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A folk model of the mind'

Roy, D'A ndrade Roy D’Andrade, “A Folk Model of The

Mind,” Cultural Models In Language and
Thought. Cambridge University Press, 1987.

A cultural model is a cognitive schema that is intersubjectively shared by
a sacial group. Such models typically consist of a small number of con-
ceptual objects and their relations to each other. For example, Rumelhart
(1980), following Fillmore (1977), describes the schema - and cultural
model - of buying something as made up of the purchaser, the seller, the
merchandise, the price, the sale, and the money. There are several rela-
tionships among these parts; there is the interaction between the purchaser
and the seller, which involves the communication to the buyer of the price,
perhaps bargaining, the offer to buy, the acceptance of sale, the transfer
of ownership of the merchandise and the money, and so on. This model
is needed to understand not just buying, but also such cultural activities
z;md1 institutions as lending, renting, leasing, gypping, salesmanship, profit
making, stores, ads, and so on. '

Cognitive schemas tend to be composed of a small number of objects -
at most seven plus or minus two - because of the constraints of hl.lmaﬂ
short-term memory (Miller 1956; Wallace 1961). For example, to juc'ige
if some event is an instance of “buying” something, the person making
the judgment must decide whether there has been a purchaser, se;ller, some
merchandise with a price, an offer, and an acceptance, along with the ap-
propriate transfer. Since all these criteria must be held in n}ind simulta-
neously to make this judgment with any rapidity, the criteria cannot ex-
ceed the limits of short-term memory.

The number of objects a person can hold in mind at any one moment

is limited, but these objects may themselves be complex schemas (Cgsso‘n
1983). In the buying schema, for example, the part labeled bargaining is
itself a complex schema that involves a potential purchaser and seller,_ an
initial price, a series of converging bids and counter offers, and POSSIbly
a final agreement. Through hierarchical organization, human beings can
comprehend a schema containing a very large and complex number of
discriminations. The amount of work involved in unpacking a complex
cultural schema can be quite surprising. .
One consequence of the hierarchical structure of schemas is that certain
cultural models have a wide range of application as parts of other models.

The cultural model of money, for example, has a wide range of applica-
tion, serving as a part of many other models. Although it is unlikely that
anyone knows all the models of any culture, to have a reasonable
understanding of a culture, one must know at least those models that are
widely incorporated into other models.

A schema is intersubjectively shared when everybody in the group knows
the schema, and everybody knows that everyone else knows the schema,
and everybody knows that everyone knows that everyone knows the
schema (the third “knowing” is necessary because although you and I may
both know the money is hidden in the teapot, for example, and I may
know that you know (I saw you hide the money there), and you may know
that I know (you caught a glimpse of me when 1 was spying on you as
you hid the money), yet because I do not know that you know that I know,
I cannot assume that your seeing me look at the teapot would tell you
that I was thinking about the money. However, when everybody knows
that everybody knows that everybody knows, then anyone’s glance toward
the teapot is understood by all, including the one giving the glance, as
a potential reference to the money.

One result of intersubjective sharing is that interpretations made about
the world on the basis of the folk model are treated as if they were ob-
vious facts of the world. The spectators at a baseball game all see that
a particular pitch, thrown over the head of the catcher, was obviously
a bali, and so obviously a ball, that one would have to be blind to miss
it. Of course, those people who do not know the game of baseball, seeing
only the catcher trying to catch something thrown to him, cannot make
such an interpretation and do not experience any such fact.

A second consequence of the intersubjective nature of folk models is
that a great deal of information related to the folk model need not be
made explicit. For example, in describing a game of baseball in which at
the bottom of the ninth the score was tied, the bases were loaded, there
were two outs, and the count was two and three, the narrator has only
to say that the pitch was so far over the head of the catcher that he couldn’t
even catch it. People who know baseball do not need to be told the pitch
was a ball, the ball gave the batter a walk, the walk forced a run home,
the run gave the game to the team at bat, and the game was over. The
narrator, speaking to someone who knows baseball, can reasonably assume
that what obviously must happen (given the rules of baseball) does not
need to be stated.

One cultural model with a wide range of application in American and
European culture is the folk mode! of the mind. This model can be called
a “folk” model both because it is a statement of the common-sense
understandings that people use in ordinary life and because it contrasts
with various “specialized” and “scientific” models of the mind (see Kees-
ing this volume). This model is widely incorporated in a variety of other
cultural models, such’as categories of criminal acts, the classification
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system found in ordinary language charlactcr terms (D’Andrade 198?}
categories of speech acts (D'Andrade & Wish 1985), and the cultural mode
of commitment involved in marriage (Quinn 1982) and so on. :
An interesting characteristic of many kinds of cultural models i
quality of awareness of the model displayed by informants. In the case
of the model of the mind, for example, most informants do not have an
organized view of the entire model. They use the mo@el but they cannotl
produce a reasonable description of the model. In this sense, the mode
is like a well-learned set of procedures one knows how to carry out rather
than a body of fact one can recount. This difference corresponds to ths
distinction made in artificial intelligence circles between “procedu_ral”
knowledge, such as knowing how to ride a bicycle, and “declarative
knowledge, such as knowing the history of France (Rumelhart & Norman
1981). However, the folk model of the mind does npt seem tg be a com-
pletely procedural system since informants can parFu.ally describe how the
model operates when asked questions about specific examples.

One issue raised by the attempt to make explicit the folk model of the

mind is the question of the empirical basis - the accuracy - of the m.ode?.
At one extreme, it might be argued that this folk model of th.e mind is
based on “obvious” facts of human experience. That is, one r'mght argue
that peOpie can perceive their internal states and processes j.ust'as \;vell
as they can perceive trees and birds, and so the folk model is simply fa
description of what is there - perhaps it could not even be cl‘escnbed d} -
ferently. At the other extreme, one might argue l}}at by their nature, in-
ternal states and processes are so difficult to perceive that the fqlk model
has no more relation to reality than has the Azande rr'lode.l of witchcraft.
Cross-cultural information about folk models of the mind in other cult}lres
is potentially relevant to a resolution of this problem.“Some c?,mpanson
of the model presented here for American-European ( westem.) cultures
and Lutz’s [faluk material on ethnopsycholo'g)f are presented in t!}e la]s;
section of this paper. At this point, it is suff1c1e_nt to note thzft this fo
model cannot appropriately be applied under al.l _c:rcumstjmces; 1t_ge’r’\erally
is not thought to apply to such special conditions as hygnos'l's, or to
various mental disorders such as “psychosis” and “depression.” Indc?ed,
it seems that when the model does not apply to how someone i$ acting,
people consider the person to be in an “abnormal” staFe. Ihus, the model
seems to act as a standard for determining “normality.

I have found the work of linguistic philosophers, such as A_nscombe.
Vendler, and Searle, to be very helpful in developing a de.scrlpuon of t'he
western folk model of the mind, although sometimes it is dif f:Fult to decide
if philosophers are describing how our folk model of the .mmd is or how
it should be (see, for example, Ryle 1948, who did not like the western
folk model of the mind at all). Also, philosophers are willing to criticize
a folk model with respect to its internal consistency and its logical com-
patibility with other models in the same culture - a move anthropology

s the

has yet to make (but see White this volume). Work done by Edwin Hutch-
ins in an unpublished paper on how people generate explanations of on-
going behavior has also been very helpful, although the model developed
by Hutchins differs considerably from the model presented here (Hutchins,
n.d.).

The initial model appears in the next section. It is followed by a sum-
mary of the major propositions of the model and a set of interview ques-
tions designed to test these propositions, along with illustrative interview
responses. The informants were five college and high school students who
had never had courses in psychology. The interview material presented
here has been selected on the basis of clarity and explicitness. None of
the interview material from the five informants contradicted the model,
although some of the material could not be derived from just the model
given here. In addition, some material from daily life and from literature
that illustrates use of the model is presented. )

In the last section of this paper, this folk model is contrasted briefly
to the scientific models of the mind found in academic psychology and
psychoanalytic theory, and then related to a nonwestern folk model of
the mind described by Catherine Lutz, with some concluding speculations
about cross-cultural similarities and differences.

The model of the mind

The folk model of the mind is composed of a variety of mental processes
and states. These processes and states, as indicated by English verbals, are:

a. perceptions:
i. simple state - see, hear, smell, taste, feel
ii. achieved state - spot, sight, notice 3
iii. simple process - look, observe, watch, listen, touch
b. belief/knowledge:
i. simple state - believe, know, remember, expect, assume, doubt,
imagine, suspect, recall
ii. achieved state - understand, realize, infer, learn, find out, discover,
guess, conclude, establish, forget
ili. simple process - reason, think about
iv. accomplished process - figure out, plan
c. feelings/emotions:
i. simple state - love, like, fear, hate, blame, approve, pity, sym-
pathize, feel sad, feel happy
ii. achieved state - forgive, surprise, scare
iii. simple process - enjoy, be frightened, be angered, be bored, mourn,
emote
d. desires/wishes:
i. simple state - want to, desire, like to, feel like, need
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ii. achieved state - choose, select
iii. simple process - wish, hope for
e. intentions:
i. simple state - intend to, aim to, mean to, plan to
ii. achieved state - decide to
f. resolution, will, or self-control:
i. simple state - determined to, resolve to
ii. achieved state - resolve to
iii. simple process ~ force oneself to, make oneself, strive

The distinctions of state and process and the subdistinctions of achieve-
ment and accomplishment are based on the time schema of the verb
(Vendler 1967). When we inquire about a process, we as.k, "‘What a:e you
doing?” and the answer is, “l am looking/thinking/enjoying . . ."} tljat
is, one is carrying out a repetitive set of internal actions. \Yhen we in-
quire about a state, we do not ask what the person is “. . . ing,” rather
we ask “Do you see/believe/like. . . ?” Outside idiomatic use, we do not
say, “I am seeing/ believing/ liking. . . .” Both the state and process occur
in time, but a process is something marked by an iteration of some action
and thus admits continuous tenses. )

In many cases, one can treat the same internal events as either a pro-
cess or state. “I have been thinking about the tie-up on the free.way"
references the process of thinking, whereas “I believe we should favohxd.the
freeway” places oneself in a particular state of belief. This semantic <Ehstmc-
tion indicates that the folk model has two different ways of regarding the
mind - as a collection of “internal states” versus a set of “internal pro-’
cesses.” A typical illustration of this distinction is the “sleeping person’
example: Whether Joan is awake or asleep, we can say she knows ?he
multiplication table, fears nuclear war, probably intends to go shoppm'g
this weekend, and so on. But only if she is awake can we say she is
calculating the answer to 11 times 15, worrying a'bout nuclear war, plan-
ning to go on a trip, and so on. Thus, the mind is treated both as a con-
tainer that is in various states and conditions, thereby having large npmber
of potentialities simultaneously, and also as a ,.nrocessor engaged in car-

rying out certain operations, thereby being limited to a small number of
concurrent actions. £

Further, states are linked to processes in that typicall.y someone is in
a particular state because some process has or is occurring. .Thus. John
sees Bill because he is observing Bill; Sally believes Lisa is her friend because
she went through the process of assessing her relation to Lisa ar}d ﬁna.lly
concluded she was a real friend; and Roger has been frightening his cousin,
which is why his cousin fears him.

There is another relevant time distinction in English verbs based on

the notion that certain processes and states are defined by a climax or ter-
minal point that marks the end of the state or process. When such ter-

Table 5.1. Characteristics of internal states

Perception  Belief Feelings Desires Intentions Resolutions

cause outside cause inside cause inside  cause inside cause inside  cause inside

mind mind and and mind mind
outside mind outside mind

takes simple  takes prop. takes takes prop. takes prop. takes prop.

objects object either object object object

self usually self usually self usually  self usually self always self always

agent agent object agent agent agent

not usually usually not not controls control of

controllable  controllable controllable  controllable itself control

count noun count noun  mass noun count or mass count noun count noun

have many have one at have many perhaps have  perhaps have perhaps have
at once a time at once many at once many at once many at once

minal points define a state, they are called achieverments. When they define
a process, they are called accomplishments. For both achievements and
accomplishments, we ask, “How long did it take to . . . .” Generally, we
do not ask how long a simple state or process takes - we do not say, “How
long did it take to believe that . . . .” For the simple states and processes,
the event is treated as homogeneous across the entire period through which
it occurs. Once one begins the process, one is truly in the process even
if it is concluded abruptly. Thus, even if one thinks for only an instant,
one has been thinking, However, no matter how long one has been at it,
one does not realize something until that very moment when the light dawns
(Vendler 1967). ‘

There are a number of ways in which the various processes/states dif-
fer from each other. Table 5.1 summarizes a collection of these differences.

In Table 5.1, the resolution category is almost indistinguishable from
the intentions category, In general, what appears to distinguish resolu-
tions from intentions is that resolutions are second-order intentions - in-
tentions to keep certain other intentions despite difficulty and opposing
desires,

The first distinction in Table 5.1 involves the concept of cause: the idea
that certain events are thought to bring about other events. Except in
pathological cases, what one sees, hears, and/or senses is understood to
be caused by various‘évents and objects external to the mind. What one
knows or believes is usually considered to be a creation from within, a
result of the operation of the mind itself. What one feels emotionally is
more problematic. Sometimes emotions are treated as something caused -
at least in the sense of being “triggered” - by external events (“E.T. is so
charming I couldn’t help liking him.”) At other times, emotions are treated
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as internally generated by the person (“Thinking about the game made
Charley nervous.”) Desires, like emotions, are also seen as both inter-
nally and externally caused. Intentions and resolutions, however, are
treated as directly caused only from within.

Whether caused from the outside or created inside, according to the
folk model one is generally aware of what one perceives, thinks, feels,
desires, and intends. Of course, sometimes one can see something and not
be fully aware of what one saw, or have some feeling or desire about which
one is confused, but these are treated rather like problems that can be
resolved by turning one’s full attention to the situation.

Perceptions, thoughts, feelings, and so on in verb form vary in the kinds
of objects they take. There appear to be two major kinds of objects: simple
objects and propositional objects. Simple objects are objects like “cats” and
“disasters” - they are things and events in the world, not thoughts about
the world. Propositional objects, on the other hand, are not “things” -
they are “thoughts” or “beliefs,” such as the belief that there is likely to
be a nuclear holocaust. Perception verbs usually take simple objects - we
see John, hear about the war, notice a mistake. However, what one believes
or knows, wishes or hopes for, aims to do or resolves to do normally in-
volves some proposition about the world. In philosophy, states such as
knowing or intending that take propositional objects are called “intentional
states” (Kenny 1963). Stative verbs - that is, simple states and achieved
states - of feeling and emotion can take either simple or propositional
objects; for example, “Tom fears that Sue lost her wallet” versus “William
is afraid of lightning.” In the first case, it is a propositionalized state of
affairs (something imagined or thought) that is the object of Tom’s fright;
in the second, it is an external physical event that causes William’s fear.

It seems to be the case that feelings and emotions are sometimes treated
in the folk model like perceptions that take simple objects and sometimes
like cognitions that take propositional objects.

Emotions also differ from the other internal states in that some emo-
tions do not need an object of any kind: I may feel anxious or sad or happy
not about anything, but just in general.

Anscombe (1963) and Searle (1975; 1980) have pointed out that there
are different “directions of fit” for various internal states. Perceptions and
thoughts should fit the world, that is, should correspond to how the world
is. But in the case of desires, intentions, and resolutions, it is the world
that someone wants to bring to fit whatever state of affairs is representec_!.

Perceptions, thoughts, feelings, desires, and intentions also Qiffer in
their relation to the self. With verbs of perception, thought, desire, and
intention, the self is typically depicted as the active agent rather than the
passive experiencer. However, one can say “the thought struck me,” or
“the urge to have a cigarette overwhelmed me,” where the self is treated

as something reacting to other parts of the mind. In the case of feelings
and emotions, the typical verbal form is for the self to be a passive ex-

periencer. Thus, we say that things bother, frighten, and bore us. Another
common form is the use of the verb feel (e.g., “She feels happy”), in which
the emotion is treated as something that produces a sensation experienced
by the self. For many emotions, one can use either agentive or experien-
tial verb forms: to fear versus to be afraid, to hate versus to feel angry,
and so on.

Even though the self can be treated as the experiencing object of most
internal states, the self is always the agent of intentions. Intentions do
not overwhelm us, or bother us - intentions are the very core of the active
self. The folk model treats the self as an area of focus that can expand
and contract, but the limit of its contraction lies outside the core act of
intending.

The self is also portrayed as able or unable to control various mental
operations. One cannot directly control what one will perceive: One can-
n.ot turn the perception of blue to red or round to square under normal
circumstances. Thoughts, on the other hand, are considered to be under
control by the self: One can choose what one wishes to think about.
However, it is acknowledged that sometimes it is difficult to stop think-
ing about something, especially if there are strong emotional promptings
of some sort. Feelings, like perceptions, are not considered to be under
one’s direct control. One may be able to modify one’s feelings by think-
ing of one thing rather than another, or by engaging in various activities,
but according to the folk model, one cannot will one’s self to hate or not
to hate, to love or not to love someone, or even to enjoy something (but
one can try). The situations seem less clear with respect to desires; but
overall, they operate with respect to self-control like emotions: There seems
to be no way to make oneself not want something or to want something
one has no desire for. With respect to intentions, the idea of self-control
is redundant since intentions are self-control. In intending to do something,
we (our self) decide what we shall do.

An important aspect of emotions is marked in the folk model by the
categorization of emotions by mass nouns rather than count nouns. In
English, a count noun is something that can be numerically quantified -
one can have one house, two houses, and so on. A mass noun, on the
other hand, does not have the defined edges that make counting possible -
one can have lots of money, sand, or anger, but in ordinary talk one does
not have two monies, two sands, or two angers. In poetry, one can say
“a grief ago,” thus, treating “grief” as something countable; but in most dis-
course, emotions are usually not treated as discrete, quantifiable things -
one feels sad, not the third sadness today. Further, like water and color,
C.motions can blend together, so that one feels several feelings at the same
time. This is not true of propositional thoughts - one can have only one
at a time, and even though they can get mixed up, they do not blend.
Desires, like feelings, can occur simultaneously, and perhaps in some way
can blend, but this seems less clearly worked out in the folk model.
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In the folk model of the mind, the different kinds of interna! statf.s
and processes are organized into a complex causal system, described in

the next sections.

ACTIONS AND INTENTIONS 1
Complex human actions are assumed to be voluntary unless something

indicates otherwise. A voluntary action is one in which someone did
something to accomplish some goal. Given the question, “Wby d:,d'Jf)h'n
raise his hand?” one can answer, “To get the teacher’s attention,” if it is
understood that raising one’s hand is a way of getting a teacher’_s atten-
tion. It is unusual for someone to explain an act simply b}f sayl_r}g that
the act was intended: for example, the sentence “John raised his hand
because he intended to” sounds odd unless there was some reason to sup-
pose that John might have raised his hand involuntarily - perhaps }Jecause
his hands were attached to strings that could be used to pick up his hfmd.
Since in the folk model actions do not occur without intentif)ns, and since,
following the Gricean maxims, we do not say what is obvious, normally
we do not explain an action by saying it was intended. :
Anscombe (1963) has pointed out that intentions may be formed either
prior to the act or as the act is being carried out. When one turns the wheel
of a car in an emergency to avoid an accident, one intends to turn the
wheel. The action and intention occur together (See also Searle 1980).

INTENTIONS AND DESIRES : .
Why do people have one rather than another intention? The normal ex-

pectation based on the folk model is that people intenfl to.do t.hose things
that they desire/want/ need/wish to do. Thg term des:lre h\ghll,ghts the af-
fective aspect of this state (“He felt no desire ‘for a cigarette”); the term
wish highlights the conceptual aspect (“He wished tha't he had tol'd th?
truth”); the term need highlights the ph.ysicz‘il or emotional t}f.(.:esméy g
obtaining satisfaction (“He needed a dt:m:“( tl: the ;ﬂg:;sti way”); and the
want appears to light evenly each of these a . .
te”: desire n‘z:y be directly satisfied by some actiorll (e..g., “Susa.n !ussed
John because she wanted to”) or the desire may be indirectly satisfied b);
the action (e.g., “Susan kissed John because she w§nted to rpake Bil
jealous”). In this example, we explain why someone did someth.mg by at-
tributing some want or wish or desire or nef:d to the actor without ex-
plicitly mentioning any intention. The intention can be assumed because
it naturally follows from what is desired.
have intentions without any '
desli'(; :se f:g‘ljr cause? Not normally, but it is recognizgd that som(?nmes
one does something intentionally without understanglmg why - without
understanding what it could be one wants. “I told him I yguld g0, t')ut
I'don’t know why I did - I certainly don’t want to go.” This is a puzzling

kind of wish, want, need, or

state of affairs since intentions are supposed to be connected to desires.
When the actor experiences intentions without wishes, it is as if there was
a failure in perception. The connection should be there - why can’t I see it?

Sometimes people do things not because they want to, but because they
have been coerced. “Bill gave the robber his money because the robber
threatened to shoot him if he didn’t.” The conventional analysis of this
situation is that although Bill did not want to hand over his money, he
did want to continue living, and his desire to continue living was stronger
than his wish to keep his money. Thus, the intended act is still based on
a wish, but one that is indirectly rather than directly related to the action.

Are desires really different than intentions? Or, are intentions just very
specific desires? According to the folk model, desires and intentions are
different things, since I may have a wish to visit China without having
formed any intention to visit China. One can have desires about which
one intends to do nothing. Intentions are like desires in that both have
as their objects desired future states of affairs, but in an intention the deci-
sion to act has been made.

Nevertheless, it would sound strange to talk about desires that do not
become intentions even when all the conditions required to satisfy the desire
are present - if I really want to go to China, and the means were available,
and there were no drawbacks to going, would I not act on the wish? Ac-
cording to the folk model, I would if I really wanted to go to China. But
then it would no longer be just a wish - it would also be my aim, goal,
intention, decision, to go to China. According to the folk model, desires
naturally become intentions under the right conditions.

Desires also have an emotional component, and, as discussed, the self
is often treated as the object acted on by a wish (e.g., “The desire for a
cigarette overwhelmed me”), but the self is rarely if ever treated as the
object of an intention. A sentence such as “The intention to have a cigarette
overwhelmed me” sounds wrong.

There is considerable question in the philosophic literature about
whether desires have a unique emotional component. Is there a distinct
feeling that is desiring, or is desiring simply the anticipation of some
specific feelings, or is it a particular characteristic of certain feelings? If
“John wants to see Susan,” is there a distinct feeling of wanting involved,
or is the wanting just the anticipatory enjoyment of Susan’s company,
the anticipation of not feeling lonely? The boundaries here do not seem
to be clearly marked.

One can answer a question about why someone wants something with
a means-end formulationt - John wants to see Susan because he wants
to give her a present because he wants to impress her because he wants
her to go with him to the dance because . ... At some point in the
means-end hierarchy, we come to such ultimate wants as staying alive,
being happy, and/or avoiding unpleasant feelings. Are these ultimate wants
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based really on feelings of some sort, or are they self-causing? The bound-
aries here are also not clearly marked.

FEELINGS AND DESIRES :
Another answer to the question of why John wants to see Susan is “Because

he misses her,” or “Because he enjoys her company.” In t’hese explana-
tions, a desire is causally related to some feeling or Fmoanon‘ (1:]1(3 term
feeling is somewhat more general than the term el:motrorf. P.am, fc]).r ex-
ample, is usually not called an “emotion,” but it certainly 1'5 a fefe ;n‘g1.)
In general, feelings and emotions are thought to lead to desires. (_) n
gets angry, we will wonder what he will want to do a.bou_t whatever lt. is
that is making him angry. If John is angry because Bxll‘ d.ld not help him
when he needed help, John’s anger may result in his.df':mdm'g not to speak
to Bill, or in his wanting to telling Bill off, or irl1 hls)lntentlon to wait to
with Bill (Lakoff & Kovecses, this volume). .
get;;: rcxsmclxttion or(feeling behind a desire need not bt? immediately ex-
perienced. John might want to see Susan because he thinks hf’ 'wou.ld en;
joy meeting her. Here, the feeling is anticipated. Is' tt}e 'ant1c1panon 07
a feeling also a feeling (attached to a thought), or is l.! just a thought?
Similarly, John might want to see Susan because he th.mks one ought to
visit old friends. Here, what seems to be anticipated is some feeling of
guilt if the act is not done. In these cases, the folk m_odel dogs not seem
to be clear as to whether the anticipation also “carries” fee!mg. e
Feelings generally give rise to desires, but does every feelm.g'gwedr_xse
to a desire? Can one feel sad or angry.or .hgppy \.mthout it; leading
to any identifiable desire? On this point, intuitions differ. Ho'wever, w?
do expect that there will be a relation bet.wcen the kinds of f eelings a per
son has and the kinds of desires these feelings engen_der: Feelings of anger,
for example, are expected to lead to desires thz'!t m?/olve des'tructaon or
harm, whereas feelings of love are expected to give rise to desires that in-
volve protection and care.

The connection between feelings and desjres do
as the means-ends relation between intentions an
constraints, there are many possible desires that can resplt
expectably from the same feeling. One reason the connecuor} betweex} feel-
ings and desires is looser than the connection bet.wee_n desires and mtelx:-
tions is that the means-ends relations are located in dif ferent.worlds. ] ,e
means-ends relation between desires and intentjons is located in the agtc_ar ]
understanding of the external world. If one wal?ts to acquire a million
dollars, certain intentions are reasonable - one might decide to buy a lot-
tery ticket, apply for a job at Brinks, or study the stock market, fo; e:l)](-
ample. The constraints here are in the understood.causal structure of the
world - certain things might lead to acquiring a million dollars; other things

would probably not. The assumption of the folk model appears to be that
the causal siructure of the external world affects a person’s understand-

es not seem to be as tight
d wishes. Within broad
more or less

ing of that casual structure - however imperfectly - and thereby affects
what intentions will follow from what wants.

In the relation between feelings and desires, however, the causal struc-
ture is the mind of the individual. Why did John’s anger at Bill lead him
not to want to speak to Bill, rather than wanting to tell him off, or want-
ing to do any one of a number of other things? How will telling Bill off
affect his feelings? Will he really feel better? The answer to such ques-
tions lies in a causal structure that is John's mind. Someone who does
not know John can only make a guess based on the assumption that John
reacts the way other people do. John himself may not know the answers
to any of these questions.

In general, feelings do not seem to be clearly demarcated in the folk
model. There are specific emotions, like love, amusement, irritation, and
fright, that give rise to various desires. There also are general sentiments
such as liking or enjoying something, or disliking something, or being
pleased by something, or being made uncomfortable by something, which
are given as explanations for desires (e.g., “He wants to go to the game
because he likes to watch football.”) How are these sentiments related to
specific feelings? Some feelings are thought to be pleasant, others unpleas-
ant - the so-called “hedonistic tone” of the various emotions seems well
agreed on. Is the unpleasantness of fright a separate feeling that comes
with being frightened, or is it simply a characteristic of fright, along with
such other characteristics of fright as high arousal, and anticipations of
disaster? If the unpleasantness of fright is just a characteristic of fright
and not a separate fecling, how about the enjoyment of listening to music?
Is that not a separate feeling? These questions have been much debated
in philosophy. (For a review of these issues, see Kenny 1963.)

What seems to be the case with regard to the folk model is that some-
times “pleasure,” “enjoyment,” “liking,” “displeasure,” “dislike,” “anticipa-
tion,” and so on, are treated as feelings in their own right and sometimes
they are treated as characteristics of other feelings. The equivocation of
the folk model on this issue may be due to some innate difficulty that
human beings have in perceiving the boundaries of feelings. The amor-
phous nature of feelings, indicated in the treatment of emotions as mass
nouns rather than as count nouns, seems to lead to feelings being con-
ceptualized in contradictory ways. This may be why the folk model is also
equivocal with respect to whether wishes involve a unique kind of feel-
ing, whether anticipations are also feelings, and whether there are wishes
that are not based on feelings. (On the other hand, our experience of the
“amorphous nature” of feelings may be due to the vagueness and ambiguity
of the model we use to understand them, not to their actual lack of struc-
ture. It would be of psychological interest to know which hypothesis is
true.)

One interesting aspect of feelings is that they are thought to cause
various involuntary visceral responses - turning pale or flushing, trem-



‘porgryead s1 ucronpordor Feylng "esmoo 1107 IBIAL G201 SOOD SUIYDHLI JOSS3J0L] Ul 850 10 1 yoed 21000 Sy

v

bling, fainting, sweating, for example - although the degree of indi‘vidual
and situational variation in the manifestation of these responses is con-
sidered to be very great.

BELIEFS AND FEELINGS '
In the folk model, acts, intentions, desires, and feelings are connected in
a simple causal chain. There are no direct feedback loops: Intentions do
not lead directly to desires, nor do desires lead directly to feelings. We
would not explain Tom’s desire to go to Spain by saying it was his inten-
tion to visit Europe, nor would we explain Howard’s hatred of Wimbledon
by saying he wished to avoid seeing tennis matches. However, if reversed,
these explanations sound sensible: We explain Tom’s intention to go to
Spain by saying he wants to visit Europe, and we explain that Howard
wishes to avoid Wimbledon by saying he hates tennis.

Beliefs, however, are expected to influence feelings, and feelings are
expected to influence beliefs. Here, there is a two-way causal relationship.
Someone who believes he or she has lost a friend is likely to feel sad. And
someone who is sad is likely to think about the time he or she lost a friend
and believe the world is a grimmer place.

Even though there is a two-way causal connection between beliefs and
feelings, the path from beliefs to feelings is not conceptualized exgctly
the same way as the path from feelings to beliefs. Feelings and emotions
are considered reactions to the world, mediated by one’s understanding
of the world. These emotional reactions are treated as innate human
tendencies, modified in each case by the particulars of experience and
character. The causal connection whereby experience - what one beli_eves
has happened - arouses feeling is considered to be strong and imme.dlate.

The effect of feelings and emotions on belief, however, is not considered
to be as strong as the effect of belief on feelings. Feelings are pfmr”ayed
as “coloring” one’s thinking, “distorting” one’s judgmeqt, “pushing” one
to recall certain things, confusing one, for example. The image here §cems
to be of a force which is a sort of perturbation of the medium. One imag-

ines a swimmer caught in a current.

By itself, just the process of thinking is not consider.ed to_have much
power to arouse the emotions. “Just thinking” about nice things or bad
things may have some emotional effect, but fve.expect such effects to be
small except in pathological cases. It is only in its role as the formulator
of what one believes or as the interpreter of perceived events that'thx? pro-
cess of thinking has major effects on feeling and emotion. Thinking 'xs
considered a part of how one comes to believe that things are a ccrta.un
way, and it is to what is believed to be the case that people respond with
emotion, .

In some mental states, feeling and belief blend together into a single
entity. Thus, “approval” is a state that combines both belief and feelifxg.
One cannot say that someone approves of something but has no feeling

about it, or that someone approves of something but has no belief about
it. Perhaps one can think something is good in some way without feeling
anything, and perhaps one can like something without consideration or
thought about it. But if one disapproves of something, one does so be-
cause of certain things one thinks and because one feels a certain way.
Like approval and disapproval, wonder and doubt also meld together
feeling and belief. Related terms, like anticipation (discussed above) and
surprise, may also be used in the sense of a combined feeling and thought,
although the affective component seems weaker here (Vendler 1972).

BELIEFS, DESIRES, AND INTENTIONS

Belief also has a two-way causal relationship with the perception of ex-
ternal objects and events. The major direction of causation runs from
perception to belief: Seeing or hearing certain things leads me to believe
certain things. I see the car go by, so I know (am justified in my belief)
that a car went by, and I realize that traffic is still moving. However, belief
is not considered just a reflex of perception. People can believe things
to be true that they never experienced, and they can even believe they “saw”
things happen that did not happen. Perception is not considered an error-
free process in the folk model, and belief is often thought to be one reason
for an erroneous perception. For example, if I believe that Jim is a bad
person, I may perceive his “bumping” into Tom as a deliberate attack
although an unbiased observer would have seen only an accident.

In the folk model, beliefs are also causally related to each other: One
belief can give rise to another, inconsistency between different beliefs may
bring about various attempts to escape from the dilemma and so on. The
general interrelatedness of beliefs is indicated in the folk model concepts
of inference, evaluation, and judgment, in which a particular proposition
is finally accepted or rejected after searching among other propositions
for confirming or disconfirming evidence.

Thus, beliefs are treated in the folk model as having causally complex
relations to both feelings and perception. The feedback loops in which
belief affects feeling, which, in turn, affects belief, and in which percep-
tion affects belief, which then affects perception, give the portrayed
machinery of the mind a complexity and flexibility it would not have if
the causal chain were depicted as running solely in one direction.

Even though the main line of causation in the folk model runs from
perception to belief to feeling to desire to intention to action, belief also
has a special direct relation to desire and intention. This relation is based
on the fact that the states of'intention and desire have propositional or
intentional objects - that is, they are directed toward the world through
the medium of thought, or through framing propositions. One wishes
something or another were the case, and the formulation of something
being the case is a thought. To want there to be a better world presupposes
the mental formulation of the notion of a “better world.”
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Since what one can desire, wish for, or want depends on what one can
think, thought enters directly into wishes, but not in a causal sense. Ac-
cording to this account, cats can wish to catch birds because they can con-
ceive of catching birds, but it is unlikely that cats wish to have souls because
it is unlikely that they can formulate the notion of having a soul. Thus,
in the folk model the quality of one's wishes depends on the quality of
one’s thoughts - evil he who evil thinks. .

Intentions are, in this regard, like wishes: Any intention takc_fs as its
object a state of affairs formulated in a thought. However, there is a f.ur-
ther relation between intentions and thoughts in the folk model, w}uch
is expressed in the notion of “planning.” For example, suppose one w1she:*s
to visit Italy and decides to visit Rome during the coming summer. '!'hxs
intention cannot be carried out without further specification of action,
which means planning. Such specifications involve working out what
means of travel to take, where and when to make reservations, when tf’
leave, where to stay and so on. Planning consists of thinking out a feaS}-
ble set of actions to accomplish the intention or goal. Once the pla'n is
made, each of the conceived actions becomes a subgoal or subin{entxon,
which itself may require more planning before the initiating intention can
be accomplished.

The folk model treatment of desire and intention as states that take
propositionally framed objects or states of affairs means that whgt can
be wanted, aimed for, and planned depends on what is known, or believed,
or understood. There is a further effect here, and this is that since wlTat
is wanted, aimed for, and planned are things thought of, one may "delll?-
erate” about these wants, aims, and plans. These deliberalic.ms may, in
turn, lead to other feelings, such as guilt or doubt, or other wishes, whl'ch
may counter the original wish, or may involve various fecond-order in-
tentional states, such as resolution or indecision. Were this fee.dback loop,
in which one can think about what one feels, desires., and intends, not
present in the folk model, there would be no .mechamsm of self—contrql
in the system, and hence we would have no basis for concepts of responsi-
bility, morality, or conscience. ;

Even though the normal situation is one in which a person can, through
thought, intervene between the wish and the intention so that §elf-tiontr9l
is possible, according to the folk model there are abn.ormal situations in
which either the wish is so strong or the capacity to think and unders.tand
what one is doing is so diminished (perhaps because of drugs, fatigue,
strong feelings, etc.) that self-control cannot be expected..

Since what one desires and intends are things about which one .has a
belief or thought, a thought potentially attached to some desire or inten-
tion can trigger that desire or intention. If a set of circu'm.stances lead one
to realize that one has a good chance of winning a million dollars, one
may suddenly discover that one very strongly desires a million dollars.

Here, the causal relation is of a special kind. Thoughts are not considered
to have the power of creating desires or intentions out of nothing, only
the potential of “triggering” off a preexisting desire or intention (Searle
1980). The chance of winning a million dollars could not set off a great
desire for money if one really did not care about money.

The difference between “creating” and “triggering” appears to center
on the contrast between making something that did not exist versus ac-
tivating something that is already present. The difference is not always
clearly marked in the folk model: Sometimes emotions, for example, are
treated as things “triggered” by experience, and at other times as things
“created” by experience. The difference seems to depend on how the per-
son’s natural state is characterized: a tiny annoyance “sets of " the anger
of people known to be irritable, although it might take an outrageous event
to “make” a mild-tempered person angry.

In sum, in the folk model, the cognitive processes of thinking, under-
standing, inferring, judging, and so on have extensive feedback relations
with all the other kinds of internal states, By itself, the thinking process
is considered to have only a small amount of power; but as the process
by which beliefs are formed, and as the process through which different
internal states interact, thoughts play a central role in the operation of
the mind. According to the folk model, if the process of thinking or the
capacity to think is badly disturbed, persons cannot be held accountable
for their actions - they do not know what they are doing. This central
role of thought also has the consequence that mental iliness in the folk
model is considered to be primarily a loss of cognitive capacity (C. Barlow,
unpublished data).

OTHER ASPECTS OF THE MIND

The description just presented does not cover all of the material included
in the western folk model of the mind. No analysis has been given, for
example, of kinds of ability, such as intelligence, creativity, and percep-
tiveness, or kinds of strengths, such as will power and stability. (A good
start on the analysis of these aspects of the mind is presented in Heider’s
Psychology of Interpersonal Relations 1958.) What is attempted here is
the description of the most basic elements of the model, elements needed
before further analysis can be carried out. Thus, the concept of intelligence
for example, assumes that the mind includes a process of thinking, and
that people vary in the degree to which they can apply this process to cer-
tain kinds of problems to arrive at solutions. However, the specific ideas
about intelligence held by Afnericans go considerably beyond the material
presented here. Sternberg, et al. (1981), for example, studied folk con-
cepts of intelligence and found that Americans distinguish three major
kinds of intelligence, which might be glossed “knowledge about things,”
“problem-solving ability,” and “social intelligence.”

h\\\\\\\“‘\\\\\\\
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Summary of major propositions and interview material

1. Perceiving, thinking, feeling, wishing, and intending are distinct men-
tal processes.
The best evidence for this proposition is the existence of the semantically
different verbal terms for these internal states and processes. Some of the
semantic features of these terms are given in Table 5.1.

2. One is usually conscious of what one perceives, thinks, feels, wishes,
and intends to do. However, many internal states and processes are
indistinct and hard to delimit.

Q.

>

>O0P0 PO> L
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Could it be the case that someone sees something and isn’t aware of
what they see?

. Yes. You might see a situation and you think it is one thing and it is

really something else.

. Can you see something and not be aware that you're seeing anything

at all?

. You'd better say it again. You lost me.

Can you see something and not be aware that you saw it at all?

. I don’t know how.

Could someone think something and not be aware they thought it?
Yeah. '

. How could that happen?
. Because your mind is so cluttered with all kinds of things. I'm not aware

of half the stuff I think or things that are embedded in there. They
sometimes come up and bother me later and I have to sit there and think
about it and try to sort out what's the matter, why I can’t do something.

. Could you think something was true, believe it, but not know that you

believed it?

. No, that sounds silly. Sorry.
. Could you have a real feeling or emotion about something and not be

aware you have that feeling?

Yes.

Could you be angry at somebody and not know it?

Yes. But it might come up later and you would realize it.
Could you be sad and not know it?

. You could be any kind of feeling and not know it.

Is that the way it usually works?

. No. Usually you know how you feel, At least a little.
. Could you wish for something, desire something, and not know you

wished for it?

. Yes, that is definitely true.
. Can you give me an example of how that would work?
. Well, let’s say I want to play really well in a concert, but it is so deep

down that I don’t know I want to play really well, but in fact that gets
in my way, that wanting to play really well. I just don’t let myself play
naturally.

FO> LO> O

Q.

A,

. Could someone intend to do something and not be aware they intend

to do it?

. I think so.
. You sound a little hesitant. Could you intend to go to France and not

realize it?

. No, not something concrete like that.

How about intending to get married to someone but you don’t know it.

. No, that sounds silly. Maybe you could have a very general intention

like intending to do well and not know it. But that would be just like
wanting to do well. Not something specific.

How come you can have specific feelings and not know you have them,
but you can’t have specific intentions and not know you have them?
I don't know.

3. The process of thinking is controlled by the self in much the same
way one controls any action.

Q.

0 PLOo>

>0

>0

Suppose somebody named John can't keep his mind on his homework,
What might account for such a situation?

. He’s got his mind on something else probably.
. Why might he have his mind on something else?
. Because the something else is more appealing or more important at the

time.

. What can he do about it?
. Well, he could either go do something about the thing he’s worried about

or thinking about and do his homework, or he could force himself to
get it out of his mind and then do his homework.

. How do you force something out of your mind?
. You have to relax because you can’t do anything about the other situa-

tion right then. You just have to relax and put your mind to what you
are doing.

. What does he have to do to put his mind to what he is doing?
. You have to focus it, you have to look at what you’re doing, you have

to be completely absorbed in what you're doing. You can't be floating
around somewhere else. You can’t be sitting apart and watch what you
are doing, you have to do it.

4. The process of perception is not controlled by the self except in so
far as one can direct one’s attention toward or away from something.

Q.

> o » O»

If you don’t like something you see, or something that you hear, like
loud music, or you don’t like what you're tasting, what can you do about
it?

. You can either ignore it or try to change what you don’t like.
. If you were tasting something and didn’t like the taste, could you just

make it not taste so bad by will power?

. No, [ don’t think you could. I mean if it tastes bad, it just does. You

either spit it out or you swallow it.

. How about hypnosis? Could somebody hypnotize you so you would

think “Oh, this tastes great.”

. Yes, you could.
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Q. How does that work?
A. 1 don’t know how hypnosis works. Sorry.

5. The process of feeling some emotion about something or desiring

something is not directly controlled by the self but can sometimes be

manipulated indirectly by changing one’s environment or what one

thinks about. - :
Q. Suppose you were afraid of heights and wanted to get rid of this fear.
What could you do? ‘ i

_If it were me, 'd face it. If I were afraid to do something, 1'd just go
right through it and face it.

 I'm not sure whether you're saying you can make the fear go away or
whether going through it makes the fear go away. , o

. You go through the fear and the fear dissolves, because you realize it's

not so bad as you thought.

Suppose you were angry at someone. What could you do to get rid of

the anger?

Get mad at them.

. How does that work? :

_ You either start arguing or start picking on the person.

. How does that make the anger go aw_ay?

Because you are venting your frustration.

Then you don't feel so angry? P,

. Not really. It sort of half goes away. But it is still kind of there.

How does picking on the person make the half 8o §way?

. Because you are mad and all frustrated and it’s all inside and you have
to vent it somehow. Being nasty at the person you think you are mad

at helps you let it out.

> o >
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6. One does not speak of controlling one's own intentions, since when

one intends to do something one is controlling opeself . ] 7
Q. How does the sentence “John can't control what he intends to do” soun

to you? ' i
A. A little odd. How could John control intent? It doesn’t make sense.

. One can perceive many things at once, feel a number of emotions at

the same time, and perhaps desire more than one thing at a timc.. .Feel-
ings can blend together. But.one can only thl.nk one propositional
thought at a time or picture one image at a time. :
Is it possible to feel sad and angry at the same time?

Yeah. ‘ 50
Is it possible to feel sad, angry, and excited at the same time?

. Yes, that's easy. ‘ ey
Could someone feel something which was a blend of love and fear?

Yeah, I guess so.
Could you think about two different things at the same time, like prime
numbers and your favorite colors?

. Yeah. '
. You could think two different thoughts at the same time?

or O FPRPOFO
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. Yeah, [ could think all the prime numbers in red.

. Can you blend ideas about things?

What do you mean?

. Well, you gave an example of prime numbers which are red, right? Put
them together in a picture. But could you do it just with thoughts?
. No. It would be a mix up.

> oro»

8. In English, the self is typically treated as the object or experiencer

of emotions (and also physical sensations). The other mental processes
typically treat the self as the subject or agent who does the process,
but, except in the case of intentions, it is possible for the self to be
the object of all the mental processes.
Q. I'm going to read some sentences and I want to know how they sound
to you - tell me which ones sound normal and which ones do not. 0.K.?
A. OK.
. “John is often threatened by his feelings.”
Normal.
. “John is often threatened by his thoughts.”
. Normal.
. “John is often threatened by his wishes.”
. Yeah.
. You sound a little hesitant . . . .
. Yeah, I was hesitating. Because I guess I think of wishes as desires and
if you had said “desires,” I would have said “yes” right away.
. “John is often threatened by his intentions.”
. That doesn’t sound right. I can’t make it click.

>0 POPOPOPO

9. Most things that people do - outside of reflex actions like sneezing -

10.

they do because of some intention or goal they have in mind.
Q. When somebaody does something, do they usually have an intention in
mind?
Yes.
. Are there some things that people do that they don’t have any inten-
tion in mind when they do them?
. Yeah, like sneezing or your heart beating; it just goes on.
. Like buying a car?
No.

Why does someone have certain intentions rather than others? One
reason is that some intention is a subgoal considered necessary to reach
another, more general goal. Another reason is that one wants or desires
something, and that is why one intends to do something - to get what
one wants.
Q. Suppose John inténds to buy a horse. What might be some explana-
tions for that?

A. He could want a horse, to ride a horse, or might want it for his farm
for a work horse. Or he might want it for his kids.

>0» O»

. Not every desire or wish gives rise to action, or the intention to do

something. However, if one has an opportunity to do something, and

\
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there
or an
to do

Q.

>0 >

12. One

or because it is right,

is nothing preventing one from doing it like a conflicting desire

outside force, and one does not even form an intention to try
it, then one does not really desire it.

John says he wants to see Key Largo. He had a chance to go, but he
didn’t take it, although he didn’t have any reason not to go. What could

explain such a situation?

. 1 can understand that. 1 do it all the time.

. What could explain such a situation? ’
. You just get obstinate. Even though you want to do something really

badly, its like there’s this part of you that thinks, “I don’t want to do

it.” Sort of like a mule; it justs sits there and doesn’t want to go and
fights you - 1 guess your intentions.

. 0.K., in that case some part of John didn’t want to go. But if there

wasn't a counterwish, could it be the case that he just didn't go even
though he wanted to?

That’s like a contradiction. Because that doesn’t make too mu‘ch‘sense.
There would have to be a reason why the person didn’t do it if tl_1ey
wanted to do it. There’d have to be some reason like that t?r just a sun,-
ple reason like they couldn’t do it. It wouldn't be that they just wouldn’t

do it.

often does things one does not wish to do because one has to,
or because other people want one to, or because

one is paid. In such cases, one wish prevails over another wish - the

wish

thing one does not wish to do b

to stay alive, or be a good person for example. One does some-
ecause there is something else one

wishes for even more strongly.

Q.

A.

A.
Q.

A

13. Sometimes - but rarely - one does someth

That is, one does not know what desire o
Q. John stole Bill's socks. Now he says he doesn

ok Yol

. 0.K. So he doesn’t want to study because that’s wor

Last night, John said he didn’t want to study, but he did. What could
explain such a situation? '

He probably had to. He probably had classes and thmgs to dP. 1 mean,
nobody likes to study. So he made himself - he disciplined himself and

id i done.
did it. It had to be don AR

to study to do something - to pass the course or something. So he has

opposing wishes?

Exactly.

Why did one wish win over the other?

. I guess because it was stronger for him.

ing without knowing why.
r wish leads to the action.
*t know why he did it.

Could John be telling the truth?

That’s an old line. They're trying to get out of it. They know why they
did it deep inside and they are trying to hide from it.

_ You think they really know?

. They probably have to really dig to find out. :
. So they might not be really aware of it when they say it?

why they did it.

. They're not really aware. Maybe they really believe they don’t know

14. s every nonreflex act the result of some wish or desire? Probably,
but not surely.

Q.

A.

Q.
A,

Can one just do something for no reason at all - nothing intended or
wanted?

Really no reason at all? I’d say there should be some reason somewhere.
Otherwise, it's silly.

Could the reason be trivial?

Could be trivial, could be anything. But there should be a reason.

15. Why does someone have certain desires rather than others? Some
desires are for things that are needed in order to get something else
one desires. Some things are desired because they make one feel good,
or one likes them, or they are pleasurable. Some things are desired
because one is in some emotional state such as anger or love. Some
things are desired because one thinks doing those things is right.

o >O
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. Why do people want things?

. They enjoy it, it gives them pleasure.

. What are some other reasons?

. Some sort of honor they would receive. Something that makes them

good either in their own eyes or makes them feel they’re better in other
people’s eyes.

. Could one be in love and not wish to do anything about it? Not have

it give rise to any kind of wish?

. Not in my movie.
. Could you be angry and not have it give rise to some wish to do

something?

. | guess not.

Could one be afraid and not wish to do anything?

If you're afraid, you might just want to stay still and be safe and you
wouldn’t want to do anything,.

But then you are trying to be safe, you want to be safe.

. Yes, so that’s wanting something.
. Could you be sad and not want to do anything?

Yes. You're just all despondent. Just sitting there. I guess that is sort
of doing nothing.

16. Most feelings are either pleasant or unpleasant. (Most events give rise
to some feelings - so most events are either pleasant or unpleasant.)

Q.

A,

Q.
A,

Do people have feelings which are neutral - neither pleasant nor
unpleasant?

No. I

Can you always tell if a feeling is either pleasant or unpleasant?
Not at first. Sometimes it’s unpleasant at first and then it changes.

17. Feelings and emotions are primarily reactions based on one’s
understanding of events. But sometimes there is a lack of fit between
one’s understanding and what one feels - either the amount of feel-
ing is disproportional to the experienced event, or the kind of feeling
is incongruous with the nature of the event.

Q.

What are some things that might make a person feel sad?
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Somebody dies. Or you forget really important things you believe in,

and suddenly it comes back to vou, it can make you sad because you

forgot it and you separated yourself from it.

. What about anger?

. Frustrating kinds of things that you can’t do anything about, like work
or your boss is always picking on you.

. What about fright? ‘

. Well, anything can make you afraid. [ mean, just a scary movie or
something like that.

. Could you feel sad even though nothing happened?

Yes.

. Could you feel angry even though nothing happened?

No.

. Could you feel happy even if nothing happened?

Sometimes | read something and I'm happy, or I think about something

that makes me happy. Does that count as something happening?

:;esl'l, then “no” for all of them. You can't just sit there and have a

feeling. '

. Could someone feel sad if only a minor thing happened, like seeing
a child drop a piece of candy?

A. Sure.

>0 >0 PO >0 PO >
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18. What one believes and knows influences how one perceives the world.

Q. Two people watch an argument between a policeman and a taxi driver.
One of the watchers says it was almost a fight. The other onlooker says
it wasn’t serious at all. How could you explain this dif ference?
They have different ideas about what serious is. :

. Suppose they both mean by serious that there was almost a real flg]:lt?
. Well, if it was obvious one way or the other, 1 don't know. That's like

disagreeing on whether something is blue or red.
Q. Well, suppose it wasn’t that obvious?
A. Well, maybe one of the watchers knew the taxi driver, and the other

didn’t.

>0 »

19. One can affect one’s feelings just by thinking about certain things

rather than other things. However, the degree of influence here is
weak. _

Q. If one wants to change one’s feelings, say if one feels sad and wants

to feel more cheerful, what can one do?

A. 1f vou're sad and you want to feel cheerful, you can go out and do
sor'nething constructive or active or something you would feel cheerful
about.

Could you just think about something and make yourself feel more
cheerful?

Yes.

. Does that always work?

. No, sometimes it does.
. How come it doesn’t always work?

PrO> O

A. Because maybe your sad thing is too hard to get out of your mind by
just thinking about something else.

20. What one feels also influences how one thinks. Feelings may some-

21

22.

23.

times stimulate one to think in certain directions, or block thinking

about certain things, or even completely wipe out the ability to think.

. If you felt very angry, or very frightened, could it affect how you think?

Yes.

. Would it make your thinking better or worse or what?

. Worse. It could affect how you think about a person for the worse so
you just see one thing about the person, like if you are very angry. You
don’t even want to think about the good parts of them.

Q. Is everyone the same about this?

A, I don’t know.

Sometimes, what one thinks and what one feels fuse together into a
single response, as in approving of something, or wondering about
something.

Q. Can someone approve of something, yet not have any feelings about it?

A. No. If they approve, they approve, and that's a feeling.

Q. Could they approve of something and not have any thoughts or opinions

about it?
A. No, if they approve, they approve. Approve is an opinion and a thought.

>0 >0

What one believes is strongly influenced by what one perceives. One
believes that what one perceives to have happened actually happened -
unless there are special reasons to think one is hallucinating, or led
by ambiguity to imagine things.
Q. John thinks that UFOs visit Del Mar, because he said he saw one land
at the racetrack. What could account for John’s opinion?

. He has an eye problem or he has a big imagination or maybe he really
saw one.

. Would it surprise you to know that John was a strong believer in UFOs
even before he saw one land at the racetrack?

. No. He probably looks at UFO pictures in magazines and then thinks
he sees one in real life. It could happen.

. What could happen?

. You could imagine it. You could have an image so strong in your mind
that you see maybe a plane or just a flash in the sky and suddenly your
mind just inserts the whole picture there. That happens to me. When
you have something strong, you can see just part of it and your mind
sees the whole thing right there. 7

Thoughts are related to each other. Sometimes, one thought leads to

another; sometimes one recognizes inconsistency between thoughts;

sometimes one can figure out something from other things one knows
or believes,
Q. Sometimes someone says they didn’t know something at first, but then

they figured it out. What do they do when they “figure out” something?
A. That’s a hard question. They go over a problem in their mind, and

0 O >
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somewhere there is something that will click. They go over it in their
mind, and there’s a bunch of little things over here that arg _1u’st maybe
unconnected. And they see the connection. [ can't explain it.

24. In order to wish for something, or desire something, or intend to do

something, one must be able to conceive of that som_et.hing.

. Could a goldfish wish to discover the theory of relativity? :

I don’t know. I doubt it. Because a goldfish isn’t developed to the point
where they could think thoughts like that.

. Is everything you wish for something you can think of?

Yes.

. Could you wish for something you couldn’t think of? .

. It depends on what you mean by “think of.” Maybe you coulfi wish
for something you couldn’t remember very well. You can'’t wish for

something you can’t think about.

25. Thinking about something can trigger a wish or desire if the wish or
desire is already there - either one already knew that one had .the
desire, or one realizes after thinking about it that one has the desire.

Q. If you just think about eating something good, could it make you want
to eat something even if you weren’t really hungry?

A. No, not if you really weren’t hungry. But you might stimulate yourself
by thinking about something if your were just a little bit hungry to really
want to eat a certain thing.

26. Since one is usually aware of what one desires and what one intFnds
to do, one can think about one’s desires and intentions, plan things,
change one’s mind, select the better rather than the worse course of

action, and in general control one’s self,
Q. How come people have the ability to control themselves, at least some
of the time? :
. The brain sends a message to the body, like to your finger, and it moves.

A

1 don't know how. : .
Q. How about self-control, like controlling oneself when one is on a diet.
A

>O0P0 PO

How does somebody keep from having ice cream for dessert?

. How can I keep myself from having ice cream tonight? I tell myself - my
brain told my other brain that 1 didn’t want it. 1 m;an, I wanted to
be thin more than I wanted the taste of ice cream in my mouth.

Q. So it's like you spoke to yourself?
A. Yes. My bad half was held in by my good half.

27. If one can’t think clearly for any reason, one cannot control one’s
self very well, and one is not fully responsible for what one does,.
Q. What could account for the fact that there are some people who don't
seem to be able to control themselves, even when they want to?
. They have psychological problems.

. What does that mean? :
. That means that there is something bothering them, 1 think. They are

all mixed up. They have problems. ) v
. Could you expect someone to control themselves if they couldn't think

VORI e

clearly?

A. No, not really. If you didn’t know what was happening and you didn’t
know what you were doing, there would be no way to get back.

Q. Should a person like that be punished if they did something wrong?

A. No, it’s not their fault if they didn't know what was happening.

The interview data collected so far support the major propositions
presented here for the folk model of the mind. It should be understood
that these propositions are a theory, not a simple description, of what
Americans - and probably most Europeans - believe about the mind. The
usefulness and validity of such a theory will not be established on the basis
of one person’s interviews of several informants, but rather on the results
obtained across a range of investigators, informants, and kinds of data.

Some idea about the historical depth of this folk model can be obtained
from earlier novels and plays. Even though writers of novels and plays
do not usually state the propositions of the folk model of the mind ex-
plicitly, they do use the model in constructing character and plot, and they
sometimes comment on the reactions of their characters to events in very
revealing ways. For example, in Emma, a novel by Jane Austen published
in 1816, there is a description of Emma’s and Emma’s father’s reaction
to the recent marriage of Miss Taylor, who had been Emma’s governess
and companion (1969:17). ‘

She {[Emma] had many acquaintances in the place, for her father was
universally civil, but not one of them who could be accepted in lieu of
Miss Taylor for even half a day. It was a melancholy change; and Emma
could not but sigh over it, and wish for impossible things, till her father
awoke, and made it necessary to be cheerful.

The tacitly understood propositions here seem to be that “melancholy”
is a natural reaction of the experience of loss, and that “sighing” is a natural
expression of such a feeling, and further, that the experience of loss and
the resulting sadness create a “wish” for something that will remove the
sadness, along with thoughts about this “something.” Austen (ibid.: 17)
continues:

His spirits required support. He was a nervous man, easily depressed;
fond of everybody that he was used to, and hating to part with them;
hating change of every kind. Matrimony, as the origin of change, was
always disagreeable; and he was by no means yet reconciled to his own
daughter's [Emma'’s sister] marrying, nor could he ever speak of her but
with compassion, though it had been entirely a match of affection, when
he was now obligated to part with Miss Taylor too; and from his habits
of gentle selfishness and of being never able to suppose that other people
could feel differently from himself, he was very much disposed to think
Miss Taylor had done as sad thing for herself as for them, and would
have been a great deal happier if she had spent all the rest of her life at
Hartfield. Emma smiled and chatted as cheerfully as she could to keep
him from such thoughts; but when tea came, it was impossible for him
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not to say exactly as he had said at Dinner: ‘Poor Miss Taylor! 1 wish s'tle
were here again. What a pity it is that Mr. Weston ever thought of her!

Emma’s father is also subject to the same emotional reaction.to the
loss of Miss Taylor, but Austen treats him as a person whp is emo'tlo:la!ly
predisposed to such reactions, so that Miss Taylor’s m.arr_nage elasxly trig-
gers” his response. Because Emma knows her father is like this, she acts
cheerful. We “fill in” the needed connections - Emma does not want her
father to be unhappy, and believes (or at least hopes) that being “cheer-
ful” will, by creating a happy environment for him, keep away his c'iepres-
sion and anxiety, and so this wish of Emma’s results in her intentionally
acting in a cheerful manner. We also understand that Emma has the
strength to keep to her intention despite her own sadness. '

Emma’s father, on the other hand, lacks strength of character. His feel-
ings and desires influence his thoughts inappropriately; his self-
centeredness leads him to think that other people feel the same about ev.ents
as he does - even when this is obviously not the case - and his feehn_gs
and confused understanding lead him to think of his daughter’s and Miss
Taylor's marriages as unfortunate events even for them. Desires and emo-
tions can, according to the model, influence belief, but they shpuld not.
A “strong” person does not let feelings and wishes distort reality, but a
weak person is liable to. ‘ ' :

Overall, reading Jane Austen and other early English novelists, one is
impressed with how little obvious change there is ?n the folk mode.l of Fh.e
mind in the past 200 years. But at much greater tlme.depth§, the implicit
connections that knit together actions and reactions in stories are 'harder
to discern, and it is difficult to tell if the difficulty lies in translatlon,. or
in a failure to appreciate the cultural understandings about the meaning
of events, or in a change in the model of how the mind works (see, for
example, the discussion of Achilles in Friedrich 1977).

Another, more modern example of the use of the fplk model of-the
mind; a 7-year-old child and her mother had the following conversation:

Mother: Rachel, you’re making me mad!

Rachel: 1 didn’t mean to make you mad.

Mother: Well, you sure seem to be trying. .
Rachel* But 1 didn’t mean to. If 1 didn’t mean to, how could I be trying?

Here, Rachel uses the connection in the folk model between intequons
and actions. “Trying” is an action undertaken to bring about a Qamcn{lar
intention — what one “means to do.” Therefore, if there was no intention
on Rachel’s part to make her mother mad, by definition she c’ould not
have been “trying” to make her mother mad. (This example also 1llustfates
nicely the ability of people - even young people - to reason effectively
when using a well-understood cultural model. For a nonwestern exam-
ple, see Hutchins 1980.)
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The folk model and science

It is not possible to contrast the folk model presented here with a single
scientific model, since there is no one theory of the mind held by all psy-
chologists. There are, however, certain general trends within academic
psychology with which the folk model can be compared. Based on an ex-
amination of several popular undergraduate psychology texts, it seems
that the current academic vocabulary is a blend of folk terms plus the ad-
dition of specialized terms. The typical text contains chapters on vision,
audition, taste and touch, cognition and memory, learning, motivation,
emotion, intelligence, personality, and mental disorders. The material on
vision, audition, taste, and touch is heavily physiological, although various
kinds of illusions are discussed in which conscious experience is con-
tradicted by physical facts.

One major disagreement between the folk model and the academic
model involves “motivation.” Although the term motivation has its roots
in the folk model, it has come to have a specialized meaning in psychol-
ogy. Motivation, unlike emotions, desires, and intentions, does not refer
primarily to a phenomenological state or process - that is, it is not some-
thing primarily defined by the conscious experience of the person. Instead,
motivation refers to a condition of deprivation or arousal of the “organism”
that is only variably correlated with phenomenological experience. High
motivation is likely to result in a person’s thinking about the objects that
would “satisfy” or “reduce” the motivation, emotional arousal (not nec-
essarily of any specific kind), the experience of desire to do various ac-
tions that have led in the past to satisfaction, the formation of relevant
intentions, and the carrying out of such actions if given the opportunity.
Most psychologists consider motivation to be a real rather than hypothet-
ical state of the person, but not a state that the person is necessarily aware
of. The conscious mental states caused by motivational arousal may have
some function in directing the final action the person takes, but these con-
scious mental states are typically considered to be neither necessary nor
sufficient conditions for motivational arousal.

The psychoanalytic theorists are also greatly concerned with motiva-
tion, Psychoanalytic theorists place more emphasis on motivational con-
flicts than do academic psychologists and are more interested in how the
motivational situation influences thought and feeling through repression,
isolation, displacement, denial, sublimation, and other mechanisms of
defense. Psychoanalytic theory also differs from the folk theory in that
it emphasizes unconscious states. The folk model allows that it is possible
for someone to desire something or have some feeling of some kind but
not know it, but such conditions are considered atypical. Psychoanalytic
theory also distinguishes between two forms of thought - primary pro-
cess thought and secondary process thought - but the folk model makes
no such distinction.

\\\’\\\‘\‘\\“\‘\*\‘\ BAAAAIAIRIAIAIAL
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Even though both the academic and psychoanalytic models modify the
folk model, it is clear that these are modifications of an already existing
conception of the mind. The general tenor of the academic model i§ to
place emphasis on what can be described physically - hours of depriva-
tion, the neural pathways, peripheral responses and so on - with the hope
that the mental states and processes of the folk model will eventually be
reduced to a physical science vocabulary and simply ignore those parts
of the folk model that cannot now be physically described. For example,
until recently, there was a complete avoidance in modern psychology of
the term consciousness - a process that is difficult to handle within a phys-
ical science model. In the past decade, this has begun to change. Sperry
(1982:1225), for example, states:

. . one of the most important indirect results of the split-brain work is a
revised concept of the nature of consciousness and its fundamental rela-
tion to brain processing. The key development is a switch from prior non-
causal, parallelist views to a new causal, or ‘interactionist’ interpretation
that ascribes to inner experience an integral causal control role in brain
function and behavior. . . . The events of inner experience, as emergent
properties of brain processes, become themselves explanatory causal con-
structs in their own right, interacting at their own level with their own
laws and dynamics. The whole world of inner experience (the world of the
humanities), long rejected by 20th century scientific materialism, thus be-
comes recognized and included within the domain of science.

Sperry’s position does not appear to be the majority position of research
psychologists, who continue to carry the hope that the folk model even-
tually can be completely physicalized without the use of “emergent prop-
erties.” However, with the rise of modern cognitive psychology, much
greater attention has been given to the problem of consciousness, its func-
tion, and physical bases (Mandler 1982; Natsoulas 1978).

The situation is quite different with regard to the psychoanalytic model,
which considers consciousness, intentions, and the self as things of interest
in their own right. However, the conscious mental states and processes
are considered to be only a small part of the picture - and not 'the part
where the main action is. Despite the shifts in psychoanalytic thinking from
its early days, it has not changed in considering unconscious states and
processes to be the center of the causal system.’ _

Thus, even though the academic and psychoanalytic models have their
origins in the folk model, both are deeply at variance with the folk. model.
That is, the folk model treats the conscious mental states as hav1r'1g ce_n-
tral causal powers. In the folk model, one does what one does primarily
because of what one consciously feels and thinks. The causal center for
the academic model is in the various physical states of the organism - in
tissue needs, external stimuli, or neural activation. For the psychoanalytic

model, the causal center is in unconscious mental states. Given these dif-

ferences in the location of the casual center of the operations of the mind,
the three models are likely to continue to diverge.

The west versus Ifaluk

The American-European folk model also contrasts with the folk models
recorded by anthropologists for nonwestern peoples. Recently, Catherine
Lutz presented a summary of the ethnopsychological knowledge system
of the people of Ifaluk (Lutz 1980; 1982; 1983; 1985; see also this
volume). Ifaluk is a small atoll, only one-half square mile in area, located
in the Western Caroline Islands of Micronesia. The island was previously
studied by Burrows and Spiro (1963). The present population is 430 per-
sons. Most of the islanders are monolingual speakers of a Malayo-Polyne-
sian language. The culture of this small society is distinctive for its strong
values on nonaggression, cooperation, and sharing.

The folk model used on Ifaluk contrasts with the model presented here
for American-European - or “western” - culture in a variety of ways. How-
ever, the general framework of both models is similar. In both models,
there seems to be a similar division of internal states into thoughts, feel-
ings, and desires. In the model used on Ifaluk, there is a distinct class
of emotion terms, for which a general correspondence to English emo-
tion terms can be found, although the particular blends of affective tone
differ from what we find in English. For example, the term fago refers
to feelings of “compassion,” “love,” and “sadness”; and although it in-
volves caring about someone, it is also judged by native informants to
be semantically similar to words involving loneliness and loss (Lutz 1982).
A similar affective blend is found in Samoan for the cognate term alofa
(Gerber 1975). This particular blend is different from the American English
term love and its cognates, which do not prototypically involve sadness
and loss (but note the sadness of many love songs and stories).

Even though there appears to be an overall similarity between the models
in the division of mental states and processes into thoughts, feelings, and
wishes, on Ifaluk the distinctions are made much less sharply. The term
nunuwan, one of the two major terms used to describe mental states
(niferash, “our insides”), refers to “mental events ranging from what we
consider thought to what we consider emotion” (Lutz 1985:47). The mean-
ing of nunuwan appears to be somewhat like the special meaning of English
of the word feel when used in the sense of “to think,” as in, “I feel it is
likely we will succeed.” (As mentioned, several terms in English also blend
thought and feeling, such as approval and doubt.)

The other primary term used on Ifaluk to describe internal states is tip-
which Lutz translates “will/emotion/desire.” When asked the difference
between nunuwan and tip-, people say that the two are very similar. The
distinction is that tip- has connotations of desire and movement toward
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the object: An informant said “Our tip- is what we want, like to chat with
someone Or to go visit another village” (Lutz 1985:48). It appears that tip-
always takes a propositional object, unlike nunuwan. However, like nu-
nuwan, emotion is held to be inherent in the experience of tip-. It is likely .
that intentions are also included within the semantic range of tip-, since
there appears to be no separate term for intentions as part of “our insides.”

In general, it would appear that the people of Ifaluk regard emotional
experience as a central feature of the mind and emphasize the affective
elements in the experience of both thinking and wishing. Lutz has traced
out how the values of nonaggression, cooperation, and sharing are sup-
ported by the various conceptions of emotion. For example, one term,
metagu, glossed “fear/anxiety,” which is the feeling that occurs when one
must be in the midst of a large group of people, or when one encounters
a ghost or a shark, or when someone is justifiably angry with one, is con-
sidered a necessary part of socialization. A person who does not experience
metagu is like a “shameless” person in English - that is, someone who
will not have the proper constraints on his or her behavior. A child who
does not experience metagu is considered to lack a primary inhibitor of
misbehavior, and such a deficiency would indicate that parents failed to
socialize the child properly - to display song, “justifiable anger” at the
child’s misdeeds, which is thought inevitably to elicit metagu in the per-
son to whom the anger is directed (Lutz 1983).

The people of Ifaluk considered feelings to be natural responses to par-
ticular events, typically interpersonal situations of various kinds. Such
eliciting events are considered a basic part of the definition of the emo-
tion (Lutz 1982). Emotions are also thought to give rise to particular be-
havior; fago, for example, is thought to give rise to talking kindly, giving
food, and crying.

In portraying emotions as natural reactions to experience and also as
causes of behavior, the folk model of the people of Ifaluk is similar to
the western model. However, the model used on Ifaluk appears to give
more consideration to the dyadic aspect of emotion, where if A feels emo-
tion X and expresses it, then these actions will cause B to feel emotion
Y. Thus, if A feels song, B feels metagu, whereas if A feels tang (frustra-
tion/grief), B feels fago (Lutz 1982).

The mode! used on Ifaluk also agrees with the western model in distin-
guishing between emotions and physical sensations. Lutz (1985:49) states:

Other aspects of ‘our insides,” and ones which are distinguished from

both nunuwan and tip-, are the states of hunger (pechaiy), pain

(metagi), and sexual sensations (mwegiligil). These latter states are con-
sidered to be universal and unlearned human proclivities. Although their
occurrence can lead to thoughts and feelings, they are considered an entirely
different class of events from the latter. The Ifaluk further distinguish be-
tween these three states of physical sensation and the corresponding
desires or drive-like states that follow upon the sensations. These include

-
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‘wanting food (or a particular food)’ (mwan), ‘wanting pain to end’ (gar),
and ‘horniness’ (pashua).

In the western model, this distinction between the physical state and the
mental state for hunger, pain, and sex is not lexicalized nor does it seem
to be a distinction that most people make in ordinary discourse.

The model used on Ifaluk also differs from the present western model
in considering the mind to be located primarily in the gut, which includes
the stomach and abdominal region. Thus, thoughts, feelings, desires,
hunger, pain, and sexual sensations are all experienced in the gut. When
people eat well, they say “Our insides are good,” which means they have
both good physical sensations and good emotions. Loss of appetite is
typically regarded as a symptom of either physical or emotional distress.
In extreme grief, people say “my gut is ripping,” and others advise them
not to “hate” their own “gut” (Lutz 1985).

According to the model used on Ifaluk, unpleasant emotions that are
not expressed may cause illness. Individuals are advised to “throw out”
their feelings in order to avoid illness. At funerals, people are advised to
“cry big” in order to avoid illness. Expressing one’s feelings (except angry
feelings) is considered a sign of maturity and social intelligence as well
as a way of staying healthy. Further, one’s bad feelings can make other
people ill. This is especially likely in the case of a mother and infant. It
is said, “It is like the baby knows the ‘thoughts/emotions’ of its mother
and becomes nguch ‘sick and tired/bored’ of the mother” (Lutz 1985:55).

This connection between emotionality and illness is also found in the
western folk model: For example, it is thought people who are homesick
or sad about the loss of a loved one sometimes “pine away,” and that
chronic anger can lead to a heart attack. The model used on Ifaluk, how-
ever, appears to make the connection between emotions and illness much
more generally and explicitly, perhaps reinforced by the attribution of both
physical and mental sensations to a location in the gut.

The model used on Ifaluk, like the western model, gives a central role
to “thought” in the control of behavior. The concept bush, “crazy, in-
competent,” which is considered the opposite of repiy, “social intelligence,”
is widely used to refer to behavior that is deviant and appears to be due
to a failure to perceive the nature of the situation correctly. All infants
and children to about the age of 6 are considered bush. People we would
label as psychotic are called bush; on Ifaluk this is manifested by their
being unable to work and engaging in inexplicable behaviors, such as shout-
ing or eating without table manners. Lutz reports the case of such a per-
son whose “crazy” behavior consisted of saying repetitively “my knife, my
lighter, my basket,” etc. On Ifaluk sharing is strongly stressed as proper
behavior, and the use of first person singular pronoun is felt to be rude
in many contexts - and “crazy” in this one (Lutz 1985).

The ability to think correctly, especially on the part of children, is con-
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sidered to be influenced by instruction. Children are given lectures in which
a rule of proper behavior is gone over quietly and repeatedly. Lutz

(1985:61) states:

.. children are believed to obey when and because they listen and under-
stand language; intention and knowledge become virtually synonyr.nous in
this system. It is assumed that correct behavior naturally and inevitably
follows from understanding, which should follow from listening. Although
the concept of independent will is not absent (this is represented in the
concept of tip-,) the greatest stress is placed on the connections between
Janguage, listening, understanding, and correct behavior.

Here, the connection between thought and desire found in the western
model is reversed. In the western model, if one desires or intends to do
what is good, then one must be able to conceive of what is good. In the
model used on Ifaluk, if one can and does conceive of what is good, one
must do what is good. However, there have been theologians in the western
tradition who also argued that if one truly understood what was good,
one would desire it.

Based on indirect evidence, there appears to be another difference be-
tween the model used on Ifaluk and the western model. In his interviews
with a psychotic man, Spiro found that his assistants became disgusted
with this man’s reports of his hallucinations, saying he “talk lie, only 1?lk
lie” (Spiro 1950). Based on these reactions, it seems likely that the notion
that someone might really see and feel what is not actually there is not
part of their model of the mind.

Overall, however, the mode] used on Ifaluk and the western model 'se&.am
to have similar frameworks. Thoughts, feelings, and desires are distin-
guished. Feelings are considered a natural response to experience, not under
self-control, and also to have the power to move the person toward ac-
tion. The emotions are distinguished from physical sensations. Ur}derstand-
ing is required for appropriate behavior, and lack of understanding results
in loss of control.

On the other hand, there are significant differences betv{een the two
models. The one used on Ifaluk fuses thought and feeling with regard_to
the upper-level term nunuwan and apparently does not distir.lguish des'lre
from intention. In this model, the gut is thought to be the site of fecln?g
and thinking rather than the head. The emotion terms blend affects in
somewhat different ways than the western model. The interpersonal role
of emotion is more distinctly conceptualized than in the western model,
asis the role of emotion in physical iliness and the therapeutic use of calha_r-

sis. An understanding of hallucinatory experience may be absent from this
model. Finally, understanding what is right is treated as a necessary and
sufficient condition for doing what is right, rather than being treated as
simply a necessary condition.

Based on these two cases, it seems likely that the folk model of the
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mind will turn out to be like the folk model for colors as described by
Berlin and Kay (1969). That is, certain salient areas of the experiential
field will be universally recognized, although the degree to which the total
field is differentiated and the exact borders and boundaries between areas
will vary cross-culturally. However, at this point no simple ordering of
basic concepts like the ordering found for color terms has been found for
the model of the mind. In some areas, the people of Ifaluk do not make
distinctions we do (e.g., the distinction between desire and intention), but
in other areas they make more distinctions that we do (e.g., they com-
monly distinguish between the physical sensations and the emotional desires
concerning sex, hunger, and the cessation of pain, but this distinction is
rarely made by us).

Speculations about cultural differences and similarities

Logically, it might have been the case that the Ifalukan materials could
not even be translated into the western model. Suppose they had an ex-
tremely different model of the mind, one that made none of the distinc-
tions made in the western model. Since internal states and processes are
private, how could we ever learn anything about their model? However,
this is not what we find. The model used by the people of Ifaluk can be
translated. How is this possible?

If it were the case that an ethnographer could not learn the model, one
would wonder how the children on Ifaluk could learn the model. This
raises a more general question: If these models are models of private expe-
rience, how are they ever learned, either here or on Ifaluk? Even if every-
one’s private experience is highly similar, how can someone else’s words
be matched to anyone else’s private experience?

What in fact is the case is that neither model is only a model of private
experience. Both models use similar external, public events as identifying
marks in their definitions of internal states. Thus, thinking is like speech,
and speech is public. What are thoughts? One can say that thoughts are
like things one says to oneself, or images of what one sees with one’s eyes.
Feelings are like those sensations that do have public elicitors; we know
how to tickle each other. Furthermore, as human beings, we have what
appears to be an innate communication system for emotions, signalled
by patterns of facial expression (Ekman 1971). Various autonomic re-
sponses are also available as public events for the definition of feelings.
Feelings are typically aroused by relatively specific external events. To
understand what wishes are, we have the public expression of requests
and commands: Wanting is the feeling that gives rise to the child’s saying
“gimme, gimme.” Intentions are related to such speech acts as promises
and threats; that is, to the accomplishment of events to which one has
given a commitment. The tight connection pointed out by Vendler (1972)
between speech acts and internal states is not fortuitous; the thesis pre-
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sented here is that speech acts are one of the major classes of public events
used as identifying marks of internal states and processes.

This cannot be the full answer to how we learn about internal processes,
since even though types of speech acts and facial patterns may offer a
means of identifying internal events, they do not account for our beliefs
about the causal relations among these internal events, such as our belief
that we can think what we want to but that we cannot make ourselves
feel what we want to, or our belief that desires influence intentions but
not the reverse. One answer to this issue is to say that these are universals
of experience. Once one has categories such as “feeling” and “thought,”
identified by their relationship to various public events, one cannot escape -
noticing that one cannot decide what to feel but one can decide what to
think. Such a hypothesis has a ring of plausibility but seems completely
untestable.

Finally, one speculates about what generally might account for cultural
differences in folk models of the mind. Perhaps differences in the social
and interactional conditions of life give differential salience to some of
the identifying public marks of internal states. The emphasis on emotional
mental states in the model used on Ifaluk would seem to be related to
the strong salience of such emotion-linked actions as aggression and sharing
in daily life. However, such differences in salience would not explain why
there are differences in the conceptualization of causal relations between
various mental states, such as the notion that lecturing on what is good

causes the hearer to understand what is good thereby causing the hearer
to be well behaved. Nor would these differences in the salience of emo-
tion linked actions explain why the people of Ifaluk believe the verbal ex-
pression of feelings, especially depressive feelings, keeps one from being
made ill by those feelings. It seems likely that some part of this folk model,
like most folk models, cannot be explained by variation in current social
or ecological factors. Parts of most folk models are legacies from the past,
and the information needed to discover whatever causes once operated
to create these models is often not obtainable.

Note

1. Support for research reported in this paper was provided in part by a grant
from the National Science Foundation (BNS 8005731). The author wishes to
thank Paul Kay and Laurie Price for critical commentary on an earlier draft
of this paper and Susan Lindner and Ronald Langacker for discussions con-
cerning the semantics of mental states and processes.
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