number of encapsulated modules, each with input 

restrictions that may allow access by top-down information (Clarke, 2020). This would 

preserve the possibility of a Shape Only View perception.


	 To provide clear evidence against encapsulation, what is needed is evidence of 

processes themselves being subject to top-down influences i.e., that perceptual imagery 

is affected by these influences, so we may not be seeing 'what's out there' — that mental 

processes play a role that excludes a Shape Only View. Mechelli et al. (2004) appear to 

have found that evidence. Their research focused on category-specific activation: certain 



196

regions had previously been identified as associated with particular categories of visual 

stimulus, and the question was whether the same associations would be apparent where


the stimuli were visualised, not perceived. The three particular associations where the 

'house-responsive' region, which displays greater effective connectivity when viewing 

house stimuli, 'face-responsive', which displays greater effective connectivity with face 

stimuli, and 'chair-responsive' with chair stimuli — all to the early visual cortex. Mechelli 

found the same connectivity results when houses, faces and chairs were visualised rather 

than perceived — the greater effective connectivity being with the pre-frontal cortex. 

O'Craven and Kanwisher (2000) produced similar evidence. This on its own is still 

insufficient and is consistent with Sam Clark's notion of there being a number of modules: 

conceivably, a 'category-specific' module is obtaining input from different sources. What 

is required is evidence of some form of modulation, some form of interaction between 

mental imagery and perceptual imagery.


	 The research goes further, indicating that processes may change depending on the 

stimulus. Where clear images (of houses, faces and chairs) are presented slowly, there is 

negligible effective connectivity with the pre-frontal cortex. But, when the pictures are 

masked and briefly presented, effective connectivity with the pre-frontal cortex increases. 

In other words, the process changes when the stimulus is inadequate — in this case, top- 

down signalling is called upon. This is not an input entering one end of the pipe: this is a 

process supposedly within the pipe that calls for information from an external source — 

the conclusion is that the pipe is not encapsulated. Top-down signalling is clearly 

influencing visual images at the earliest possible stages.


	 Esterman and Yantis (2009) offer some related evidence, demonstrating an increase 

in category-specific visual cortical activity in the absence of strong visual stimulation, 

which they put down to anticipation — expecting to see a chair will cause an increase in 

the chair-specific region of the visual cortex. Where Mechelli used short-duration 

exposure to images, Esterman and Yantis had images emerging from a scrambled 

background: recognition was quicker when the images matched the expectation.
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In the end, then, there is evidence from mental imaging that points away from 

encapsulation — it is a little less obvious than may first appear, but there is clear evidence 

that mental imagery modulates perceptual imagery. It is not evidence that the top-down


affect alters the perceptual image, so that we no longer are seeing 'what's out there', but 

the potential for such alteration is there.


	 There is also evidence elsewhere of this type of alteration: intermodal 

communication, for instance, where information from one sensory system is 

communicated to another, shows both substantial evidence against encapsulation, and 

evidence of alteration.


4.0	 Intermodal Communication 


	 4.1	 Generally


	 The experience of intermodal communication, where the input of one sense is 

used to enhance another is familiar: imagine a crowded room with a high level of ambient 

sound — music, laughter and voices are making it difficult to hear exactly what your 

colleague is trying to describe to you. You quickly realise that only by watching her mouth 

can you hear what she is saying — Sumby and Pollack (1954) estimate that watching 

someone's mouth while they are talking makes us able to tolerate between ten and 

fifteen decibels more background noise. Conversely, hearing can be adversely affected if 

combined with incongruent visual speech (McGurk & MacDonald, 1976 — according to 

MacDonald (2018), this paper has been cited more than 8,000 times. Interaction between 

vision and hearing can both hinder and help.


	 Cases of intermodal communication are diverse: the ventriloquist effect is familiar, 

and is not confined to active ventriloquism — we experience it in cinemas and watching 

television, when voices seem to come from actor's mouths rather than from speaker 

equipment. Here audio spatial information is integrated with visual information (or, audio 

signalling is 'captured' by visual signalling). In the so-called sound-induced flash illusion, 

participants report seeing two flashes when a single flash is presented close in time with 
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two beeps (Shams et al., 2000); the primary visual cortex appears to be linked to the 

accuracy of reading Braille by early-blind individuals (Cohen et al., 1997; Sadato et al., 

1996).


	 There is substantial evidence of intrinsic coupling between senses, particularly 

between primary visual and primary auditory cortices, where the evidence is sufficiently 

strong to point to there being a network between the two senses, controlled by a central 

controller (Eckert et al., 2008; see also Clavagnier et al.; 2004, Murray et al., 2016). There 

is also some indication of a sensory network combining all senses, marshalled under 

separate, centralised control. The idea of such a combined network is attractive: if we 

consider that what is evolving is the organism as an integrated whole, rather than small 

units within that organism, a combined sensory array would seem the ideal platform for 

gaining the maximum in sensory information (Cohen & Burnston, 2015). The existence of 

such a network would raise a number of different questions about isolation of processes 

(such as whether each sense might be isolated, or the whole network; if the latter, would 

that preserve perceptual images as being a Shape Only View). That being said, the 

question for now is whether the evidence of coupling between the primary visual cortex 

and primary auditory cortex (and associated evidence) weighs against encapsulation.


The case of mental imagery demonstrated that the primary visual cortex is capable of 

receiving input from imagination, which was insufficient to weigh against encapsulation: 

another input to produce mental visual imagery by itself will not violate the encapsulation. 

Visual/auditory information sharing is somewhat different, as it contributes not to vision, 

but to multisensory processing (Murray et al., 2016). This would only become a problem 

(from an encapsulation viewpoint) if the result were to interfere with visual perception, so 

that we may no longer be seeing 'what's out there' — the issue changes from a matter of 

input only to a matter of interference in processing. And there is evidence that this 

interference does occur.
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	 4.2	 Sound-induced Flash Illusion and the Ventriloquist Effect


	 I have mentioned the sound-induced flash illusion, but more detail will be useful 

here. The experiment consists in simultaneous visual and auditory stimuli: in Shams et al.'s 

original test, a single white disk was flashed onto a black background at intervals of 50 

milliseconds, and each flash was accompanied by a variable number of beeps, each 57


milliseconds apart. Participants were asked to judge the number of flashes. Consistently, 

participants judged there to have been two flashes when a single flash was accompanied 

by more than one beep (Shams et al., 2000; Watkins et al., 2007). Auditory information is 

interfering in visual processing, and the result is that we are not seeing 'what's out there' 

— we are not enjoying a Shape Only View. The conclusion is then that V1 is not 

encapsulated. 
23

	 The results Shams et al. and Watkins et al. found have been extensively confirmed 

over 20 years, with neuroimaging and behavioural experiments (for a review see Hirst et 

al., 2020). As I have mentioned briefly before, the illusion appears robust, in that it is 

resistant to training. Rosenthal et al. (2009) conducted sound-induced flash illusion 

experiments, but provided feedback, allowing participants the opportunity to learn what 

was happening, so they may override the illusion. Feedback and learning had no impact 

on the illusion. 
24

	 The sound-induced flash illusion, replicated as it has been over years offers strong 

evidence of intermodal interference — but interference is not necessarily communication. 

Interference may be the result of a simple wiring glitch, one that manifests only in given 

rare circumstances, and offers no significant threat to survival — it may simply be 

evidence that we are unable to process these two specific types of signalling 

 The result will be the same if it turns out that there is a single common sensory network: 23

whatever value this network might add, visual perception is affected so that we do not always see 
what is out there.

 Feedback produced a difference when participants were offered a financial incentive, but 24

participants who answered 'correctly' for their reward later admitted to having lied about their 
experience.
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simultaneously. For there to be evidence of communication, there must be evidence of 

something like a variable selection process, in which for instance the visual signal is 

selected over the auditory in one situation, and the auditory over the visual in another. 

This evidence can be found in the ventriloquism effect, in which either visual signals 

capture auditory signals or auditory signals capture visual signals (Slutsky & Recanzone, 

2001).


	 Alais and Burr (2004) presented participants an image of a blob simultaneously 

with a click, and asked them to imagine them as representing a single event, such as a 

ball hitting the screen. In one set of stimuli, the blob and click were offset from each 

other, whilst in the other, they coincided — participants were required to identify where 

the singe event occurred. The test was repeated over different sizes and intensities of the 

blob, and different volumes of the click. Results showed that the visual and auditory 

stimuli were weighted against one another, so that the stronger stimulus would be used 

to identify where the event took place. This appears to be a case of intermodal 

communication, and one showing that visual information may ignored in favour of other 

information in building an image, in this case, where the event took place. The notion 

here is that visual information generally has higher acuity than auditory information, and is 

thus generally selected over the latter, causing the usual ventriloquism effect. Where 

visual information is judged as having lower acuity of the two, auditory information will be 

selected (Callan et al., 2015). In this case, we may indeed not be seeing 'what's out there'.


Once again, however, this may not constitute evidence of true selection — it may simply 

be that the stronger signal prevails: it may be that the signal with higher spacial resolution 

always overpowers the one with lower, which is a matter of brute force rather than 

selection (visual images usually have higher spacial resolution than auditory 

representations (Bruns et al., 2014)). True selection and thus true communication demands 

more than either a glitch or brute force.


	 Berger and Ehrsson (2013, 2018) were able to induce a ventriloquism effect using 

mental imagery of the source of a sound: participants were asked to visualise the source 
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of a sound, and the ventriloquism effect produced was the same as when participants 

actually saw the supposed source of the sound. This is a mixed result for my purposes. On 

the one hand, it demonstrates a top-down affect on perception: something we imagine 

can affect perception, can alter the representation of the state of affairs. On the other 

hand, it does not help with the brute force problem: it may be that the mental image 

retains the high spacial resolution of a representation from perception, leaving it able to


dominate the auditory signalling: the imagined image simply has sufficient force for it to 

prevail.


	 There is, however, evidence that top-down influences can affect the ventriloquism 

effect in a manner excluding the brute force option. Bruns et al. (2014) devised a reward- 

based experiment, in which participants were offered a reward for producing precise and 

accurate spacial localisations of tones — something which would require them to ignore 

any ventriloquism effect. The goal of achieving the reward was thus put into conflict with 

reliance on visual signalling — participants were incentivised to overcome the 

ventriloquism effect produced by dominant visual signalling. As it turned out, the 

ventriloquism effect was modulated by the size of the reward.


	 Alais and Burr (2003) also conducted intermodal interference in the 'flash-lag' 

effect, in which a flash shown on a screen at the same time and space as a moving light 

source is viewed as lagging behind the moving source. The researchers found this effect 

also occurred intermodally. They presented participants with either a moving sound 

source intersecting spatially with a stationary flash, or a moving light source intersecting 

spacially with a stationary burst of sound. In each case, the flash or burst was perceived as 

appearing behind the moving source. Again, auditory information is overriding visual 

information, and we are not seeing a Shape Only View. 
25

 The visual-only flash-lag effect produced some intriguing results for Noguchi and Kakigi. They 25

found the effect was diminished when the moving and flashed elements consisted of 
comprehensible kanji symbols, but not when pseudo-kanji symbols were used. The researchers 
speculate this showed some involvement of, and a rapid response from, knowledge-based 
perceptual pathways (Noguchi & Kakigi, 2008). Its impact on the encapsulation debate is unclear.
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	 The ventriloquist affect initially looked like it could be the product of a simple 

glitch, and then a matter of brute force; it turns out that the ventriloquist effect is an effect 

that can be modulated by top-down affects. This modulation points towards proper 

intermodal communication. Where there is a conflict between two signals, there is an 

active process by which the conflict may be resolved, prior to production of the 

representation. This in turn points towards visual and auditory processes being part of 

one single system — and is groundwork for further thinking that the all perceptual 

processes form part of one system. This accords with the perspective I am urging. The


modulation leads us to another conclusion — that top-down affects have an impact on 

the representation produced.


	 It is worth pausing here for a moment to emphasise this conclusion, for it is 

significant. The evidence of intermodal communication is clear, sufficiently clear to 

indicate a network operation between primary visual and auditory circuits. This 

communication has been shown to maximise the usefulness of all available sensory 

information (Ernst & Banks, 2002; Gingras et al. 2009; Cohen et al., 1997; Newell et al., 

2001). Feedback pathways to V1 are being utilised to this end. Once again, this points 

towards perceptual processes being linked, and towards the perspective I have been 

urging: that we developed as a single whole, and developed various interlinked processes 

to serve our survival and our thriving. Survival and thriving are the driving forces behind 

this whole-organism evolutionary development — a Shape Only View simply does not 

enter into consideration.


	 4.3	 Synaesthesia


	 There is another reasonably rare type of intermodal communication: seeing music 

as colours, experiencing a letter as a colour, or experiencing taste when reading or 

listening — synaesthesia results from intermodal communication. It can manifest in a 

variety of ways (Simner (2011) counted 61 variants), but all variants will involve a stimulus 

to one sense causing a response in another sense. Music–colour synaesthesia involves 
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seeing colour when hearing sounds (Ward et al., 2006) for instance, and lexical–gustatory 

synaesthesia involves the experience of taste in the mouth when reading or speaking 

(Ward & Simner, 2003).


	 Two theories have been put forward for the phenomenon of synaesthesia, first, that 

in those with the condition, there is an overabundance of connections between brain 

regions in synaesthesia, which produces a 'spillover' (Hubbard et al., 2011), and, second, 

that the usual inhibitions that prevent 'spillover' between regions are absent in 

synaesthesia (Tomson et al., 2011). Tests carried on by Fassnidge et al. on audio-visual 

synaesthesia were consistent with both theories (Fassnidge et al., 2019). There is


evidence, however, that synaesthesia can be learned, both by children and adults, and 

that its development may play an important part in childhood learning (Watson et al., 

2014). That it can be learned seems to point towards existing pathways usually being 

inhibited — the learning process will involve reduction of that inhibition.


	 In either event, audio-visual synaesthesia provides evidence of cross-modal 

information flow, so synaesthesia seems an ideal candidate as evidence against 

encapsulation. I do not think this is correct, for two reasons. First, encapsulation focus is 

on the primary visual cortex, on object detection, and not on later visual processes, and it 

is not clear to what extent V1 is involved in synaesthesia.  Second, and perhaps more 26

significantly, there is no indication that synaesthesia experiences either modulate 

perceptual visual experiences or otherwise affect them — as Sinmer puts it, '... 

 The evidence is mixed. In a single-patient study in 2001, Aleman found significant V1 activity 26

during synaesthesia (Aleman et al., 2001), and Terhune demonstrated in 2011 that synaesthesia 
can be augmented by excitation of the primary visual cortex (Terhune et al., 2011). Sadato found 
V1 was stimulated in blind people while reading braille (and later visual areas), but this evidence is 
of more general intermodal connectivity (Sadato et al., 1996). But, there is significant evidence to 
the contrary. Paulesu concluded that colour/hearing synaesthesia appeared not to involve V1 at all 
(Paulesu et al., 1995), while Nunn et al. (2002) found that cortical areas thought to be involved 
specifically in colour analysis (V4/V8) were involved in colour/hearing synaesthesia, and thought 
V1 was not involved (Nunn et al., 2002). Eagleman and Goodale are inclusive in their conclusions: 
because the synaesthesia experience is complex, involving at least awareness of the percept, an 
affective reaction, and memory, there will be a number of different regions involved, possibly 
including V1 and higher visual levels (Eagleman & Goodale, 2009).
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synaesthetic sensations supplement, but do not replace, the usual modality-specific 

perceptions.' Even if there is V1 involvement, then, the matter of synaesthesia becomes a 

matter of input only, and not of processes. As in the case of mental imagery, where there 

are two types of image, the argument for encapsulation stands as long as there is no 

modulation of perceptual imagery. There is no evidence of such modulation in the case of 

synaesthesia, and the phenomenon is therefore consistent with encapsulation. 
27

	 4.4	 Conclusion on Intermodal Communication


	 Inter-modular communication does, then, offer material evidence against 

encapsulation, and against Shape Only View perception, but synaesthesia seems to have 

no impact on visual perceptual. On the other hand, general inter-modular communication, 

through a visual/auditory network and possibly a larger network incorporating other 

senses, offers plentiful evidence against both encapsulation and Shape Only View 

perception.


	 Gathering more evidence, I will now turn to task-related effects on vision. Here I 

will present evidence of top-down influences that affect which aspects of the external 

world we attend to — the evidence does not go directly to the question of Shape Only 

View perception, but obliquely builds my case by demonstrating that perception is about 

individual concerns, rather than about 'what's out there'.


5.0	 Task-related Effects


	 When given a task, our attention will be directed towards elements of that task, 

including its visual aspects — if we are instructed to judge the distance between two 

objects, for instance, we will attend to those objects visually, and this attention will be the 

 There is an additional complication — in some cases of synaesthesia, the input is of the same 27

type, but the result is different. For instance, perception of a written letter may produce the visual 
experience of a colour: there is no alteration of the input into the pipe, but processes within the 
pipe must have changed. This type of case must fall outside the question of encapsulation 
(Grossenbacher & Lovelace, 2001).
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result of top-down influences (the instructions). Attentional effects are akin to turning your 

head, or opening your eyes, and they reflect top-down influences on perception — but 

they do not reflect influences on primary visual cortex processes, or indeed on any part of 

the visual process. As ever, what is of interest to us are those influences that do affect 

processes — non-attentional top-down influences. Much of the research into task-related 

effects focusses on attention (for an overview, see Gilbert & Li, 2013), but there is one 

non-attentional task-related effect that does affect processes: top-down influences can 

'tune' neurones to receive a particular type of stimulus. In brief, top-down signalling 

determines which aspects of the world are of interest — 'what's out there' or a Shape 

Only View, is less of a concern than what it is that may affect individual concerns.


	 Ramalingham et al. (Ramalingam et al., 2013) describe these top-down influences 

on V1 in strong terms, how it turns the neurone into 'an "adaptive processor" that runs


different computational programs as dictated by feedback from higher-order areas.' 

Gilbert and Li describe the 'tuning' of visual neurones: a visual neurone's functioning is 

characterised by its tuning to different types of stimuli, such as line direction or orientation 

— it is a type of stimulus sensitivity. They also describe neurones as adaptive processors, 

which can change their tuning according to the task at hand. Gilbert and Li are clear: such 

changes can be produced by top-down influences, to enable greater reactivity to stimuli 

salient to that task — and there is a 'varied array' of potential top-down influences. They 

make a much broader claim: tracing feedback paths to the primary visual cortex, they 

claim that there are large parts of the cerebral cortex that can exert influences over the 

functioning of individual neurones, making each neurone potentially a 'microcosm of the 

brain as a whole'.


	 Very clearly, neuronal tuning influences are not a matter of input into the pipe, but 

rather of direct influence on what goes on in the pipe. This is evidence against 

encapsulation, and it comes with some forceful comments from Gilbert and Li about 

feedback paths and top-down influences generally. This top-down influence does not 

necessarily affect the form of individual objects but it is nonetheless significant in my 



206

thesis, as it shows a clear top-down neural pathway to V1. It also demonstrates that 

individual concerns and not 'what's out there' are the driving force behind visual 

perception.


	 Top-down effects associated with expectation and prediction take this position 

further and offer further evidence for my position — but importantly they also offer an 

early glimpse of elements of image building that I will be using later.


6.0	 Expectation (and Prediction)


	 Our physical world is a largely regular and predictable physical world, in which 

much is stable and change takes place slowly: my office, home, and the mountains 

surrounding me constitute a scene that is largely fixed. This predictability allows us to take 

short cuts, to build models of what it is that we are likely to see around us (and so free up 

resources), and not need to attend to every detail in the visual field. We may resort to


prediction in the place of pure perception — we predict that what we think is there is 

actually there. But here I must pause to make the same distinction that Ogilvie and 

Carruthers make and I referred to in Chapter Four: the distinction is between full error- 

signal driven predictive processing of the kind endorsed by Andy Clark (2019) and a more 

modest predictive model restricted to vision. I am referring only to the latter. Summerfield 

(2011) expresses the limited version in the phrase 'aspects of the environment that are 

constant (and thus conform to previously formed expectations) do not have to be 

processed in depth repeatedly'.


	 In other words, expectation can be used to guide the construction of an image — I 

know and may predict what my office looks like, the view from my window and so forth. 

Expectation may also be used where visual information is ambiguous (as is often the case) 

— Summerfield's example is that the question 'Is that a post box or a bread box?' will be 

answered not by close visual examination, but by the context ('Am I in the street or the 

kitchen?'). The mechanism by which expectation guides image building was investigated 
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by Bar: his findings, and other findings following his research, offer neuroimaging 

evidence of the precise type needed for my thesis to succeed.


	 Traditional models of object recognition recognised only feedforward processes 

from early vision, essentially object detection, to object recognition. Recognising, 

however, that these traditional models of exclusively bottom-up processing were being 

called into question, Bar tested a specific model for top-down (orbitofrontal cortex) 

influences on visual cortex activity (Bar, 2003, 2007; Bar et al., 2006; see also Ghuman et 

al., 2005; Kveraga et al., 2010). Targeting object recognition, Bar and his team postulated 

that for the orbito-frontal cortex (OFC) to assist in this task, early low spacial frequency 

signalling (LFS) from V1 to OFC would be necessary. They further thought this signalling 

would commence before recognition processes began in the temporal (later vision) 

regions, and would have the effect of triggering top-down signalling from the OFC. In 

other words, they envisaged a feedforward-feedback loop between V1 and OFC being 

established extremely early, with imagery in very low resolution and independently of any 

similar loops with later visual regions, in order to facilitate object recognition.


	 In the first experiment, participants were required to recognise images of familiar 

objects displayed between two masking images. The same familiar images were 

presented up to five times, in differing orders, and interspersed with other images. 

Results showed that familiar objects that had not been recognised in initial exposures 

were nonetheless recognised in later, identical, exposures. The results were taken to 

confirm that there is interaction between the early vision regions and the OFC, and that 

functional connectivity is stronger where images contained principally LSF than those that 

contained principally HSF. This balance towards LSF images pointed researchers to 

postulate the sequence:


	 1.	 initial perception in V1; leading to

2.	 low spacial frequency (LSF) feedforward signalling to the orbito-frontal 

cortex(OFC) from V1; triggering

3.	 OFC feedback signalling of an image to V1 as a 'predictive initial guess'. 


	 Importantly, although Bar was examining object recognition, as is evident, his
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theorising necessarily related to the earliest stages of processing in V1. And his theorising 

was confirmed by their experiments. This is important in the case against encapsulation, 

because it clearly demonstrates top-down effects in V1 processes. But it will also be 

important in the next chapter, as it provides insight into an image-building model in which 

top-down influences play a major part. What I will present there, and what I am building 

towards, is a feedforward-feedback loop in which more and more information relating to 

image building is gathered from top-down signalling, including information on affect.


	 Kok et al. (2013) produced similar findings to Bar et al. concerning feedforward and 

feedback, but in this case participants' expectations were primed with subconscious 

cueing. Their experiments required participants to identify the direction in which a set of 

dots was moving, with expectation primed with a non-obvious (and hence possibly 

subconscious) cue. Each repetition of the exercise commenced with an audio signal, the 

tone of which, unbeknownst to the participants, was correlated to the direction the dots 

would take. Of twenty-one participants, just three noticed some type of correlation 

between audio tone and direction, and only one of those accurately. The balance of


eighteen did not notice any correlation. This notwithstanding, participants showed the 

same expectation-related results as Bar found. The researchers considered that 

expectation produced signalling to early vision that affected not only amplitude and 

sharpness of the image, but the form of the image itself (this is Bar's 'initial guess', that 

dictates future image construction.


	 Kok et al. suggest their findings are consistent with a predictive model of 

perception, in which each cortical area develops its best solution through a combination 

of bottom-up and top-down signalling, and passes that solution both upwards and 

downwards (feedforward and feedback) ultimately to produce the best image. Recent 

research by Aitken et al .(2020) produced similar results to those of Bar and Kok et al., but 

Aitken et al. make a reservation it is worth repeating here. They draw the same distinction 

drawn earlier, and which is drawn by Ogilvie and Carruthers: their findings, they said, 

supported the notion that 'predictive feedback plays a crucial role in sensory processing ', 
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but it does not necessarily support predictive coding generally. In particular, they suggest 

that further research is needed to test the hypothesis of error signalling that is central to 

most predictive processing models (Friston, 2005; Rao & Ballard, 1999). I am intent on 

confining myself to the more limited theory of prediction and feedback, without entering 

the wider field of predictive processing.


	 Leaving aside the predictive processing model, then, the evidence gathered from 

Bar, Kok et al. and other's experiments is clear: there is feedforward of LFS signals from 

V1 to the OCF, and it precipitates a feedback which is instrumental in image formation. 

Very early low resolution images are fed forward to the OCF for assistance in both image 

building and object identification. The OFC provides feedback of its best guess as to the 

nature of the image, to assist in object identification.


	 What is abundantly clear from this is that the primary visual cortex is not 

encapsulated. Input from the OFC quite clearly constitutes an influence on early vision's 

processes of image building. This is influence on processes within the pipe, and not 

simply on input into that pipe. Images are not built using only external perceptual data, 

but with information from other cognitive resources.


 7.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 In this chapter, I have set out empirical evidence against encapsulation, against the 

argument that (at least) object recognition and identification reflect a Shape Only View 

position. The evidence is that top-down influences are prevalent even at the earliest 

stages of vision. This empirical case sits comfortably with the theories I discussed in 

Chapter Five, in which I made the case that the fears of relativism in perception are 

misplaced, and cannot justify a theoretical need for Shape Only View perception. Mental 

imagery, intermodal communication, and task-related 'tuning' of the retina are all 

evidence of how top-down affects influence visual representations, and exclude the 

notion of Shape Only View perception.
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	 I also presented evidence of feedforward and feedback pathways, used in the 

earliest stages of vision to gather data from general cognitive resources: these data assist 

in the building of a representation. This is significant evidence. Taking the perspective I 

am urging, it is important for the individual to be presented with a representation that 

contains as much relevant information as is possible, so she may react rapidly and 

appropriately. There is no reason to think that a Shape Only View of the state of affairs is 

formed by perceptual processes and then presented to other processes for reaction, and 

sound reasons to think otherwise, based on evolutionary considerations of survival and 

thriving. I argued this position on a theoretical basis in Chapter Four, and in this chapter I 

presented evidence that the processes involved in image building involve an exchange of 

information between early visual processes and other cognitive processes. Finally, I 

presented evidence on the pathways that are used in this information exchange.


On the evidence I have presented so far, the information exchange takes place to 

prioritise the concerns of the individual: the question to be abstracted from the process is 

not 'What is the Shape Only View of the state of affairs?', but, rather, 'How is this state of 

affairs likely to affect me, and in what way?'


	 I will develop this theme in my next, final chapter, taking up the question and 

showing how information relevant to its answer becomes incorporated in the 

representation. There I will take up research by Bar and Kok and their associates as to the 

nature of the information drawn upon in formation of a representation, and I will apply it 

specifically to emotion. In the result, I will demonstrate how emotion plays its part as a 

top-down influence on image building, and, more specifically, how emotion can shape the 

form of objects in a representation. 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CHAPTER SEVEN:


EMOTIONS IN REPRESENTATIONS


1.0	 Introduction


	 I opened Chapter Five with a discussion of how the simplest forms such as the 

letter S may evoke an affective reaction, and went on to describe how in my view that 

affective reaction will change the representation of the letter.  I discussed Susannah 

Siegel's approach to the question of whether higher-level visual properties may be 

represented in perception, and developed the Inseparability Thesis, and then re-framed 

the argument and addressed theoretical matters relating to cognitive penetration and to 

relativism in vision. In Chapter Six, I presented empirical evidence in support of my 

conclusions — that relativism is vision is not only benign, it is efficient and helpful.


	 The outcome of all of this is that we do not enjoy a Shape Only View of the state of 

affairs, that our visual systems do not function to present a non-relative view to other 

systems for their reaction.


	 Representations are not determined wholly by external factors, but by a 

combination of external and internal factors, some of which may be cultural or individual. 

Taking the evolutionary developmental perspective I have been urging, this ought not 

come as a surprise. Human development is a product of survival by surviving — we 

developed as a single functioning unit simply because through various adaptations we 

survived (and thrived). It follows, then, that (absent serendipitous changes that were not 

specifically selected for) all of our processes have survival (and thriving) as their objective 

— survival and thriving solutions, not perfect solutions. As Fodor points out, we need to 

react quickly to the panther, at the risk of becoming dead — it follows, then, that the most 

efficient course for the identification of the panther is likely to be selected for. For this we 

do not need to represent a Shape Only View of a panther — we need urgently to 

represent danger and a form of that danger (a fast-moving predator), to allow appropriate 

action to be selected.
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	 This is survival at its highest level: life or death. But, encountering panthers or 

bears is not the norm: on a day-to-day basis, we need not only to survive, but to thrive, 

and to thrive in a community. For this we need to agree on the state of affairs in the 

community (including its environment), and our perceptual processes have developed to 

facilitate this as well. Once again, as I demonstrated in Chapter Five, for this we do not 

need a Shape Only View; all we need is a sufficient coincidence in our perceptions to 

allow communication — zebras in living rooms, rap music from clouds and other flights of 

fancy will be excluded simply because they inhibit thriving in a community.


	 In this chapter I will show how this coincidence does not necessarily exist between 

people from completely diverse cultures. Indeed, there seems little reason to believe that 

it would. It seems odd that individuals from a culture that shares little in common with the 

Western world would perceive their environment and states of affairs in the same way as 

an individual from a Western, urbanised society — and indeed the Muller-Lyer illusion, for 

example, is not significantly experienced within 'non-carpentered' cultures (Pedersen & 

Wheeler, 1983). As I said in the introduction, my suggestion is that what is generally taken 

in Western philosophy to make up the Shape Only View is not an Shape Only View at all, 

but is, rather, a WEIRD Eye view, in the sense of being one that is determined in part by 

societies that are Western, educated, industrialised, rich, and democratic. The influences 

and selective pressures faced by, for instance, the Australian Aboriginal culture, generally 

taken to have been in continuous isolated cultural development over some 50,000 years, 

are unlikely to be the same as those faced by the various cultures that have existed in 

France's Perigord region over that same period. The differences in influences and 

selective pressures are manifest in the cultures that were produced: the one essentially a 

built and highly technical environment, the other non-built, non technical, but highly 

attuned to nature and natural forces.


	 The differences between these two cultures run deeper than technology and 

attunement to nature — and I will present a significant deeper difference in the next 

section — and differences will be reflected in the values of each culture, importantly the 
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entrenched and foundational values. A culture that exists in an unbuilt environment 

closely attuned to nature will not, for instance, have entrenched or foundational values 

concerning the need to provide built housing for all. And a culture in a built environment 

with little attunement to nature will not have entrenched and foundation values relating to 

preservation of nature (although, these values may develop). I discussed in Chapter One 

that emotions are based in values, so it follows inevitably that the two cultures under 

discussion will have different emotional profiles. This goes the the heart of my thesis: I 

have discussed general differences in perception (a particular letter S may look more or 

less pleasing to me, depending on my core affect), but inter-cultural differences have a 

potentially greater impact.


	 I will set this up by outlining how on some accounts the traditional Australian 

Aboriginal conceptualises time: it is a very different approach to that adopted in WEIRD 

cultures, and accordingly may have significant impact on values, and hence emotion and 

perception. 

2.0	 An Australian Aboriginal Concept of Time


	 We generally think of the passage of time, in very rough outline, in terms of the 

present, the future, and the past. The present is the moment we are experiencing now 

(however thinly sliced), and it has real existence for us by reason of that experience. The 

future does not exist: it is a notion of what form or content successive moments will take. 

The past is something that has no real existence of itself for us — it exists in memory and 

loosely in the effects of which its events are a cause.  The past fades in significance as 28

time passes — Beri Maruši ponders why the effluxion of time reduces his grief, but not his 

reasons for grief (Maruši, 2018). We may ponder in this way, but we recognise that it is so 

— 'time heals all'.


 There are other conceptualisations of time, such as  C.D. Broad's 'Block Theory' in which the 28

past and the present both exist (Broad, C. D. 1921), and that time is an abstract concept derived 
from observation of change (for instance, Mellor, 2002). These do not materially alter my 
argument.
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	 Thinking of time in this manner seems a matter of common sense. After all, it 

reflects a logical progression of cause and effect (A causes B, B then causes C and so on) 

and appears to manifest in any system's tendency to maximum entropy — and events do 

lose their significance as time passes. We get over tragedy, perhaps simply because so 

many other events take place, reducing their significance by sheer weight of combined 

significance. Genghis Kahn may have killed a greater percentage of the world's 

population than any other individual in history, but we still feel keenly the more 

temporally proximate holocaust. Genghis Kahn is simply not that important any more. For 

this way of thinking, time exists as a framework, existing outside of the individual, into 

which the individual fits.


	 This manner of thinking of time, however, only makes sense if this is the way you 

think about time. There may be other ways to think about time, ones that do not regard it 

in a linear fashion. According to Janca & Bullen (2003), for instance, the Australian 

Aboriginal thinks of time in a completely different manner: for her, time is not a framework 

within which she must work, but as something that simply exists all around, a 'pond you 

can swim through' (ibid, p. 41). She does not think of time in linear terms of past, present 

and future, but in circular terms. For her, an individual exists in various 'time circles', and 

events are placed in those circles according to their importance. In her personal time 

circle, events of great personal importance to her will exist closer in time than insignificant 

events, and the same will apply to other time circles of which she is a part. What we 

would call the present, the 'here and now time', is a mixture of important events past and 

present — so, although the traditional Aboriginal may live in the 'here and now', in doing 

so she is also experiencing her past. The cosmos of Aboriginal tradition, 'Dreamtime', is


not a mythology in the sense of an ancient story retold, but is a lived reality, a feature of 

this 'here and now time' (Morphy, 1999). 
29

 Swain (1997) makes the claim that Australian Aboriginal ontology is grounded in space and not 29

time: all that exists is a product of space, and time has little significance. He contrasts that with a 
European ontology, based in time. He also argues that changes were forced on Aboriginal 
ontology after the arrival of Europeans.
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	 If this is correct, that Aboriginal Australians conceive of time in a completely 

different way from the Western world, it illustrates clearly that diverse cultures may 

operate using fundamentally different concepts.  Time seems to us to have a particular 30

character, its passing a simple fact, and that events recede into greater and greater 

insignificance with the passage of time seems sensible. As things recede in this way, they 

become less and less important to us — they become less valuable. And, hence, they 

become increasingly less likely to cause an affective or emotional reaction.


	 But, this is not the case for the Australian Aboriginal who thinks of time in this 

manner — for her, important matters things do not recede into greater and greater 

insignificance (or, if they do, they do so other than by passage of  time), and they do not 

recede in value. They remain, then, a potential source of affective or emotional reaction 

— and I will demonstrate how this would occur, picking up the connection between 

cultural values and emotions.


	 But before that, I will touch once again on the neuroscience. In the last chapter, I 

described work by Bar and others on feedforward and feedback processes in early vision: 

I will present further developments of that work by Barrett and Bar, which show how affect 

and emotion may participate in the building of a representation. This evidence cannot of 

course stand on its own: what it does is provide support for the phenomenological 

analysis, demonstrating that there are (at least) no neuroscientific obstacles to what is 

presented.


	 I will then leave neuroscience, to describe the manner in which emotion may be 

embedded in an image, using both images that are well-known in Western culture, and 

images which have startlingly different emotional content across cultures. I will show how 

 Whether the matter is quite as clear-cut as Janca & Bullen suggest is uncertain, but there is a 30

clear line of thinking that many indigenous peoples do incorporate their histories into their 
present in a sense that makes them part of their immediate experience. Ballard (2014) speaks 
about 'lived histories, [as] public forms of presenting —and making present — the past'. The 
Australian Aboriginal concept described by Janca & Bullen seems to incorporate a strong version 
of these types of lived histories. Palmié (2013b) suggests the notion that the past and present are 
separate 'smuggles in' a 'North Atlantic Universal': a category that originates in Western 
experience but has come to be regarded as standards of universal human relevance.
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different cultural emotional profiles are manifest in representations. I will then go on to 

discuss the impact of this manifestation — essentially, that it represents a stumbling block 

to effect communication.


3.0	 Barrett and Bar


	 In Chapter Six, I described Bar's prediction of a feedforward-feedback loop at the 

earliest stages of vision, a prediction confirmed in the laboratory by Bar and by others 

(Bar, 2003; Bar et al, 2006; Peyrin et al., 2010; Kok, Brouwer, van Gerven, & de Lange, 

2013; Aitken et al., 2020). To recap in summary, the process uncovered is:


	 1.	 initial perception in V1; leading to

2.	 low spacial frequency (LSF) feedforward signalling to the orbito-frontal 

cortex(OFC) from V1; triggering

3.	 OFC feedback signalling of an image to V1 as a 'predictive initial guess'. 


This process occurs in a continuous, iterative loop: the predictive initial guess


becomes the basis for further LSF feedforward to the OFC, precipitating more feedback. 

Barrett and Bar (2009) subsequently targeted specifically neural pathways that are


known to be involved in affective and emotional functioning to determine the 

involvement of affect on visual processes. The feedforward of affective information allows 

a prediction to be made on the likely affective impact of the perceived state of affairs:


 "We suggest that the brain’s prediction about the meaning of visual sensations of 
the present includes some representation of the affective impact of those (or 
similar) sensations in the past. An effective prediction, in effect allows the brain to 
anticipate and prepare to act on those sensations in the future. Furthermore, 
affective predictions are made quickly and efficiently, only milliseconds after visual 
sensations register on the retina." (p. 1326)


	 The process is not limited to feedforward: affective information is also fed back to 

visual processes together with other information that contributes to production of the 

representation. The affective information contained in the feedback (including a 
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representation of the affective impact of those (or similar) sensations in the past) is 

incorporated into the representation itself, in the same way as object-recognition 

information. The result is:


"a contextually sensitive, multimodal representation of the world and its value to 
the person at a particular moment in time." (p. 1328)


	 That a representation of this nature is not of a Shape Only View is unsurprising, 

given the discussion in previous chapters. What is important here is that the 

representation contains affective information. Barrett and Bar describe two distinct 

pathways for that affective information within the orbitofrontal cortex (OFC), the ventral 

'what is it?' stream, and the dorsal 'where is it?' stream. Lateral parts of the OFC integrate 

feedback from other senses, while medial parts send signals to other control centres to 

modify bodily states.


	 At very early stages, the ventral 'what is it?' stream and the dorsal 'where is it?' 

stream produce very general, low-level or gist information about the object, which is 

passed to the medial portion, whose function it is to prepare the body for possible 

reactions. A round, red object may lead to a prediction 'apple', and if it would enhance 

wellbeing to eat an apple at that moment, the body must be prepared to reach for it: the 

medial OFC will then send signals to the hypothalamic, midbrain, brainstem and spinal 

column control centres, so that action (bodily changes) can be prepared. In its turn, lateral 

portions of the OFC will take the signalling that preparations are underway, and will 

incorporate that information into information concerning the object, received from all 

other senses.


	 In short, information is being gathered and shared, co-ordinated by the OFC, to 

recreate the body's affective state when it last encountered the object that is being 

predicted. Barrett and Bar describe what is being prepared as 'an experience-dependent 

representation of an object in context.' This process continues in the feedforward, 

feedback process, until a high-level representation of the object is achieved — and that 
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high-level representation is created by drawing not only on stored physical and contextual 

information relating to the object, but on stored affective information.


	 In the result, we do not wait to react affectively to the state of affairs until we have 

a high-level representation of that state of affairs: we react in advance, in preparation, 

based on predictions of what that state of affairs is likely to turn out to be, and our history 

with similar states. We build a representation of the state of affairs before us that is 

dependent upon huge amounts of data collected through all of our life experiences. 

These will include data relating to bodily states over which we have little or no control 

(such as hunger), data relating to personal decisions, and data relating to our cultural 

background.


	 The data are largely individual, although it may be recognisably cultural as well — 

and this data influence the representation we produce.


4.0	 Individuality in Representations


	 Barrett and Bar provide the example of a small, round object that may well turn out 

to be an apple, and they describe how prior information about apples is used to move 

from low-level to high-level representation, including information that the individual loves 

apples. What I will do now is increase the level of sophistication of elements making up 

case affect, including the values involved (recollecting the role of values as antecedents to 

core affect and then emotion).


	 Take, then, as a further example Olivia going on a drive through the countryside 

and encountering a scene of the rural idyll: a soft, green field in which cows are grazing, in 

the background a farmer leading a horse into a barn. She finds this a pleasing and 

attractive scene, it reminds her of visits to her grandparents' farm in the Cotswolds, 

happy, peaceful days under the summer sky. In building her representation, her values 

and her concepts allow a pleasantly nostalgic experience.


	 Now imagine the same scene unfolding in front of a committed moral vegan: her 

commitment makes her vegan values entrenched, and they will be to some extent 
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foundational, in that she will have a series of values based on her moral stand. They will 

accordingly not be easily dislodged, and will have a reasonably wide impact. Her values 

dictate that for her, this rural idyll is a scene of enslavement, of exploitation, of torture, of 

sadly abused animals ending their lives in terror-filled slaughter. She is not mollified by the 

possibility that the farm is a dairy farm, for she recalls hearing that the meat of ex-diary 

cows is highly prized by some gourmet chefs. This is not the image of the rural idyll that it 

is to Olivia, but an image of darkness and horror: she recoils from the image and its 

dreadful associations. 


	 This is a highly unpleasant scene to the moral vegan, and I have stated my position 

that it will be represented as such in her visual perception — I discussed Siegel's 

approach to this problem in section 3.2 of Chapter Three. What I am adding now is a 

mechanism by which the unpleasantness comes to be represented. The moral vegan's 

entrenched and somewhat foundational values will result in an early affective reaction to 

the scene, and that affective reaction will become part of the Barrett & Bar process given 

above: her negative affective reaction will become part of the representation. Subsequent 

to her affective reaction will come her emotional reaction, which will be consistent: she 

will match her affective reaction with an appropriate emotion concept (perhaps horror or 

disgust). She will go on to match her representation with other concepts such as 

enslavement and so forth.


	 The difference between Olivia's reaction and the moral vegan's has its roots at the 

individual level. Differences may also occur at a cultural level, and potentially in a much 

more significant manner. I may see a chameleon and consider it cute, if somewhat bizarre 

with its slow-motion and independent eyes, and I may recollect from my African 

childhood that if I place the creature on my arm, it will grip with a strength and a strange 

stickiness that is oddly pleasing. Like Olivia with the rural idyll, I become pleasantly 

nostalgic about the chameleon, and the image of the creature will be vaguely positively 

valenced. On the other hand, an individual steeped in the traditions of the Shona people 

in Zimbabwe is likely to recoil from the chameleon with horror: it is part of the Shona 
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cultural heritage that the chameleon portends death. The chameleon is a creature 

associated with dread, and it will be represented as such.  Because of our entrenched 31

cultural values, the Shona individual and I have two completely different representations.


	 The important point is that intrinsic in Barrett and Bar's position is that affective 

and emotional information is available to the image or representation. Despite this and 

what they say about 'a contextually sensitive, multimodal representation' they stop short 

of the claim that the affective information is actually included in the representation — this 

notwithstanding that they specifically identify the feedback pathways by which this would 

occur. I think they do not go far enough: for the reasons I provided, particularly in Chapter 

Five, I think there is reason to make the claim. The neural pathways are there, they are 

utilised, and the result seems inevitable: affect and emotion come to be represented. 

How affect comes to be represented I discuss in detail in section 5.0 below — for now, 

suffice it to say that the feedback pathways have been identified, and that there function 

is to provide image building with affective information.


	 Recapping slightly, on a conventional and perhaps intuitive view, both the Shona 

and I would be thought to be presented with exactly the same image, a Shape Only View. 

We would each be thought to react to identical representations of the same scene, doing 

so in our own way. This is the view that a visual system isolated from (at least) affective 

information produces a representation for other systems to utilise as they will. On this 

basis, my disagreement with the Shona is not a disagreement on perception at all, but a 

disagreement concerning the manner in which we think about chameleons, one step 

removed from perception. In this case the Shona would not say, 'I see a scary chameleon,' 

but, rather, 'I feel scared of the chameleon I see.' Once we see that affective information 

is available to the visual system at the earliest stages, however, we have reason to rethink 

this position. We may recognise that my representation of the chameleon is a product of 

my background (a white boy in Africa, still steeped in his parent's Anglo-European culture 

 The chameleon features in folklore of many Bantu cultures, with the lizard, as responsible for 31

ending humanity's immortality. In traditional settings in my native Zimbabwe, individuals are 
generally terrified when confronted by a chameleon.
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and values), and that the Shona's representation is a product of her own cultural and value 

heritage. The difference between us becomes one of perception, of representation, so 

that the Shona will be able to say, 'I see a scary chameleon'.


	 It seems reasonable (if not imperative) to assume that the feedback of affective 

information to visual processes occurs for a purpose, that the information is not delivered 

only to be ignored. Affective information that is gathered following feedforward is 

compiled with information from other senses, according to Barrett and Bar, from 

interoception, from memory and so forth, to produce their 'multimodal, polysensory, 

contextually relevant representation of the object'. This is used to prepare for appropriate 

reaction to the perceived state of affairs. But as I have said, this is not the end of the story, 

it is not the only use to which the affective and other information is put: it is also fed back 

into the visual cortex, and there it is used in creation of the representation.


	 The disagreement between the Shona and me then becomes a disagreement on 

perception, in a real sense not dissimilar to a disagreement between two individuals 

about what a particular Rorschach test-type inkblot looks like to them. Ignoring problems 

associated with using the Rorschach test in a clinical situation , it is clear that the image 32

that each individual sees in each case is a product of information relating to prior 

experience and history — the same type of information that is the basis of the difference


between the Shona and me about the chameleon. The inkblot dispute is settled by 

moving from the absolute to the individual, from 'This is what the image is,' to 'This is 

what it looks like to me.' Adopting a similar approach to the chameleon image, it seems 

the simplest answer that, by reason of affective information being incorporated into the 

image, the chameleon image is intrinsically scary to the Shona. The difference is between, 

'I am frightened by this image' for the traditional view, and 'This is a frightening image'.


	 This much seems simple. What may be a little less intuitive is how affective 

information can be included in a representation, in a visual image. We are perhaps more 

used to the idea that we are presented with an image to which we react than with the 

 See Cariola (2014) for a brief review of criticism of Rorschach tests.32
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idea that an image may itself contain emotion. Edvard Munch's painting 'The Scream', 

reproduced in Figure 6.1. offers some insight into the matter.


5.0	 Representing Emotion in Images: 


5.1	 Edvard Munch


	 The issue I am confronting here is how an emotion may represented in an image. 

To tease this out, I will look at how artists represent emotion in their work — in particular, 

artists who are emotionally troubled and who regard those difficulties as essential to their 

art. What I am suggesting is that such artists can and do represent emotion in their 

images because their emotions inform the construction of their paintings, their 

representations, down to individual brush strokes. And in the same way as such artists' 

emotions inform the construction of their representations, down to their brush strokes, so 

too do our emotions inform the construction of our representations, down to the finest 

detail.


	 Edvard Munch (1863-1944), most famous for The Scream, avowed himself to be 

one such artist: he himself considered emotion to be a part of his art, and his work 

demonstrably contains a representation of his emotional state. He was much troubled 

throughout his life with mental health and emotional problems, including anxiety, 

depression and bipolar disorder (Azeem, H, 2015). He considered these problems intrinsic 

to himself, without which he may 'run aground'. He wrote in his private journal: 


'Life-angst has raved inside me ever since I caught the idea — like an illness— 
since I was born — doubly inherited. It has lain like a curse which has haunted me. 
Still I often feel that I must have this life-angst — it is essential to me — and that I 
would not exist without it. Often I feel that just as an illness has been necessary — 
In periods without this life-angst and illness I have felt like a ship sailing before a 
strong wind without a rudder — and asked myself where? where will I run 
aground?' (Munch, Edvard, 2005, p 18)
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	 He also considered his mental health problems essential to his art, and to his 

paintings, his attitude to his mental and emotional difficulties being captured in this 

quote:


'They are part of me and my art. They are indistinguishable from me, and [being rid 
of them] would destroy my art. I want to keep those sufferings.' (Ragna Thiis Stang, 
1979)


	 The quote is telling: he considers his emotional problems to be intrinsic not only to 

him, but to his art — they are in his paintings. And it seems that his intention was to 

portray his feelings in his paintings, explicitly saying in his private journals that a painter 

cannot 'catch nature', and that it is better for him 'to give the feeling':


'In the mornings I painted The Dance of Life. Now I stuck mostly to decorative 
pictures. I would like to say something — that there my heart lay. To copy nature. 
We certainly could not catch nature anyway — better to give the feeling — in 
oneself.' (Munch, Edvard, 2005, p 89)


 	 The Scream is part of a series of images produced, it is thought, following a scene 

which Munch describes in his diary:


'I was walking along the road with two friends — then the Sun set — all at once the 
sky became blood red — and I felt overcome with melancholy. I stood still and 
leaned against the railing, dead tired — clouds like blood and tongues of fire hung 
above the blue-black fjord and the city. My friends went on, and I stood alone, 
trembling with anxiety. I felt a great, unending scream piercing through

nature.' (Olson, D. W., Doescher, R. L., & Olson, M. S., 2004).


	 According to a friend, Christian Skredsvik, Munch wished to paint, 'a sunset of 

coagulated blood', and 'Munch had talked himself sick about that sunset and how it had 

filled him with great anxiety.' (Bassie & Ingles, 2018, p 70).
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	 Of the painting, Munch himself said:


'You know my picture The Scream?  Was being stretched to the limit — nature was 
screaming in my blood — I was at breaking point.... You know my pictures, you 
know it all — you know how I felt it all.'


	 That he succeeded in portraying a deep negative emotion seems in little doubt: 

the painting has achieved something of a cult status as a representation of anxiety. Of 

course, we cannot know the exact nature of the emotion Munch was attempting to 

portray. Munch may indeed not have had anxiety in mind at all, as there is another very 

different painting in the series which is entitled 'Anxiety'. It may simply be that his own 

experience was a powerful set of negative emotions which he was incapable of 
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recognising or categorising but which he could represent in a painting: he could 'give the 

feeling' with his painting. 


	 It does seem, however, that this was not simply a portrayal of negative emotions 

generally — the series shows that he was trying through the series to depict specific 

emotional experiences. In addition to 'Anxiety', there is 'Despair', reproduced in Figure 

6.2. Munch seems to be differentiating what he is depicting in 'The Scream' from anxiety 

and despair.
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	 'Despair' is particularly interesting in this context because the scene depicted is 

substantially the same as that in 'The Scream' in its setting and context: the road, the lake 

in the background, on which two boats are floating; two companions having walked on 

are shown, and the identity of the main figure is indeterminate — there are all common 

features ('Anxiety' contains additional people, standing close the the main figure; the 

main figure, of indeterminate gender, has recognisable features). The two images, then,


are of the same scene, but they have completely different emotional content — and 

clearly so, even without knowing the latter's title is 'Despair', its image is immediately 

melancholic, reflective, depressive, none of which is featured in 'The Scream'.


	 The point I am driving at here is that Munch is clearly representing an emotion in 

each of these paintings, and the emotion in each is different. Taking them as paintings of 

the same scene, as they usually are taken, there is a very real sense in which a specific 

powerful negative emotion is partly constitutive of 'The Scream'. In the same way, the 

emotion despair is partly constitutive of 'Despair'. Although they are paintings of the 

same scene, a depiction of Munch's physical experience, they represent completely 

different emotional experiences, and there is little doubt that these emotions are partly 

constitutive of the paintings.


	 Munch eventually suffered a breakdown, and spent some time in treatment. The 

treatment seems to have been effective, in that his depression and anxiety was reduced. 

'Unsurprisingly', according to Bassie et al, this more settled emotional state is reflected in 

his later work, from which sadness had retreated, and optimism became apparent. Recall 

the quote from Munch's journal that in his art he seeks to 'give the feeling' — the feeling 

he is giving in his later work is markedly different from his early work. The observation by 

Bassie et al is also significant at a different level, for it reflects an inarticulate assumption 

on the part of the biographer that emotions are indeed reflected in the artist's work: what 

I am endeavouring to demonstrate here seems to be assumed by Bassie et al.


	 I come back to the point of the artist's emotions informing his image creation, his 

creation of a representation. The result is a representation replete with emotion. In the 
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same way, I see affective feedback information being utilised in image building in human 

vision: the result is a representation replete with emotion. 


	 It is impossibly implausible to think Munch intended to produce emotionless 

images to which everyone may react as they will. This would be analogous to the 

traditional view of human visual system, that it produces an emotionless image to present 

to other systems to do with as they will. It is far more believable that the artist imbued the 

images with the intended emotional content, and that this intended emotional content is 

inseparably a part of the images. In the same way, the visual system produces images  —

representations — imbued with emotion.


	 In other words, Munch's emotional experience of when the sky turned red and he 

heard the scream of nature informed every brush stroke as he painted 'The Scream' and 

'Despair', and hence the ultimate form those paintings took. I have spent some time on 

Munch and I think it is reasonably clear that he is depicting emotion in his paintings, and 

that he anticipated that people would see the emotions in this pictures seems clear from 

his various comments. I do not think this is a controversial position, and I think it can be 

applied to other artists.


	 It is a small move to see that in the same way as the artist's emotions informed his 

brush strokes, our emotions can inform our image-forming process.


	 5.2	 Human Mental Imagery 


	 What I have established since first introducing the idea that the letter S will appear 

(slightly) different to me depending on my core affective state, is how this comes to be: I 

have provided the evidence that the phenomenon is real, and shown the neurological 

circuits by which it may be effected. I have demonstrated that the ability to produce 

images that contain affective information offers the advantages of speed and efficiency.


	 I may still encounter resistance from some who would adhere to the Shape Only 

View. They face a difficult task in establishing a prima facie case theoretical case against 

relativism in vision, and then for impenetrability; and they will have to explain the 
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apparent epiphenomenal neural feedforward and feed back circuitry, before having to 

tackle the empirical evidence — both the evidence I have led, and the evidence I present 

in the next section specifically about the use of affective feedback in vision.


	 Steeped as we (mostly) are in the notion of non-relativistic vision, in the notion of 

Shape Only View, this immediately seems wrong. Surely, we imagine, what we see is what 

is really 'out there,' and even if in some way it is not, how can something as subjective as 

emotion affect the look of a real object? I discussed the objections to this approach in 

some length in Chapter Five, and although I will not repeat them here, I will highlight two 

aspects. The first is the general principle that we evolved to survive by surviving: having 

important information on the state of affairs (danger, for instance) available as efficiently 

and as unmistakably as possible seems to aid survival. Incorporation of affective 

information into a representation ensures efficiency. The second is that affective content 

will not cause great variances in representations, it will not cause us to bump into 

anything, nor to see zebras in our living rooms. In the general course of events, affect- 

based differences are easily explained away without referring to differences in 

representation at all: 'he likes that chameleon because it beings back pleasant memories', 

or on the other hand 'he is scared of chameleons because of their place in his mythology.' 

An explanation of this nature may well be accurate, but it misses out the simple fact that 

the form of the chameleon differs in each individual representation.


	 The general principle is we survived by surviving. Much as we would like to believe 

that what is represented to us in vision represents exactly Shape Only View, we have little 

or no reason to believe that it is so — and good reason to believe it is not so. If we have 

reason, then, do we also have emotion-specific evidence beyond the neuroscience?


6.0	 Evidence of the Use of Affective Feedback


	 That affective and emotion feedback is provided to early visual processes gives us 

good reason to believe that the information it contains is used, and a series of 

experiments gives us empirical evidence to back up this reason. Fear can alter perception 
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in a number of ways — height and distance, for instance (Stefanucci, Gagnon, Tompkins, 

& Bullock, 2012; Geuss, McCardell, & Stefanucci, 2016; Xiao & Van Bavel, 2012). It can 

also influence evaluation of tasks.


	 Geuss, McCardell, and Stefanucci used a virtual environment to test how both state 

and trait fear can alter perception of gap widths and the difficulty of stepping over those 

gap widths at various heights. Wearing virtual reality headsets, participants were 

presented with a virtual environment featuring a gap in a floor suspended over a 

courtyard — both the width of the gap and the height of the floor above the courtyard 

were to be altered in two different experiments. In the first experiment, at various heights 

and gaps widths, participants were asked to make estimations of their fear. Participants 

were also provided with two virtual cones which they placed at a distance apart equal to 

how they perceived the gap in the virtual floor. In the second experiment, participants 

were also asked to make estimates of their fear, and then to evaluate whether they could 

step over the gap — if they thought they could, they were to take the step. The results for 

the first experiment showed that fear influences not only perception of height, but of 

spaces around the height — the gap in the floor — and those of the second, that fear 

influences action: participants who rated their fear highly also thought themselves unable 

to step across the gap. Those with moderate fear often overstepped, take a 'safe' option. 

Consistent with the general principle that we developed to survive, these experiments 

and others like it suggest that emotion can affect representations, in order to modulate 

action. It is not only negatively-valenced emotions such as fear that have this affect: 

positive valence can make an object seem more attainable. 


	 Balcetis & Dunning (2009) showed in five experiments that individuals perceive 

desirable objects as physically closer to them that undesirable ones. In a series of real-life 

and virtual reaching experiments Valdeś-Conroy and her team found similar results, that 

positively-valenced items were perceived to be closer than negatively valenced or neutral 

items (Valdés- Conroy, Román, Hinojosa, & Shorkey, 2012).
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	 The phenomenon appears to play a role in sport as well: Taylor, Witt and Sugovic 

(2011) showed that experienced parkour participants perceived walls as lower than non-


experienced participants, while Witt and others showed that golfers who were putting 

well perceived the hole as larger than those playing badly (Witt, Linkenauger, Bakdash, & 

Proffitt, 2008). Witt & Dorsch (2009) looked at goal kicking in American football, and 

found that successfully kickers perceived the bar as lower and the posts as wider apart — 

they also found that a series of poor kicks can alter perception so the task seems more 

difficult. These sport-related studies did not specifically focus on emotion, and here I am 

admittedly taking a step: I think it reasonable to associate good performance in an athlete 

with positive valance and emotion, poor performance with negative valence and emotion.


	 Although survival offers an obvious reason for emotion affecting a representation, 

reasons are not always clear. Darkness, gloominess and similar words are often associated 

with negative emotions, the converse being that positive emotions are associated with 

brightness. As I have mentioned, Xie & Zhang (2016) demonstrate that this linguistic 

convention reflects a physiological phenomenon. Using pupillary dilation detection, they 

demonstrated that valance can alter perceived brightness — when asked to bring to mind 

positively valanced thoughts, participants' pupillary dilation showed that they were 

indeed seeing things more brightly For whatever reason, the brightness of 

representations can be affected by emotions.


	 There is, then, substantial evidence that emotion may affect a representation, but 

there is room for an objection — all of the evidence may be thought to be relevant to the 

representation of an overall scene, where I have been talking of emotion changing the 

form of an object as represented.


7.0	 Scene and Object


	 Although the objection I have in mind does seem intuitively to have substance, it is 

practically difficult to establish how the overall scene can be represented with emotional 

content, while stipulating that the form of individual objects may not be altered. 
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	 Again, intuitively it seems this would involve the overall scene being processed 

with affective information, with the form of objects being left intact. First of all, and 

leaving aside for the moment that the scene eventually consists of objects, although 

overall scene processing and object processing are separate, the two processes are not 

independent. They utilise the same resources and the same feedforward and feedback 

processes (Malcolm, Nuthmann, & Schyns, 2014), and objects both inform and interfere 

with scene processing — the appearance of incongruent objects slows overall scene 

processing (Joubert, Rousselet, Fize, & Fabre-Thorpe, 2007; Truman & Mudrik, 2018). 

Affective information available to scene processing in this objection would somehow have 

to be excluded from object processing. This seems a possibility, but it would involve 

complex pinpoint filtering, and the development of such complex filtering seems unlikely 

— after all, as I showed in Chapter Four, there is no threat to survival or thriving if affective 

information is incorporated into objects.


	 And now taking up what I left aside, that scenes consist of objects is a problem for 

this objection: a forest scene consists of trees, individual peaks form part of a mountain 

scene, and walls form part of a street scene. Scene and object processing merge in the 

final representation, as objects are recognised and integrated into the scene. How then is 

affective information applied separately to objects and scenes?


	 One of the intuitive bases of the objection may be a variety of the Shape Only 

View position — after all, we do seem to agree on the form of objects: we do not argue 

about what a chameleon looks like, or what a pine tree looks like. Whilst at first brush this 

approach seems attractive, I do not think it stands up to scrutiny, simply because it is not 

unusual for one individual to describe an object as scary, with another disagreeing. The 

chameleon simply is a scary object to some, and it is represented with as much convincing 

negative emotional content as Munch presents in 'The Scream.' To another, it may be 

neutral or attractive. A gap over a high chasm simply is wider for someone frightened of 

heights, and is represented as such. However, whilst we accept this type of difference, we 

intuitively take the Shape Only View: we assume we are seeing the identical object, and 
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simply cannot understand why a chameleon or a gap looks so scary. We may discuss it 

later, and, again from the same Shape Only View, we assume that the scariness is 

superimposed on the image after it is fully formed. But we do so without reason.


	 Once we know that processes have developed to provide affective information to 

object processing, and that there is no reality in a Shape Only View, we are able to draw 

the simpler conclusion: that information is made available to object processing for a 

purpose, and that purpose is reflected in the ultimate representation of the object. In 

other words, the form of objects represented will alter according to affective status.


	 So, what are the implications of the changes?


8.0	 Implications: The Problem of Communication 


	 8.1	 Generally


	 I have said that the changes to the form of an object that emotion will make will be 

subtle, which is to say for instance that the chameleon will still be recognisably a 

chameleon for all. But this does not mean the changes will be unnoticeable, and I think 

they are noticed regularly, but they are explained away.


	 An individual's representation will be noticeably different from others' when the 

emotional content in a representation is high. Olivia and the moral vegan will know that 

they are each experiencing the scene of the rural idyll in different ways, and the Shona 

and I each will know we are experiencing the encounter with the chameleon in different 

ways. I have already suggested that all parties will attribute this difference not to 

perception, but to how they each are thinking about what they are saying — in effect, 

they will consider that an affectively neutral image has been produced by their visual 

processes, and it is for them to step back and consider that image. For all the reasons 

given, I think this is wrong. The disagreements about the rural idyll and the chameleon are 

properly considered disagreements about perception.


	 Coming back to the letter S — I have said that the changes are likely to be very 

small, and unnoticeable, but it is possible to imagine culture-specific situations in which 
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the differences may be marked. The Rainbow Serpent is said to be a powerful image in 

Australian Aboriginal lore, a symbol of prosperity, of rain, of water and of food. The 

serpent-like letter S could conceivably evoke images of the Rainbow Serpent for an 

Australian Aboriginal, and this could be the basis for a number of affective reactions: on 

some occasions, she may have a negative reaction, and feel homesick, whilst on others 

she may feel proud of her heritage, and in others still she may feel positive about the 

plenty that the Rainbow Serpent portends. On the position I defend, on each occasion 

the letter S will appear differently. Similarly, snake-related folk-lore in sub-Saharan Africa is 

thought to be complex, but the snake may sometimes be associated with occult practices 

aimed at both good and evil, and must in any event be propitiated. An individual steeped 

in these traditions may well also experience affective reactions to the letter S in virtue of 

its snake-like shape, and given the variety of purposes to which the occult purposes may 

be put, the reactions may be positive or negative.


	 Equally in the case of the letter S, the visual experience may well be dismissed by 

individuals in favour of a post-perceptual reaction as an explanation, in keeping with the 

more familiar Shape Only View of perception. Again, I think this is wrong, for the reasons 

given.


	 But what turns on the distinction? Whether a chameleon is represented as a scary 

creature or the Shona reacts to a neutral image has no material impact on the reaction. 

But there is importance in the distinction, and it lies in communication: here I will turn 

again to the differences between Australian Aboriginal culture and the Anglo-European 

culture with which it brushes shoulders in Australia. Most particularly, I will highlight


mental health, and the delivery of mental health services such as psychotherapy. The 

incidence of mental health problems amongst members of the Australian Aboriginal 

community is significantly higher than amongst members of the Anglo-European culture, 

and treatments have a low level of success (Calma et al., 2017). Indeed, mental health is 

the second greatest health problem facing the Australian Aboriginal community (Isaacs et 
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al., 2010). Communication difficulties have been recognised as a significant difficulty in 

addressing these problems.


	 In the next section, I will highlight the communication problems that have been 

identified in delivery of mental health services. I will go on to detail how the widely 

different emotional profiles may contribute to the problem: how the unique emotional 

profile of the individual from the Aboriginal culture may have an impact on the form of 

objects she perceives — on the form of her environment. At a subtle level, she may 

experience an environment subtly unique to her culture. On this basis, when she 

communicates her world experiences to someone from another culture, there is a level of 

granularity in this communication at which the subtle differences in her environment will 

impede communication. This will normally be encountered in a therapy situation. As I will 

show the problem is potentially deeper.


	 I will start with some background on the underlying societal problem.


	 8.2	 An Outline of the Patient/Healthcare Worker Problem


	 Mobbs (1986) conducted specific research into communication problems 

encountered by Anglo-European Resident Medical Officers (RMOs) working with 

Australian Aboriginal patients, particularly in gathering patient histories. Patients were 

reported as being generally unresponsive, and occasionally RMOs formed the suspicion 

that patients were providing answers they thought would please. All of the RMOs 

expressed frustration and 'considerable distress' at this problem. Interestingly, given my 

earlier comments on conceptualisation of time, eliciting confirmation of symptoms 

existing at the time of consultation, rather than at some time previously, was said to be 

difficult. One RMO reported:


'I can say, "Have you got tummy pain?" In some ways, if they say 'Yes', ... [t]hey 
don't seem to appreciate the fact that you are asking them about the symptoms 
now .... I find that they had a tummy pain six months ago.'
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	 This problem with time conceptualisation is at the base of a different, perhaps 

larger communication problem, which I address in its own section a little later.


Cass and his team undertook research on communication between critical Australian 

Aboriginal renal patients from the Yolngu community and their healthcare workers. They 

found a number of factors that were barriers to communication, including different modes 

of discourse (the Yolngu patients were unfamiliar with direct question- and-answer 

discourse), and the extent of 'the cultural and linguistic distance' between patient and 

healthcare worker (Cass et al., 2002). Like Mobbs, they also found that patients seemed to 

be giving answers they thought would please, or were required, rather than 'correct' 

responses. Often, neither patient nor healthcare worker was aware that 

miscommunication had occurred, and expressed surprise when researchers pointed it out.


	 The need for communication specifically in a mental health environment is also well 

recognised (Priebe et al., 2011; Thompson & McCabe, 2012; Del Piccolo & Goss, 2012). 

Importantly in this context, specific emphasis has been placed on gathering a full patient 

history in dealing with Australian Aboriginal mental healthcare (Sheldon, 2001; Parker 

2010). Given the difficulties my RMOs expressed concerning gathering patient histories, 

this aspect appears challenging.


	 There are undoubtedly a number of factors contributing to these difficulties in 

communication, some of which have been recognised in the research I have drawn upon. 

Importantly, emphasis has been placed on cultural knowledge, and the need to 

acknowledge the different perspective and world view of patients from the Australian 

Aboriginal culture (Morgan et al., 1997; Saethre, 2007). I have no doubt that this is an 

essential step. But as essential as it is, I think that simply learning a culture does not allow 

the acquisition of a sufficiently complete suite of emotion concepts to allow a full


experience of the phenomenology to culture-specific emotions. There is a gulf between 

knowing about and understanding an emotion on the one hand and being able to 

experience it on the other, and this will lead to a communication gap.
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	 8.3	 The Problem of Emotion Phenomenology


	 What I call the emotion communication gap has its basis in phenomenology — the 

phenomenology of being an adult member of a culture depends upon having assumed a 

huge amount of culturally-specific information from an early age. I have already discussed 

how emotion concepts are embedded in a holistic nexus of cultural concepts, and how 

this forms a barrier (of more or less penetrability) to the experience of culture-specific 

emotions. The less the exposure of an individual to culturally-specific information, the less 

complete that individual's grasp of the, holistic nexus of cultural concepts, and the lesser 

her absorption into the culture. Being reared in the cultural traditions of that culture, 

having first carers, friends, family, and early socialising all embedded in this culture; to 

have all aspects of development from an early age to be subject to the language, norms, 

traditions, mythology and so forth of that culture, offers the greatest opportunity to 

absorb the culture, to gain all of the required information. With this sort of upbringing, an 

individual will know what it is like, for instance, to be a Shona.


	 I may engage, then, in a period of intensive study of Shona culture; I may study its 

language traditions, its mythology, its norms, its mores; I may live in a remote traditional 

village in Mashonaland for years; and I may become laughingly referred to as the white 

Shona. But whilst I will possess all of that knowledge, I am still unlikely to look at a 

chameleon and be genuinely frightened. Whilst I will understand why the Shona looks at a 

chameleon and sees a frightening beast, I very likely lack a complete suite of all aspects 

of the Shona culture (the holistic nexus of cultural concepts) — I have the facade, as it 

were, but not the substance of being a true Shona. I am unlikely truly have absorbed all 

that is needed of the sophisticated holistic Shona network of social and emotional 

concepts. My substance, my foundations, are a product of my upbringing in an Anglo- 

European culture. There is an almost impenetrable barrier to me experiencing the 

genuine phenomenology of the fear of a chameleon. (As I said in Chapter Three, there 

are no absolutes here: the barriers is only 'all-but' impenetrable, and there is a point, with 

sufficient exposure, at which the barrier may be penetrated.)
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	 Similarly, I am unlikely ever genuinely to experience ligit, the emotion experienced 

by Llongot people of the Philippines that I mentioned in Chapter Three, associated with 

decapitating someone and hurling her head a great distance. I may try to understand it in 

terms of the vanquishment of an enemy, of the triumph of self over others, perhaps in 

some esoteric terms concerning the absorption of an enemy's life forces — but all of 

these are attempts to understand, to intellectualise a phenomenology. To properly 

experience ligit, I need to be a member of the Lingot people, to have been brought up in 

their traditions and mythology and norms and the rest — or to have something very close 

to that. Study is unlikely to suffice.


	 Examples abound: I may understand why some Muslims react with horror at a 

depiction of the prophet's image, but I will not easily experience that horror; a Chinese 

tourist may understand that Australians are disgusted by her spitting in the street, but she 

is unlikely to experience that disgust; I may understand the deep offence caused to a 

Japanese by leaving my chopsticks standing up in my rice, but I will not easily experience 

that offence.


	 I am pointing here to the nature of emotion concepts and their acquisition, and the 

values which they reflect. As I suggested in Chapter Three, there are values that are both 

entrenched and foundational, and there will be cultural values that will be almost 

immovably entrenched and radically foundational. These cultural values will be reflected 

in that culture's emotion concepts, deeply embedded in a host of other cultural concepts 

and other cultural artefacts acquired over time simply by existing in that culture. So 

embedded in the cultural landscape, including language, behavioural norms and so forth, 

they become part of a rich, complex, and inter-dependent set of concepts, relating to the 

emotional, the behavioural, the mythological, to time (and so forth), that form the 
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foundation for that culture (Ojalehto & Medin, 2015; Medin DL, Ojalehto B, Marin A, 

Bang M. 2013; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) . 
33

	 Culture, I am saying, may be studied and understood to a greater or lesser extent, 

but no amount of study will allow acquisition of interdependent concepts to the same 

level or degree that growing up in that culture will provide: the holistic nexus of cultural 

concepts is vast. And it is only with a more of less complete set of a culture's concept that 

an individual can experience the complete phenomenology of being a member of that 

culture. I say 'more or less', because I accept that extended immersion or rigorous study 

may allow sufficient a grasp of the nexus of cultural concepts to allow one to function 

within the society. There may be easy concepts or interlinked groups of concepts that are 

easily acquired, and to that limited extent the phenomenology of being a member of that 

society may be experienced. But there may be ones that are more difficult to acquire, or 

by reason of being fundamental or foundational require more rigour in their application, 

and the experience may be less easily achieved.


	 I suggest, for instance, that real felt terror of a chameleon is too culturally specific 

— without growing up from an early age in the Shona culture, I am very likely not to have 

sufficient a set of concepts to allow me to experience a chameleon as a frightening beast 

(and that experience of ligit is similar). I may feign fear of the sight of a chameleon (in 

order to fit in, to be 'more Shona'), but, then, we do not call that emotion, we call that 

acting.


	 8.4	 The Communication Gap


	 When taken with what I have said about the contribution of emotion to mental 

representation, particularly the form of objects within representations, the preceding sets 

out the basis for a communication gap between individuals from disparate cultural 

 To be clear, I am not making any commitment to any one specific role for concepts in the 33

development of language or culture, nor to any specific relationship between concepts, culture 
and language. I am acknowledging only that concepts have a role in how culture is acquired by 
the individual, and that that role is fundamental.
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groups, one that cannot be bridged by a study of culture alone. Given that proper 

communication is possible between patient and health care worker (that problems such as 

those experienced by the RMOs in Mobbs' (1986) study can be overcome), unless the 

health care worker is able to experience the emotions of her patient, the two will always 

be speaking of subtly different worlds. Their respective emotional profiles will mean that 

their representations of 'what's out there' will not coincide.


	 The chameleon example comes from Africa and not Australia, but it will serve here: 

it may seem that the representation of a single object, that a chameleon is represented as 

a scary object, is a minor impediment to communication. But my point is that the 

chameleon would be one of a myriad of objects that make up a scene at any given time, 

and it is not only the chameleon that is potentially (or probably) represented differently in 

the scene. A myriad of objects represented differently will mean that the whole of the 

scene will end up represented differently — the Shona is looking out at a world that is 

different from mine.


	 These differences are subtle, as I have said, and the Shona and I will agree on the 

presence or otherwise of zebras and the absence of rap music from clouds, but if we are 

engaged in intense dialogue attempting to describe the minutia of personal 

psychological experiences, the fine-grained nature of this dialogue will expose the 

differences. Our minds will not meet, simply because in a very real sense, they are existing 

on two worlds, in two different places.


	 I present the Australian Aboriginal example as a very real illustrative example of 

how emotional profiles affect perception and hence communication. This is a stumbling 

block to inter-cultural communication. It only presents a problem in extreme 

circumstances (such as intense psychotherapy), and in most instances inter-cultural 

communication is sufficient for its purposes. But I think its recognition is an important step 

in understanding why gaps remain between cultures.


	 There is however a potentially larger problem, one that relates to the Australian 

Aboriginal conceptualisation of time that I have mentioned already: the extent to which 



245

the traditional conceptualisation remains dominant in modern Aboriginal culture, but the 

problem remains.


	 8.5	 Re-introducing Time: the Larger Problem


	 I have mentioned the Australian Aboriginal conceptualisation of time a number of 

times, in particular the manner in which important events that occurred in what we 

consider the past are experienced 'in the now time'. This has potential to cause a 

significant barrier to communication.


	 Consider Kirra, a young Australian Aboriginal woman we encountered before, who 

has been brought up in a remote community, immersed in her own culture. Her practical 

exposure to Anglo-European culture is limited, let us stipulate, to the occasional visit to 

the doctor, where she struggles to make the RMO understand what ails her. Her 

educational exposure to the Anglo-European culture, however, is specific: she is taught by 

her elders of how her ancestors were driven from their ancestral lands by pastoralists, how 

an invading culture overran their way of life, deprived them of their identity, forced them 

into confined areas, and offered them a hybrid life, neither the life of their ancestors nor 

the life of the invading culture (which generally scorned them).


	 By virtue of their own approach to time, a Western approach to time, Australian 

government officials will urge Kirra and her community that all of that dreadful history is in 

the past — it is not to be forgotten, of course, and reparations will be made, but it is 

something that must be consigned to history. We must move on, having learned from 

history, and make better lives for everyone. The government apologises (for something it 

may considers it really did not do, it was done by others, in the past), and offers a whole 

brand new way of life, offering billions of dollars in development funding for 

infrastructure, schools, hospitals. Let bygones be bygones, is the message — let us 

forgive and learn to put this behind us and go on to work together to a brighter future.


	 But, this is simply not Kirra's day-to-day experience. All that I have set out about 

the destruction of her culture is of such importance to her that it is not in the past for her 



246

at all — she is experiencing it 'in the now time'. Her daily experience is of the 

dispossession of her people, the destruction of their culture and their way of life. She is 

existing in a nightmare of cultural annihilation, and understandably, she reacts badly to it 

— she is probably experiencing a mixture of anger, resentment, sadness, regret and 

disgust. Whatever her mixture of emotions, they are negative, and those negative 

emotions are going to have an influence on how she represents the world. What her RMO 

may consider to be a neutral object or scene, or perhaps a positive scene, she may well 

be seeing as dark and empty, full of the tones of despair captured by Munch. 


	 When government officials visit the community to announce a new initiative for the 

area — a brand-new hospital with state-of-the-art equipment, perhaps, a project that 

offers jobs both in construction and later in functioning, as well as facilities for Kirra and 

others to train as healthcare workers — she will represent this project according to her 

day-to-day experience. For Kirra, it is not a grand project to revitalise a community after a 

dreadful history and years of neglect, but simply another part of her daily experience of 

the destruction of her culture. The project is represented as a threat, a danger.


	 `The heart of this problem lies in its intractability. In the face of perceived 

resentment, government officials would go to great lengths to demonstrate the benefits 

of the project: they would offer painstaking explanations of the health and employment 

opportunities, the infrastructure it will provide; they would present optimistic estimations 

and predictions, glossy photographs and colourful graphs and charts. Herein lies the 

intractability, for the solution is not addressing the problem. And the problem is an 

emotional one: no matter how many people tell her the hospital is wonderful, Kirra and 

her community will continue to represent it with emotional content, and it will continue to 

be represented negatively.


	 This illustrates an extreme, however, and caution is needed: I have described a 

situation in which a traditional Australian Aboriginal conceptualisation of time is Kirra's 

dominant if not sole tool in thinking about time. Swain (1997) suggests, however, that 

traditional concepts may have become diluted over time, as Aboriginal thinking adjusted 
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to accommodate the new paradigm, so it may be that Kirra's experience is less intense 

than I have described. And the experience of others who have had less traditional an 

upbringing may be commensurately lower.


	 Although it is beyond the scope of this work to suggest how to solve issues of the 

type I have identified, clearly the first step is to recognise that this is a matter of emotion. 

A government official, or a psychologist or psychotherapist, who does not understand 

what it is that is underlying the perceived negative attitude to the project that Kirra and 

her community are experiencing will not be able to assist. The problem is not her 

intellectual attitude to the project, but her emotional state. She will never be made to


understand intellectually that something is good when it is felt to be bad: it is the 

emotional problem that needs to be addressed.


9.0	 Summary and Conclusion


	 The first sections of this chapter were devoted to Barrett and Bar's position that 

representations draw upon stored information, including emotion information, and then 

its application to different situations, showing how a vegan may represent a scene 

differently from a non-vegan, and a Shona would represent an object differently from me.


I then went on to establish how emotion may appear in a representation by examining 

two of Edvard Munch's paintings. I demonstrated that there are distinct differences in the 

emotions represented in each of the paintings, notwithstanding that the paintings are of 

very much the same scene. These emotions are intrinsic to the paintings, they are 

contained in the image. In the same way as Munch's emotions informed what he 

represented in his paintings, our emotions inform how we represent our environment — 

utilising the feedforward and feedback mechanisms that are at the core the Barrett and 

Bar position.


	 This is a position of relativism in vision, one that is dependent on emotion — but, 

as I have maintained throughout, the differences in representation will usually be slight. In 

the final sections of this chapter, I went on to describe how the differences could present 
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difficulties: in the first instance, I described how communication may prove difficult 

between people with significantly different emotional profiles, where it is needed at a 

highly detailed, fine-grained level, in psychotherapy and similar situations. I found these 

two in the provision of mental health care to Aboriginal Australians.


	 I also identified what may be a more widespread and significant problem, in the 

manner in which a traditional conceptualisation of time will have an emotional impact, 

and hence an impact on how the Australian Aboriginal may perceive the entirety of her 

existence.


	 There are undoubtedly a number of factors that contribute to communication 

problems between disparate cultures, but my thesis is that one of the factors is that


individuals from such disparate cultures do not share the same representation of the 

environment.


	 They are literally worlds apart. 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‌Afterword


	 I have set out in this thesis what I think is a reasonably simple progression of ideas, 

starting from the construction of emotions and their function as alerts, to call our attention 

to important features of the environment, and ending with the incorporation of affective 

and emotional information in a visual representation. The result, relativism in vision, may 

be considered counterintuitive, but on reflection it offers us more than some intuitive 

approaches. That there is affective and emotional content in our visual representations 

serves both simplicity and efficiency, and there are sufficient non-visual checks on how 

differently we may see objects to ensure that we can communicate, that our lives in 

society can go smoothly. There is no harm in relativism in vision, and there are 

advantages.


	 The non-visual checks on this type of relativism are societal — whim and flights of 

fancy will be eliminated simply because they serve no practical purpose. Variations in 

perception that come from affect and emotion will be limited, simply because who we are 

and how we live means we share very broadly similar basic values. From these broadly 

shared set of values emerges a very broadly identifiable set of emotions, and variation in 

representations will be confined by the limits of this set. That is, if by 'we' I limit myself to 

the ever-expanding sphere of WEIRD culture. 


	 Cultures from outside this sphere may not share the same broad values, and 

accordingly, despite attempts to co-opt the values of such cultures into a WEIRD 

framework, they may not share the broadly identifiable set of WEIRD emotions. Liget is 

not WEIRD anger, it is a product of cultural values unknown in WEIRD society, a relic of a 

culture overwhelmed by WEIRD expansion. The Llongot headhunter of yesteryear will 

have had a visual experience of the various headhunting rituals very different from that of 

her modern counterpart, who does not share the relevant values.


	 An ongoing example of the clash of WEIRD culture with other cultures occurs in 

Australia, where the traditional Australian Aboriginal comes into contact with her Anglo-



253

European counterpart. Communication between the two is an ongoing problem, a 

problem which I think is exacerbated by differences in emotional profiles, which carry 

through to vision. Two individuals talking about two different objects (or environments, or 

states of affairs) thinking they are talking of the same object are doomed to talk past each 

other. At a fine-grained level of communication, such as is demanded in the provision of 

mental health services, the emotion-based difference in representations will mean just 

that: practitioner and patient will be talking about two different objects and their place in 

the environment or state of affairs, and they will forever talk past each other.
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