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ABSTRACT: Several very recent examples are critically discussed of philosophical
aestheticians using psychological data allegedly showing the cognitive penetration of vi-
sual perception in order to build arguments on major issues in aesthetics: How art ex-
pertise functions (Stokes, 2014); the (in)validity of an important aspect of Arthur Danto's
theory that is based on his “gallery of indiscernibles” (Nanay, 2015); and the claim of
“automatic” emotional impact of paintings (Bullot & Reber, 2013). The present critique
of these aestheticians’ theoretical endeavors is based largely on the recent analysis by
Firestone and Scholl (2016) — sweeping, but most likely justified — to the effect that visual
perception is encapsulated and that cognition does not affect visual perception. Additional
theoretical and empirical support for the critique is derived from a nonemotivist theory of
the effect of paintings (Konecni, 2015a).
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Impenetrability of Visual Perception: Implications for Aesthetic Analysis'

Psychological and philosophical aestheticians’ analyses of works of art, and of the
processes involved in the judgment and appreciation of art, rest on assumptions about the
relationship between perception and higher-level cognition. To the extent that these as-
sumptions are not anchored in valid, up-to-date experimental findings, the aesthetic anal-
ysis will be erroneous or at least incomplete, arbitrarily devoid of a scientific foundation.

The principal purpose of the present article is to explore the negative implications of
the recent methodological, empirical, and theoretical work by Firestone and Scholl (in a
Behavioral and Brain Sciences target article, 2016) for three different sets of major, equally
recent, aesthetic claims (Bullot & Reber, 2013; Nanay, 2015; Stokes, 2014). All three of the
latter analyses assume, erroneously, as will be shown, that perception is “penetrable,” in
ways relevant for aesthetics, by higher-level cognitive influences (“top-down” effects) — in

1 An abridged version of this article was presented by the author at the 24th Conference of the Inter-
national Association of Empirical Aesthetics, held in Vienna, Austria, August 29 — September 1, 2016.
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other words, that it is not “encapsulated.” In contrast, Firestone and Scholl (2016) sweep-
ingly claim, in the very title of their article, that “‘cognition does not affect perception.”

It should be noted that Firestone and Scholl themselves did not address aesthetic
issues at all, in any of their relevant articles (2015a, 2015b, 2016). However, Kone¢ni
(2015d) published a brief preview of the present article already in December of 2015.

Perception and Cognition: A Background Sketch

Three broad periods are worth distinguishing in the past sixty-five years with regard
to the dominant view in psychology of the relationship between perception and cognition.
The first swing of the pendulum was Bruner’s “New Look™ in perception in the 1940s and
1950s (Bruner, 1957; Bruner & Goodman, 1947; Bruner, Postman, & Rodrigues, 1951),
set against the then prevailing “empiricist” view of perception as unbiased by beliefs,
intentions, and desires. The second period, a swing back in modified form, was Fodor’s
(1983, 1984) modularity theory of mind, with the mind composed of computationally
discrete and autonomous systems, such that perception is encapsulated from cognitive
influences, that is, cognitively impenetrable. Other influential views of this period, often
sharply opposed to each other in the extent to which they allowed a cognitive involvement
in perception, included the ecological approach of Gibson (1979), and the cognitivist ap-
proaches of Gregory (1970) and Hochberg (1978).

The third period, characterized by the rampant dominance of the view of perception as
porose (rather than encapsulated or modular), that is, fully penetrable by cognitive, top-down,
influences, can be said to have begun with Paul Churchland’s debate with Fodor at the end of
1980s (Churchland, 1988; Fodor, 1988). But such dominance of the cognitive penetrability view
could arguably have occurred only in the climate of a rapid, full-scale takeover of psychology at
leading American universities by cognitive approaches (including social cognition), and also by
the founding of neuroscience departments and the beginnings of neuroimaging.

As a function of an avalanche of articles in the past ten years advocating an unre-
stricted blurring of distinction between perception and cognition — despite some limited
defenses of impenetrability, such as that by Pylyshyn (1999), and the fact that vision sci-
ence models generally omit any mention of penetrability of perception (as Firestone and
Scholl (2016, p. 2, point out) — cognitive penetrability could be said to have become the
major view in psychology and neuroscience. Perception is allegedly influenced by all as-
pects of the mind: conceptual knowledge; categorization; language; memory; motivation;
emotion; preferences; expectations; desires; and fear, among others (e.g., Balcetis & Dun-
ning, 2006; Clark, 2013; Collins & Olson, 2014; Dunning & Balcetis, 2013; Goldstone, de
Leeuw, & Landy, 2015; Lupyan, 2012; Lupyan & Clark, 2015; Lupyan, Thompson-Schill,
& Swingley, 2010; Mitterer, Horschig, Miisseler, & Majid, 2009; Riccio, Cole, & Balcetis,
2013; Stefanucci, Gagnon, & Lessard, 2011; Vetter & Newen, 2014; Zadra & Clore, 2011).
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“Cognition Does not Affect Perception”: Firestone and Scholl (2016)

The article by Firestone and Scholl (“Cognition does not affect perception: Evaluat-
ing the evidence for ‘top-down’ effects,”” 2016) therefore comes as something of a shock
to many, in part because it does not mince words in maintaining the position of impene-
trability of perception by cognitive influences. The broad (and bold) negative claim hits
the underbelly of “penetrators of perception” in a variety of ways, perhaps most of all by
demonstrating their inferential overreaching that has been made possible by serious meth-
odological oversights in scores of experiments.

Cognitive psychologists (especially those in social cognition) are the ones most obvi-
ously castigated. Whereas social psychologists and mathematical sociologists had long been
in the forefront of careful methodology, with seminal works by Rosenthal (e.g., Rosenthal
& Jacobson, 1968; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969; Rosenthal & Rubin, 1978), Orne (1962),
Campbell (e.g., Campbell & Stanley, 1963), and Heise (1975) on task demands, experiment-
er expectations, response bias, non-experimental designs, and causal analysis, the rise of
cognitive social psychology in the 1970s coincided with a relative methodological slackness,
perhaps consequent to the search for allegedly counterintuitive (“‘cute” ) findings. Much of
the alleged support for the cognitive penetrability of perception is in this vein.

Firestone and Scholl (2016) took such researchers to task by carefully, sometimes
cleverly, aimed experiments of their own (Firestone & Scholl, 2015a, 2015b) and by a thor-
ough logical analysis, but, above all, by a broad and detailed literature review in which they
identified half a dozen of what they call “pitfalls” in the penetrability-of-perception arsenal.
About a half of the pitfalls are methodological: Many studies are shown to use “an overly
confirmatory research strategy” (Firestone & Scholl, 2016, p. 7); many others suffer from
“demand and response bias” problems (Firestone & Scholl, 2016, p. 10); and still others
introduce confounds through poorly designed (or absent) control stimuli, because “low-lev-
el differences” have been overlooked or ignored (Firestone & Scholl, 2016, p. 11). The
remaining half of the pitfalls in demonstrating cognitive, top-down influences on percep-
tion are logical and conceptual: Some studies do not show cognitive effects on perception,
as they claim, but changes in higher-level judgment; similarly, other studies demonstrate
(higher-level) recall and recognition effects, rather than the ones on perception (as they
claim); finally, in a number of studies, “peripheral attentional effects” have been treated
with insufficient care (Firestone & Scholl, 2016, p. 13). For an objective researcher in the
(im)penetrability of perception debate, it is comparatively easy to agree with the claim by
Firestone & Scholl (2016) that the number of identified pitfalls is modest, yet general in
scope; and, indeed, that they are theoretically rich and empirically anchored.

Applications to Aesthetics
The significance of the work of Firestone and Scholl (2016) for aesthetics lies in their

work’s effectiveness in countering the arguably unwise zeal with which some philosophical
and psychological aestheticians have recently embraced the cognitive penetrability view.
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The notion of penetrability of perception has apparently created room for excessive aesthet-
ic claims, theoretical in nature, that were forcefully put forward in large part on the basis
of psychological experiments. What the aestheticians failed to notice was the questionable
quality of some of these experiments, leading to faulty inferences and generalizations.

In the published commentary (Konec¢ni, 2015d) and the Vienna conference talk
(2016, see footnote 1) that led to the present article, three examples were mentioned of the
arguably too hasty use by aestheticians of certain psychological experiments that claimed
to have demonstrated cognitive penetrability: The critique by Firestone and Scholl (2016)
addresses those very experiments (among many others — again, without actually discuss-
ing the work of aestheticians).

The remainder of the present article addresses in some detail these three aesthetic
examples. Please note that in each case the aestheticians in question were concerned —
supportively or critically — with a genuinely important issue in art analysis, as follows:
How art expertise functions (Stokes, 2014); the validity of Arthur Danto’s conclusions on
the basis of his “gallery of indiscernibles” (Nanay, 2015); and the nature of the emotional
impact (if any) of paintings (Bullot & Reber, 2013).

Art Expertise and Art Appreciation

To begin with, Dustin Stokes (2014) rejects formalist views and generally favors
Kendall Walton’s (1970) historical-contextualist theory of art appreciation. Stokes’s focus
is specifically on Walton’s treatment of the role of art expertise in appreciation and the
involvement of perceptual experience:

“Walton’s claim is not the innocuous one that judgements of art co-vary with
expertise. His claim is, or at least implies, that perceptual experiences of art
co-vary with expertise [suggesting cognitive penetration], and judgements then
follow. Understood this way, Walton’s thesis is a profound one. But what is ab-
sent is any compelling story about the cognitive-perceptual structure that might
explain how expertise has the alleged effects [on perception]. The most we re-
ceive is the suggestion that categories each have a distinctive perceptual gestalt”
(Stokes, 2014, pp. 9-10; italicized comments added).

Stokes (2014, p. 10) states unequivocally that the latter part of Walton’s account is
weak, “just Frank Sibley’s (1959) emergence thesis recycled — aesthetic properties depend
on non-aesthetic ones,” explaining:

“If you perceive a work under a particular category, say IMPRESSIONISM
(sic), you will be perceptually aware of some non-aesthetic features and not
others, and the associated gestalt may emerge. At most, this gives a thin account
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of the perception-to-aesthetic reaction effect [bottom up], but nothing of the
expertise-to-perception effect [fop down]” (Stokes, 2014, p. 10; italics added).

Therefore, in an attempt to supplement and strengthen, at what he considered to be a
crucial juncture, the historical-contextualist theory of art appreciation of Walton’s that he
otherwise endorsed, Stokes searched for the “cognitive-perceptual structure” that would
explain how art expertise can directly affect — change — perceptual experience. He found
it, or believed that he did, in the research on the cognitive penetration of perception. More
specifically, in this vast area, Stokes focused on the perception of color, because he be-
lieved that art expertise could penetrate the perception of low-level properties, such as
color, shape, and size. (Stokes seemed to reject the possibility that high-level properties,
such as being balanced and graceful, could be penetrated by expertise.)

Stokes focused on the “color memory effect” and the experiments by Hansen, Olk-
konen, Walter, and Gegenfurtner (2006), Olkkonen, Hansen, and Gegenfurtner (2008), and
Witzel, Valkova, Hansen, and Gegenfurtner (2011). The typical (or “diagnostic”) color of
objects is termed their “memory color.” The relevant question is this: Does the prior knowl-
edge of an object — its pre-experimental-session categorization in terms of color — influence
a research participant’s perception of the color of a relevant experimental stimulus? It does,
according to Stokes, on the basis of the reported experimental findings, which are allegedly
an unquestionable proof of the cognitive penetration of perception, one that is relevant for
the top-down effect of art expertise on the perception of a low-level property, such as color.

However, the analysis by Firestone and Scholl (2016) seriously undermines the em-
pirical basis of Stokes’s (2014) reasoning. It turns out that the color memory effect is
obtained only when a particular research approach — “the adjustment method” developed
by Hansen et al. (2006) — is used, one that is suspect on methodological and phenomeno-
logical grounds. With regard to the former, experimenter and task demand (including the
matter of “evaluation apprehension”), and inadequately designed controls for low-level
differences, can be shown to be at issue. As for the latter, a demonstration that every pres-
ent reader with access to a copying machine or a camera can easily set up should suffice.
Namely, Hansen et al. (2006) and Witzel et al. (2011) predict (and find in their studies)
that prior familiarity with some object’s diagnostic color tinges the grayscale image of the
object with the familiar color. But for participants, for example, in the Hansen et al. (2006)
experiment, to overshoot into blue (by some 20%!) when instructed to make a banana
image gray, using the adjustment method, would typically require that they perceive a ba-
nana that they had factually already made gray as still tinged by yellow. Look for yourself
at a gray-scale image of a typical banana: Firestone and Scholl (and the present author)
predict that you will not see it tinged by yellow.? The tongue-in-cheek term — “amazing
demonstrations!” — has been used by Firestone and Scholl (2016, p. 11) for such situations
(see also the commentary by Witzel, Olkkonen, & Gegenfurtner, 2016, and the reply by
Firestone & Scholl, 2016, p. 66); in fact, the latter authors have identified a number of

2 It is instructive that even using the adjustment method, the effect occurs only with highly familiar
stimuli, not with the ones of moderate or low familiarity (Kimura, Wada, Masuda, Goto, Tsuzuki, Hibino,
Cai, & Dan 2013), further supporting the partial interpretation of the findings in terms of an experimenter
and task-demand confounding.
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analogous examples in the cognitive penetration literature.’

It would therefore seem that Stokes’s hypothesis that art expertise can influence the
perception of low-level properties, such as color, by means of some version or analogue
of the “color memory effect” is rendered implausible. Furthermore, considering that col-
or is an important exemplar of a low-level property (for example, of paintings), Stokes’s
additional attempt at making a clarifying contribution to Walton’s theory — that “aesthetic
reaction causally depends upon perceptual experience” (Stokes, 2014, p. 8) — one, impor-
tantly, that has allegedly been altered by expertise — also fails.*

Cognitive (Im)penetration of Perception and Arthur Danto’s “Gallery of Indiscernibles”

In an obituary titled “The age of Danto,” the notable American aesthetician No¢l
Carroll (2013, p. 2) wrote that “Arthur Danto was the most important Anglo-American
philosopher of art of the second half of the twentieth century and his influence continues
today.” Very few indeed have disagreed. Caroll continued:

“The insight that Danto derived from Warhol’s Brillo Box was that art was not
something that the “eye could descry.”*That is, you cannot tell that something
is an artwork simply by looking; art is not a perceptual category. After all, War-
hol’s Brillo Box, which is art, looks just like Proctor and Gamble’s Brillo boxes,
which are not art. The difference between an artwork and its real world counter-
part, in other words, can be indiscernible. What makes something art is some-
thing you cannot see — a context which Danto called the Artworld — an atmo-
sphere of history and theory” (2013, p. 2).

Bence Nanay (2015) analogously and correctly imputed to Danto the following rea-
soning: When one is presented with two identical paintings with different titles, the per-
ceptual experience will be identical, but the aesthetically relevant properties attributed to
the two will be different. But, according to Nanay, the two perceptual experiences could

3 Stokes (2014, p. 22) subscribes to the wide-spread opinion of the experiment by Levin and Banaji
(2006) as one of the strongest counterexamples to impenetrability (a face thought to belong to a black per-
son looks darker than that of a white person even when mean luminance is controlled). In addition to being
an experiment, this is also a seemingly convincing “demonstration.” However, as Firestone and Scholl
(2015a, 2016) have shown, Levin and Banaji (2006) did not control for low-level differences between
the images of black and white faces that they presented to participants, specifically illumination, shadow,
and shininess. When Firestone and Scholl (2015a, 2016) blurred the stimulus faces, thus preserving mean
luminance, but also controlling for the differences in illumination, the large majority of participants stated
that the faces belonged to the same race, but nevertheless judged the face derived from a black person’s
face as darker, meaning that illumination was the (artifactual) key in the results of Levin and Banaji (2006).
4 Burnston (2017, p. 1) writes this with regard to the effects of expertise: ‘Given the best empirical
and theoretical picture of how perception and perceptual learning work, CP [cognitive penetration] is not
required to explain what goes on in aesthetic perception. Rather, we can account for even expertise-me-
diated percepts through purely perceptual processes and more mundane roles for cognition — such as
instructing us where and how to look — that are too weak to imply revisionary theses such as CP.”

5 This comes from Danto’s landmark book The Transfiguration of Commonplace (1981).
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be the same only if there had been no cognitive penetration of perception. In other words,
Nanay claimed that Danto was a (perhaps unintentional and unarticulated) Fodorian mod-
ularist (cf. Fodor, 1993) with regard to the cognitive penetration of perception.

However, Nanay’s (2015) argument continued, Danto was wrong — because the cog-
nitive penetration of perception had been decisively proven.® Only the observable prop-
erties of the two paintings, not the perceptual experiences, are the same. Aesthetically
relevant properties supervene on perceptual experience. The two paintings are perceived
differently. In this, Nanay fully accepted the conclusions and implications of the specific
research articles (including Goldstone, 1995, Hansen et al, 2006, and Levin & Banaji,
2006) that were subsequently strongly criticized by Firestone and Scholl (2015a, 2016),
and that were already critically discussed in the preceding section of the present article.

The main point here is that Danto’s thesis, after the work of Firestone and Scholl
(2016), cannot be shown to be wrong on the basis of the cognitive penetration literature,
as Nanay (2015) tried to do. But some supplementary points are certainly worthy of men-
tion. For Danto’s Artworld to have a decisive influence on evaluation, it does not need to
affect perception; aesthetically relevant properties do not need to supervene on perceptual
experience. Rather, it could be said that Artworld supervenes on the observable properties
of a work, because the placement of a work is actually one of its important and integral
observable properties. The art critic “enters” a hypothetical gallery, an august space where
someone with knowledge or belief or money decided to place the work (pace Marcel
Duchamp). The Brillo box, Carroll’s “real world counterpart,” stays in the laundry room
and the Proctor and Gamble warehouse. If the humble laundry room Brillo box were to be
placed in the gallery, hypothetical or real, the critic would see, perceive the same thing as
in Warhol’s work (precisely as Danto thought) and perhaps smile at the degree of identical
detail, as well as the “intrusion.”

Finally, one should keep in mind that Danto’s theory’s imperviousness to the claims
regarding the cognitive penetrability of perception does not mean that one needs to agree
with his view of the dominant role of Artworld in art appreciation and evaluation, or
with any other version of a historical-biographical-contextual account (such as Walton’s
or Stokes’s, among others). Contra-Danto and contra-Walton, one is fully justified in
preserving the formalist analytical admiration for the work of art: itself, pure, alone (cf.
Konecni, 2015a).

Paintings, Emotions, Attention, and the Penetrability of Perception

Emotion has always been a major subject in aesthetic analysis, in the arts, and in crit-
icism — and frequently a bone of contention (see the review and analytic articles for visual
arts, art installations, and music by Konecni, 2013, 2015a, 2015b). In the relatively limited
context of the present article, two related questions are of interest. First, does the experi-

6 Incidentally, Nanay’s paper in Frontiers was refereed only by Gary Lupyan, a leading advocate
of the cognitive penetration of perception.
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ence of a psychobiological emotion (i.e., anger, fear, joy, sadness, contempt, disgust), one
that has been instilled in a would be art-spectator in the customary manner in the social
real world, alter that person’s perception of a painting viewed while in that state? In other
words, is our perception of two-dimensional art images encapsulated from our real-world,
“garden variety,” emotions? The second question is: Are paintings in and of themselves
capable of producing psychobiological emotions in spectators who approach them in a
neutral frame of mind? If they are, does spectators’ thus altered emotional state affect their
subsequent perceptual experience as they continue to scrutinize a painting?

These two interrelated questions allude to significant, and possibly frequent, re-
al-world situations of continual, or multi-stage, observation of paintings by spectators,
involving emotions that may arise both from without and from within the appreciation
process. This 1s something very rarely examined in psycho-aesthetic experiments, pre-
sumably because of the enormous logistical, methodological, and statistical-analysis dif-
ficulties that are involved in dealing with the sequential presentation of aesthetic (and
nonaesthetic control) stimuli and the multiple, sequentially obtained, dependent measures.
Although the present article is not the place to deal with such questions at length, the in-
tention was to make readers acutely aware of the extremely complex real-world milieux
of appreciating art when emotion is rightly included in the analysis of art perception. What
follows is a brief look at one recent ambitious attempt to discuss the emotional impact of
paintings (Bullot & Reber, 2013), as well as the applicability of the work of Firestone and
Scholl (2016) to this endeavor.

Nicolas Bullot (a philosopher) and Rolf Reber (a social psychologist), in their target
article in Behavioral and Brain Sciences, sweepingly claimed that paintings can “auto-
matically elicit” basic, psychobiological emotions such as anger, fear, and sadness (Bullot
& Reber, 2013; Fig. 2 and Section 3.1.2., p. 128). This has been criticized in detail by
Konecni (2015a, pp. 307-8), regarding both the ‘“automaticity” claim (i.e., emotion in-
stilled without any interpretation and appraisal) and their neglect of the overall low prob-
ability, empirically gauged, of psychobiologically important emotions being induced by
static two-dimensional objects. Because of the extent of prior writing by the present author
on this topic, only a few additional comments are in order here.

What makes the basic-emotion automaticity claim by Bullot and Reber especial-
ly surprising (in addition to it generally running counter to empirical evidence) is the
statement that the mentioned psychobiological emotions, which are physiologically very
pronounced states, are allegedly induced by “epistemic processes in the appreciator’s
discovery of the... art-historical context,” and this by people who had reached “artistic
understanding® (Bullot & Reber, 2013; Fig. 2, p. 128) — keeping in mind that in these
authors’ scheme, “artistic understanding” is the top of three modes of art appreciation.
In fact, epistemic processes are generally a calm and contemplative affair (e.g., Kone¢ni,
2015a), and the notion of connoisseurs being the most physiologically aroused group of
spectators disagrees sharply with the evidence that experts generally use a narrow range of
valence ratings and show less facial electromyographic activity when responding to paint-
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ings (e.g., Leder, Gerger, Brieber, & Schwarz, 2014). When thinking about this issue, one
should keep in mind that a long process typically leads to connoisseurship. Connoisseurs
may clearly remember their first, highly exciting, encounter with a great work of art, but it
is unlikely that on that occasion they were already connoisseurs.

The main purpose of the critique of Bullot and Reber (2013) so far was to suggest that to
the extent that paintings do not easily, at first sight, or frequently, arouse major emotions in spec-
tators, it follows that as the same spectators continue to examine a painting, their perception is
unlikely to be affected by emotion even if it were “porous’ rather than encapsulated — which is,
in any case, a somewhat moot issue, given that Firestone and Scholl (2016; see Pitfall 5, the end
of section 4.5, p. 14) have shown that the previous findings of penetration of perception by acute
emotion were generally not viable because of a variety of methodological problems.

Several research pitfalls outlined by Firestone and Scholl (2016) are relevant for other
studies in the literature on which Bullot and Reber (2013) relied in various parts of their argu-
ment (some only tangentially related to emotion and art). A notable group of such experiments,
of questionable reliability and validity, concern the alleged effects of “processing (dis)fluency”
on aesthetic preference (e.g., Winkielman, Schwarz, Fazendeiro, & Reber, 2003).

It 1s instructive also to examine briefly the role of selective attention in any discussion
of the cognitive penetrability of perception as it relates to paintings. Facing an image of the
Mona Lisa, are persons who immediately closely examine her eyes and mouth an example
of the cognitive penetration of perception? After all, one could say that they know that her
smile is supposed to be of great interest and thus their eyes are drawn to those features.
The answer is that such examples do not genuinely threaten the ideas of modularity and
encapsulation of perception. As Firestone and Scholl (2016) have emphasized, intention-
ally deciding beforehand to attend predominantly to a particular feature in a visual array,
that is, intentionally changing the input to perception (which is analogous to closing one’s
eyes or switching off the light or selectively attending as if by means of a spotlight or a
zoom-lens), does not substantively challenge the position of encapsulation of perception
(see footnote 4 regarding Burnston, 2017, p. 1).

Conclusions

It is commendable that both philosophical and psychological aestheticians have been
increasingly paying attention to the latest findings in experimental psychology and neu-
roscience (including neuroaesthetics — see Konec¢ni, 2015c¢). This trend is in line with the
slowly growing receptivity in analytical philosophy in general to the use of data in argu-
ment and discourse, embodied to a modest extent in the recent “experimental philosophy”
movement (actually a misnomer for empirical philosophy — see Kone¢ni, 2012). The use
of data obtained by scientific methodology has, of course, characterized philosophies of
science and of mind for a long time, but even in those fields errors sometimes occur that
can clearly be traced to the fact that the philosophers in question have never themselves
carried out any experiments.
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However, in the case of the three examples that were discussed in the present article
of aestheticians using psychological data to build aesthetic arguments (Bullot & Reber,
2013; Stokes, 2014) or counterarguments (Nanay, 2015), these scholars can be blamed
only for overlooking the methodological blunders committed by experimental (including
social) psychologists in the area of (im)penetrability of visual perception. Some errors are
subtle, some rather massive, but in all cases they were apparently unnoticed by the review-
ers and editors of prestigious journals in which the articles in question, numerous articles,
were published. Aestheticians can hardly be faulted for trusting such sources.

The author of the present article feels amply justified in stating that the work of Fire-
stone and Scholl (2016) is a very important conceptual and methodological swing of the
pendulum back toward the view that visual perception is encapsulated. Philosophical and
psychological aestheticians are urged to examine this work carefully before developing
ideas that are grounded in the cognitive penetration of perception.
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Neprobojnost vizuelne percepcije: implikacije za esteti¢ku analizu
(Apstrakt)

U c¢lanku se kriticki razmatra nekoliko skorasnjih primera upotrebe podataka iz psiholoskih labora-
torija od strane (filozofskih) esteti¢ara — podataka koji navodno demonstrirajuspoznajnu probojnost vizu-
elne percepcije — a u svrhu razrade vaznih problema u estetici: kako funkcionise ekspertnost u umetnosti
(Stouks [Stokes], 2014); (ne)ispravnost jednog vaznog aspekta teorije Artura Danta [ Arthur Danto] koji
se zasniva na njegovoj ,,galeriji nerazluc¢ivih”(Nenej [Nanay], 2015); i tvrdnja da umetnicke slike imaju
»automatski’ uticaj na emocije (Bilo i Reber [Bullot i Reber], 2013). U ovom ¢lanku, kritika gorepome-
nutih teorijskih nastojanja esteticara oslanja se velikim delom na dalekoseznoj, ali verovatno opravdanoj,
analizi Fajerstona i Sola (2016 [Firestone i Scholl]) po kojoj je vizuelna percepcija enkapsulirana, to jest,
kognicija ne uti¢e na nju. Ne-emotivisticka teorija o uticaju umetnickih slika (Konec¢ni, 2015a) pruza
dodatnu teorijsku i empirijsku podrSku kritici.

Kljucne reci: enkapsulacija opazanja; neprobojnost vizuelne percepcije; modularnost percepcije;
ekpertnost u umetnosti; ,,galerija nerazlucivih”Artura Danta [Arthur Danto]; uticaj slika na emocije; is-
torijsko-kontekstualna teorija umetnosti.





