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[bookmark: _Toc2]Article summary:
1. The article discusses the assumption that mental imagery involves inspecting picture-like objects and examines the distinction between cognitive architecture and tacit knowledge used to simulate visual situations.
2. The author argues against the literal view that mental images are spatially displayed or depictive, citing empirical reasons such as cognitive penetrability.
3. The article concludes that recent neuroscience evidence does not support the picture-theory of mental imagery over a symbol-structure theory, and suggests that mental images involve the same form of representation and processes as general reasoning, with added information about visual appearance.
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Appears moderately imbalanced: The article provides some useful information, but is missing several important points or pieces of evidence that would be required to present the discussed topics in a balanced and reliable way. You are encouraged to seek a more balanced perspective on the presented issues by exploring the provided research topics and looking at different information sources.
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The article titled "Mental imagery: In search of a theory" discusses the nature of mental images and challenges the widely held assumption that they are spatially displayed or depictive. While the author raises some valid points, there are several aspects of the article that warrant critical analysis.

One potential bias in the article is the author's strong skepticism towards the assumption of spatial or depictive nature of mental images. The author argues that this assumption fails for empirical reasons, such as cognitive penetrability. However, it is important to note that there is a considerable body of research supporting the idea that mental images do have spatial properties and can be manipulated in ways similar to physical objects. By dismissing this evidence without providing a comprehensive critique, the author may be overlooking important findings.

Furthermore, the article seems to present a one-sided view by primarily focusing on arguments against the spatial or depictive nature of mental images. While it acknowledges that imagery and vision involve some similar mechanisms, it quickly dismisses this as insufficient evidence for pictorial mental images. This narrow focus limits the scope of discussion and neglects alternative perspectives.

The article also lacks exploration of counterarguments or alternative theories regarding mental imagery. It does not adequately address competing theories or provide a balanced analysis of different viewpoints. This omission weakens the overall argument and undermines its credibility.

Additionally, there are unsupported claims made throughout the article. For example, when discussing recent neuroscience evidence, the author claims that it does not support a picture-theory over a symbol-structure theory of mental imagery. However, no specific evidence or studies are cited to support this claim, leaving readers without sufficient information to evaluate its validity.

Moreover, while discussing how mental images function in thought, the author asserts that rejecting the assumption of depictive or spatial nature is incompatible with what is known about image functioning. However, this claim lacks substantiation and fails to consider alternative explanations for how mental images may operate in cognition.

The article also lacks a comprehensive analysis of potential risks or limitations associated with the rejection of the spatial or depictive nature of mental images. By not addressing these concerns, the author may be downplaying the significance and implications of their argument.

In terms of writing style, the article is generally clear and concise. However, it could benefit from providing more context and background information to help readers understand the broader context of the debate surrounding mental imagery.

Overall, while the article raises some interesting points about mental imagery, it suffers from biases, unsupported claims, one-sided reporting, and a lack of exploration of alternative perspectives. A more balanced analysis that considers a wider range of evidence and counterarguments would strengthen its arguments and provide a more comprehensive understanding of the topic.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Alternative theories of mental imagery

· Spatial properties of mental images research

· Cognitive penetrability and mental imagery

· Neuroscience evidence for mental imagery theories

· Critiques of the assumption of depictive mental images

· Risks and limitations of rejecting the spatial nature of mental images
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