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Can I see your pain? An evaluative model of pain perception

Frédérique de Vignemont

Institut Jean Nicod our way of knowing (or one of our ways of knowing) about other minds (e.g., that his finger hurts) is exactly the same as our way (or one of our ways) of knowing about other bodies (e.g., that his finger is in his mouth). (Dretske, 1973, p. 35) According to Dretske's optimistic conception, there is no problem of other minds. More specifically, he argues that we can have perceptual knowledge of other people's pain, although pain is not an observable entity. To some extent, Dretske's claim seems to be relatively uncontroversial. We can easily say that we see that the other person is in pain.

Furthermore, we can have sometimes a feeling of immediacy and of visual presence associated with our knowledge of other people's pains [START_REF] Smith | The Phenomenology of Face-to-Face Mindreading[END_REF]. Hence, one may want to go further and claim that we have direct perception of their pains [START_REF] Cassam | The Possibility of Knowledge[END_REF][START_REF] Green | Self-Expression[END_REF][START_REF] Mcdowell | On the Reality of the Past[END_REF][START_REF] Scheler | The Nature of Sympathy[END_REF][START_REF] Schutz | The Phenomenology of the Social World[END_REF][START_REF] Stout | Seeing the Anger in Someone's Face[END_REF][START_REF] Zahavi | Empathy and direct social perception: a phenomenological proposal[END_REF]. After exploring various interpretations of this claim, I will show the difficulties that a direct model of 3 rd person pain perception faces. I will then appeal to the evaluative theory of pain [START_REF] Cutter | Tracking representationalism and the painfulness of pain[END_REF][START_REF] Bain | What makes pains unpleasant?[END_REF]this chapter) to offer an indirect perceptual account of 3 rd person pain perception.

How direct?

That one can directly access other people's mental states is a recurrent theme in the recent literature about mindreading. It is thus worth spending some time on what this means in this specific context. 1 In the phenomenological tradition, it may sometimes seem that direct perception only involves the lack of awareness of inferential processes. For instance, I can be said to directly see my friend's distress when I see her crying, because I am aware only of her tears, and not of any inferences that I draw on the basis of my perception of her tears. On this interpretation, however, many cognitive processes qualify as direct because we are rarely 1 There are other interpretations, especially in the epistemology of perception, which I will not discuss here. aware of the inferential steps that they involve. A more interesting interpretation is that I directly see her distress because there is simply no extra inferential step, conscious or unconscious. Seeing her tears is seeing her distress. One is then said to have a direct access to others' minds in the same way as one has a direct access to their bodily expressions through perception. One may try to be even more specific by distinguishing between three distinct claims:

(i) I directly see your pain (ii) I directly see that you are in pain (iii) I indirectly see that you are in pain

The difference between (i) and (ii) follows from Dretske's (1979) distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic perception. Let us imagine that a dog is barking. I can hear that a dog is barking. This requires me to possess concepts, including the concept of DOG and BARKING, and to apply them. My perception is then said to be epistemic. I may be right or wrong, but in any case I hear the world in a certain way. Imagine, however, that I have heard the sound but without recognizing it. I definitely hear the dog barking since I turn my head towards it. Yet I do not recognize the dog barking as such. I simply acquire information about the world, which does not amount to my having a conceptually structured representation of the world. My perception is then said to be non-epistemic.

The difference between (ii) and (iii) follows from another distinction that Dretske made between direct and indirect epistemic perception. Although it involves recognitional processes, there is a sense in which my epistemic perception can be said to be direct when I hear that the dog is barking. More specifically, it can be said to be direct because all the information about the dog barking is embedded in the non-epistemic perception from which it follows. It just needs to be extracted and conceptually structured. 2 Let us now imagine that the dog barks each time that the postman comes. According to Dretske, one can say that I hear that the postman is coming. My perception, however, is only indirect. This is so because the information about the postman is not embedded in information from the more proximal object (the dog barking). It needs to be derived on the basis of further knowledge (about the dog barking each time that the postman comes). There is thus an extra inferential step.

Within this conceptual framework, we can ask the following two questions. First, can 3rd person pain perception be non-epistemic? As we shall see, it may sometimes seem that the phenomenological tradition claims that one can have a non-conceptual perceptual awareness of another individual's pain like in (i). I shall call this view the non-epistemic hypothesis. A weaker conception consists in claiming that one can have non-epistemic perception only of bodily expressions, and not of pain itself. The perception of pain is only epistemic. This raises the second question: is it direct or indirect?

The non-epistemic hypothesis of pain perception

We shall start by evaluating the non-epistemic hypothesis, according to which one can have non-conceptual awareness of other people's pains. One may then be said to experience their pains. However, one may be tempted to immediately rule it out on the basis of the following reductio ad absurdum.

1. Non-epistemic hypothesis: Knowledge of other people's pains is grounded in the immediate experience of their pains.

2. Knowledge of one's own pain is grounded in the immediate experience of one's own pain.

3. Thus, there is no epistemological difference between the knowledge of one's own pains and the knowledge of other people's pains. This reductio, however, fails. It fails not because (3) is true. Arguably, if I believe that I am in pain because I feel it, everyone else is in a worse position than I with respect to the question whether I am in pain. Knowledge of one's own pain can then be said to be incorrigible. 3 But from its incorrigibility directly follows the corrigibility of the knowledge of other people's pains. Whatever the grounds you may have to believe me to be in pain, I will always be entitled to deny it. There is thus a fundamental asymmetry between the knowledge of one's pains and the knowledge of other people's pains. Hence, (3) is false. If the reductio fails, it is thus for a different reason. It fails because the epistemic asymmetry (3) does not follow from (1) and (2) since there is an equivocation of the term 'experience'. If one can experience other people's pain, it can be only under an experiential mode different from when one experiences one's own pain. More specifically, according to the non-epistemic hypothesis, one can experience other people's pain, but only from the outside. The outside mode of experience is defined by contrast to the inside mode that characterizes bodily experiences. Typically, the inside mode refers to an internal privileged access to one's own bodily and mental properties.

For instance, one can be said to experience one's own pain from the inside. Whether this kind of experience from the inside is perceptual or not is a question that I will not address. Indeed, what is at stake here is whether one can experience pain from the outside, that is, on the basis of external senses such as vision and audition. And if one can, then it means that one can also experience other people's pain from the outside because external senses give perceptual access to bodies other than one's own. However, at no point does the non-epistemic hypothesis entail that experiences from the outside are as reliable as experiences from the inside. The knowledge of one's own pain and the knowledge of other people's pains can be both rationally grounded in experiences, and these experiences can have different justificatory force. Hence, the epistemic asymmetry between the knowledge of one's own pain and the knowledge of other people's pains does not show that the latter is not experiential. The reductio ad absurdum thus fails.

The non-epistemic hypothesis, however, faces other difficulties. More specifically, I will show how challenging the task is to provide an adequate model of analysing 3 rd person pain in experiential terms, that is, to defend the view that we experience others' pains from the outside. A systematic review of the idiosyncrasies of each perceptual model is beyond the scope of this paper, and I will focus only on one interpretation that one can give of the phenomenological tradition. Let us see how they describe the direct perception of other people's emotions: I obviously do not see the distress the same way I see the color of his shirt; rather I see the distress "in" his pained countenance (Stein, 1989, 6). In this case it makes sense to say that I experience (rather than imagine or infer) his distress. (Zahavi and Overgaard, 2012, p. 8, my underline) Zahavi and Overgaard acknowledge the peculiarity of 3 rd person pain perception. It should not be assumed that it is like any other kind of perception of mundane properties like colour or shape. Still, they claim, it is experiential. This does not mean that one has no experience of the pained countenance itself. Rather, one experiences the other's pain in his pained expression. There is, however, no real account of what that means. Interestingly, one can find a description of the notion of "seeing-in" in some aesthetic theories. According to Wollheim's influential account, one sees the surface of a painting, and sees also, simultaneously, what is depicted "in" the surface. There is thus a double load for visual experiences of pictures.

When I look at the Manet, my perception is twofold in that I simultaneously am visually aware of the marked surface and experience something in front of, or behind, something elsein this case, a woman in a hat standing in front of a clump of trees. These are two aspects of a single experience. They are not two experiences. (Wollheim, 2003, p. 3) The pictorial content is not inferred from the experience of the painting. It is itself experiential. It normally leads to the epistemic perception of what is depicted, but it can remain non-conceptual. One may then suggest that we experience pain in bodily expressions in the same way as we experience a woman in a hat in the marked surface of a portrait. In Wollheim's terms, when I see someone's expression of pain, my non-epistemic perception is twofold in that I am visually aware simultaneously of the marked face and of the pain behind.

One can have a visual awareness of the bodily expressions of pain, and also, simultaneously, a visual awareness of the pain "in" the bodily expression. The experience of the facial expression does not disappear hidden behind the experience of the person's pain. 4At first sight, the Seeing-in model thus seems to be relatively promising to account for our access to other people's pains. Furthermore, it seems compatible with empirical findings that show that one can recognize emotions on the basis of the perception of facial expressions, especially if the visual stimuli are dynamic [START_REF] Ekman | Unmasking the Face: A Guide to Recognizing Emotions from Facial Clues[END_REF]. However, the fact that the participants in these studies can succeed in recognizing the emotional type in a facial pattern does not show that someone's emotional state is part of the content of their visual experience. Such empirical results cannot be taken as evidence for the Seeing-in model, and more generally for the non-epistemic hypothesis. Actually it is not clear how any experimental findings could show that we have non-conceptual awareness of other people's pains. On the other hand, they could neither show that we do not have such awareness.

If we cannot assess the validity of the non-epistemic hypothesis with the help of empirical evidence, then how can we do it? At this stage, we might want to explore more thoroughly the notion of seeing-in and the parallel between the perception of pictures and the perception of emotional expressions. 5 According to Wollheim himself, there are limits to what one can see in a picture. More specifically, he claims that the notion of seeing-in does not apply to abstract paintings. One can have a visual experience in the marked surface of the objects, the landscapes, the individuals that are depicted, but not of abstract ideas. In particular, one cannot have a visual experience of the artist's intentions that the painting expresses. Although the artist's intentions set the standard relative to which the depicted content is evaluated, it is not part of the experiential content. Expression and depiction are two distinct functions of representation, and the notion of seeing-in exclusively applies to depiction. The problem for the Seeing-in model is that pain should be compared to the intention rather than to the depicted content. The evaluation of the painful expression is done on the basis of what the person feels in the same way as the evaluation of the painting is done on the basis of what the artist intended to do. Pain determines what is expressed in the same way as the artist's intention. For instance, a painting would be considered by its artist as a failure if her intention was to paint a depressing landscape but ended up depicting a happy sunny spring afternoon.

Even if the sunny landscape were well painted, the artist would still think that he has failed.

Expression and depiction are thus different. And the pain grimace expresses rather than depicts pain.

To conclude, the Seeing-in model fails to account for the peculiarities of 3 rd person pain perception. There may be other non-epistemic models, but I suspect that they would face the same or other difficulties. I will now turn to epistemic models and see whether they fare better. They do not assume that one has a non-conceptual awareness of the other's pain. They only assume that one can see that someone is in pain. The question then is whether one sees it directly or not.

The epistemic hypothesis of pain perception

We should not jib at, or interpret away, the commonsense thought that … one can literally perceive, in another person's facial expression or his behavior, that he is in pain, and not just infer that he is in pain from what one perceives. (McDowell 1978, p. 136) What McDowell describes here is the possibility to be perceptually aware that another individual is in pain, that is, an epistemic model of pain perception. There are, however, two ways the epistemic hypothesis can be spelled out. According to the most cognitive version, one is indirectly aware that the other is in pain in virtue of being directly aware of her bodily expressions. To use [START_REF] Dretske | Perception and Other Minds[END_REF] example, for me to see that your finger hurts involves recognizing that your finger is in your mouth and knowing that one puts one's finger in the mouth when it hurts. On this version of the epistemic hypothesis, pain perception is grounded in epistemic bodily perception and in further knowledge. McDowell, however, rejects such extra inferential processes and defends a less cognitively demanding conception, according to which one is directly aware that the other is in pain. Recognizing the bodily expression is recognizing it as a manifestationon this occasionof pain. No further knowledge is required. How can one settle between these two versions? Is 3 rd person pain perception direct or indirect?

According to Dretske, only the perception of a proper part of an object can ground the direct epistemic perception of the object. One can then suggest the following epistemic model of 3 rd person pain perception, which I call the Mereological model. It characterizes the relationship between bodily expressions and pain in terms of part-whole relationship, as it has been defended by [START_REF] Green | Self-Expression[END_REF], for instance.

Let a be an object, event, or process that is perceptible. Then we may say that relative to an organism O and ecological situation E, a characteristic component of a is a part of a that, when perceived in E without any other part of a being perceived, enables O to perceive a. (Green 2007, p. 87) According to the Mereological model, a painful grimace is a part of what it is to be in pain.

Seeing a part of pain is then seeing pain. In other words, the facial expressions are the tip of the iceberg of pain. When one is visually aware of the tip of the iceberg, then one is visually aware that there is an iceberg, although the rest of it is not visible. Likewise, when one sees the face, one sees that there is a back of the head. One may then say that when one sees the facial expression, one sees that there is pain. One of the interests of the Mereological model is that it grants that one can be visually aware that there is pain without assuming that all the parts of painful experiences are visible.

However, one may question the hypothesis that painful experiences have parts, and if they have, that a painful grimace is one of those. It is true that according to a now classic conception, pain has components, the sensory-discriminative one, the affective one, and possible the cognitive-evaluative one. But on this conception, bodily expressions are the results of these components, and do not constitute an additional one. Another way to put it is to say that pain has a motivational force, which causes and justifies specific behaviours, including bodily expressions. The motivational force is constitutive of pain, but its behavioural consequences are not. To claim that bodily expressions are parts of pain would be to renounce to the idea that pain causes bodily expressions.6 But if they are not parts of pain, one cannot directly perceive that there is pain, at least on this definition of directness.

Putting aside the Mereological model, there seems to be a fundamental obstacle for 3 rd person pain perception to be direct and this is the lack of one-to-one mapping between bodily expressions and emotions. For epistemic pain perception to be direct, the information about the pain must be embedded in the information that one gets in a direct way about the painful expression. However, information about the other's affective state often requires contextual information in addition to information about bodily expressions. Although most studies show that participants can recognize the expression of the six basic emotions, they are far from doing so with 100% accuracy. Just to give an example, Nico Fridja (1957), one of the leading social psychologists of emotions, reports a success rate of only 44%. Roughly speaking, without the context, one is most of the time not very good in decoding what the other feels. It is only when the emotion, and the corresponding expression, is very intense and vivid (intense rage or overwhelming happiness, for instance) that there is little room for interpretation.

Let us consider Dretske's example of the man frowning. We have a visual experience of his facial expression. If his facial expression is barely perceptible because the conditions of visibility are bad or because he does not show much of what he feels, we can be mistaken and believe that he is raising his eyebrows, for instance. But under good conditions, this does not happen. Our visual experience normally justified us in forming the visual belief that he is frowning because it results from reliable visual processing. In addition, our visual experience can justify us in forming other beliefs, about the man's affective state. But a person's frown can express either anger or pain. Seeing that the man is frowning can then justify two perceptual beliefs: that he is angry and that he is in pain. There is a one-to-many mapping between bodily expressions and affective states. Even if the frown is clear and distinct, its emotional interpretation is open. Without the context, one may well fail to disambiguate between pairs of facial emotional signals [START_REF] Dailey | EMPATH: A neural network that categorizes facial expressions[END_REF]. It seems that it is only under some specific conditions that emotion recognition is reliable, but in these cases, the reliability often arises more from further knowledge about the context than from the perception of the bodily expression itself. Consequently, the idea that one perceives another's emotion just by perceiving her bodily expression loses its grip [START_REF] Stout | Seeing the Anger in Someone's Face[END_REF].

Interestingly, even proponents of the direct perception theory acknowledge the absence of one-to-one relationship between bodily expressions and affective states. Yet they do not believe that it precludes pain perception being direct.

But is it impossible for something to be both direct and contextual at the same time? (…) The problem, however, is that there is not one golden [sic] standard of what directness amounts to. As Bennett and Hacker (2003) recently remarked, we can speak of indirect evidence or of knowing indirectly only where it also makes sense to speak of a more direct evidence, but there is no more direct way of knowing that another is in pain than by seeing him writhe in pain (Zahavi and Overgaard, 2012, p. 13-14).

Here, there is a risk that such a liberal definition of directness trivializes the direct perception theory of other people's emotions. Let us consider the following example. There is no more direct way of knowing what the landscape on Mars looks like than looking at pictures sent by the NASA exploration rovers. Yet I can hardly claim that I directly see that the Martian soil is red. 7 In other words, the fact that a way of knowing cannot be "more direct" does not preclude it involving many complex computational stages. Even if we did not have a gold standard of directness, it would still not be clear that we are ready to qualify such a complex process as 7 Zahavi and Overgaard may reply that one day in the future there will be a more direct way to see Mars by actually going there. But one can make the same claim about pain. With the progress of neuroimaging techniques, we are actually not so far from seeing pain in the brain. being direct. I thus invite one to offer the explicit conditions under which epistemic perception of other people's pains can be direct that do not trivialize the notion of directness.

The evaluative model of pain perception

I will now conclude with an alternative epistemic model of pain perception, which I call the evaluative model. It does not assume that one can be directly aware that there is pain. It only assumes that one can be directly aware that there is something bad, and indirectly aware that someone could be in pain. It is inspired from the recent representationalist view of pain known as evaluativism [START_REF] Cutter | Tracking representationalism and the painfulness of pain[END_REF]Bain, this volume).

A subject's being in unpleasant pain consists in his (i) undergoing an experience (the pain) that represents a disturbance of a certain sort, and (ii) that same experience additionally representing the disturbance as bad for him in the bodily sense. [START_REF] Bain | What makes pains unpleasant?[END_REF] If now we apply evaluativism to 3 rd person pain perception, it leads to the following two claims: a subject's perceiving unpleasant pain consists in his (i) undergoing a visual or auditory experience that represents a disturbance of a certain sort, and (ii) that same experience additionally representing the disturbance as bad in the bodily sense. If this were to suffice to perceive other people's pains, it may seem that we have eventually found a direct model of 3 rd person pain perception. However, as I will later argue, these two conditions do not suffice and a third one is required: (iii) further knowledge about the context to compute the probability of pain.

Let us start with the first two conditions. As one may note, they cannot be strictly identical to the evaluative account of pain itself. Two further qualifications are needed. First, one needs to specify for whose body the disturbance is represented as bad. Secondly, one needs to specify the nature of the disturbance that is perceived as bad in the bodily sense. In pain, the disturbance is represented as bad for the subject having the experience. By contrast, in 3 rd person pain perception, the disturbance is primarily represented as bad for the person undergoing the disturbance, rather than for the subject having the visual experience. Still, there is a sense in which the disturbance can also be seen as bad for the perceiving subject. To be in perceptual contact with the person in pain indeed generally involves sharing the same space, and thus sharing the same potential threats. For example, if I see you bitten by a mosquito, I can be the next victim. The evaluative property ascribed to the disturbance can then be conceived as an alarm signal, which is both other-oriented (bad for the person that one sees enduring the disturbance) and self-oriented (bad for the person that sees the disturbance).

One may then question the type of disturbance that the visual experience represents as bad.

The notion of disturbance is actually quite vague. Does it refer to whatever normally causes pain, to homeostatic deficiency or to activity in the nociceptive system? None of these replies seems to be satisfactory [START_REF] Klein | What the body commands[END_REF]. For the sake of the evaluative model of 3 rd person pain perception, I will rather refer to what I call warning properties, whose scope is wider than what is generally assumed by the notion of disturbance. Warning properties are properties of objects or events that occurs either in personal space or peripersonal space 8 , to which the perceptual system ascribes a negative value because they indicate the high probability of something bad happening to the body. They include not only bodily damage (e.g., blood pouring from the hand), but also what is upstream to the damage, like threats close to the body (e.g., a knife approaching your tight), as well as what is downstream, like bodily and verbal expressions (e.g., pain grimace, tensed posture, 'ouch') and bodily reactions (e.g., 8 An object or event is perceived in peripersonal space if it occurs in the immediate surrounding of the body. Numerous findings indicate that the representation of this special area display specific sensorimotor properties. In particular, it has been shown to play a defensive function and can be conceived as a margin of safety. withdrawal). 9 For instance, if we go back to the case of the frowning man, our visual experience represents his frown as a warning property.

The hypothesis is thus that perception of warning properties as warning properties is evaluative because the perceptual system has ascribed a negative value to them. Such an evaluative perception gives direct awareness of other people's bodily situation being bad.

Although there are some interesting similarities with the evaluative theory of pain, there are also dissimilarities. There is thus no risk of confusion between painful experiences and the perceptual experiences of warning properties. 10 As Bain (2003) notes, there is a fundamental difference between seeing and feeling injuries, and only the latter constitutes a painful experience. Still, one may wonder whether the perceptual experiences of warning properties are themselves unpleasant since they seem to meet the evaluativist characterization of the unpleasantness of pain. Indeed, according to evaluativism, an experience is unpleasant in virtue of representing disturbances as bad. However, it may not be enough for an experience to feel unpleasant to represent something as bad. It has to represent something as bad for the subject of the experience. This is the case of painful experiences. And, as already mentioned, it can be true in some circumstances in evaluative perceptual experiences, for instance if the threat that is close to you is not so far from me. But there are many contexts in which warning properties indicate only the probability of something bad happening to the other person only (when seeing you frowning, for instance). In these contexts, I would argue that evaluative perceptual experiences do not have to be unpleasant.

The question that interests us, however, is whether the perception of warning properties can ground beliefs about other people's pains, and if it does, whether it is in a direct or indirect manner. Let us compare three stages in the following scenario: I see a rock falling on you, I see your leg broken and I see you frowning and screaming. According to the evaluative 9 But it does not include other signs indicating pain, whose interpretation is more cognitively demanding (e.g., a person taking Advil). 10 I shall come back on that point in the conclusion. model, I see warning properties at each stage: I directly see that something bad is happening to you. But badness is different from pain. It is actually a relatively indeterminate notion. The perception of warning properties simply ascribes a negative value to the event, but it does not do much more. It is not more informative than an alarm signal. If it were more informative, arguably, it would require more complex inferences and information. One could then no longer claim that one can directly see that something bad is happening. How do I then go from badness to pain? My account is two-fold. First, my evaluative perception can only justify me in forming a belief about the probability of her being in pain now or in the near future. Secondly, my evaluative perception contributes but does not suffice to compute the probability of pain. Arguably, the computation of the probability of pain can be relatively complex and require further knowledge about the context. For instance, I need to know whether you have noticed the rock falling and whether you have the ability to jump quickly enough to avoid it. Even at the second stage, when I see your leg broken, my belief that you are in pain will depend on whether you are anesthetized having surgery to fix your leg.

Finally, at the last stage, I need to know whether you have reasons to be in pain or to be angry that explain why you scream.

Hence, evaluative perception gives direct awareness that the bodily situation is bad. It does not give direct awareness that the person is in pain. It is only in virtue of being directly aware of the badness that one can become indirectly aware of the pain. This is so because perceptual experiences of warning properties do not suffice by themselves to fix the probability that the person is in pain. But they do suffice to alert that something bad is happening to the person. In other words, under normal circumstances, it suffices for me to see you frowning to know that there is something wrong, but it does not suffice for me to know that you are in pain. Further knowledge is required. This is our third condition of 3 rd person pain perception.

To recapitulate, according to the evaluative model of 3 rd person pain perception, one can experience warning properties from the outside, which grounds direct epistemic awareness that the bodily situation is bad, which in turn grounds the indirect epistemic awareness that the person is, or will be, in pain. Although the perception of warning properties does not give a direct access to other people's pain, it is still an efficient tool for motivating prosocial behaviours as well as attentional vigilance for the surrounding, and possibly avoidance behaviours. It is also an efficient tool for acquiring knowledge about the badness of other people's situation and the danger of the world around us.11 From an evolutionary perspective, these functions actually seem more important than to directly learn about other people's pain.

Conclusion

Our starting point was the feeling of directly apprehending other people's pains. I have argued that this feeling is illusory. Direct perceptual models, whether non-epistemic or epistemic, fail to successfully account for the relationship between bodily expressions and pain (see Table ). I do not see the pain in your eyes. What I see are warning properties that I represent as bad. In other words, I see an alarm signal, not your pain. My awareness of your pain is thus only indirect. 

Table 3 rd person pain perception Direct Indirect

 3 

	Non-epistemic	Seeing-in model	n/a

This notion of direct perception should not be confused with Gibson's notion, for instance. Since it is epistemic, it involves recognitional processes.

A stronger claim would be to say that it is infallible, but this is more controversial and it is not required by the argument here. See Langland-Hassan (this volume).

The notion of seeing-in even allows some flexibility about the dual experiential content. It may happen that one sees only the surface, and not beyond when one restores a damaged Renaissance painting, for instance. Likewise, even the phenomenological tradition would accept that in some circumstances, one sees only the tears and not the pain behind.

One may question the very notion of seeing-in, even for picture perception (for discussion, seeAbell and Bantinaki, 2010). This, however, goes beyond the scope of this paper.

Such an option, however, may be open to functionalists and behaviorists.

For instance, seeing that a conspecific's body is instantiating warning properties after eating a specific kind of berries motivates me both to help this person and to stay away from these berries. Furthermore, I can learn by proxy that this specific kind of berry is poisonous.

Epistemic

Mereological model Evaluative model

Why, then, do I sometimes have a feeling of immediate acquaintance? Arguably, it reveals dysfunction at the metaperceptual level that results into my being mistaken about what is directly perceived. But what is the origin of the error? I will briefly suggest two answers. The first possibility is that badness is mistaken for pain. Since my awareness of warning properties is evaluative like pain, one can easily conceive that the two can be confused. There is, however, another possibility. 12 On this alternative view, my pain is mistaken for your pain.

More specifically, perceiving that another individual is in pain can sometimes induce a vicarious experience of pain [START_REF] De Vignemont | What is it like to feel another's pain?[END_REF]. This has been empirically confirmed in a series of studies on pain perception, which show activation of parts of the neural basis of pain (e.g., [START_REF] Singer | Empathy for pain involves the affective but not sensory components of pain[END_REF]. Hence, in pain perception, it is true that there is a direct acquaintance with pain, but it is with one's own, or more precisely, with one's own vicarious pain. This gives rise to a feeling of immediacy. Yet, because one is barely aware of the vicarious experience itself, one erroneously attaches the feeling of immediacy to the awareness of the other person's pain.