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LEAVE ME OUT OF IT: 

DE RE, BUT NOT DE SE, IMAGINATIVE ENGAGEMENT WITH FICTION

I have been dissatisfied with Walton’s make-believe model of appreciator engagement with fiction ever since my first encounter with it as a graduate student.
 What I have always objected to is not the suggestion that such engagement is broadly speaking imaginative; rather, it is the suggestion that it specifically involves de se imaginative activity on the part of appreciators. That is, while I concede that appreciators imagine (de re) of the fictional works they experience that they are thus and so, I deny that they imagine (de se) experiencing an object that is thus and so.
   


The main source of my dissatisfaction with the make-believe model is that it is phenomenologically unfamiliar; I have never been aware of de se imaginings of the requisite sort while appreciatively engaged with fiction.
 Of course, one could argue that it nevertheless occurs, albeit sub-consciously. But in order for this manoeuvre to be plausible, it would have to be established that there are appreciative phenomena that can only (or best) be explained by the supposition that appreciators engage in de se imagining, and which cannot be adequately explained by the supposition that they merely engage in de re imagining. Currie, for example, has argued that we need to make the former supposition in order to find a solution to the “problem of personality,” the problem of explaining why our emotional reactions to the plights of fictional characters often differ from our reactions to the similar plights of actual people.
 What I want to argue in this paper is that Currie’s defense of de se imaginative engagement is inadequate, and that there is a better explanation of the phenomenon he identifies which requires only de re imagining on the part of appreciators. 

I: Three Degrees of Imaginative Engagement 


It will prove fruitful to distinguish among three types of imaginative activity – de dicto, de re, and de se imagining – in which readers might be thought to properly engage.  Moreover, we can differentiate among imaginative projects in terms of which of these activities they require participants to engage in. The projects of interest here are (i) those that require de dicto imagining alone, (ii) those that require de dicto and de re imagining, and (iii) those that require de dicto, de re, and de se imagining. As a result, we might characterize these projects in terms of the degree of imaginative involvement they require.
  De dicto imagining is propositional imagining; it involves imagining that various propositions obtain. For example, one might imagine de dicto that Gandalf fought a balrog (or, if you prefer, that a wizard named ‘Gandalf’ fought a creature called a ‘balrog’). It is worth noting that de dicto imagining may, but need not, be accompanied by perceptual imagining – imagery specific to one or more of the sense faculties. De re imagining involves imagining of an actual object that it is thus and so. So, for example, one might imagine de re of The Lord of the Rings that it is a report of actual events. De se imagining is imagining experiencing or otherwise doing something. For example, one might imagine de se seeing Gandalf fight a balrog or reading a report of some such fight. 


According to (i) – the de dicto imaginative model of reader engagement – engaged reading requires only de dicto imagining on the parts of readers, but does not require that they imagine of the text that it is thus and so or imagine experiencing anything.  According to (ii) – the de re imaginative model – engaged reading requires readers to imagine de re of the text that it is a report of actual events and imagine de dicto propositions gleaned from this imagined report, but does not require imagining experiencing this report. And according to (iii) – the de se imaginative model – engaged reading requires imagining de re of the text that it is a report and imagining de se reading this report, as well as imagining de dicto propositions gleaned from it. For simplicity, I am going to focus only on (ii) and (iii). That is, I am going to assume engaged readers imagine of fictional texts that they are reports of actual events. And the question I am going to focus on is whether or not there is good reason to suppose that they additionally imagine reading such reports.


It is worth noting that Walton, among others, has argued that the de re imaginative model is untenable because imagining is essentially self-referential:  

“… all imagining involves a kind of self-imagining (imagining de se), of which imagining from the inside is the most common variety. Specifically, the minimal self-imagining that seems to accompany all imagining is that of being aware of whatever else it is that one imagines.”

If this is right then, of course, readers cannot imagine de re of fictional texts that they are reports of actual events without engaging in de se imagining of some sort. In my view, however, while it might be true that one must in fact be aware of what one is imagining, it is not true that one must imagine de se being so aware. More generally, it does not follow from the fact that someone imagines de re of an object O she is in fact V-ing that it is thus and so that she imagines V-ing O. For example, one can imagine of a person to whom one is in fact listening that he is dressed only in his undergarments without imagining listening to him. Even if I am wrong on this point I would still maintain that imagining de re of texts that they are reports of actual events (and of authors that they wrote them as reports) does not require imagining de se reading such reports. Moreover, I would still insist that this minimal de se imagined awareness plays no essential explanatory role vis-à-vis appreciative phenomena. 

II: Simulation and Sympathetic Emotions


Currie argues that argues that the hypothesis of de se imagining on the part of engaged readers is required to explain our emotional reactions to the plights of fictional characters. More precisely, Currie identifies two problems that arise regarding reader emotional response to fiction – the problem of belief and the problem of personality
 – and he argues that a solution to the latter requires a particular de se imaginative project on the part of readers.
 Before discussing Currie’s solutions to these problems, however, it will prove fruitful to briefly discuss the sympathetic emotions more generally.
 


It is commonplace to suppose that the sympathetic emotions (typically) arise as a result empathy or imaginative role playing. And recently there has been a tendency to deploy the notion of off-line simulation by way of elucidating such mechanisms.
 Generally, simulation involves imagining having the same mental states and being similarly situated as some object of simulation. These imagined states and circumstances are entered into some cognitive mechanism which generates further imagined mental states as outputs. And these output states are then transformed into attitudes on the part of the simulator towards the object of simulation.  In the case of sympathetic emotions in particular, the imagined states and circumstances will have to be entered into those cognitive mechanisms which generate affective states. And the self-directed output emotional states will have to be transformed into other-directed emotional states: the despair I feel as result of simulating, for example, a family member who has just lost a spouse will have to be transformed into feelings of pity or concern for her.  


It is worth emphasizing that the input and output states of simulations are not nested or 2nd order attitudes – states of imagining that one believes, desires, etc., such and such. They are instead truncated or “off-line” variants of the 1st order attitudes themselves. That is, they share the contents and internal causal roles of ordinary (unsimulated) mental states. Where they differ is with respect to their external causal roles: they lack the behavioural consequences of their unsimulated cousins.
 


Since both models of reader engagement we will be considering take engaged readers to imagine of texts that they are reports of actual events, it would be prudent to briefly look at the role reports play in producing sympathetic emotions outside of fiction. For simplicity I will focus on reports of the plights of people with whom the report-readers in question have had no previous contact. Such reports play two distinct roles in the generation of sympathetic emotions. First, they are the source of the imagined states and circumstances that serve as the inputs to the affective mechanisms. The plight one imagines being in and the state of mind one imagines having in such circumstances are gleaned (in large part) from descriptions in the report one has read. Second, when self-directed output states, such as despair, are transformed into other-directed affective states, such as pity, they provide the objects of these latter states. One’s feeling of pity or concern is directed towards whoever the report was about.  

III: De Re Imagination and the Problem of Belief 


Currie’s defense of de se imaginative engagement on the part of readers of fiction stems from the role it plays in solving the problem of personality – explaining why our emotional reactions to the plights of fictional characters differ from our reactions to the plights of similarly situated actual people. But a solution to this problem presupposes that we have already solved the “problem of belief”; that is, we have an explanation as to why engaged readers respond emotionally to the plights of fictional people at all. Moreover, a solution to the former problem will presumably have to be framed within the explanatory framework deployed in a solution to the latter. 


The problem of belief is a matter of reconciling our sympathetic reactions to the plights of fictional people with our lack of belief in the existence of fictional people and their plights. This reconciliation is impeded by analyses of sympathetic emotions that require belief in the existence and plights of the objects of emotion. The de re imaginative model of reader engagement concedes that readers do not believe of the texts they read are reports of actual events and hence do not believe in the existence or the plights of the characters described therein.
 Instead, they imagine (de re) of the texts they read that they are reports of actual events and, as a result, imagine (de dicto) that the characters exist and find themselves in the plights described therein. Reader emotional response, on this view, is the product of simulating the characters that are imagined to exist. As with emotional reactions to actual reports, the inputs to the affective mechanisms are mental states and circumstances derived from texts. And the final products are other-directed emotional states. The difference is that the input states are imagined rather than believed to obtain. And the objects of the ultimate other-directed emotional states are imagined rather than believed to exist. Note: as with Currie, I am neutral as to whether we should retain the (narrow) analysis of emotions in terms of belief – thereby rendering reader reactions to fiction pseudo-emotions – or move to a broader conception of genuine emotion.
 


On the de se imaginative model – the model according to which readers imagine of the text that it is a report and, at the same time, imagine reading this report – things are somewhat more complex. This is because, in effect, the model requires of a reader of fiction that she simulate (or imagine being) a hypothetical reader of fact who is herself simulating the mental states and circumstances of a real (from the hypothetical reader’s perspective) person.
 The central difficulty that arises for this picture is that it is far from clear how, by simulating a hypothetical reader who is herself engaged in simulation, a reader could thereby simulate a fictional (from the actual reader’s perspective) person. Currie’s solution is to suppose that, whereas simulating someone’s “on-line” mental states requires having off-line versions of them, simulating someone’s off-line mental states – the products of her own simulations – merely requires having those very same off-line mental states. He says, “I simulate someone’s belief that P by having a beliefI that P; I simulate someone’s beliefI that P by having exactly that state of beliefI that P.”
 


As it stands, Currie’s picture is somewhat under described. It may, therefore, be useful to walk through an example. Consider a reader, Mary, who feels sympathy for the title character of a novel Fred’s Tale, whose lifelong goal of becoming a philosophy professor has been frustrated. According to the de re model, Mary comes to have off-line versions of the desire to be a philosophy professor and the belief that she never will. These off-line beliefs and desires serve as inputs into Mary’s affective mechanisms which yield off-line feelings of despair as output. These off-line feelings of despair are then transformed into on-line feelings of sympathy for Fred.
 


Now consider Currie’s de se model. Presumably, on this model things proceed roughly as follows. First, Mary comes to have off-line versions of Fred’s beliefs and desires while imagining being a hypothetical reader of a report of certain incidents involving Fred. Second, these off-line propositional attitudes are entered as input into Mary’s affective mechanisms yielding off-line feelings of despair, again had by Mary while imagining being a hypothetical reader. And third, these off-line feelings of despair are transformed into feelings of sympathy for Fred, which presumably must remain off-line as long as Mary continues to imagine being a hypothetical reader of fact. 

IV: De Se Imagination and the Problem of Personality

Given the extra complexity of Currie’s de se model vis-à-vis the de re model, it is defensible only if yields different predictions regarding the affective states of engaged readers than does its competitor and these predictions are borne out in experience. And this is exactly Currie’s strategy. He points out that our emotional reactions to the plights of fictional people are often significantly different from our reactions to the plights of similarly situated actual people: “[we] frequently like and take the part of people in fiction whom we would not like or take in real life. The desires we seem to have concerning fictional things can be very unlike the desires we have concerning real life…”
 


Currie illustrates this phenomenon by appealing to his own reaction to the plight of Paul Jago, a central character in C.P. Snow’s novel The Masters.
 Jago is a candidate in an election for the Mastership of a college, a position which he desperately wants and for which is highly unsuited. He ultimately loses the election to a far more suitable candidate, Crawford, and is unsurprisingly distraught. It is worth noting that, despite his lack of qualifications for the mastership, the narrator, Lewis Elliott, remains loyal to Jago and looks favorably upon his candidacy. Currie points out that were this a real election for position in his own university, he would have wanted the more qualified candidate to win; “[nonetheless] I wanted Jago to win, and it was with growing dismay that I watched the decline of his fortunes.”
 


Currie’s solution to the “problem of personality” involves pointing out that when we simulate someone, we acquire off-line versions of some of the beliefs and desires of the object of simulation but we retain many of our own character traits, beliefs and desires; “role-taking does not, and probably could not, involve temporarily trading in you whole personality for another.”
 And both the off-line versions of the object of simulation’s mental states and (some of) the simulator’s own mental states together serve as inputs into the simulator’s affective mechanisms. By itself, however, this explains only why different readers might have different emotional reactions to the same fictional works; it does not explain why a single reader might have a different reaction to the plight of a fictional character than she would to a similarly situated non-fictional person. 


Currie supplements this idea with the suggestion that when engaged readers imagine (de se) reading a report of actual events they at the same time imagine being the kind of person the novel was intended for. As a result, the inputs into their affective mechanisms consist not of their own mental states (together with off-line versions of the object of simulation’s state) but states appropriate to the kind of person the novel invites them to imagine being. The Masters, according to Currie, is intended for someone who is similar to the narrator, Elliott; hence, engaged readers are invited to imagine sharing his general outlook, thereby coming to have off-line versions of his “… relatively long term-term, stable, and personality-fixing preferences.”
 Since, as mentioned above, Elliott is positively disposed to Jago and his candidacy, inputting Elliott’s (together with Jago’s) mental states into one’s affective mechanisms could be expected to yield sympathetic emotions towards Jago. The difference between readers’ emotional reactions to the plights of fictional characters and their reactions to similarly situated is explained by the differences between their own personalities and the personalities they are invited to imagine having by the works they read. Note: because it does not take readers to engage in any de se imagining, this solution to the problem of personality is unavailable to the de re imaginative model. 

V: An Invitation to the Blues? 


Although Currie’s variant of the de se model does seem to account for his (and, presumably, typical readers’) emotional reactions to the plight of Jago, it is not clear that it can adequately serve as a general solution to the problem of personality. The trouble is that it is far from clear that there is a non-trivial general account of the kind of persons novels invite readers to imagine being that tracks our differential reactions to the plights of fictions and similarly situated actual people. 


One suggestion that might be garnered from Currie’s discussion is that in general readers are invited by novels to imagine being similar to their narrators.
 This suggestion, however, clearly will not do. The reason is that readers’ emotional reactions to the plights of fictional characters do not systematically correspond to narrative attitudes towards those characters. Consider, for example, Michael Henchard, the title character of Hardy’s The Mayor of Casterbridge.
 Henchard – a man who drunkenly auctioned off his wife and daughter – is someone I also judge unworthy of his subsequent status as a respected businessman and mayor. Moreover, I attribute his bankruptcy, his alienation from Elizabeth-Jane, and his ultimate ruin to character flaws such as jealousy and selfishness. Nonetheless, I find myself with enormous sympathy for his plight, hoping along the way that he won’t make the foolish decisions that he eventually does make, and sharing in the despair of the broken man whose last attempt at reconciliation with the woman he thinks of as a daughter is rebuked. Compare this with my reaction to Martha Stewart’s recent difficulties. Like Henchard, I judged her undeserving of her previous high standing, and I attributed the behaviour that lead to her imprisonment to flaws in her character, in particular, her (apparent) arrogance. Nevertheless, I found myself with little sympathy for her and, I am embarrassed to say, even took some pleasure from it. 


According to the suggestion on the table, the explanation of the difference between my reaction to the plight of Henchard and that of Stewart is that the former is the product of simulating Henchard while imagining being similar to the narrator of The Mayor of Casterbridge, whereas the latter is the product of simulating Stewart directly. The difficulty for the suggestion on the table is that the narrator in question is at best only neutral towards Henchard. In fact, the narrative voice of The Mayor of Casterbridge more or less fades into the background. As a result, imagining being similar to the narrator cannot explain my reaction to Henchard.


Or consider Thackeray’s “Memoirs of Barry Lyndon, Esq., Written by Himself.”
 The narrator of this text, Barry Lyndon, is extremely well-disposed to the central character, again Lyndon. If the suggestion at issue were right, readers would simulate Lyndon while imagining being someone very similar to and well-disposed towards Lyndon. The overwhelmingly likely output of any such imaginative project would be affective states highly sympathetic to Lyndon and his plight. But as a matter of fact, readers are often rather unsympathetic to Lyndon, regarding the whole narrative as a self-justifying distortion of the events that led to his ultimate downfall.


In order for Currie’s defense of the de se imaginative model of reader engagement to be successful, it must be supplemented with a general account of the kinds of people novels are intended for, that readers are invited to imagine being. But, as we have seen, the suggestion that they are intended for people similar to their narrators will not do. Unless an alternative is forthcoming which withstands critical scrutiny, Currie’s defense of the de se model is at best incomplete. One might, of course, work backwards and attempt to derive an account of the kind of person a given novel is intended for from the emotional reactions of engaged readers to it; that is, one might attempt to determine what kind of person a reader would have to imagine being to respond as she does to the plights of the various characters in some novel. As a self-standing project I have no objections to this. But working things through in this direction would yield no non-trivial explanation as to why readers respond as they do. Moreover, given that this procedure presupposes the de se model, it can hardly be used in an argument for it. 

VI: Don’t Shoot the Messenger

In the absence of a plausible alternative, one might nonetheless think the Currie strategy remains promising. Fortunately, there is a simple and compelling solution to the problem of personality that is compatible with the de re imaginative model of reader engagement: mediation by meticulous informants. Consider two people who engage in more or less the same pattern of behaviour in more or less the same sorts of circumstances. A third party who is equally familiar with them will, ceterus paribus, have the same emotional response to them. But if her familiarity with one, but not the other, is wholly the product of the reports of a meticulous informant, her responses may well differ. For example, if an informant meticulously details the personal history that that led to the behaviour of one (but not the other) of these people, including the minutiae of the deliberative process that led him to make the decisions he did, her emotional response to this person may be very different from her response to his less familiar behavioural twin. 


The reports of meticulous informants influence our emotional responses to the plights of others by influencing the inputs into our affective mechanisms, including both the circumstances we imagine being in and the mental states we imagine having. Exactly how they influence these inputs in a given case depends upon (i) what the informant reports, (ii) the informant’s attitude towards the subject of the report, and (iii) report-recipient’s attitude towards the informant. If the report-recipient judges the informant to be reliable or trustworthy, and the informant appears more or less neutral towards the report-subject, then the influence on the recipient’s emotional response to the subject is due entirely to the contents of the informant’s reports. Now Currie is presumably right that simulation does not involve trading one’s whole personality for that of the subject; simulative inputs include both psychological states of the subjects and states of the simulator. Especially when the simulator knows very little about the subject, she presumably, “fills in the gaps” with features of her own personality when simulating the subject. But when the simulator has in her possession meticulously detailed information about the psychological states of the subject, there are many fewer gaps to be filled, and hence less of her own personality (and more of the subject’s) are inputted into her affective mechanisms. Depending on the nature of the information, this could yield a radically different emotional response to the subject than the simulator would have towards a similar situated person regarding whose plight she has no meticulous informant. 


If the report-recipient judges the informant to be reliable and the informant is positively or negatively biased towards the subject, the inputs to the recipient’s affective mechanisms will again reflect the detailed information she has about the subject’s psychological states. She will imagine having the meticulously described personality, and less of her own personality will enter into her simulation of the subject. In addition, the inputs into the recipient’s affective mechanisms will be affected by the informant’s bias; in particular, she will imagine being worthy of the informant’s high (or low) regard. Again simulations in which one imagines oneself deserving the regard – positive or negative – of a reliable informant can yield very different outputs from those in which one does not imagine oneself to be so deserving. 


But if the report-recipient judges the informant to be unreliable, what the recipient inputs into her affective mechanisms will depend on what, if any, inferences she draws about the subject’s character and plight from the informant’s unreliable reports and biases. If she judges the informant’s distortions to be systematic – his denial of the possession of a property by the subject might, for example, reliably indicate that the subject has said property – then she may have a rich body of information available to input into her affective mechanisms. But if she can draw few inferences about the subject from the informant’s reports, then the inputs derived from the report will be quite gappy and much of her own personality will have to be inputted as well.  


This picture of the role informants plays in our reactions to the plights of actual people can be easily imported into the de re imaginative model of reader engagement. After all, reader emotional response, on this view, is simply the product of simulating people that are imagined, rather than believed, to exist. All that a reader need to do is imagine of the text that it is the product of a meticulous informant
 – the narrator, or an imagined variant of the author
 – and use the information gleaned from his reports as input into her affective mechanisms. As above, the inputted information will depend upon whether the informant is imagined to be reliable and/or biased. 


Consider again the contrast between my reaction to the plight of Michael Henchard and my reaction to that of Martha Stewart. The narrator of The Mayor of Casterbridge is both reliable and neutral towards Henchard.
 As a result, I can more or less directly input into my affective mechanisms the meticulously detailed information about the events that led to the mistakes he made and the thought processes that led to his foolish decisions. Given the detailed information I have about Henchard’s personality, there are relatively few gaps that need to be filled with aspects of my own personality in my imaginative project. My relation to Stewart, however, is not mediated by a meticulous informant; in fact, I know very little about her. As a result, much of my own personality comes into play in my simulations of her, presumably including any biases I might have against “people of her kind.” 

Or consider again Currie’s response to the plight of Paul Jago. The narrator of The Masters – Lewis Elliott – is both reliable and biased in favour of Jago. On the view on the table, Curries (uncharacteristic) response is the product of inputting into his affective mechanisms the detailed information gleaned from the text about Jago and his campaign for the Mastership, while at the same time imagining being (or having character traits making him) worthy of the trustworthy Elliott’s loyalty to him. In contrast, Currie’s reactions to the campaigns of similarly unqualified actual candidates are the products of simulations in which much less information about the candidate, in which much more of Currie’s own personality was input, and in which he didn’t imagine being worthy of loyalty from a trustworthy informant. These differences in simulative inputs serve to explain Currie’s differential reactions: there is no need to suppose in addition that he simulated Jago while imagining being someone like Elliott. More generally, the supposition that engaged readers imagine being similar to the narrators of the works they read is unnecessary for explaining reader reactions that track the biases of narrators, and inadequate as an explanation of those reactions that do not. 

VII: The Heart of the Matter

At bottom, both the de se and the de re imaginative models offer the same basic solution to the problem of personality. The differences between our reactions to the plights of fictional and actual people are explained by differences in the inputs to our simulations of these people (or, if you prefer, differences in how we imagine being when we empathize with them). And these differences of input are explained by the effects of imaginative engagement with fictional texts on our simulations of fictional people. The disagreement between the two models concerns whether or not having the appropriate inputs to our simulations of fictional people – inputs which explain our responses to them – requires simulating them while imagining being the kind of person the novel invites us to be. Assume, for example, that what explains Currie’s reaction to Jago is that while simulating him he imagines being worthy of Elliott’s loyalty. The issue then is whether or not imagining being so worthy while simulating or imagining being Jago requires simulating him while imagining being similar to Elliott, in particular, while imagining being similarly loyal to Jago. According to the de se model this is required, whereas according to the de re model it is not. 

There are two reasons why one might think that a simulation must occur while imaging being the kind of person for which the novel is intended in order for the appropriate information to be inputted: doing so is required to discern this information about the subject in the first place; or one would not input this information unless one performed the simulation in this way. But neither reason is very persuasive. One can easily discern that that (in the story) Jago is worthy of Elliott’s loyalty without imagining being similar to Elliott. One need only discern that Elliott is reliable and, at the same time, loyal to Jago. And once you had this information, it would be incumbent upon you to deploy it in your simulations of Jago. There is simply no reason to suppose that, imagining Jago to be worthy, you yourself would imagining being worthy while simulating him only if your simulation was performed while imaging being someone who is loyal to him.


Now it might be rejoined that when engaged with a text whose narrator is neutral (and, let’s suppose, reliable) our reactions to the characters contained therein can only be explained by supposing that our simulations of them occur while imagining being the kind of person the work invites us to be. After all, the only explanation available to the de re model of our differential reactions to fictional and actual people is the vastly greater information we normally have about the former which serves as input to our simulations of them. But, the rejoinder continues, even if we had as much (and the same) information about an actual Henchard as we have about the Henchard of fiction, our responses to them would differ. To explain this difference, we have to suppose that while our actual selves simulate the actual Henchard, it is our fictional selves who simulate the Henchard of fiction.
  

If it is true that our reactions to a fictional Henchard and an actual Henchard about whom we had equally detailed information would differ, then this difference must be attributed to a difference in our simulative inputs in the two cases. As a result, in order for the de se model to genuinely explain this difference in our responses, it has to provide an account of exactly what this difference between our simulative inputs in the two cases is. And in order for it to be shown preferable to the de re model, an argument has to be given that the same difference in our inputs would not result were the de re model accurate. In lieu of some such account and argument, no advantage has been gained by the de se model. At worst, we simply have an example that neither model can explain. 
VIII: Conclusion

A full critique of the de se model of reader engagement would require showing that the de re model can handle a broad range of appreciative phenomena at least as well as its competitor: the extra complexity of the de se model brings with it no additional (or needed) explanatory power. This paper constitutes a first step in this direction. Nevertheless, there are grounds for thinking that the strategy deployed is promising for generating a general critique. In a nutshell, the strategy involves (i) giving an account of an analogous phenomenon that arises through engagement with non-fiction and (ii) showing that the fictional variant of this phenomenon can be explained by modifying this account in ways that are compatible with the de re model. And it is plausible to suppose that this strategy will always be successful unless an account of a given non-fictional phenomenon requires supposing that the reader imagines, or perhaps even believes, that she is similar to the author. It is worth noting that I am not claiming that there could no institution in which works are produced whose proper appreciation requires de se imagining; I am only saying that this is not true of our current institution of fiction. 
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� Kendall Walton, Mimesis as Make-Believe, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990). Walton’s book was the centerpiece of a graduate seminar I attended at the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill under the direction of Bob Vance.  


� Of course, I don’t deny that some appreciators sometimes engage in de se imaginative activity. When I talk about appreciator engagement, my concern is with the normative notion of how appreciators ought to engage the fictional works they encounter if they are to properly understand and value them. Moreover, I assume that what appreciators ought to do is closely connected to what most appreciators normally do. 


� Of course, reading works of written fiction, for example, has resulted in my having daydreams of various sorts. But when one daydreams as a result of an encounter with a fictional work, one has ceased to be appreciatively engaged with it. Or so I would claim. 


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” in Emotion and the Arts, M. Hjort and S. Laver, eds., (Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 63-77. 


� A fourth imaginative project might require de se and de dicto imagining without requiring de re imagining. In my view, while this might offer a plausible account of appreciator engagement with visual fictions, it is not a defensible account of reader engagement with written fiction. 


� Walton, Mimesis as Make-Believe, p. 29. 


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 65. 


� Note, although Currie’s solution to the problem of belief also has readers imagining reading fictional texts, this aspect of his solution appears to be inessential. More on this below.  


� By sympathetic emotions I mean such things as pity, care, concern, etc. which are directed towards the plights of others. In a departure from Kendall Walton, “Fearing Fictions,” Journal of Philosophy 75 (1978): 5-26, I am not going to discuss what might be described as self-directed emotions, such as fear, even when they are prompted by engagement with fiction. I think these latter responses require a separate treatment along the lines of Derek Matravers, “The Paradox of Fiction,” in Emotion and the Arts, M. Hjort and S. Laver, eds., (Oxford University, 1997), pp. 87 ff. 


� See, e.g., Robert Gordon, “Folk Psychology as Simulation,” Mind and Language 1 (1986): 159-171. 


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” pp. 67-8. 


� Things are, of course, more complex than this. A reader of non-fiction could believe that the text was a report, but an inaccurate one. And her emotional reactions might be tied, not the descriptions contained in the inaccurate report, but to their beliefs about what actually happened (which, if the inaccuracy is believed to be systematic, may be derived from the text). Analogously, a reader of fiction might imagine of the text that it is an inaccurate report, and her emotional reactions could be tied to what she imagines (de dicto) actually happened in the world of the fiction. I am going to ignore this complication for purposes of expository simplicity.  


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 70. Currie might be more strongly described as indifferent.


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 68. 


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 69. Note: a beliefI that P is an off-line belief that P. 


� One might worry that taking reader emotional reaction to fiction to be on-line would attribute to readers behavioural dispositions that they in fact (normally) lack. They worry can be alleviated by pointing out that dispositions which stem from belief-based emotions differ from those stemming from imagination-based emotions.  


� Currie, “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 65. 


� C.P. Snow, The Masters, (Macmillan Publishing Company, 1976). 


� Currie, (1997) p. 64. Presumably Currie must be assuming that additionally his reaction was appropriate for a (similarly situated?) engaged reader. 


� Currie “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 72. 


� Currie “The Paradox of Caring,” p. 72. 


� I do not mean to suggest that Currie would endorse this idea. 


� Thomas Hardy, The Mayor of Casterbridge, (London: Smith, Elder, and Co., 1886). 


� William Makepeace Thackeray, “Memoirs of Barry Lyndon, Esq., Written by Himself” in Miscellanies, (Osgood & Co., 1856). 


� Imagining of a text that it is a report of actual events arguably by itself requires imagining it to be the product of an informant/ reporter. 


� One could simply imagine of the author that he produced the text as a report of actual events rather than as a work of fiction. 


� If one prefers to think that The Mayor of Casterbridge has no narrator, this could be reformulated as follows: correct reading of the text requires imagining of the author – Thomas Hardy – not only that he produced the text as a report but that he is reliable and neutral.  


� The objection is due to an anonymous referee. 





