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At a first glance the object I have chosen looks like a bland-flavored muffin, but with closer inspection it’s being becomes more confusing.  It has several tiny layers, craters and crevices, and a concave cross on its top.  The “muffin” is fairly small in scale—it can fit in the palm of your hand, but once it is in the palm of your hand you realize how deceiving this muffin really is.  It has rough texture and weighs more than your average muffin.  Not until it is in your hand do you realize that it is more like a rock than a pastry.   The material it is made of looks like flaky concrete, supporting the idea that it has several layers (of flaky concrete).  Taken out of its context, this object does not make sense.  Is its existence based solely on deception?  Through some questioning (not of the muffin, but of others) its purpose was exposed—a bolt/screw used in major construction to keep pieces of concrete together or in it’s place.  The only detail that would give this away is the cross on its head: there is no elongated stem with a spiral carved into it.


My initial reaction to the bolt was tainted.  A friend had told me about a “weird muffin-rock” thing that she had found on a walk, so I knew that it was not really a muffin.  When she showed me her found object I was in disbelief.  How could something look so much like a muffin and not be one?  Yet, I wondered if others would believe that it is a muffin without the knowledge that I was provided ahead of time, so I proceeded to confront people with it.  Three out of the four people that I confronted them with it were ready to take a bite out of it, proving the bolt’s deceptive talent.


In attempting to analyze the perception of this object with help from varying disciplines a question that arises from onset is what to perceive it as: What it is or what it seems to be?  Seeing as how most perceived it as a muffin, it makes most sense to analyze it as one.  Associations and decontextualization is what made the illusion of a muffin possible.  The associations are that with the shapes of foods.  The only way that a person can recognize the bolt as a muffin is if they have experienced muffins enough in their lifetime to be able to immediately perceive it as so.  Without this prior exposure a person is more likely to perceive the bolt as a bolt. Along the same lines, these people may not have had enough exposure this type of bolt to recognize it as one.  After all, it does not fit the general description of a bolt in terms of size and texture.  Having the bolt out of its natural environment also contributes to the misperception.  There is a chance that if people were confronted with this bolt in an area where the bolt are put to their correct use, they would not identify it so readily as a muffin, but that cannot be proven without testing.

The signifier is a bolt, and the signified is a muffin.  The individual units found on it are the base of it, which I will call the stem, and the rounded top.  The stem is stumpy like that of the base of a muffin, and the rounded top resembles that of muffin.  Some visual characteristics that also allow viewers to lean towards a muffin are the bumps and craters that can also be found on a muffin because of ingredients sometimes used.

What is interesting is the fact that clues standing against the idea of a muffin were ignored.  These clues were the cross on the top and the right angle that exists where the stem and top meet.  This illustrated how the mind is ready to assign meaning to object as long as the most important elements (stumpy base and rounded top) are present and arranged correctly.

In analyzing the perception of the bolt as a muffin, semiotics and perceptual rules took precedence.  These were the fields that could really apply to the object in a concise way that addressed the specific reaction that many had to the object.  I cannot find a way in which other field would have a role in the analysis.
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