BELIEVABILITY Beliefs Expectations
· Believability has different aspects depending on the subject of the experience and on the conditions of the experience. 

· BS = Believable for a scientist of some kind. Let us take the example of the discussion about the believability of the planets and worlds depicted by the Star Wars saga conducted by two scientists specialized in astrophysics and extraterrestrial life. Betts and Shostak affirm having trouble buying some planets of the galaxy far, far away because they are “beyond our current expectations or measurements”. Hence, the credibility of the planets and worlds depicted depends on the expectations based on what scientific knowledge tells about planets and worlds; a credible world is a world that could exist without violating the expectations that scientists have. It is a possible world relatively to scientific knowledge, even if it is not necessarily an existing world. 
· Scientific believability is a form of judgment based on knowledge.

· Scientific believability depends on the scientific discipline at stake; it is a specialized judgment.

· “To believe” does not mean in this context “to believe it is true, in the sense of real”, but “to believe it is plausible, in the sense of realistic”. Something is judged to be believable, but the one who judges it believable does not necessarily believe it.  Science fiction is not scientific discovery, it can just be scientifically plausible.
· Spectators of Star Wars saga or other SF movie do not necessarily hold scientific knowledge about the contents of the fiction. In what way do they emit believability judgments? As the scientists do, spectators do not believe that the contents of the fiction are true, in the sense that they are real or existent. Nevertheless, a story (the intrigue, the relationship between the characters, the interactions with the environment) can be more or less plausible. This consideration can be applied to other types of fiction, such as narrative. In addition to the plausibility of the story, the movie can be judged on the perceptual aspect of the creatures it displays: their features and motor behavior, for instance can be judged more or less credible. 
· We can speak of narrative and perceptual plausibility or believability.

· As the judgment of believability emitted by the scientist is based on the respect of his expectations issued from his knowledge, the judgment of believability of the spectator is based on the respect of his expectations; the expectations of the spectator are not necessarily issued from specialized knowledge but can be issued from experience or other.

· In some cases the expectations of the spectator might not be entirely issued form his personal past experience; the fiction itself might propose some information about the objects that figure in the fiction; the information provides the spectator with a new knowledge and new beliefs about these objects, thus with expectations about them. The information provided within the fictional situation might hence play an important role for the believability of the objects and events of the fiction. 
· As the judgment of the scientist, the judgment of believability of the spectator does not regard the reality or existence of the represented objects and events. 

· Contrarily from the scientist, the spectator might not be aware of the expectations that are respected by the fiction and that make the fiction believable for him.

· The expectations of the spectator are of a different kind from the expectations of the scientist: they are not necessarily based upon knowledge and explicit representations and expectations about objects and events. They regard the normal aspect and behavior of objects. This normal aspect includes the implicit knowledge of some physical laws but also some implicit knowledge regarding the nature, aspect and general characteristics of the objects and events. We can call the expectations of the spectator that are not based on explicit knowledge about specific objects “perceptual expectations” and the believability which is related to them “perceptual believability”. 

· The question is: which are the factors that are responsible for perceptual believability? What makes a fictional dinosaur more or less believable? There are general perceptual characteristics that do not depend on the kind of object or creature which is represented (a dinosaur or a giant octopus). These are the characteristics the spectator might not be able to express. 
· A spectator could say: “I know such monsters do not exist, but they really look true, real”. Such a statement indicates that the spectator sees some of his cognitive expectations violated: he knows that monsters do not show themselves in the real world; he also knows he is assisting to a fictional representations and not to a scientific demonstration; nevertheless he cannot but have that perceptual experience and he cannot but find it convincing, in the sense that in some way the experience respects some of his expectations (perceptual expectations and not cognitive expectations about the existing creatures). There something in common with the experience of an illusion: one knows his experience being false and cannot but perceive it as convincing. 

· If a fictional situation appears unbelievable the spectator might better know which of his expectations have been violated by the fiction. For instance a monster which moves too slowly or which movement is rigid. 

· Let us take a SF movie of the ’50 with Ray Harryhausen special effects and a contemporary SF movie with last generation digital special effects. Which characteristics make the difference of believability between the creatures of the two movies? Both creatures are plainly false (non real, non existent) but one could be perceptually more believable than the other. Which perceptual characteristics are respected in one case that are not respected in the other?
· Example: compare the perceptual believability of the dinosaurs of “The lost world”, “The creature from 20.000 fathoms”, “Jurassic Park”. 

· A judgment about the credibility of the story and of the perceptual aspect of a movie can vary with the subjects, at least in part, but not completely. 

· A judgment of believability from a spectator is associated with emotions and other personal reactions.

· Movies do not include interaction. The spectator cannot act on the objects and creatures of the fictional situation. What does it change in the judgment of believability when interaction is allowed? The experience with VR as compared with the experience with movies indicates that the possibility of interacting does not necessarily enhance the believability of the objects and creatures that are represented. On the other hand, the fact that the objects and creatures can be modified by our actions gives rise to something special: the interaction exists.

· Some VR worlds are too simple; their objects might be believable, but they are uninteresting for the user

· Simplification is no necessarily a bad thing, if it is not oversimplification; the aim of reproducing too complex creatures might incur in the frustration of the expectations about these creatures, so in a lack of believability. On the contrary, simple creatures (for instance cartoons) might create lower expectations that are more easily respected. 
· Inn some cases the considerations that are valid for movies (perceptual and conceptual plausibility) are valid for VR  products. In fact, interaction is not always allowed. 

· One main difference with simple perceptual and conceptual believability arises when the actions of the user (no more a spectator) are no more without consequences. Some of the actions of the spectator of a movie have some consequences on his perceptual experience: if the spectator closes his eyes or turns his head his perceptual experience is modified. Nevertheless none of the actions of the spectator can modify the objects on the scene. On the contrary, in an interactive condition, the actions of the user do modify the objects of the VR environment. They modify the causes of perception.
· In interactive VR, the objects that cause perception can be modified by the user and not only by their creator: they can be broken for instance; does this act change something in their believability? How can this fact be related with a sort of independent existence? In other words, interactive objects are susceptible to the perceiver’s actions and not only to the perceiver’s perceptual experience. It is something that happens with real objects, but not with fictional ones.Strawson has defined objectivity as existence independently of the perceiver’s states. Here it seems that the sensitivity to the perceiver’s actions might represent a clue for existence; at least for a form of existence. Virtual existence? An existence which lacks the physical requisite of the objects of the material world but which produces stimulations of the sensory modalities that are analogous to the stimulations produced by material objects (through the medium of course of physical objects: the computer devices) and which is sensitive to the actions of the perceiver. 
· Additionally to conceptual and perceptual factors of (explicit and implicit) believability there must be interactional factors: way of reacting on the side of the object following the actions of the user. This is not the same problem which is posed by the fact that the object can be modified by the user. 

· What is the influence of interpersonal communication in the enhancement of the believability of a shared object?

· In summary: Three or four kinds of believability can be described: Scientific believability (the represented objects do not violate scientific expectations: their existence is plausible even if not real); conceptual and perceptual believability (the represented objects do not violate common expectations about the behavior and the aspect of objects, creatures and events: their perceptual experience is convincing, they are plausible even if the perceiver knows that they do not exist in reality), interactive believability (expectation about interaction, action and perception relationships are not violated, in addition to the fact that perceptual and conceptual expectations are not violated)
· Believability & Beliefs: which relations?

· there is no need to believe that p in order to judge that p is believable, if to believe that p means to hold that p is true and when to believe that p is true means to believe that p exists or it is real. In fact, to judge that p is believable only means that p could be true, in the sense of existent or real. In other words: there is no need to believe that p exists or that p is real in order to judge that p is believable. Nevertheless, in order to judge that p is believable one must have some beliefs or at least some expectations that are not violated by p. Only can judge that p is believable one who has some beliefs and/or expectations (the disjunction between beliefs and expectations being motivated by the possibility that some expectations are not based on the existence of beliefs, such as sensorimotor expectations if they do exist).

·   Is it necessary to judge that p is believable in order to believe that p? Can one believe something he holds as unbelievable? Looks like the problem of acrasia. Also like the problem of illusions resilient to knowledge: one knows it is not true but cannot help not perceiving it. 

· If one judges that p is believable, hen why one does not believe that p? Which are the factors that decide one to believe something which is plausible? Which is the difference between believable and true (hold as true)? 
· Believability and expectations: which relations?

· Expectations seem to be at the core of the definition of believability. P is believable if p does not violate a certain amount of expectations

· Which kinds of expectations? Cognitive, perceptual, …

· Is there a hierarchy in the importance of expectations when believability is concerned?

· The violation of expectations can be described as thee violation of diachronic coherence; what about the violation of the synchronic coherence and believability? 

· Surprise arises as a consequence of violations of expectations and coherence; which is the relation between surprise and believability? Is a surprising event unbelievable? Is an unbelievable event surprising?
