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market. The book is beautifully written, and would be ideal for an advanced under-
graduate or graduate course on the emotions, but in fact all scholars working on this
topic will have things to learn from it. I recommend it very highly.”

–Tim Crane, University of Cambridge, UK
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Preface

The present book is an introduction to the philosophy of the emotions and as
such presents and assesses the major theories of what the emotions are, as
well as the numerous issues that the significant and growing interest in them
has brought to light in recent years. It would perhaps have been possible to
provide this introductory overview of the theoretical landscape from a
detached distance, but this is a route we have deliberately chosen not to
follow. Instead, we have opted to lead the reader on a ground-level trek
through the intellectual thickets of the current debates in the field, taking
sides and staking out positions as we advance. This book is, as a result, a very
opinionated introduction.
This is not the only reason why this introduction is distinctive and why it

may claim to fill a gap in the flurry of recent publications on the emotions.
First, it is throughout informed by many broader discussions and debates
central to contemporary philosophy of mind and epistemology. The phe-
nomenology and intentionality of the emotions, as well as epistemological
issues surrounding them, are considered from the perspective of these debates
as they are conducted in the current literature. Second, while the book
works its way towards a satisfactory account of the emotions, it also tries to make
up for the relative neglect that has attended the rest of our affective lives.
Thus, we furnish accounts of emotional dispositions, moods, temperaments,
character traits, and sentiments and examine their various roles in connection
with the emotions. Third and finally, the much dissected connection
between emotions and values or evaluative properties is subjected to a degree
of scrutiny unusual for a textbook. This is not only because we think that
clarifying this connection is essential for an understanding of the nature of
emotions, but also because it informs crucial philosophical debates raised by
their study, namely those surrounding the metaphysics of values and the
nature of our evaluative knowledge. The shape and relevance of these debates
for the general philosophy of the emotions is also something we have sought
to convey.
Before we present the structure of the book, let us make a few remarks

regarding our use of notes and references. The knowledgeable reader will be
struck by the scarcity of the former. We have indeed kept notes to a mini-
mum in order to avoid distractions from the main threads of the arguments



we discuss. While we have put what we perceive as the principal references
in the main body of the text, we have been rather conservative in doing so,
again with the aim of maximizing the readability of a text that can, due to
the complexity of the material, at times be challenging. The drawbacks of
these choices are, we hope, made up for in the ‘Questions and further read-
ings’ sections at the end of each chapter. In those sections, we furnish the
resources to pursue in greater depth the main themes and lines of inquiry in
the broader literature.
We shall now briefly present how our discussion is structured. We start by

emphasizing three fundamental features of the emotions: it feels a certain way
to have an emotion, emotions are about something, and we assess emotions
from a variety of different perspectives. The issues raised by these features of
the emotions – their phenomenology, their intentionality, and their episte-
mological significance – constitute the core material on which this book is
built. Introducing these three features is the principal purpose of Chapter 1,
which in this way provides a first insight into the nature of emotions and
allows us to contrast them with other types of psychological phenomena, in
particular other types of affective phenomena.
Chapter 2 introduces a series of distinctions commonly drawn within the

class of emotions. There are for instance positive and negative emotions,
conscious and unconscious emotions, reflexive and non-reflexive emotions. We
turn our attention to the significance of these distinctions, and offer a closely
argued critique of a recent and important brand of skepticism regarding the
very unity of the class of emotions, a skepticism fostered by another of these
distinctions – that between basic and nonbasic emotions.
In Chapter 3, we investigate the first group of theories about what the

emotions are, theories that claim emotions are reducible to admixtures of
beliefs and desires. While presenting some of the classical reasons for which
these various theories have been found wanting, we also show, through a
deeper understanding of the nature of desires, why, ultimately, the fact that
emotions motivate us in all sorts of ways does not support the idea that they
should be understood in terms of desires.
Theories of the emotions that do not appeal to desires have generally

approached them through their connections with values. The remainder of
the book assesses theories of the emotions that conceive of them as specific
forms of evaluation. Chapter 4 looks at the connection between evaluative
properties and emotional responses and, more centrally, the metaphysical
nature of evaluative properties. We thus review different positions on the
nature of these properties, from the strongest forms of subjectivism to various
forms of objectivism. We conclude that there are good reasons to think that
these properties are independent of our emotional responses.
In Chapter 5, we focus on theories according to which emotions are

evaluative judgments. We discuss numerous ways in which one might try to
salvage this classical and intellectualist portrayal of the emotions. One strategy
involves complementing the intellectual judgment with a further layer of

Preface xi



feelings (add-on theories). Another regards emotions as inchoate feelings
given form by intellectual fiat (reversed add-on or constructionist theories).
All these theories, we argue, fail to account for the distinctive role of
phenomenology within the emotions.
By contrast, perceptual theories of the emotions can reasonably claim to be

giving the phenomenological aspect of emotions its due weight, in viewing them
as perceptual experiences of evaluative properties. Chapter 6 investigates the
credentials of this presently very influential family of approaches to the emo-
tions. In reviewing various and more or less elaborate forms of the perceptual
theory, which lay more or less emphasis on the role of bodily feelings in
emotion, we suggest that all of them face serious worries. While this dis-
cussion helps us bring into sharper focus the basic constraints a satisfactory
theory of the emotions has to meet – regarding their phenomenology, their
intentionality and their epistemological role – the perceptual analogy is, we
conclude, more misleading than enlightening.
On the basis of the various difficulties attending the theories we find in the

contemporary philosophical literature on the emotions, Chapter 7 lays out a
novel account, one which we claim satisfies the basic constraints that our
discussion of the preceding chapters has helped uncover. The otherwise
mysterious connection between emotions and evaluative properties, we suggest,
is brought to the surface by leveraging a distinction between attitudes and
their content. Unlike all the other theories that lay emphasis on this con-
nection, we argue that evaluative properties do not figure in the content of
the emotions. Instead, this connection is grounded in the attitudinal com-
ponent specific to each emotion type. We develop this approach by appealing
to the idea that emotions are felt stances towards objects, and explain how it
accounts for the intimate link between the distinctive intentionality and
phenomenology of the emotions.
The three last chapters of the book are structured around the epistemological

issues raised by the emotions and aim to assess their role in the acquisition of
evaluative knowledge. Chapter 8 investigates the conditions that have to be
met in order for an emotion to be justified. Justified emotions, we argue, do
not depend on any antecedent cognition of evaluative properties: they can be
justified by non-evaluative states such as perceptions, memories, or factual
beliefs. Consequently they need not be mere reactions to prior evaluative
knowledge or belief and can thus play a fundamental role in our access to
the evaluative domain. Although we conduct our discussion from within the
framework of our own theory of the emotions, the conclusions we reach are
largely independent of it.
Chapter 9 focuses on the roles that affective and/or motivational states such as

moods, sentiments, character traits, and desires play in regard to the emotions.
We provide detailed descriptions of these states, examine the fundamental
roles they play in causing and influencing emotions and contrast these roles
with another we might think they play, i.e. that of providing reasons for
emotional episodes. We present and criticize some important arguments for

xii Preface



the latter view – and conclude that they do not contribute positively to the
justification of emotions.
The final chapter looks at the importance of emotions in regard to evaluative

knowledge. More specifically, it investigates whether there exists a safe epis-
temological route going from the emotions to the evaluative judgments they
tend to elicit and how this route compares with others ending in the same
judgments but bypassing the emotions altogether. We conclude with an
account of why the emotional route has a very special significance in the
acquisition of evaluative knowledge.

Preface xiii





1 Homing in on the emotions

The philosophy of emotions seeks to develop a systematic theory of the
phenomena we refer to by terms such as ‘fear’, ‘envy’, ‘anger’, ‘sadness’, ‘joy’,
‘embarrassment’, ‘shame’, ‘jealousy’, ‘remorse’, ‘boredom’, ‘nostalgia’, ‘pride’,
‘regret’, ‘admiration’, ‘compassion’, ‘disgust’, ‘amusement’, ‘indignation’, ‘hope’,
which fall under the generic label of ‘emotions’. We know it when we are
undergoing emotions, often we know which emotion we have, and we know
how to ascribe them to others and why we ascribe them. Still, the fact that
this intuitive knowledge is easily available should not make us think that
emotions are simple phenomena. Let us start, then, by introducing what are
often thought to be the central features of the emotions, features we shall illustrate
by considering how the emotions contrast with other affective phenomena
and, more generally, other psychological states. Doing so will not only furnish
some preliminary insights into the nature of emotions, but will also put us in
a position to briefly present some of the main issues with which we shall be
concerned in this book. The first of these core features concerns the role of
feelings in the emotions (their phenomenology), the second the fact that
emotions are directed towards objects (their intentionality), and the third the
sorts of standards to which the emotions are answerable (their epistemology).

Phenomenology

Consider the following everyday expressions: we say we are ‘in the grip of panic’,
‘struck by fear’, ‘overcome with joy’, ‘oppressed by shame’, ‘overwhelmed by
sorrow’. These locutions suggest that emotions are reactions we passively
undergo. The term ‘passion’, which used to refer to what are now known as
emotions, testifies to that fact. So are the many participial adjectives designating
emotions (e.g., ‘horrified’, ‘astonished’, ‘troubled’, ‘vexed’). In the emotions,
we seem to be acted on, and this typically manifests itself to us through bodily
agitations or disturbances – a feature to which the very term ‘emotion’
alludes. The crucial point for present purposes, however, is that these bodily
disturbances are felt. This is why the term ‘feeling’ is never far away when
there is talk of the emotions.
What are these bodily disturbances or agitations that we are said to be

feeling during emotional episodes? Emotions are generally held to involve



bodily sensations or feelings. Anger, for example, may lend itself to a description
in terms of a configuration of sensations caused inter alia by the following
elements: an accelerating heart rate, quickened breathing, an increased blood
pressure, a rush of adrenaline. Such descriptions will also refer to the sorts of
kinesthetic sensations and muscular feedback characteristic of the particular
emotion that is experienced – compare for instance the muscular relaxation in
relief with the muscular tension typical of anger. To the kinds of sensations
just described, we may also add the sensations of pleasure and displeasure often
referred to as hedonic qualities or tones. There are after all emotions that feel
good, like joy or admiration, and others that do not, like fear or sadness.
More generally, and independently of any specification of how their felt

character should be described, the emotions are said to have a phenomenology:
there is a ‘what-it-is-like’-ness to the experience of any emotion. This seems
to be what we are referring to when we talk generally of ‘the feeling of anger’ or
‘the feeling of shame’. Now, while it is easy to approach the phenomenology
of the emotions through its dimension of bodily disturbance, it goes without
saying that felt agitations of the body do not seem to be particularly salient
in the phenomenology of many emotions – think for instance of regret or
contentment. Similarly, the idea that all emotions are intrinsically either
pleasant or unpleasant is less than straightforward. While many think that
anger is unpleasant and that hope is pleasant, this is far from obvious. To
complicate matters further, the phenomenology of the emotions might lend
itself to very different descriptions depending on whether the subject’s
attention is focused on what he feels or is directed elsewhere, for instance on
the situation that triggers his emotion.
An important task we shall take up in this book then concerns the role and

nature of feelings, especially bodily and hedonic feelings, within emotions.
The fact that phenomenology is a central feature of the emotions is reflected
in the fact that just knowing that someone is angry, afraid or ashamed is already
to be in possession of a substantial amount of psychological information about
him, and this is so even when one does not know what he is angry about,
afraid or ashamed of (e.g., Roberts 2003: 146). Yet, can we identify the
emotions with some aspect of their felt character, be it bodily sensations or
hedonic tones? These issues, and more generally the question as to how we
should conceive of the phenomenology of the emotions and its roles, will
be the center of our discussions in Chapters 6 and 7. As we shall see, while
there have been many attempts to identify emotions with phenomenological
features; these attempts seem to rule out the possibility of unfelt emotions
and run the risk of placing too much emphasis on the qualities of the emotional
experience itself at the expense of what these experiences are experiences of.
Indeed, while it is true that the emotions are affective phenomena that seem
to be partly characterized by what it is like to have them, another of their
central features consists in the fact that they are directed towards various
aspects of the world. It is to this central feature of the emotions that we
now turn.

2 Homing in on the emotions



Intentionality

We said that emotions are reactions. This raises the question as to what they
are reactions to. A good starting point is to consider the way we speak of the
emotions. A cursory overview of our linguistic practices in this area brings to
light the fact that emotions seem to be always about something. One can
always ask, for instance, what Bernard is angry about (e.g., ‘he is angry at
Arthur because he insulted him’), what he is afraid of (e.g., ‘a stock-market
crash’), who he is jealous of (e.g., ‘Max, who is dating Mary’). This is part of
what philosophers have in mind when they call emotions intentional phe-
nomena. This is simply a term of art for saying that the emotions are about
something, and should not be understood as suggesting that they are states
we deliberately or intentionally enter into. Rather, as we have seen, the opposite
seems to be the case. It is worth observing that claiming that emotions have
intentional objects in the sense just defined is not, or not merely, to claim
that they have causes or triggers. While the object of an emotion is also often
its cause, it does not have to be. The object of Bernard’s jealousy is Max, but
its cause is, say, Mary’s praise of Max’s humor. Note as well that to say that
emotions always have objects is not to say that these objects are the focus of
attention for the duration of the emotion – John is worried about his exam,
but his attention is presently focused on checking whether his bike is locked –
nor even that the subject is always clear about what these objects are, as we shall
see in our discussion of the various senses in which emotions can be said to
be unconscious in Chapter 2.
The language of emotions also reveals that they can have different sorts of

objects. This is reflected in the fact that emotion-related verbs can take a
variety of grammatical complements. Take the following examples: ‘Bernard
fears that his life is in danger’, ‘Mary hopes that the economy will improve’,
‘Alison regrets that Jacob did not come to the party’. In these three cases, the
emotion-related verb is followed by a propositional complement. However,
there are also cases such as ‘Bernard fears the lion’, ‘Mary admires Max’, and
‘Jeffrey despises sexists’, where the verb takes a nominal complement. Although
most emotion verbs can take either nominal or propositional complements,
there are some notable exceptions: ‘admire’ standardly requires a direct object,
and ‘hope’ a that-clause. It is often easy to transform a construction involving
a propositional complement into one with a nominal complement (‘Bernard
fears for his life’, ‘Mary hopes for an improvement in the economy’), but
transformations in the other direction are often not possible. For example,
sentences of the form ‘Mary admires the fact that Max is/did F’ are not only
grammatically infelicitous, but it is not clear that Mary’s admiration for Max
could be captured in terms of a single proposition, or even a collection of
propositions.
These features of the language of emotions reflect the rich variety of the

emotions’ intentional objects. In some cases, the emotions are or even have to
be attitudes towards specific states of affairs, e.g., regret. In other cases, they
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are attitudes we take towards specific objects or events that do not seem
reducible to an attitude taken towards a state of affairs involving that object,
or a collection of such states. Beliefs, but – as we shall see – also desires, do
not seem to exhibit the same richness.
Now, whatever type of object emotions have, the fact that they always have

one helps distinguish them from another very important class of affective
phenomena, i.e. moods. Moods, like emotions, have a characteristic phe-
nomenology. There clearly is something it is like to be in a downcast or a
grumpy mood. And, while moods typically last longer than emotions, they
need not always do so. Unlike emotions, however, and this is the principled
distinction between these two types of affective phenomena, moods do not
appear to be intentional in that they never target specific objects. This is why
it does not make sense to restrict the attribution of a mood to specific objects
or kinds of objects. One is in a gloomy, grumpy or joyful mood, never
gloomy or grumpy about Mike or about the rich. This is reflected in the fact
that attributions of moods (e.g., Alison is grumpy) are informative and
complete without specification of any object, whereas attributions of emo-
tions (e.g., Alison is angry) may, as we have seen, be informative but remain
incomplete as long as the object is not specified. Of course, as the standard
metaphor goes, our moods ‘color’ our attitudes in general, and have close
connections with emotions in particular, which complicates matters further.
Moods often cause emotions (and vice-versa) of the same affective color
(someone in a bad mood will tend to feel mainly negative emotions) and
moods commonly crystallize in the form of emotional episodes that will target
specific objects (Alison’s grumpiness does not have Mike as an object but
may well lead to her being angry at him). Similarly, grumpiness may be the
result of a series of negative emotions.
If emotions differ from moods in virtue of being intentionally directed at

specific objects, how do they come to have the objects they have? A first
observation is that emotions can equally well be directed at objects, events, or
states of affairs with which the subject is presently in perceptual contact
(‘Ben is afraid of this lion’), with which she had previously been in perceptual
contact (‘Mary regrets having met Ben in the Jungle’), with which she has
never been in such contact (‘Louis is disappointed that Napoleon lost the
Battle of Waterloo’), and also with states of affairs with which perceptual
contact is impossible (‘Rebecca hopes she will travel to Atlantis’). Here we
have an important difference between emotions and perceptions. Perceptions are
answerable to a causal constraint according to which the perceived objects
and properties have to be causally responsible for the occurrence of the per-
ceptual experience. Sam sees the blueness of this vase only if this vase and its
blueness cause his visual experience. When such a constraint is not satisfied,
he does not see the vase but only seems to see it. And this does not seem true
in the case of emotions, or at least certainly not true of all of them. Do we
want to say for instance that Ben only seems to be afraid if he has mistaken
Bernard passing in a bedsheet for a ghost?1
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In answer to the question of how emotions come to have the objects they
have, we must then acknowledge, and this is our second observation, that there
is no generic answer to that question, for emotions necessarily rely on other
mental states in order to be intentionally directed at something. Emotions,
unlike perceptions, are always grounded in some other mental state that is
also about the object the emotion is directed at. Perception gives us direct
access to the relevant objects and facts in the sense that it does not call
for the presence of another mental state directed at these very objects and
facts, whereas emotions must latch on to information provided by other
mental states. And these mental states, which we shall call the cognitive bases
of emotions, can be of radically different types.
This is reflected in the fact that emotions can indifferently be directed at

the past (‘Ben regrets not having gone to the party’), the present (‘Rosetta is
embarrassed by her behavior’) and the future (‘Arthur hopes that the weather
will hold up’). Certain types of emotions tend to be directed at one or
another of these temporal determinations (this is especially true of the past,
remorse and nostalgia being two examples of emotions always directed at the
past), but most emotions can, it seems, be about events across the temporal
spectrum. Hope can for instance be about past events as when Ben hopes that
his letter arrived at its destination. Emotions directed at the past will typically
be based on the subject’s memories but may also have testimony as
their cognitive base, emotions directed at the present are typically based on
perception, and emotions directed at the future are often grounded in
imagination-based expectations of the relevant event. But of course the con-
tent of the relevant cognitive bases and so the content of the emotion might
not be temporally indexed at all, as when I enjoy imagining visiting Rome.
Note furthermore that some emotions require that the subject believes certain
things concerning their object (‘Ben regrets not having gone to the party’
requires that Ben believes that he did not go), whereas others require the
absence of these beliefs (‘Ben hopes that he will go to the party’ implies that
he is uncertain whether or not he will go). Certain emotional episodes (‘Ben
fears that Nina went to the party without him’) depend on some measure of
uncertainty concerning the occurrence of the events in question. The fact that
emotions essentially involve cognitive bases will play a crucial role in assessing
different accounts of what emotions are.
We have seen that the emotions are always directed at objects that are

provided by their cognitive bases. To refer to these objects provided by the
cognitive bases of emotions, we shall use the term of art ‘particular objects’,
without implying by this that our emotions are always about ordinary
material objects – we can worry about the state of the environment or admire a
theory. Now, acknowledging that emotions have particular objects may still
not seem to provide an exhaustive characterization of the intentionality of
emotions. Indeed, emotions do have intentional objects that are provided by
their cognitive bases, but they also seem to represent these objects in a char-
acteristic way. Suppose Jane is sad because England lost to Germany. It is right
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to say that her sadness concerns the result of the match, but it is fair to add
that this result is, from Jane’s perspective, a bad thing. Jane takes England’s
defeat to be a bad thing, whereas a supporter of Germany takes it to be a
good thing. Not only does she take the result to be bad, she takes it to be
bad in a specific way – not in a despicable way (she would have felt contempt),
nor in an offending way (she would have felt anger), but in a sad way (for she
feels sadness). Emotions – or so some philosophers and psychologists tend to
believe – connect with specific kinds of evaluations that make up different
kinds of emotions. As we shall have ample opportunity to observe, it is
indeed illuminating to think of sadness as being connected to the evaluation
of its object as a loss, of anger as connected to an evaluation of it as offensive,
of fear as connected to the threatening, of admiration as connected to the
beautiful, etc. This would make a lot of sense given that our susceptibility to
feel emotions seems intimately connected with our tendency to make eva-
luative judgments. For instance, I may judge someone to be offensive as a
result of the anger I feel towards him.
There seem to be, then, at least two central aspects to the intentionality of

the emotions, one linked to the fact that they have particular objects provided
by their bases, the other linked to the fact that they seem intimately con-
nected to evaluations of these objects. A crucial theme of this book concerns
how we should understand the relations between these two aspects of the
intentionality of emotions and whether or not their intentionality can be
illuminated by appealing to their phenomenology.

Epistemology

These two aspects of the intentionality of the emotions allow us to consider
and criticize them from a variety of different perspectives. First, and as a
direct consequence of their being directed at particular objects and connected
with types of evaluations, emotions are subject to standards of correctness.
If Leonard is afraid of Fido, a friendly and docile dog, we would tell him that
the dog poses no danger and would consider his fear inappropriate. Some
such standards seem to apply to all the emotions, though perhaps not – as
we shall shortly see – to all affective phenomena. In this respect, emotions are
similar to many cognitive states such as beliefs and perceptual experiences.
All these states have conditions of correctness, i.e. they have a content in the
light of which it is possible to assess whether they fit the facts or not (e.g.,
Searle 1983). The fact that emotions are assessed as correct or incorrect
depending on whether or not they fit the facts has prompted philosophers to
talk about them as having the mind-to-world direction of fit – they aim, as it
were, at representing the world as it is – and we shall see later in this chapter
that this allows us to draw an informative contrast between the emotions and
other psychological states.
Second, standards of correctness so conceived should be distinguished from

epistemological standards by which we assess the justification of emotions.
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Indeed, emotions are often assessed as justified or unjustified in light of the
reasons the subject has for them. Bernard has good reasons to be elated if he
has just heard from a reliable witness that his wife is in much better health.
His reasons would be bad were his elation based on a report from a notor-
iously unreliable witness. In short, our emotions are sometimes justified, and
sometimes unjustified. And they can be unjustified even if, by chance per-
haps, they meet the standard of correctness just mentioned. That is the case
if, although Bernard’s wife is really in good health, his elation is based on the
testimony of an unreliable informant. In this last respect, emotions resemble
beliefs, for which we also often request reasons (that may or may not justify
them), and differ from perceptions that can be said to be correct or incorrect
but which are not justified by reasons. This also seems to constitute a sharp
contrast between emotions and moods: we tend not to think of moods such
as grumpiness as either correct or incorrect or as justified or unjustified.2

For now, let us stress that it is important not to confuse the standards of
correctness and justification with still further standards which we also use to
assess the emotions. Say Alison laughs at a funny joke told by Bernard, but
Roger rebukes her by pointing out that the joke is cruel towards some of the
people present. Let us imagine that the joke actually is funny, so Alison’s
amusement is still appropriate in the first sense outlined above: the emotion
fits its object. Yet Alison’s amusement is nonetheless inappropriate in a
different way. The emotion falls short of another kind of standard, one of
propriety or morality (D’Arms and Jacobson 2000). Or consider another case:
René is completely desperate, he thinks he has no chances of passing his exam.
Suppose in addition that he has every reason to feel that way: he knows the
exam to be difficult, knows that he is very behind in his preparation, etc.
In the light of these reasons, his emotion must be assessed as justified. Still,
there is a sense in which it might be thought to be inappropriate. Indeed,
from a prudential perspective, he would be better off without it.
We have noted the various perspectives from which emotions can be assessed.

In chapters to come, we will revisit from various angles questions regarding
the best way to understand the standards of correctness of emotions, and we
will develop our account of them in Chapter 7. And, while issues relating to
the standard of justification for emotions will constitute a recurring theme,
the various epistemological issues surrounding the justification of emotions
and their relations with evaluative judgments will be the focus of the last
three chapters of this book.

Emotions within the affective domain

We have introduced a number of distinctions that serve to highlight some
differences between emotions and other psychological states, such as beliefs
and perceptions on the one hand, and between them and other affective states
such as moods on the other hand. Some of these same distinctions will now
help us contrast the emotions with yet other psychological phenomena
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closely related to them, and that will be the center of many of the discussions
to come. We shall first focus on affective dispositions, and then on desires.
Consider the following statement: ‘Leonard is angry with Nina’. This state-

ment, outside of any particular context, can be read in two different ways.
On the one hand, it is possible to understand it as saying that Leonard is at
this moment in the grip of anger. Here reference is being made to a parti-
cular episode of anger. But the statement can also be read, not as saying that
Leonard is currently boiling with rage, but merely that he tends to feel anger
towards Nina in certain circumstances, for instance, when he is in her presence.
In this case, the statement refers to an affective disposition that Leonard has. As
opposed to emotional episodes, it makes no sense to ask at what particular
moment an affective disposition takes place. Given that attributions of emotions
are almost universally subject to this kind of ambiguity, it is important to
keep the distinction between episodes and dispositions in mind.3 While we
believe that ordinary language does not give us any reason to favor the
episodic rather than the dispositional reading, it is clear that these two uses
refer to very different phenomena. Observe also that in the foregoing we have
reserved, in line with most contemporary research in both psychology and
philosophy,4 the term ‘emotion’ for the relevant affective episodes. This is of
course not to imply that affective dispositions are irrelevant to the study of
the emotions. On the contrary, it is very important to distinguish several
kinds of affective dispositions and to understand the variety of relations they
have with emotional episodes.
To this end, one distinction is of particular value. Affective dispositions can

be ‘single-track’ – concerning a single emotion, or they can be ‘multi-track’ –
concerning several emotions. So in the case of statements such as ‘Leonard is
angry at Nina’ (on the dispositional reading) or ‘Leonard is envious of the rich’,
we are attributing to him single-track dispositions (they concern, respec-
tively, only anger and envy). Ordinary language does not have a term to refer
specifically to this kind of disposition and, for lack of a better term, we shall
henceforth refer to them as emotional dispositions.
Let us now consider multi-track dispositions. If Juliette loves Romeo, she

is not just disposed to feel some specific emotion towards him (erotic ecstasy?
warm affection? fawning admiration?), but also grief if things turn sour, pride at
his accomplishments, or jealousy at the sight of a rival. The same structure
can be found in hatred. Hating someone does not consist in being disposed to
feel any single emotion but, among other things, to feel glee at the other’s
misfortune or indignation at the help he receives from third parties. Following
one traditional use of this expression (e.g., Broad 1954: 212–14, Frijda 2007:
192–93), we shall call these types of affective dispositions ‘sentiments’.
There is also a third sort of disposition. Being kind-hearted, being honest,

being insensitive, being frivolous are also multi-track dispositions, but, unlike
sentiments, they do not seem to focus on any particular object but rather
generally on any object insofar as it is apprehended in some particular eva-
luative light. The honest person will be concerned with how the value of
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honesty fares and the kind person will be especially sensitive to the disvalue
of suffering. While they focus on values rather than on particular objects, the
structure of these multi-track dispositions is similar to that of the sentiments
in implying tendencies to experience some particular family of emotions (the
kind person will have a greater than normal tendency to feel, say, pity, grati-
tude, and affection), or alternatively tendencies not to experience some array
of emotions in some particular way (for instance, an inconsiderate person is
someone who will be blind to occasions for emotions such as gratitude and
compassion). These dispositions are, in everyday discourse, classed as character
traits. We hasten to add that emotions are only one of the various manifes-
tations of character traits and sentiments, which also find expression in one’s
actions and habits of thought. Equally, virtues and vices constitute only a
subset of character traits, a subset comprising those traits that have to do to
some degree with our moral or intellectual life.
These various affective dispositions are clearly intentional phenomena.

Their intentionality will be a function of the intentionality of the emotions that
manifest them, and their objects will differ depending on the type of affective
disposition considered. They differ from emotions and moods as regards
phenomenology, however. Affective dispositions have no felt quality, save
derivatively through the emotions in which they find expression (if Leonard is
angry with Nina – in the dispositional sense – he remains so even when his
mind is entirely occupied with other matters). Finally, it is also probably
correct to regard affective dispositions as properties of the individual, which
in principle last longer than an emotion or a mood (Leonard’s dispositional
anger can last two weeks or a lifetime).
In Chapter 9, we shall provide a more detailed account of the nature of these

various affective dispositions. For now, let us turn to desires, which are also
often regarded as belonging to the affective domain. What are the differences, if
any, between desires and emotions? Here are some salient features of desires
that suggest that they differ in more than cosmetic detail from emotions.
First, some episodic desires are not felt, though violent or urgent desires

will be. Contrast for instance your episodic desire to go to Spain next year,
which may not feel any specific way, with your episodic desire to rush to the
bathroom. Second, desires are not obviously episodic in nature, occurring at a
given time, as emotions are. To say at a given time that you desire to go to
Spain next year is not obviously to assert that you are at that time having a
mental episode of desiring something, since the affirmation may be correct
even when you are completely wrapped up in some unrelated activity or when
you are asleep. Third, we have noted that emotions can, but need not, be
attitudes directed towards states of affairs, as revealed by the fact that many
verbs for emotions can indifferently take propositional or nominal complements.
Desires, however, always appear to be attitudes towards states of affairs. There
is indeed good reason to believe that when we make assertions such as ‘Fred
wants a gourmet dinner’ or ‘Maria wants Paul’, these nominal constructions
are ellipses for propositional constructions. One argument for this is as
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follows: it is always possible to add a temporal modifier to a desire attribution
with a nominal content (for instance, ‘Fred wants a gourmet dinner before the
end of the week’), where the temporal modifier concerns what is desired and not
the time at which the psychological state of desire takes place. That is to say,
Fred now wants a certain state of affairs – i.e. that he enjoy a gourmet dinner
at some time between now and Sunday.5 Fourth, desires, in contrast to
emotions, are always about states of affairs that the subject does not believe
already obtain. If Sam believes that Mary died, he can be happy about it or
regret it, but he cannot want her to die. Fifth, there is a colorable case that
desires, being essentially motivational states (e.g., Hume 1975, Smith 1994),
are internally related to the subject’s conviction that she can, directly or
indirectly, do something to bring about what she desires (or, more modestly,
to the subject’s lack of conviction that she cannot do anything to bring it
about). While emotions also have important links with action, the link is
much weaker, as shown by the case of emotions directed at the past. Sam
might regret what he has done while fully aware that he cannot undo it in
any way. In this connection, it is often pointed out that it would be odd, for
example, to attribute to Sam a desire that some event had not occurred.
Indeed, when the event lies in the past, we speak instead of Sam’s wish that
it had not occurred.
At this stage, it already looks like desires differ significantly from emotions.

Unlike emotions, desires are not always felt and often seem to be dispositions
rather than episodes. Their respective intentional features also display inter-
esting disanalogies: desires appear to be essentially directed towards states of
affairs that are not believed to obtain, and seem to exhibit an essential link
with the subject’s awareness of a possibility to act.
Nevertheless, this series of contrasts can seem superficial. After all, nothing

in what has been said lets us make a fundamental distinction between felt
desires and emotions such as hope, nor between wishes and emotions directed
at the past. Does this mean that nothing ultimately distinguishes them? The
difference between desires and other conative phenomena, on the one hand,
and emotions, on the other hand, is arguably situated at a more fundamental
level that also concerns their respective intentionality. This difference comes
down to the fact that desires and emotions have opposite directions of fit. Indeed,
conative phenomena like desires have a world-to-mind direction of fit (e.g.,
Searle 1983). That is to say, the point of a desire is to bring about changes in
the world so that the world comes to be as it is represented by the desire.
And when this happens, or (in a stronger version of the idea) when the desire
of the agent causes an action that brings about these changes, the desire is
satisfied or fulfilled. On this stronger interpretation, if Fred desires to invite
Mary to the party, his desire is satisfied or fulfilled when he sends his invitation.
This feature does not seem to be shared by the other affective phenomena,

in particular emotions. It does not seem to make sense to say of an episode of
fear or sadness that it is ‘fulfilled’ in this sense. If what I feared would happen
ends up happening, we won’t say that my fear is satisfied or fulfilled (for it
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did not aim at being fulfilled in the way a desire with the same content would);
rather, we would say that it turned out to be correct or justified. There was
something right about being afraid that it would happen. To recall, we assess
emotions rather along the same lines as the way we assess beliefs or perceptions:
they are correct or incorrect depending on whether things actually stand (or
stood or will stand) as they are represented by the belief or the perception.
That is to say, emotions have the opposite – mind-to-world – direction of fit.
Desires may of course still have correctness conditions (mind-to-world direction
of fit) in addition to fulfillment conditions (world-to-mind direction of fit),
but the fact that they have the latter sets them clearly apart from emotions
and other affective phenomena.6 However, this difference in directions of fit
has not prevented a number of philosophers from defending the idea that
emotions can be cashed out in terms of desires, or that they contain a certain
desire as an essential part. In Chapter 3 we will revisit the issue of these
mental states’ directions of fit as well as the question of what role desires have, if
any, in an account of the emotions. More generally, we shall have to explore
the motivational role characteristic of emotions, a role which we suggested
differs markedly from that of desires.
This completes our survey of the different affective states that we might want

to distinguish from the emotions, i.e. moods, desires, character traits, sentiments,
and affective dispositions generally. While differing from the emotions, all of
these affective states are among their main determinants; we often appeal to
them to explain why we respond emotionally in the way we do. Now, as already
mentioned, one of the central issues of this book is the question of the conditions
under which emotions are justified. It goes without saying, then, that an
account of justified emotions will have to assess the potential epistemological
roles played by all these affective states, something we shall do in Chapter 9.

Conclusion

This first approach to the emotions has helped us picture them in the fol-
lowing way. Emotions are episodes that have a felt character and are directed
at particular objects provided by their cognitive bases. They appear moreover
to be intimately related to evaluations of these objects and are subject to
assessment by means of a variety of distinct standards, most prominently
among them standards of correctness and justification. We have also seen
how the distinctions we introduced to picture the emotions in that way allow
us to tell them apart from other psychological states in general and other
affective states more particularly. While we believe that this rough portrayal
of the emotions is essentially faithful to their nature, the journey we are
about to embark on in the following pages will illustrate that none of the ideas
it rests on should be naively accepted, for not one has gone unchallenged. As
a matter of fact, the very idea that emotions constitute a respectable psycho-
logical category for philosophical or scientific inquiry has been seriously
challenged, as we shall see in the next chapter.
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Questions and further readings

(1) What are the different types of standards by means of which we assess
emotions?

(2) We said that emotions have cognitive bases. What is a cognitive base?
(3) Is it possible to draw a principled distinction between emotions and desires?

We have alluded to the idea, without discussing it, that emotions are passive
phenomena. That is, emotions, much like perceptions and in contrast to epi-
sodes of imagining, are not subject to the will. For a different point of view,
see Sartre (1948) and Solomon (1973). For a very helpful discussion of the
passivity of the emotions and its connections with the way we speak of them,
see Gordon (1987).
Philosophers who have laid great emphasis on the felt character of the

emotions in recent years are Pugmire (1998) and Stocker (1983). For a very
wide-ranging review of the way feelings might be thought to be involved in
the emotions, see Lambie and Marcel (2002).
On the topic of the intentionality of the emotions, de Sousa (1987) remains

the best discussion, notably in the way it distinguishes the various senses in
which emotions can be said to have objects (see in particular Chapter 5).
For the idea that mental states in general and emotions in particular can have
non-propositional objects, see Montague (2007).
Regarding the various standards to which the emotions are answerable or the

different senses in which we may say that emotions are appropriate or inap-
propriate, see D’Arms and Jacobson (2000), Rabinowicz and Rønnow-Rasmussen
(2004), and Tappolet (2011).
The classical discussion of the notion of directions of fit in general and its

application to desires in particular is found in Searle (1983). For a helpful
discussion of this notion, see Humberstone (1992). Schroeder (2004: Chapter 1)
offers a very useful survey of contemporary approaches to the nature of desires.
The widespread thesis that desires are essentially motivational states is
convincingly defended (against Schroeder amongst others) in Wall (2009).
We have suggested that moods differ from emotions in that they are not

subject to standards of correctness, a topic we shall develop in Chapter 9. For
three different views that nevertheless converge on the idea that moods are closer
to the emotions than we suggest, see Crane (1998), Goldie (2000: Chapter 6),
and Prinz (2004: Chapter 8). For an important and very different approach to
the topic of moods in the contemporary literature, see Ratcliffe (2008). For a
general survey of affective dispositions, see Ben Ze’ev (2000: Chap. 4).

Notes
1 The discussion here alludes to the question of whether emotions, or some emotions, exhibit,
like perceptions for example, a feature philosophers refer to as ‘factivity’. For a defense of the
factivity of certain emotions, see Gordon (1987) and, for a critique of this view, Wollheim (1999:
103–10).
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2 According to an alternative and widespread view, moods are evaluative apprehensions of ‘the
whole world’ or some vaguely specified aspects of it. While not deprived of intuitive plausibility –
it might be one way of affirming that moods color our experience – we believe that this view
should be given up since it implies that moods should almost always be assessed as incorrect and
unjustified, rather than being not subject to the relevant standards. See also the ‘Questions and
further readings’ section and Chapter 9, pp. 105–106.

3 For a discussion of the distinction between dispositions and occurrences in the affective domain,
see Lyons (1980: 53–57) and Mulligan (1998).

4 Two important exceptions are Goldie (2000) and Wollheim (1999).
5 This argument is presented in Searle (1983: 30). For discussion and further references, see
Montague (2007: 508).

6 The fact that beliefs aim at adjusting themselves to the way the world is has led some (e.g., Searle
1983: Chapter 1) to think of them as satisfied when they succeed in adjusting themselves in that
way. Satisfaction in this sense is obviously not what we mean when we speak of fulfillment in
connection with desires, since beliefs never aim at adjusting the world to how they represent it.
The fact that, unlike desires, beliefs or emotions do not aim at being fulfilled is brought to light
when we consider the impact of evidence that their respective contents do not obtain. Other
things being equal, one ceases to believe that it is raining when confronted with evidence that it is
not raining, one ceases to fear getting attacked by the lion when one sees that its cage is locked,
but one continues to desire to solve the puzzle when confronted with evidence that one has not
solved it yet.
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2 The diversity and unity of emotions

In the previous chapter, we highlighted the diversity of the affective domain
by drawing attention to some important differences between the emotions and
other affective phenomena. In the present chapter, we turn to an examination
of the diversity within the category of emotion. We shall inquire whether
there are important differences amongst the phenomena that we call emo-
tions, and, if so, whether this casts doubts on the fundamental unity of this
category. To do so, we have to examine more closely some of the important
distinctions that can be made within the narrower domain of emotions. We
shall start by considering some distinctions, primarily those between positive
and negative emotions and between conscious and unconscious emotions,
contrasts within the domain that in our opinion do not threaten the unity of
the category as a whole. Next, we shall turn our attention to another dis-
tinction, that between basic and nonbasic emotions, which structures many
current debates about the emotions. Since it has been argued that this dis-
tinction puts into question the unity and theoretical interest of the common-
sense category of emotion, our discussion culminates with an evaluation of
this suggestion.

Positive and negative emotions

A first distinction that structures our intuitive grasp of the emotional domain
is that between positive and negative emotions. Intuitively, sadness, fear, disgust,
shame, and regret count as negative, while joy, admiration, pride, and amuse-
ment count as positive. In this context philosophers and psychologists speak
of the ‘polarity’ or ‘valence’ of emotions. Accounting for this central aspect of
emotional phenomena has typically taken one of two forms: we may approach
valence in hedonic or in conative terms.
The hedonic approach has it that the various kinds of emotions are to be

classed as positive or negative in virtue of ‘what it is like’ to experience them.
The idea here, one that already surfaced in our brief discussion of the phe-
nomenology of the emotions in Chapter 1, is that each kind of emotion is
among other things essentially a kind of pleasure or displeasure, pleasure and
displeasure being considered as irreducible, phenomenological qualities
(hence the talk in terms of the positive or negative hedonic quality of an



emotion). This is perfectly compatible with the idea that certain kinds of emotions
are hedonically ambivalent (e.g., nostalgia and scorn). A strong version of this view
would then consist in claiming that each emotion-type essentially possesses a
certain hedonic quality, i.e. it is either positive, negative, or mixed.
The case of surprise, however, poses a problem for this strong variant of the

thesis: there are positive surprises, just as there are negative surprises. A weaker
version of the view might then hold that every particular emotional episode
essentially has a certain hedonic quality. Is this modest claim more persuasive?
Once again, surprise looks like an exception: some episodes of surprise are
hedonically neutral. And hedonic neutrality is not a hedonic quality as such,
it is just the absence of any hedonic quality.
However one chooses to respond to the peculiar problem of surprise, be it

by admitting the existence of an exception to these claims or by refusing –
precisely on the grounds of its exceptional nature – to consider hedonically
neutral episodes of surprise as genuine emotions, we may nevertheless think
that the viability of the hedonic quality conception of valence will not turn
on its ability to account for the single and admittedly quite peripheral case of
surprise. Indeed, this conception faces a much more serious difficulty: when
we turn our attention to the phenomenology of many emotions – think of
anger or pity for instance – it is not clear at all that they are, even in part,
pleasures or displeasures. While joy and sadness may perhaps be understood
as involving a certain hedonic quality akin to what we encounter in cases of
bodily pleasures and pains, nothing of the sort appears to be true of the
examples just presented. This problem, not to mention the fact that the very
idea of pleasures and displeasures as intrinsic properties of experiences has
been the target of many recent criticisms (e.g., Clark 2005), has led many to
favor the second natural way of understanding valence, an approach predicated
on the idea that emotions are essentially motivational states.
This alternative approach to valence in conative terms has taken at least three

forms. One can cash out the contrast between positive and negative emotions
in terms of (a) motivational tendencies, where positive emotions are those
that involve attraction to the object of the emotion, and negative emotions
feature a kind of aversion towards it (e.g., McLean 1993), or in terms of (b)
desires concerning the mental state in which one finds oneself (in positive
emotions, the subject wants the intentional state she is in to continue, and in
negative emotions she wants it to stop) (e.g., Prinz 2004: 173–74), or in
terms of (c) frustration or satisfaction of desires (positive emotions are those
that reveal to her that a given situation is congruent with [some of] her
goals, and negative emotions reveal an incongruence) (e.g., Lazarus 1991).
These alternative theories seem no less problematic than the one in terms

of hedonic qualities outlined above. We shall be in a position to weigh their
merits only at a later stage of our discussion, when we will have gained a
better understanding of the connections between emotions and desires, a
connection that, as already mentioned, takes center stage in many theories of
the emotions. With our conclusions regarding these connections in hand and
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in the light of our own theory of the emotions in Chapter 7, we shall suggest
that there is no reason to think that the kind of intuitions we have about the
positive or negative character of the emotions are answerable to any one
monochrome conative or hedonic feature of the emotions.

Conscious and unconscious emotions

Another objection to the hedonic approach to valence we have not yet mentioned
appeals to the contrast between conscious and unconscious emotions. If there
are such things as unconscious emotions, then it hardly makes sense to con-
ceive of the positive and negative aspects of emotions in terms of pleasures
and pains understood as irreducible phenomenological qualities. Indeed, it is
quite difficult to understand the claim that phenomenological qualities of
this sort may occur below the threshold of consciousness when we undergo
unconscious emotions.
This line of thought appeals to the important distinction between con-

scious and unconscious emotions, a distinction that is the object of vigorous
debate in the literature. Why think unconscious emotions exist at all if, as
we have implied in Chapter 1, emotions are essentially felt? Three main
considerations can be adduced in favor of this claim. First of all, Freud has
accustomed us to regarding a significant portion of our behavior as derived
from unconscious motivations, amongst which many are affective in nature. It is
for instance Charles’s repressed – and hence unconscious – guilt concerning
his first daughter’s premature death that explains his tendency to spoil his
other children. The same applies to his hatred towards his mother, a senti-
ment he discovers only after years of psychoanalysis. Second, it seems that
some emotions, just like some pains, are not felt. I injure myself during a
race but only feel the pain after I cross the finish line. Similarly, I only
become conscious of my anger when Bernard points out that I have been
behaving atrociously for the last few minutes. Third, when psychologists have
established a correlation between the activation of certain nervous centers and
subjects reporting that they feel a given emotion, they sometimes conclude that
an unconscious emotion is present in cases where a similar activation is
observed in the absence of the usual subject self-report.
Although these considerations point to real and important phenomena,

they do not seem to us to threaten the idea that emotions are essentially felt.
It is noteworthy that the term ‘unconscious’ covers several distinct kinds of
phenomena: (a) something may be called unconscious merely in virtue of the
fact that one’s attention is not at the present time directed towards it. As you
concentrate on the lines of this text, you are in this sense now not conscious
of the feel of your clothes on your body. This does not mean that you are not
sensing your clothes’ texture, tightness, rubbing motion, and the like.
The above example of Bernard making me aware of my anger is a clear illustration
of this use of ‘unconscious’: I was angry, I was experiencing all the things
that make up what it is like for me to be angry, but my attention was simply
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focused elsewhere (see Goldie 2000: 62–72). If Bernard had not remarked on it,
I might never have become conscious of it in this sense. We can deal in a
similar fashion with the many cases where a certain neuronal activity is
observed in a subject who does not report the experience of any emotion. The
fact that she does not report experiencing or having experienced the emotion
might be more a reflection of her attention being focused elsewhere than a
sign that she did not feel the emotion.
An emotion may also be called ‘unconscious’ (b) insofar as the subject has

never viewed it as falling under a certain concept. When we attribute to
Charles an unconscious guilt, as in the example above, we may mean that he
has never conceived of some of the various feelings the death of his daughter
arouses in him as episodes of guilt. Now, this very fact might lend itself to a
variety of explanations. Charles might simply not have given any thought to
the nature of these feelings, or perhaps he has and has misidentified them
(he may even fail to realize that they are part of an emotion), or perhaps he is
in one way or another engaged in self-deception about what he feels. But
none of these explanations presuppose or motivate the idea that he did not feel
guilt. In connection with this sense of the term ‘unconscious’, note that the
length and difficulty of the process of conceptualizing one’s emotions can
vary greatly. For instance, all things being equal, it is more difficult to properly
identify emotions felt in the distant past than more recent emotions, and more
difficult to do so with some emotion types than others. This is why coming to a
verdict sometimes requires serious deliberation or perhaps even therapy.
Finally, it is also worth mentioning that other cases we are inclined to think

of as unconscious may well be best conceived of (c) in terms of some of the
affective dispositions we introduced in Chapter 1. So, for instance, Charles’s hatred
for his mother can be understood in terms of the existence of a multi-track
disposition centered on her: Charles gets irritated in her presence, systematically
makes derogatory remarks about her, tries his best to avoid meeting her, and
so on. His hatred in this case is not an unconscious emotion, for it is not an
emotion at all. As with the first two senses of ‘unconscious’, then, it appears that
nothing here threatens the general thesis according to which emotions are felt:
the emotions that manifest this disposition are (or have in the past been) felt.
But may one not insist that emotions can be unconscious in a yet stronger

sense? Are we not ready to say that some emotions can be unconscious in
the sense that the subject never felt them? An affirmative answer amounts
to saying in Charles’s case that he was overcome with guilt because of the
death of his daughter despite never having felt the weight of wrongdoing with
regard to it. Only on this interpretation of the term ‘unconscious’ does the claim
that unconscious emotions exist pose a real threat to the idea that emotions
are essentially felt. That being said, all the sorts of cases mentioned above
are perfectly intelligible without any need to posit such a strong form of
unconsciousness, which has the additional handicap of running up against
the common-sense intuition that there always is something it is like to undergo
an emotion.
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In conclusion, we can say that there is no inconsistency in both asserting
that unconscious emotions exist, in various senses of this expression, and
holding onto the idea that emotions are essentially felt.

Other distinctions

We want now to briefly mention three other distinctions often discussed in the
literature. First, there is the distinction between reflexive and non-reflexive
emotions. In the former class we find emotions such as guilt, shame, pride,
embarrassment, and the like. The idea here is that these emotions are dis-
tinctive in virtue of the fact that the subject has an attitude towards herself
when undergoing the emotion. Feeling shame at one’s misdeed, say, requires
thinking of this misdeed as reflecting negatively upon oneself; and it is
because one perceives a specific connection between a given achievement and
oneself that it elicits pride rather than mere joy or envy, for example.
Another distinction is between first-order and second-order emotions. While

most emotions are directed at worldly events, objects or processes, emotions can
also be directed at other mental states, including other emotions. A second-order
emotion is then an emotion directed at another emotion, as when you are
ashamed of your fear, or when you are proud of feeling indignation. Second-
order emotions are often thought to play an important role in the way we assess
and regulate our first-order emotional responses. Your disappointment regarding
the anger you felt at being confronted with your wrongdoing might be the
beginning of an assessment of your anger as inappropriate and an attempt at
self-reform.
And finally, a class of moral emotions is often distinguished from non-moral

emotions. Compassion, guilt, and indignation are often cited as examples of
the moral sort, because of the central role they play in the apprehension
of situations relevant to morality, or because they inherently have a moral value
(compassion being for instance conceived of as morally good and envy as
morally bad).
These three distinctions testify to the richness and complexity of our emotional

lives. Self-reflexive emotions allow us to affectively react to some events because
we are distinctively implicated in them and constitute a distinctive type of
affective self-consciousness. Second-order emotions, we have seen, may prove very
important in connection with our capacity to regulate our own emotional lives.
And, needless to say, investigating the nature and roles of moral emotions is
indispensible in order to understand how our moral concerns may become affec-
tively manifest (think for instance of the connections between emotions, virtues,
and vices), and also to appreciate the roles and nature of moral judgments.

Basic emotions

The distinctions that we have sought to clarify in the last sections share two
features. They are distinctions made within the domain of emotions without
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questioning in any way the unity of this category, and they propose no
ordering in terms of priority of any kind within the domain. This is not true
of the last distinction, which remains to be elucidated and which plays a
fundamental role in the recent literature: the distinction between basic and
nonbasic emotions. The idea consists in applying straightforwardly to the
domain of emotions the model that has met with great success in other fields
of research: complex observed phenomena are seen as the outcome of a limited
set of basic building blocks with which more complex phenomena are con-
structed. Think of the elements of the periodic table, which constitute the
basic building blocks of chemical molecules. Why apply such a model to the
domain of emotions? Intuitively, certain emotions appear more complex than
others. For instance, nostalgia seems more complex than regret, and regret
more complex than fear. This intuition finds expression for example in the
fact that we have no difficulty in attributing certain emotions to animals
(e.g., fear or joy) but we balk at endowing them with others (e.g., regret,
hope). Are these pre-theoretical intuitions warranted?
The idea that we should distinguish basic elements from derivative elements

within the domain of emotions is of course not new. The Stoics recognized
four basic emotions: delight, distress, desire, and fear (see Graver 2007).
Hobbes allowed for seven ‘simple passions’: appetite, desire, love, aversion,
hatred, joy, and grief (1668/1994: I, Chapter 6), whereas Descartes suggested
a somewhat different list: admiration-surprise, love, hate, desire, joy, and
sadness (1649/1989: Part 2). Thus the ambition to define all the emotions in
terms of a set of basic emotions has a long history, although the pretenders to
the title of ‘basic emotion’ have varied greatly from one theory to the next.
Moreover, many of the proposed analyses suggested by these authors are far
from convincing. Should we, for instance, countenance Hobbes’s claim that
fear is nothing other than an aversion for an object that you believe will
affect you?
Whatever specific difficulties each of these classic theories may face, the

general idea that there exists a fundamental distinction between basic and
nonbasic emotions is still central to recent discussions, principally thanks to
the influence of Darwin. The psychologist Paul Ekman has played an
important role in developing this idea (e.g., Ekman 1972). His under-
standing of the distinction amounts to counting as ‘basic’ all those emotions
that are universally shared. On Ekman’s account, universality is measured
through the recognition of facial expressions across different cultures, a
method pioneered by Darwin (1872/1998). Others have linked the universal
character of basic emotions to the fact that they have a traceable evolutionary
history because they proved helpful in meeting distinct environmental chal-
lenges for our ancestors (e.g., Cosmides and Tooby 2000, Plutchik 1980), or
to the fact that they have a correlate and distinct neural pathway (e.g.,
Panksepp 2000). These three criteria are not only mutually compatible, but
on the present approaches they should converge. This is why we today speak
of basic emotions or ‘affect programs’ in all cases where emotional episodes
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correspond to a profile involving changes of a systematic kind across the following
dimensions:

� changes in facial expression of the emotion;
� muscular changes (in orientation, posture);
� expressive vocal changes;
� changes in the hormonal system;
� changes in the nervous system.

Closely associated to this school of thought, one finds the idea that the systems
responsible for these changes are to a large extent modular in Fodor’s sense (1983),
i.e. among other things that they are (i) automatic, (ii) specific to a restricted
domain of stimuli, (iii) quick, and (iv) cognitively impenetrable. To illustrate,
consider fear. The systems responsible for fear responses are automatic because the
subject has no direct control over them (this echoing the passivity of emotions
alluded to in Chapter 1); they take a restricted domain of stimuli as input because
the range of things that elicit fear is quite limited; they are quick in the sense that
the processing of these stimuli elicits the fear response almost instantaneously;
and they are cognitively impenetrable because they function independently of
the other cognitive states the subject may happen to have (for example, a
moving snake will typically elicit fear even if one believes it is harmless).
At this stage, it is important to emphasize that the criterion by which

basic emotions are distinguished from nonbasic emotions in contemporary
psychology is very specific, and in all likelihood very different from that
employed in the classical philosophical theories. For contemporary theorists
an emotion counts as basic if it satisfies the general profile just sketched.
Basic emotions are not states that result from a learning process. In other
words, they are innate responses (Prinz 2004). Yet, even on this single cri-
terion, it does not seem easy to come up with a definitive answer as to which
emotions are basic: there is surprisingly little agreement among the various
lists of basic emotions generated by applying the notion of affect program.
The first list proposed by Ekman included only six emotions: surprise, fear,
anger, disgust, sadness, and joy. The most recent version includes 15, among
which we find emotions that appear much more sophisticated such as shame
and guilt (Ekman 1997). Beyond the fact that research in many of the relevant
fields is only in its infancy, this state of affairs can be explained in part by the
seeming lack of convergence between the different criteria put forward by
emotion scientists. After all, it is not obvious that whenever an emotion is asso-
ciated with a distinct facial expression, it also has a dedicated neural circuitry
and a specific adaptive function, or vice versa (Roberts 2003: 14–36).

Emotions: unity or diversity?

Even if we assume that such a convergence does exist, the distinction between
basic and nonbasic emotions still requires that we answer two further questions.
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First, does the word ‘emotion’, as an umbrella term covering both kinds of
state, correspond to a coherent and unified class of mental states? Second, and
directly related to this, how are we to understand the relation between these
two kinds of emotions? We consider each of these questions in turn.
Linguistic considerations may make one hesitate to answer the first question

in the affirmative. The word ‘emotion’ has no universal translation, far from it.
In fact it is relatively recent (see Dixon 2003). In the past, one spoke of
‘passions’, a word that did apply to what we now call emotions, but also to
pleasure, pain, and desire. It is also difficult to find words that are exactly
equivalent to ‘emotion’ in other contemporary languages. Moreover, it may
seem that this class of mental phenomena is more problematic than others,
such as belief, perception, or memory. For one thing, we have no similarly
elaborate classification of beliefs or perceptions; we distinguish beliefs or
perceptions primarily by means of their specific contents (in the case of
beliefs, a proposition). By contrast, in the case of emotions we have numerous
sub-classes (hope, fear, horror, etc.) that we do not distinguish by means of
their contents or at least not solely in this way. For instance, one may hope, fear,
be horrified, that there will be rain. In light of these considerations, one might
incline towards the conclusion that emotions are not likely to form a distinct
and coherent class of phenomena.
The distinction between basic and nonbasic emotions has itself recently been

used to deny the unity of the class of emotion. How so? We have already
noted that basic emotions could be regarded as ‘affect programs’. And affect
programs look like natural kinds, since their similar surface properties seem to
derive from the workings of the same underlying mechanisms. If this is so,
we need only wait patiently for affective science to divulge the true number
and nature of these affect programs. However, since it is not easy to elucidate all
the phenomena that we refer to by ‘emotion’ in terms of affect programs and
their properties, we may be tempted to think that the class contains phe-
nomena that have little in common. That is to say, there may be reasons to
consider the predicament we find ourselves in when we use the term ‘emo-
tion’ as comparable to our use of the term ‘jade’. We use the latter for both
jadeite and nephrite compounds due to their surface properties – i.e. their
similarity in perceptual appearance – although they constitute two distinct
natural kinds of minerals with different molecular structures.
This is precisely the position defended by Griffiths (1997), who in an

influential study focuses on the alleged lack of scientific rigor in the category
emotion. In his view, a category of phenomena is a respectable candidate for
scientific investigation only if it constitutes a natural kind, since only natural
kinds are such as to permit ‘rich collections of generalizations’ about the phe-
nomena belonging to them. This is so because natural kinds are sets of things
that share similar surface properties in virtue of the workings of similar or
identical underlying causal mechanisms. But when the similarity of surface
properties is not due to the existence of similar underlying causal mechanisms,
as in the case of jadeite and nephrite, there is no rich collection of
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generalizations and so the relevant classes of phenomena are not interesting
candidates for scientific investigation. And, according to Griffiths, the various
phenomena we call ‘emotions’ carve out a category that is in this respect
similar to that carved out by our use of the term ‘jade’: in that case too, the
similarity in surface properties – which explains why we have conceived of
this category in the first place – cannot be explained through the workings of
similar underlying causal mechanisms. Amongst the phenomena we call
‘emotions’, those that qualify as affect programs constitute a respectable
category from a scientific point of view, but those that do not qualify require
very different causal explanations and must for that reason be reclassified in
quite distinct psychological categories. As a result, the concept of emotion is
to be abandoned, and replaced by a new taxonomy of the relevant domain.
On Griffiths’s account, our common-sense concept of emotion is applied

not only to affect programs, but also to two other kinds of psychological phe-
nomena, which he calls, respectively, ‘irruptive motivations’ and ‘disclaimed
actions’ (Griffiths 1997: Chapters 5 and 6). The category of ‘irruptive moti-
vations’ contains states that are cognitively more sophisticated than affect
programs. An example of irruptive motivation is Helen’s guilt for not
attending Luke’s talk. Although they share certain traits with affect programs,
they differ insofar as they require of the subject a mastery and exercise of
complex concepts (guilt arguably depends on the mastery of moral concepts,
such as the concepts of responsibility and of wrongdoing), they do not constitute
direct responses to challenges presented by the subject’s immediate environ-
ment (is there a sort of challenge to which guilt directly responds?), and they
can occur without any expressive or autonomic alterations (guilt appears to
have neither a typical facial expression nor typical bodily manifestations), unlike
affect programs such as fear or anger. ‘Disclaimed actions’ constitute a more
problematic category: it includes the cases in which, for purposes of commu-
nication, we display the exterior signs of an emotion without feeling it (Mary’s
display of outrage at Luke’s dirty joke). Should we go along with Griffiths’s
conclusion that the diversity of phenomena falling under the common-sense
concept of emotion warrants rejecting the unity of the category?
No. Two strategies are available to defend the unity of this category. The

first is to concede that Griffiths’s conclusion is perhaps valid insofar as the
interests of a certain science are concerned, while denying that these interests
provide the only standard by which to judge whether any given category is
worth serious investigation. After all, our classificatory practices do not have
as their exclusive aim to correspond to natural kinds understood in the way
sketched above. For instance, we classify many things on the basis of their
functions – think for instance of the categories watch, thermometer, or chair –
even though they do not have the relevant function in virtue of sharing similar
or identical causal mechanisms – analogical, digital, and atomic watches for
instance keep time thanks to completely different causal mechanisms.
In the same vein, understanding and explaining the thoughts, actions, and

feelings of others may require the introduction of categories that do not
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correspond to natural kinds but nonetheless allow for interesting and perhaps
practically indispensible collections of generalizations. This fact in itself might
be reason enough to conclude that these categories are worth investigating
(Goldie 2000: 103). Even if such a response might be appropriate in many
other cases, it concedes too much to Griffiths as regards the category emotion.
Indeed, the arguments he puts forward actually do not bear out his conclusion
that the concept of emotion lacks a certain causal unity. This is precisely the
flaw that the second strategy seeks to exploit.
As others have stressed (e.g., Roberts 2003: 14–36, Prinz 2004: 81–86),

Griffiths has difficulty in showing that the categories of affect program and
irruptive motivation are fundamentally distinct. Concerning disclaimed
actions, Griffiths is indeed right in claiming that they do not belong with
affect programs and irruptive motivations. But this fact does nothing to
show that the category of emotion lacks unity, for it is quite unclear that
the relevant phenomena even count as emotions in any ordinary sense.
The fact that we can exploit our knowledge of the external displays of an
emotion in order to achieve a certain communicative end (so that others
will think that we feel the relevant emotion) only shows that we attribute
emotions on the basis of signs that are not conclusive and can be manipu-
lated. It in no way shows that disclaimed actions are part of what we
conceive of as emotions.
The category of irruptive motivations is, however, not so easily disposed of,

since irruptive motivations such as guilt are clearly amongst the phenomena
covered by the category emotion. Since the crucial difference between irruptive
motivations and affect programs consists in the fact that sophisticated cog-
nitive capacities play a distinctive role in the former, the crux of the problem
consists in evaluating whether the fact that such cognitive capacities are
exercised supports the claim that irruptive motivations are not to be studied
together with affect programs. This problem connects with an important and
general issue we have to confront in order to understand the emotional
domain. Note that sophisticated cognitive capacities can play a distinctive role
with regard to all emotion types, and not only with regard to types of emo-
tions such as guilt that we intuitively regard as more complex than others.
Fear can for instance be triggered by quite complex thoughts, such as the
belief that the stock market will crash. How do we account for this phe-
nomenon? Should we conclude with Griffiths that such cases of ‘fear’ have
nothing to do with the fear reaction triggered by the perception of a snake – a
prototypical example of an affect program?
In grappling with these questions, it will be instructive to reconsider how

affect programs and the affective phenomena dependent on higher cognitive
processes might relate to each other. As we shall shortly see, a closer study of
the relations between higher cognitive processes and affect programs, far from
revealing an unbridgeable gap between them, will on the contrary allow us
to make a distinction between basic and nonbasic emotions that is required
on independent grounds anyway.
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Unity regained

To do so, let us look at two ways of understanding the relations between
basic and nonbasic emotions. First, we can understand the latter as mixtures
of basic emotions (Plutchik 2001). To mention just one example, nostalgia
might be conceived of as a blend of joy and sadness. However, it is hard to
apply this model to all emotions. Which basic emotions go to make up, say,
reverence or envy? Moreover, even if this model can be so applied, it does not
explain why non-human animals are incapable of having certain emotions: if
they can feel joy and sadness, why can they not feel nostalgia? Why do these
emotions not ‘blend’ in non-human animals? These difficulties both derive
from a central flaw in this strategy: it does not take into account the complex
cognitive states that play a role in many emotions.
The second more widespread option consists precisely in understanding

nonbasic emotions as the product of interaction between basic emotions and
cognitive states such as thoughts or beliefs. The most sophisticated version of
this idea – which may amount to an elaboration of what some of the classic
philosophers we mentioned had in mind – is formulated in terms of a
‘calibration’ of basic emotions mediated by these various cognitive states
(Prinz 2004: 147–50). Affect programs are triggered automatically by specific
kinds of stimuli, yet as the subject develops, these same affect programs come
to be triggered by cognitive states. Certain combinations of cognitive states
and affect programs triggered in this way are sufficiently important to receive
their own label. Thus, for instance, ‘jealousy’ might be the name we give to
anger when it is triggered by the belief that the affections of one’s partner are
directed at a third party; ‘shame’ might be the name we give to disgust when
it is triggered by the belief that one has failed in some important way; and
‘regret’ the name of sadness triggered by an act performed in the past that is
not reparable.
On this theory, a nonbasic emotion is nothing but a basic emotion caused

by a judgment concerning a kind of circumstance that is seen as sufficiently
important to receive a distinct name. In short, nonbasic emotions are nothing
but basic emotions caused by certain sophisticated judgments, and their
objects are merely a subset of the possible objects of basic emotions. So, for
instance, in a world where the fate of the stock market became even more
central to our lives than it is today, fear concerning market moves would
receive its own name and would become a new kind of emotion, a nonbasic
emotion. This explanatory framework strikes us as very promising. It is
particularly convincing for example to consider indignation as a kind of
anger caused by certain kinds of offending objects – those of a moral nature.
Likewise, Schadenfreude may well be a form of joy caused by a kind of pleasing
object – those pertaining to the misfortune of disliked others.
While it works for the two examples just given, this strategy cannot,

however, be easily applied across the board. To be successful as a general
strategy, there must be an analysis of this sort available for every nonbasic
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emotion. And, if the distinction between basic and nonbasic emotions is the
same as that between affect programs and irruptive motivations (i.e. between
emotions that depend on higher cognition and those that do not), the strategy is
ill-advised. For, insofar as it can appeal to only a very restricted number of
basic emotions, that is, those affective states that fulfill the very stringent
conditions for qualifying as an affect program, it produces some rather uncon-
vincing analyses; are, say, jealousy and shame really as suggested above
nothing but kinds of anger and disgust?
We now see that neither of the possible ways of fleshing out the relationship

between basic and nonbasic emotions can plausibly be regarded as applicable
to the totality of the domain of emotions. Does this then mean that Griffiths’s
conclusion concerning the disunity of this domain stands? It does so only if
the three distinctions – (i) between affect programs and irruptive motiva-
tions, (ii) between what is independent of higher cognitive states and what
depends on them, and (iii) between phenomena that share surface properties
in virtue of underlying causal mechanisms and those that do not – are in fact
co-extensive. In particular, is it true that emotions that depend on higher
cognitive states differ radically from affect programs?
One cannot exclude the possibility, for example, that instances of an emotion

dependent on a certain complex judgment share similar underlying causal
mechanisms, and therefore qualify as affect programs insofar as they implicate
all the physiological and neural changes characteristic of them. For instance,
if shame depends on complex evaluative judgments, as one might reasonably
claim, and we were to discover that the expressive, physiological, and beha-
vioral manifestations of shame were subtended by a specific underlying causal
mechanism, there would be no reason, pace Griffiths, to not consider it an
affect program. If for these reasons the true number of affect programs and
thus the number of basic emotions were found to be considerably higher than
previously thought (since being mediated by sophisticated cognitive states
would not constitute a disqualifying trait), then the strategy of ‘calibration’
would only need to be employed in the cases where it seems plausible, as
is the case for indignation and Schadenfreude. Now, while it is still an open
empirical question how many distinct profiles of systematic patterns of
change across the relevant neuronal and physiological dimensions there are
underlying our emotional repertoire and to what extent they correspond to
the way ordinary language carves the emotional domain,1 the evidence leaves
room for optimism (Aue and Scherer 2008, Charland 2002, Scherer 2009). If so,
the reservations we raised regarding the calibration strategy can be retracted.
Now, of course, it is doubtful that Griffiths would be ready to countenance such

a possibility. For, remember, affect programs are first and foremost characterized
by their modularity, in particular by the fact that they are elicited by a
restricted class of stimuli and are cognitively impenetrable. Affect programs
obtain their naturalistic credentials from being directly responsive to a class
of triggers that can be identified independently of the manner in which the
subject assesses the relevance of these stimuli for his or her goals. In response,
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the following points should be raised. First, the very existence of well-defined
classes of stimuli for any given type of emotion is in itself questionable.
Trotting out the shopworn examples of snakes and spiders to delineate the
class of stimuli relevant in the case of the fear affect program is often the best
we can do in deploying this strategy. Many readers of Griffiths have indeed
pointed out that his conclusion severs the natural continuity we find between
the alleged automatic and more or less universal episodes of fear (e.g., at the
sight of a spider) and the more sophisticated and idiosyncratic episodes of fear
(e.g., at the consequences of having forgotten one’s wallet on the plane).
What this suggests is that it is probably a mistake to view any kind of emotional
response as being in principle completely insulated from the influence of
higher cognitive capacities.
Second, whatever one makes of these considerations, this strong modularity

claim is not warranted by what may be perceived as the main motivation
for Griffiths’s view, i.e. the idea that affect programs play a crucial role in
generating discriminative behavior in virtue of their being adaptive sys-
tematic responses to distinctive kinds of stimuli. The fact that the responses
in question might sometimes be mediated by more complex cognitive states
does not constitute in any way a threat to the idea that emotions system-
atically mediate between certain situations in the subject’s environment and
his or her behavioral responses. Of course, the soundness of this answer
depends on the possibility of specifying what the relevant situations have in
common, so as to account for the unity amongst the diverse and variously
cognitively demanding instances of a given emotion type. What this com-
monality may amount to and how it relates to the subject’s assessment of
the circumstances in which she finds herself is something we shall discuss
later (see Chapter 4). For now, let us conclude that there is good reason to
think that, though the affective domain as a whole does contain phenomena
of quite diverse natures, this is not true of the quite unified category of
emotion.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have reviewed some important distinctions within the
emotional domain. After having considered the distinctions between positive
and negative emotions and between conscious and unconscious emotions,
distinctions that do not threaten the unity of the category emotion, we have
investigated the distinction between basic and nonbasic emotions. While
some have appealed to this distinction in support of the thesis that this
category exhibits no interesting unity, we have argued that there are reasons
to resist this view. In particular, we have seen that the idea that there exists a
class of emotions completely insulated from complex cognitive states is mis-
taken, and that there are no conclusive reasons for thinking that an emotion
cannot belong to our basic emotional repertoire simply because it depends on
such complex cognitive states.
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Questions and further readings

(1) In what senses can there be unconscious emotions?
(2) What are two common strategies for building complex emotions out of

basic ones?
(3) Why does Griffiths’s argument about the disunity of the category emotion

only go through if three distinctions – affect programs vs. irruptive
motivations, cognitive independence vs. dependence, and natural kinds
vs. other categories – converge?

Regarding valence, a good survey of the various theories is to be found in
Colombetti (2005). A helpful recent reference is Prinz (2010). For skepticism
about the idea that valence represents a unified phenomenon, see Cochrane
(2009) and Solomon (2003).
A good discussion of the multifarious senses of the term ‘unconscious’ is to

be found in Dainton (2000: Chapter 2). Two good recent discussions of the
contrast between conscious and unconscious emotions are Hatzimoysis (2007) and
Lacewing (2007). See also Greenspan (1988: Chapter 2), and, on this issue from
an empirical perspective, Feldmann Barrett, Niedenthal andWinkielman (2005).
For a useful collection of studies on reflexive emotions, see Tracy, Robins and

Tangney (2007). For an emphasis on the significance of negative reflexive
emotions, see Deonna, Rodogno and Teroni (2011). On second-order emotions,
see Jäger and Bartsch (2006) and, for their roles in emotion regulation, Gross
(2007). A good starting point for the moral emotions is Rawls (1971). Williams
(1973: Chapter 13) is very interesting but at times hard going. For empirically
informed approaches to the moral emotions, see Haidt (2003) and Nichols
(2004).
For a recent and nuanced defense of basic emotions, see Ekman (1997 and

2003). For skeptical takes on the usefulness of the category of basic emotions,
see Solomon (2001) and Scherer and Ellgring (2007). On the many issues
raised by the idea that emotions are modular, see the various contributions in
Faucher and Tappolet (2006). For interesting reflexions on the philosophical
significance of the way the emotions are treated in the sciences, see Pugmire
(2006).
In addition to Roberts (2003: 14–36) and Prinz (2004: 81–86), who provide

very good responses to Griffiths’s skeptical challenge regarding emotion as a
category, see Charland (2002).

Note
1 The possibility that some terms for emotions as they feature in ordinary languages (e.g., ‘fear’) do
not designate one basic emotion, but distinct ones (anxiety and fright, say) sharing some important
similarities is discussed in Prinz (2004: Chapter 6).
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3 Emotions, beliefs, and desires

The two first chapters dealt with some important traits of the emotions,
distinguished emotions from other affective states, and examined some important
distinctions within the emotional domain. Yet the task of understanding
what emotions are still lies ahead of us. Remember that in the course of our
discussion of basic and nonbasic emotions in the previous chapter we
emphasized the important role of cognitive states, such as beliefs, while
defending the unity of the category of emotion. In this chapter, we shall
discuss in more detail the nature of the relationship between emotion and
other cognitive states. This discussion will allow us to introduce and assess a
first group of philosophical theories of the emotions, theories that precisely
try to conceive of the emotions as partly or wholly constituted by cognitive
states. We shall start by considering the connections between emotions and
beliefs. This will lead us to examine an attempt to analyze the emotions in
terms of beliefs and desires (the mixed theory). As we shall see, this approach
faces a variety of important difficulties, which will lead us to consider a
second and closely related account of the emotions. According to this
account, emotions are not combinations of beliefs and desires, but rather
representations of how our desires fare. We shall argue that this second theory
faces no less serious difficulties. As a whole, this chapter tries to show that
the fact that emotions motivate us in all sorts of ways does not support the
idea that they should be understood in terms of desires.

Emotions and beliefs

As we have already stressed, all emotions – whether basic or nonbasic – are
triggered by certain events, objects, or situations and their features. More-
over, these events, objects, or situations are not only the causes of emotional
responses in the way solar rays cause sunburn; in principle, the subject who
feels an emotion apprehends in one way or another the situation or the object
which triggers this emotion. That is why, as we have seen, it can always be
sensibly asked what we feel such and such an emotion about. In the jargon of
contemporary philosophy, we say for this reason that emotions are intentional
phenomena, i.e. they have the property of being directed at something. If the
dog frightens Jonas, the latter must then in some way have a representation



of the dog. This is to say, as we have already seen, that emotions have cognitive
bases. Typically, this idea has been straightforwardly understood as implying,
say, that if Jonas is afraid of the dog, he must have a certain belief or make a
certain judgment about the dog. Hence it is essential to gain a grasp of the
relations between emotions and beliefs.1

Consider the two following examples. Jonas believes that he is facing a dog
that is baring its teeth and preparing to pounce. He is afraid. Mary believes that
her cat has had a serious accident. She is sad. On the basis of such examples,
it may seem that the awareness of certain facts is not only presupposed by
certain emotions – something we already acknowledged in Chapter 1 – but
necessary and sufficient for their occurrence. The thesis in question may take
the form of the claim that an emotion is nothing but the presence of beliefs
or judgments of this kind.
However, it is easy to see how such an identification of emotion and belief

will be far from satisfactory. The principal point is that, if Jonas is, say, a dog
trainer, and Mary longs to get rid of her old incontinent Persian, there is no
reason to think that the beliefs mentioned above are any more to be identified
with the emotions of fear and sadness than for instance amusement and relief.
These considerations show that the suggested analysis is too naïve for a couple of
reasons. First, as we have just remarked, it does not account for the specificity
of emotions: the link between these sorts of beliefs and any particular type of
emotion is too loose to individuate the latter. Second, an adequate analysis of
emotions must be able to account for the fact that we constantly cite them
when explaining behavior. Somehow emotions are more closely tied to particular
kinds of motivations and behavior than the beliefs just alluded to. And that is why
no short list of such beliefs can have the same explanatory role as emotions.
There are two common strategies that attempt to overcome these difficul-

ties. The first introduces the notion of desire; the second invokes the notion
of value. In this chapter, we shall consider the mixed theory as well as
another theory that also emphasizes, albeit in a different way, the relation
between emotions and desires. The discussion of the theories of emotions in
terms of value cognition will occupy us from Chapter 5 onwards.

The mixed theory

We pointed out in Chapter 1 that there are certain important differences
between emotions and desires. Although in ordinary language we sometimes
use the word ‘desire’ to refer to certain emotions (for instance, we might say
‘Jonas desires to win the bingo draw’ when what we mean is that he hopes to
win it), identifying emotions with desires is not really an option. That is why
there is no contemporary theory of the emotions that reduces them com-
pletely to desires. Nonetheless, several theories do accord desires a prominent
place in the analysis of emotions.
The idea is to deal with the above-mentioned problems in the following

way. If Jonas’s and Mary’s beliefs do not suffice to individuate their fear and
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sadness, it is because a specification of their motivational state is still lacking.
In order for Jonas to be afraid, as a complement to his belief that he is facing
a snarling crouching dog, we must add a desire to avoid being attacked by
the dog. In order for Mary to be sad, we must add to her belief a desire to
enjoy the company of her cat in the future and do whatever she can to keep it
alive. This thesis, the central contention of the mixed theory, amounts to
identifying emotions with combinations of beliefs and desires (e.g., Green
1992, Searle 1983).
Recall that one important intuitive difference between emotions and desires

lies in the fact that the latter have the world-to-mind direction of fit: desiring is
being in a state that inclines the subject to alter the world so as to make it fit
her representation of the desired state of affairs. So a complete assimilation of
emotions to conative phenomena should be resisted. However, the mixed
theory avoids this problem insofar as the beliefs it appeals to have the opposite
direction of fit, a direction that corresponds to the manner in which we assess
emotions. This echoes what we said in Chapter 1, when we observed that we
assess the emotions as correct and incorrect, as justified and unjustified, and
the same is, of course, true of beliefs. And in this way the present theory kills
two birds with one stone. On the one hand, it accounts for the specificity and
variety of our emotions: the content of the beliefs and the desires is fine-
grained enough to account for the distinctiveness of each and every emotion.
On the other hand, the introduction of desires into the analysis allows us to
explain the close link between emotion and behavior. Their respective desires
account for why Jonas will for instance clamber up the nearest tree and Mary
will take her cat to the vet.
This strategy can then be seen as an application to the particular case of

emotions of the general schema, which holds that all action is the result of a
combination of conative and cognitive states. For instance, Arthur’s anger at
Alison is nothing but his belief that she has insulted him coupled with his desire
to take revenge. Naturally, to analyze all the various emotions, a mixed theory
will have to invoke some relatively complex combinations of beliefs and desires.
For instance, it has been suggested that hoping that P could be analyzed in
terms of the absence of the belief that P, the absence of the belief that not-P,
the belief that it is possible that P and the desire that P (Searle 1983: 32).
We should also highlight two further potential virtues of this theory. One

consequence is that emotions are not a sui generis category of mental states, since
on this account they are reducible to specific combinations of other kinds of
mental states. Studying the emotions thus turns out to be nothing more than
the study of the familiar categories of desire and belief. The theory also fits
snugly into a general framework of psychological explanation, which has proven
so successful in numerous domains of philosophy: belief–desire psychology.
Nonetheless, the few remarks in previous sections about the nature of desire

suffice to raise doubts about the soundness of this theory. In particular, we
emphasized that desires are always directed at states of affairs, and that they
are constitutively linked with the subject’s belief that she can do something
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to bring about what she desires, whereas emotions are not always directed at
states of affairs and exhibit a much looser connection with action. So Jonas’s
contempt for Mike, an episode, seems to be about an object and not a state of
affairs; and Mary’s regret concerning the bad weather has at best very indirect
links with anything she could do. These cursory remarks suggest at the very
least that introducing desires in the analysis of emotions is not the hoped for
solution. Does this mean that these two difficulties force us to dismiss the
mixed theory despite its many advantages? Not necessarily.
The best way to deal with the first difficulty is simply not to let oneself be

impressed by the claim that emotions may be intentional relations to objects
that cannot be understood in terms of intentional relations to states of affairs.
After all, it is far from clear that Jonas’s contempt for Mike is not specifically
directed at one or many states of affairs involving Mike. In this connection,
one may also note that, since the surface grammar of ‘desire’ also makes it
sometimes look as if desires were intentional relations with objects (‘Mike desires
a Ferrari’), perhaps there is likewise reason not to take the grammar too seriously
in the case of emotion terms taking nominal complements.
As regards the second difficulty, the natural option is to broaden the class of

conative phenomena that the theory can appeal to. For, if having the world-
to-mind direction of fit is the mark of conative states, desires constitute
arguably only one type of conative states, among which we also find wishes
on the one hand and lower-level motivational states such as urges, drives, and
aversions on the other. A sudden sexual urge is not easily assimilated to a
propositional state. And wishes seem especially relevant for dealing with the
second difficulty, since they, unlike desires, are often directed at past events
and thus not directly related to the possibility of action.
When the class of relevant conative phenomena is expanded in this way, the

mixed theory can furnish an account of those emotions that resisted analysis
in terms of desires in the narrower sense. Along these lines, regret can now
be understood as the belief that some event has occurred and the wish that it
had not occurred. This strategy also improves the account regarding the case
of Mary’s sadness about her cat put forward earlier. One need no longer refer to
her desire to enjoy the company of her cat in the future, a desire that in any
case seems to be presupposed by the emotion and to motivate it rather than
constituting part of it. One can more plausibly analyze Mary’s sadness in
terms of the wish that the accident had not occurred, a wish that may seem
related to the emotion of sadness as a constituent element. Extending in this
way the domain of motivational states to include wishes thus looks promising
(Gordon 1987). Additionally, drawing attention to the existence of urges or
appetites may have the further benefit of accounting for certain ‘gut-level’
emotional reactions in a way that appears intuitively more fitting. Certain
cases of fear and disgust, for instance, will have as constituents some form of
aversion for, respectively, bodily damage and putrefaction.
However compelling this form of the mixed theory may seem, we do not

believe that it can meet the challenge of fully accounting for the variety of
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roles that emotions must play in a theory of mind. The mixed theory, we shall
argue, misconstrues the explanatory relations between emotions and conative
states.
We just emphasized the fact that the mixed theory can appeal to a broad

array of conative states. For present purposes, it will be helpful to further
distinguish amongst these states between desires with an ‘open’ content (e.g.,
in the case of fear: the desire to preserve one’s physical integrity; in the case
of anger: the desire to be respected; in the case of admiration: the desire to
see artworks) and desires with a ‘restricted’ content (e.g., the desire to avoid
being attacked by a particular dog or to run away from it; the desire not to
be ignored by Jack or to hit him; the desire to see a particular Van Gogh
painting or to continue seeing it). For now, let us work with an intuitive
understanding of this contrast.
Drawing attention to this distinction makes it clear that many desires with

a restricted content cannot be recruited by the mixed theory. To conceive of
the desire to flee from the dog in the case of fear, or of the desire to hit Jack
in the case of anger, as constituents of the relevant emotions, is simply
misguided. These desires are obviously motivated by the respective emotions
rather than parts of them: one desires to flee from the dog or to hit Jack
because one is afraid of the dog or because one is angry at Jack.
But perhaps we have not selected the most suitable examples of desires

with a restricted content. Fear of the dog might rather consist in the desire to
avoid being attacked by the dog, anger at Jack in the desire not to be
ignored by him, and admiration of a Van Gogh in the desire to see a Van Gogh.
Whether or not one thinks that such desires are good candidates for being
constituent parts of the emotions – and not, say, motivational states that
explain why the relevant emotions occur – the following very general problem
must be grappled with. Any satisfactory theory of the emotions must have
the resources to explain what the different instances of an emotion type have in
common. Now, while a mixed theory proceeding in terms of restricted
desires may succeed, as we acknowledged, in individuating the different
instances of an emotion type, it simply cannot account for what these instances
have in common. There is clearly something shared by cases of fearing a dog,
fearing that one has lost one’s wallet and fearing that the speaker will not
arrive in time, but nothing in the mental states that the mixed theory
appeals to can account for why these three emotional episodes belong to the
same emotion type. In a nutshell, if this version of the mixed theory were
the best we could come up with, it would be grist for the mill of those who
think that emotions do not form interesting psychological categories, an idea
we have seen should be resisted (Chapter 2).
By contrast, appealing to desires with open contents will allow the mixed

theory to provide an account of what the different instances of an emotion type
have in common. Indeed, such desires can more straightforwardly be associated
with each emotion type. For instance, there is a close tie between fear and the
desire to avoid physical harm, between sadness and the desire not to lose
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something dear to us, between anger and the desire to be respected, and
between admiration and the desire to see aesthetic objects. On this amended
version of the mixed theory, emotions would then be combinations of desires
with open contents and the relevant belief of the subject about her circum-
stances. This may not only allow us to individuate emotion types, it may also
account for the manner in which emotions give rise to desires with a
restricted content: Jonas’s desire to avoid being attacked by the dog will now
be explained by his fear, i.e. by his desire to avoid physical harm and his
belief that there is an unpredictable dog in front of him.
Unfortunately, this way of solving the problem immediately gives rise to a

new one. Notice how replacing desires possessing a restricted content with
desires possessing an open content thereby removes the internal link we had
between the contents of the beliefs (e.g., that the dog is going to attack me)
and the restricted contents of the desires (e.g., to avoid being attacked by the dog)
constituting the emotions. The version of the mixed theory in terms of beliefs
(e.g., that the dog is going to attack me) and desires with open contents
(e.g., to avoid physical harm) appeals to psychological states whose contents are
disconnected from one another. For this reason, it is simply insufficient to
account for the emotions. Indeed, until the subject grasps that the content of
his belief is relevant to the content of his open desire, we are not in the
presence of an emotion. Jonas may believe that a dog is capricious but this
feature of the situation fails to inform his desire to avoid harm. In that case,
he would simply not feel fear. An analysis of the emotions as combinations of
desires with open contents and beliefs as a result falls short. And given that
emotions are analyzed in terms of potentially disconnected beliefs and desires,
this blocks any possibility of appealing to the emotions in order to explain the
desires with restricted contents that we said are typically motivated by them.
The pressing question, then, is this: by means of which psychological states

are the subject’s beliefs about the particular situations she faces apt to motivate
her to form desires with restricted contents in the light of her desires with
open contents? The wished-for bridging psychological states must represent
the relevance of these particular situations for her desires with open contents.
While it seems to us that we cannot make progress on this issue within the
framework of the mixed theory, this does not mean, as we shall now see, that
we should give up the project of analyzing the emotions in conative terms.
Still, we must conclude that the various forms of the mixed theory we have
reviewed seriously misrepresent the explanatory relations between emotions
and conative states. This conclusion is enough for our present purposes, but
we shall revisit the mixed theory in Chapter 5, when we lay out different and
very revealing objections that emerge from a focus on phenomenology.

The desire satisfaction/frustration approach

The lesson of the preceding section is then not necessarily that desire has no
significant role in an account of emotions. Rather the mistake may lie in
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conceiving of desires as constitutive parts of them. The discussion so far
seems to suggest that desires should be detached from the emotions but
nevertheless understood as being essential ingredients in an explanation of
why emotions occur. This strategy would consist in an approach to the
explanatory relations between open desires, emotions, and restricted desires in
line with the conclusions we reached in the preceding section: open desires
explain why we feel emotions, and emotions themselves mediate between
open desires and the restricted desires we come to form in the circumstances.
Adopting this strategy will allow us to say that Jonas’s desire to avoid physical
harm explains why he is now afraid, and that his fear in turn explains why he
wants to flee. Within such a framework, the emotions themselves would be
recruited to constitute the wished-for bridging psychological state that was
missing within the mixed theory. Now, according to a small but important
family of theories located squarely within a conative approach to the emo-
tions, emotions are ideally suited to play this bridging role because they
are in fact representations of the fates of our desires (e.g., Schroeder 2006,
Wollheim 1999).
Recall the manner in which we distinguished desires from emotions. We saw

that desires have a world-to-mind direction of fit, that is to say, that desires
aim at changing the world so it comes to match the desired state of affairs.
When this matching occurs, we speak of a desire being ‘fulfilled’ or ‘satisfied’.
When it does not, we say that the desire is ‘frustrated’. Now, the satisfaction
or frustration of our desires is not only something that happens, it is also
something we are especially given to thinking about. I realize I did not get
the prize I desired, I am aware that I am finally soaking in the bath I longed for.
Note first that, as opposed to desires themselves, representations of the

fate of our desires have the mind-to-world direction of fit that we argued
previously was characteristic of the emotions: their correctness hangs on
whether the relevant desires are indeed satisfied or frustrated. It should be
observed, second, that such representations of the fate of our desires pre-
suppose – barring cases of misrepresentation – that we have the relevant
desires and, for that reason, these representations can play a bridging role
between antecedent motivations and subsequent ones. It is, say, because
Jonas realizes that his desire to avoid physical harm is likely to be frustrated
in the situation in which he finds himself that he forms the subsequent desire
to flee at once. Note, finally, that this approach to the emotions furnishes an
immediate explanation of what we referred to in Chapter 2 as the valence or
polarity of the emotions: positive emotions are those that represent desires as
being satisfied, negative emotions are those that represent them as frustrated.
The foregoing observations point towards an interesting approach: emotions

should be analyzed as representations of desire satisfaction or frustration.
The idea can be cashed out in more or less elaborate forms and has been espoused
by philosophers approaching the emotions from very different theoretical
perspectives. For example, Schroeder, an empirically minded philosopher,
thinks of affect as being essentially, though perhaps not solely, the
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representation of ‘change in desire satisfaction relative to expectations’ (Schroeder
2006). The pleasure I get from having climbed this mountain’s face is to be
understood along the following lines: my achievement triggers the thought
that, on balance, the satisfaction of my desires is higher than I expected. In
more recognizably intentional terms, Wollheim, a psychoanalytically inclined
philosopher, conceives of emotions as attitudes we have concerning an object
or event we perceive as the source of the satisfaction or frustration of a desire.
I am angry at Mike, say, when I perceive the way he drives as potentially or
actually frustrating my desire to be on time at the concert (Wollheim 1999:
Lecture 1). Both Schroeder and Wollheim emphasize the link between these
representations of the fate of our desires and the pleasures or displeasures that
accompany our affective lives. While Wollheim speaks of the relevant attitudes
as being ‘tinged’ with pleasure or displeasure, Schroeder outright identifies
pleasures and displeasures with the aforementioned representations.
There is much to be queried in the general approach to the emotions that

these theories suggest. Our discussion and criticism here will be directed
at the general framework in which they are embedded, and not at the specific
versions to which we have just alluded. First, a striking feature of the desire
satisfaction/frustration approach is that it apparently sees the emotions as
metarepresentations, i.e. as intentional states having other intentional states
as objects. Feeling an emotion would then require the capacity to represent
desires and complex facts about them, which will strike many as not very
plausible. Of course, it is possible to think of these metarepresentations as
operating at the subpersonal level, but then we seem to give up on the task
that many philosophers in the domain take themselves to be pursuing, that
of shedding light on emotions understood as first-person experiences.
Second, granting that the approach is one whose target is to account for

emotions as experiences, we may also question whether it is able to capture
their phenomenological variety and richness. Appealing to a representation of
desires as satisfied or frustrated in the analysis of emotions strongly suggests
that we should approach their phenomenology in terms of what it feels like
to have one’s desires satisfied or frustrated. Whether or not we understand
desire satisfaction and desire frustration as pleasure and displeasure, it is
doubtful that this way of partitioning the phenomenological territory will allow
us to capture the extreme variety of ways emotions make themselves experien-
tially manifest. At the very least, something beyond the mere phenomenology of
frustration will be required to distinguish, for instance, emotions such as fear,
sadness, regret, and shame. All these emotions may well involve one and the
same representation of a change in expected desire satisfaction, yet they clearly
differ in their phenomenology. While none of these remarks as they stand
constitute, in our opinion, sufficient grounds to reject the approach under
discussion, some further considerations yield good reasons to cast doubt on its
central tenets.
What the present approach shares with the mixed theory, at least in its most

plausible version, is the claim that the existence of desires with an open
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content is essential to the explanation of all emotional episodes, although
the role desires play in the resulting accounts of the emotions differs (the
mixed theory regards them as constitutive parts of the emotions, the present
approach as antecedent triggers). And claiming this much might not be
warranted. Although it is plausible to point to the desire to preserve one’s
physical integrity as the biological basis around which fears congregate, the
presence of the relevant desires for other emotion types is less obvious. In
some cases of admiration, for instance the admiration we may feel in front of
a painting the first time we are dragged to a museum, the claim that we
must have an open desire to see works of art – the only desire of this nature
we can appeal to in this connection – appears both implausible and insuffi-
cient. It is implausible, for even if we have such a desire, undergoing the
resulting emotion entails on this account that our admiration represents this
desire as being satisfied by the experience of the painting. Are we really to
believe that the experience of being moved by a late Rembrandt is, as a
matter of necessity, shot through with the realization that our deep-seated
but vague desire is now fulfilled? This is doubtful. And even if most or all of
our emotions were accompanied by representations of the fate of our desires,
these representations do not seem to constitute the emotion itself but are
more convincingly viewed as distinct mental states, namely as states that
reflect on the potential sources of the emotion just experienced. That is, it
seems that admiring a painting is one thing, realizing that our desire to look
at works of art has been at last fulfilled another. And notice that when the
open desire is salient – I am finally going to have time to indulge in my
desire to see works of art – the awareness of my desire being now fulfilled
competes with and sometimes even prevents the expected emotional experience
from occurring.
It should be stressed that the present criticisms are premised on the fact that

the version of the desire satisfaction/frustration approach under consideration,
that offered for instance by Wollheim, has it that the emotion is partly con-
stituted by the representation of the content of an open desire as frustrated or
satisfied. That is what makes it implausible. One natural modification of the
approach would then simply omit this constraint. For example, as Schroeder
seems to view the matter, the emotion can be thought of as a representation
whose content is that overall there is an increase or a decrease in one’s
desire satisfaction. On this version, while the subject is required to have the
relevant open desire, the emotion does not have to contain the representation
of this very desire. In fact, the subject does not even need to know that he
has it.
Whether we think that this amendment contributes to making the desire

satisfaction/frustration approach more plausible or not, the shortcomings of
the overall framework come into view when it is approached from a different
angle. The fundamental explanation of the emotions it offers is again insuf-
ficient. In the quest to explain the emotions, a desire is posited, but this desire in
turn requires an explanation of exactly the same kind we were seeking about
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the emotions in the first place. Let us bring this chapter to a close by examining
this important issue in some detail.
If we explain why a subject is moved upon seeing a given work of art by saying

that he wanted to see works of art, this explanation may be causally relevant
in explaining the onset of an emotion, but it is clearly uninformative as an
elucidation of why he is moved in the specific way he is. For what must be
explained is not simply the fact that he is moved, but, as the case may be,
why he is positively moved – he feels admiration – when he lays his eyes on a
late Rembrandt. And appealing to the subject’s desire to see works of art will
not suffice for these purposes, as is shown by the fact that some works of art
will not move him positively at all. After all, it may well be the case that our
subject will feel a positive emotion when facing a Rembrandt but not when
facing a Bouguereau, something the theory should try to explain. At this
point, in order to explain the subject’s admiration, we may opt to appeal to a
different desire with open content: the desire to see beautiful works of art. Yet
this is tantamount to desiring to see admirable works of art.
It is important to note the occurrence of an evaluative term in the content

of the desire postulated here. We started with the desire to see works of art and
moved on to speak of a desire for beauty. It now seems as if what is required
from the subject is that he is motivated to contemplate things insofar as they
are beautiful. And it should be observed that, in our attempts at specifying
which open desires are relevant for the different emotion types, we found
ourselves already using evaluative terms: we traced anger back to an open
desire to be respected, sadness to an open desire not to lose what is dear to us,
etc. At this stage, we might well start to wonder whether open desires do not
simply manage to play their allotted role in explaining emotions in virtue of
being (disguised) evaluations. If this is what is ultimately going on in the
approach under discussion, it appears to entail a complete reconfiguration of
what desires are. In addition to – and in some cases perhaps even instead of –
being states that aim at being fulfilled and so may turn out to be frustrated
or satisfied (i.e. states with a world-to-mind direction of fit), desires now
appear to represent some state of affairs or object as being worthy of pursuit
or avoidance. That is to say that they are states of valuing or evaluations, i.e.
states with a mind-to-world direction of fit.
This idea is not as fantastic as it might first appear, it can be traced back

to a venerable conception of desires as representations of something ‘under the
guise of the good’ (see Tenenbaum 2007, Schroeder 2009). What is important
to note is the radical shift this conception of desires amounts to. For if the
conative approach were compelled to fall back on such a conception of desire,
then the initial promise that it could account for emotions exclusively in
terms of the satisfaction or the frustration of an agent’s aims has been broken.
What we have been offered instead is an elucidation of emotions in terms of
prior states of valuing, positively or negatively. Desires or aversions, insofar as
they are appealed to in an explanation of the emotions, are now conceived of
as representations of some object or state of affairs as good or bad. While
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such representations can be said to be correct or incorrect, it makes no sense
at all, however, to think of them as being satisfied or frustrated (see Chapter 1).
If this is the case, the central tenet of the present approach is found to be
unsound.
Yet there may be a lesson to be drawn from this failure. The states of

valuing, positively and negatively, which the theory ends up positing may
indeed play an important role in explaining why the emotions occur, and this
even if the emotions can no longer be understood as representations of these
states as satisfied or frustrated. Perhaps emotions signal the presence of
something good or bad in the light of what the subject values or disvalues.
And we might want to call all these states of valuing that explain the
occurrence of emotions ‘desires’, but note, then, that what governs this clas-
sification is simply the fact that they represent something positively or
negatively. In particular, and given the points we made in this chapter, desires
should here be conceived as potentially completely disconnected from any
state of affairs the subject is inclined to bring about, i.e. from any course of
action he may contemplate taking. And, upon reflection, it becomes clear
that this cost was incurred as soon as we admitted wishes within the class of
conative states in order to salvage the approach under discussion. If one
favors, as we do, a more restricted and more informative account of what
desires are – they are states that concern the subject’s envisaged courses of
action and that might end up being satisfied or frustrated – one then has
reasons to draw some important distinctions amongst assorted states of valuing
that explain why emotions occur. To anticipate a later discussion, we should
include among these states those we already alluded to in Chapter 1, affective
dispositions generally, and indeed desires conceived as inclinations to bring
about changes in the world and that can turn out, for that reason, to be
satisfied or frustrated. As we shall see, conceiving of desires as aiming in this
way at fulfillment does not rule out the possibility of assessing them as correct or
incorrect. In Chapters 7 and 9, we shall suggest that they are correct if what
the subject aims at bringing about ought to obtain.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we introduced and discussed two theories of the emotions
that attempt to analyze them in terms of beliefs and desires. The various
versions of the mixed theory, we argued, cannot individuate the different emo-
tion types or constitute insufficient accounts of the emotions. This weakness
led us to consider the idea that emotions are representations of the frustration
or satisfaction of our desires. We argued that such an approach either proves
unable to explain the emotions or leads to a conception of desires as states of
valuing that is difficult to reconcile with its central tenet. This, together with
the fact that important alternatives to the conative approaches we discussed
in this chapter view emotions as specific types of evaluations, should spur us
on to take a closer look at the relations between emotions and values. In the
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next chapter, we shall try to better understand the nature of values and their
links with the emotions. This will put us in an ideal position to discuss the
various conceptions of the emotions as evaluations from Chapter 5 onward.

Questions and further readings

(1) Why introduce wishes in the analysis of emotions?
(2) What is the main difference between the two versions of the desire

satisfaction/frustration approach?
(3) Why think that what we have called desires with an open content are in

fact states of valuing?

On the mixed theory, and in addition to Searle (1983: Chapter 1) and Gordon
(1987), see Marks (1982) and, for a very elaborate version, Green (1992).
For a recent account of emotions in terms of desires broadly conceived, see
Maiese (2011).
For the full presentation of Schroeder’s account of desires, see his 2004 work.

Issue 45.1 of the journal Dialogue contains various discussions of his approach
as well as replies by the author. The idea that emotions are metarepresentations
of belief confirmation and desire satisfaction is developed within a computational
framework by Reisenzein (2009).
The idea that desires are representations of objects as valuable or disvaluable has

found three important contemporary advocates in Helm (2001), Oddie
(2005), and Tenenbaum (2007).

Note
1 In what follows, we shall indifferently use the terms ‘belief’ and ‘judgment’, the latter being
commonly conceived as the overt or covert manifestation of the former.
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4 Introducing values

As we advanced through the dialectical thickets of desire-based accounts in
the last chapter, we presented and assessed an account of emotions that con-
ceives of them as representations of the satisfaction or frustration of our desires.
In discussing the reasons for being dissatisfied with this account, our attention
was once again drawn to the intimate links between emotions and values.
These links have as a matter of fact been stressed since antiquity, and almost
all of the theories we shall examine in the remainder of this book conceive of the
emotions as being or involving types of evaluations. In the present chapter,
our aim is to motivate and clarify this fundamental idea. We shall first explain
some of the substantial roles values may play in connection with the emotions
and, second, examine whether the nature of values allows them to play these roles.

Emotions and values

That there are intimate links between emotions and values seems to be
obvious. Ordinary language corroborates the existence of such links insofar as
to each emotion type there corresponds an evaluative predicate, one often
derived from the name of the emotion in question, as when we say of something
that it is ‘shameful’, ‘disgusting’, ‘annoying’, ‘contemptible’, ‘admirable’, ‘amus-
ing’, or the like. According to the idea that emotions are types of evaluation,
having an emotion amounts to apprehending the object of the emotion in
evaluative terms. Feeling shame or amusement consists in apprehending a
given object as, respectively, shameful and amusing. We shall see and assess
in the chapters to come the more specific analyses of emotions as types of
evaluations that have been put forward.
For present purposes, bear in mind that what philosophers mean by ‘values’ or

‘evaluative properties’ differs to some extent from the way ‘value’ is com-
monly used. First, philosophers speak of positive and negative values. Thus
this term does not only denote things like beauty, courage, and solidarity, but
also ugliness, cowardice, and selfishness. Second, values are not only conceived of
as abstract political or personal ideals one is committed to upholding – liberty,
fraternity, equality, loyalty, etc. – but as properties exemplified by concrete
objects, situations, or events, and we shall shortly turn our attention to what
this ultimately amounts to.



The main motivation for conceiving of emotions as apprehensions of evalua-
tive properties resides in the following observation: beyond the multitude of
particular objects towards which a certain kind of emotion can be directed,
occurrences of an emotion type are unified by means of the evaluative properties
that are conventionally called the ‘formal object’ of that emotion type (Kenny
1963). For example, fear can be about a dog, an exam, the direction of the
stock market (particular objects), but each individual occurrence of fear consists
in the apprehension of the particular object as dangerous or threatening
(formal object). Similarly, my nose, my social background, my stealing may
be what my shame is directed at (particular objects), but in all these cases my
emotion consists in apprehending these particular objects as shameful or
degrading (formal object). More generally, the introduction of formal objects
sheds light on the identity of the various emotions and allows thus for the
individuation of the distinct types of emotions.
Introducing formal objects with regard to the emotions allows us to clarify

a fundamental aspect of their intentionality, which has remained implicit up
to now. As already emphasized, emotions are not only directed at particular
objects, but they also seem to present them in a particular way. The appeal to
evaluative properties as the formal objects of the emotions clarifies the sense
in which emotions are ways of apprehending salient features of the environ-
ment. It also sheds light on a subject briefly broached at the beginning of our
discussion, that is, the various ways in which emotions seem to be assessable
as appropriate or inappropriate (see Chapter 1). Indeed, aside from the function
of individuating emotion types just alluded to, invoking formal objects appears
to be needed in order to specify the correctness conditions as well as the justi-
fication conditions of emotions. This allows us to say for example that Mary’s
anger is justified when she has good reasons to believe that the joke is offensive,
but incorrect, say, because her anger happens not to fit the facts, since the joke is
actually quite innocuous. Similarly, Jonas’s fear may be assessed as justified if
it is based on his apprehension of a certain danger, and, as it happens, as
correct because he indeed faces a dangerous situation.
Note, however, the following crucial fact. If the idea that emotions evaluate

in ways that are subject to standards of correctness and justification is to play
any substantive role, the apprehension of a given value and the actual exem-
plification of this value must be to some extent independent from one another.
The evaluative properties of the objects in the world cannot be, so to speak,
merely in the eye of the beholder. When diagnosing Mary’s anger as justified
but incorrect, for example, we have presumed the truth of a quite substantial
claim: that a joke can be offensive independently of the fact that Mary responds
to it with anger. And this assumption would prove wrong-headed if, as some
forms of subjectivism about evaluative properties have it, the offensiveness of
a joke was existentially dependent on such a response. More generally, if talk
of correctness and justification is to have any bite in relation to the connections
between emotions and evaluative properties, then it must be possible for an
emotion to occur in the absence of any exemplification of the corresponding
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evaluative property and, conversely, an evaluative property may be exempli-
fied in the absence of the corresponding emotion. To establish the plausibility of
such an objectivist framework, one in which, as we shall see, our emotions
respond to mind-independent evaluative properties, we shall for the remainder
of this chapter review and criticize some classical alternative positions which
try to analyze evaluative properties in terms of emotional responses.

Subjectivism about values

Many philosophers and laymen alike are wary of taking talk of evaluative
properties too seriously. Despite the fact that we commonly and constantly
describe the world in evaluative terms, there is a widespread opinion according
to which evaluative properties are rather strange or mysterious sorts of things.
Perhaps because they are not ordinary objects of perception and do not seem
to be easily inferable from perception, or because the question whether they
are exemplified in given circumstances often gives rise to long-standing and
apparently insoluble disagreements, or because, as opposed to other ordinary
properties, they stand in close connection with what we ought and ought not
to do, many philosophers have tried to explain them away. And, given the
intimate connections between emotions and evaluative properties, one obvious
avenue to avoid any commitment to a world populated by them consists in
regarding value talk as a mere reflection of the manner in which objects and
situations emotionally impinge on us. For we may think there is here a neat
and simple solution to a number of enduring puzzles at the heart of the
philosophy of value.
On the crudest version of the idea that evaluative properties should be ana-

lyzed in terms of emotional responses, an object’s dangerousness or offensive
character consists in the fact that it elicits fear or anger. If Max admires a
given painting, then the painting is admirable. And if Claudette does not
admire it, then it is not admirable. Analyzing evaluative properties in terms
of subjects’ actual responses directly entails that the same object may be
admirable for one subject but not for another, and for the same subject at one
time but not at another. While this might be considered at first sight to be a
problem, the suggestion seems to embrace the idea that we should relativize
evaluative properties to specific subjects and times – the admirable character
of the painting is analyzed in terms of the more complex property consisting
in its being admirable for given subjects at given times. Here are two reasons
to balk at this radical form of subjectivism.
First, while the view is in part motivated by the idea that it provides a good

account of the fact that many disputes as to whether an object exemplifies a
given evaluative property rage unabated, it now transpires that it cannot make
sense of these disputes without also assuming that those engaged in them are
completely confused. Participants to these disputes, when they go about checking
their reactions against those of others, when they attempt to discount those
subjective factors that might interfere in their judgments, when they appeal
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to general principles or put themselves in others’ shoes, are simply acting on
the deluded assumption that there is a substantive answer to the question as to
whether or not a given evaluative property is exemplified. According to radical
subjectivism, there is simply no room for the kind of disputes we believe we
are often engaged in and to which we, erroneously as it transpires, attach so
much importance (e.g., Blackburn 1998). Second, and in direct connection
with the point just made, another implication of the present picture is that the
very idea of improving one’s epistemological standing vis-à-vis evaluative
properties makes no sense. Claudette could not come to realize that the painting
she does not presently admire is better than she first thought. If we subscribe
to radical subjectivism, we should rather conclude that the painting has simply
acquired a new property. The change in Claudette’s emotional responses
could not reflect the fact that she is now in a position to appreciate properties
of the object that she previously failed to take into account. She simply
cannot be wrong regarding whether or not the painting is admirable.
These problems may appear to be easily solved by a slight modification of the

thesis without touching its basic tenets. Instead of analyzing evaluative properties
in terms of actual emotional responses, one can appeal to dispositions of objects
or situations to cause such responses (e.g., Smith 1989). The suggestion is that
the painting is admirable if it has the disposition, in given circumstances, of
eliciting admiration in given creatures, for instance in human beings.
This appeal to dispositions has the immediate virtue of opening a space

between evaluative properties and emotional responses, allowing us thereby
to make sense of possible mistakes in relation to evaluative properties and,
consequently, of substantial disputes about their exemplification. The dis-
positionalist model can allow for the existence of situations in which one
responds to an object in a given way when this object does not in fact possess
the relevant evaluative property, as well as the existence of situations in
which the object possesses the evaluative property in the absence of the relevant
response. After all, an object that is disposed to cause a given sort of response
may, for a variety of reasons, elicit a different response or no response at all.
One may, for instance, fail to admire a work painted by a recalcitrant debtor
although it is in fact beautiful (the relevant subjects are disposed to admire it), or
conversely admire a picture by one’s revered ancestor though it is in fact a
daub (the relevant subjects are at best disposed to indifference). This there-
fore leaves ample room for disputes about whether a given response (or group
of responses) is of the sort that the object is disposed to cause. The fact that
the exemplification of evaluative properties is independent of any particular
occurrence of an emotional response makes the subjectivism to which the
dispositionalist model subscribes less radical than that implicated by the
analysis of evaluative properties in terms of actual responses.
Although it looks as though we have resolved the problems attending the

crudest form of subjectivism, the dispositionalist model remains, at this stage,
very sketchy. A fully fledged version of dispositionalism must reach a decision as
to which subjects should be appealed to, and, among their responses, which
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are to count as manifestations of the relevant dispositions. Does the admirable
character of a work of art depend on its disposition to cause admiration in all
and every creature, or only in those that show minimal interest in the fine
arts, or perhaps only in established experts? And, of course, whatever class of
subjects gets elected, the fact is that some of their responses (those elicited
when the painting is badly lit, when the subject is moody, tired or in love
with the painter, etc.) will fail to qualify as manifestations of the relevant
disposition. Appealing to the classical and recurring figure of the impartial
spectator (Smith 1790/1976) constitutes one attempt – notoriously hard to
work up into something more than vague hand-waving – at specifying the
relevant class of subjects and responses. Now, whether or not one succeeds in
reaching a principled decision concerning the relevant subjects and responses,
a central implication of dispositionalism should in our opinion lead us to
reject any specific form it might take.
For, at the end of the day, the fact that a given object or situation possesses a

certain evaluative property ultimately depends, according to dispositionalism,
on a brute psychological fact – in this respect, the approach does not differ
from the cruder form of subjectivism discussed above. Note in particular that
a very problematic upshot of this approach is that the world could become a
better place (with fewer evils) if future generations were simply inured to
torture, poverty, slavery, etc., which are per hypothesis evils only due to our
current indignant sensitivity to them. In other words, the space opened up
by the dispositionalist approach between evaluative properties and emotional
responses does not allow for a satisfactory account of what we mean by correct
or incorrect emotions. In line with this diagnosis, the views that we are
going to discuss all agree with the idea that the existence of a widespread
and stable disposition to have a certain emotional response is compatible with
the absence of the relevant evaluative property.

Fitting attitude analyses

Retreat from these subjectivist positions for the reasons we have presented does
not necessarily mean that one abandons the project of analyzing evaluative
properties in terms of emotional responses. However, to do so, one cannot
rest content with the emotional responses subjects are likely to have, but
must add further constraints on those emotional responses conscripted into the
analysis of evaluative properties. The observation that the actual distribution
of dispositions to respond need not match the distribution of evaluative
properties might then prompt one to pursue the idea that the relevant emotional
responses must be normatively qualified (Brentano 1889/1969).
What does this mean? An emotion is normatively qualified if it is required

or appropriate given the circumstances in which the subject finds herself, i.e. if
there are good reasons to endorse it. Admiration towards the painting is
appropriate neither because the painting has the stable disposition to elicit
admiration, nor because it has the primitive property of being admirable, but
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rather because of the existence of a norm or a set of norms stating that
admiration towards it is required or appropriate. On the dispositionalist model,
dispositions were introduced in order to filter out the responses relevant for the
analysis of evaluative properties. This task is now delegated to a normative
property of the responses themselves, which they have in virtue of the exis-
tence of norms stating that they are required or appropriate or fitting in the
circumstances. This is the distinctive claim of the fitting attitude analysis of
value (FA-analysis).
According to this analysis, the order of explanation thus goes from the

appropriateness of a response to the evaluative property: for an object to have an
evaluative property is for the related response to be appropriate. Typically, it
is claimed that the FA-analysis helps demystify evaluative properties – in this
respect it is comparable to the subjectivist approaches discussed above –
while also furnishing distinctive grounds to concern ourselves with them,
since evaluative properties are explained in terms of norms (Rabinowicz and
Rønnow-Rasmussen 2004). But what does it mean for a response to be
appropriate if we are discouraged from explaining this property by appealing
to the relevant evaluative property? The task consists in isolating a set of
norms that serves to measure the appropriateness of emotions while eschewing
any reference to the evaluative properties of their objects. This is by no means
easy, but two plausible options come to mind.
The first option consists in looking for these norms in the biological functions

the emotions supposedly have for the relevant creatures (e.g., Ruse and Wilson
1986). The norms relevant for measuring the appropriateness of emotions
would, on this view, be teleological in nature, i.e. they would emerge from
the biological function performed by these responses. An emotion is appro-
priate if it promotes the biological fitness of its subject (or alternatively that
of the subject’s social group or some of its genes). One will then say that fear
of tarantulas is appropriate for humans, whereas fear of European spiders is
not, since responding in the latter way does not correspond to the function
assigned to fear by our biological make-up: avoiding physical harm. Simi-
larly, shame might be said to be appropriate when it functions to appease
other members of the group and helps heal or restore interpersonal relation-
ships, and inappropriate when it leads to isolation and ostracism. The hope is
that there exists for each emotion type a specific norm encapsulating the
manner in which it is adaptive, a norm that serves to measure the appro-
priateness of specific emotional occurrences. This option contrasts with the
dispositionalist approach in that a response that favors biological fitness is not
necessarily statistically prevalent (it can be rare amongst the members of a
species), and conversely a statistically prevalent response can run counter to
such fitness.
Beyond the difficulties that arise as soon as one seeks to determine biological

functions, note that the domain we are here concerned with renders this
endeavor peculiarly complex. If the function of the heart is clear, those of the
yearnings housed therein are much less so. These considerations aside, let us
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recall the point of introducing normative qualifications into the analysis in the
first place. The aim was to account for the possible divergence of evaluative
facts and responses, and we may doubt that the option under discussion can
fulfill it. The fact that a response favors fitness – especially if fitness is measured
at the level of the gene – is indeed often quite divorced from the evaluative
considerations that we think bear on the circumstances and guide the way we
actually measure the appropriateness of the response. Whether or not my present
shame at what is in fact a laudable accomplishment contributes to appease
the other members of my group, and facilitates my continued integration
within it or the survival of my genes, as the evolutionary psychology trope
would have it, shame at such accomplishments is generally inappropriate.
Similarly, hostility towards foreigners might well have favored the fitness of
some individuals, groups, or genes, yet this fact seems totally irrelevant to
determining whether it is correct to respond to foreigners in this way.
The option we just reviewed appeals to teleological norms that are not of

the kind we readily invoke to measure the appropriateness of emotions. The
second option within the FA-analysis that we shall now consider consists in
elucidating the appropriateness of emotions by means of other norms –
rational norms – that we invoke or could invoke in their favor. There are
emotions we reflectively endorse because we think that they are reasonable in
the circumstances, and others we discard because we consider that there exist
reasons not to respond in these ways. For instance, we readily assess indignation
towards cold-blooded murder and admiration of Leonardo’s Virgin of the Rocks
as appropriate responses, and consider that fear of mice or anger at a perfectly
innocent remark ill-behooves well-adjusted adults. The relevant reasons
might be readily accessible or require a more complex process of determination
relying on institutions, experts, and significant deliberation (Wallace 2010).
However complex the process, the important point for present purposes is the
idea that there exists a set of reasons with the requisite normative force, i.e.
reasons that when available render the emotion reasonable or appropriate.
Since the account under discussion is a variant of the FA-analysis, remember

that on this view reasons and the relevant type of normativity have explana-
tory priority over evaluative properties: the object has the relevant evaluative
property in virtue of the existence of reasons that make the emotion appro-
priate. Accordingly, one should say that something is dangerous or admirable
because there are reasons to respectively endorse fear or admiration towards it,
and hold in check one’s inclination to say that fear or admiration are appro-
priate because the object is dangerous or admirable. This is why the relevant
reasons and norms should be specified in complete isolation from evaluative
properties, on pain of rendering the whole project viciously circular. Yet, is it
possible to specify them independently of any reference to evaluative properties?
The problem is not easily sidestepped, since it does not take too much

thinking to realize that there are different sorts of reasons for which we endorse or
reject emotions, and so a variety of ways in which an emotion can be perceived
as appropriate (see Chapter 1, pp. 6–7). Recall the example in which we
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are asked to imagine that, in the course of a dinner, a joke is told at the expense
of one of the guests (D’Arms and Jacobson 2000). If the joke is a good one,
then surely amusement would be the appropriate response. Suppose, however,
everyone agrees that, on balance, there are stronger reasons not to feel amusement
in the circumstances – after all, the joke is cruel, likely to hurt one of the guests,
and so amusement would be inappropriate. Or, to take a more dramatic
illustration, suppose that we all had to feel admiration for a vile demon
reigning over us on pain of facing some horrific torture. In such a case, we all
would have excellent reasons to admire the demon and this response would to that
extent be reasonable or appropriate (Rabinowicz and Rønnow-Rasmussen 2004).
These examples draw our attention to the variety of reasons and rational

norms – moral norms in the case of the joke, prudential norms in the demon
case – which may undergird our assessment of an emotion as reasonable or
appropriate. However, not all these reasons and norms will play an equal role
in an attempt at analyzing evaluative properties: there being solid reasons to
take a dim view of amusement in the joke case does nothing to suggest that
the joke is not funny – it may even be hilarious. Likewise in the demon
example, the demon remains vile and not in the least admirable despite the
presence of overwhelming reasons to endorse admiration. The lesson is that
the suggested analysis is flawed. It does not specify in which sense a response
must be reasonable or appropriate when fixing the object’s evaluative property.
All of the mentioned responses conform to certain rational norms, yet they do
not help fix the relevant evaluative facts.
Is a specification of the relevant reasons and norms forthcoming within the

framework of an FA-analysis? Since the issue is a matter of ongoing and very
sophisticated debate, we shall not embark on a detailed discussion of the various
options that have been explored in the recent literature. What we shall more
modestly offer is a brief discussion of two attempts, whose failure appears to
us symptomatic of the difficulty facing any proposed specification of the
relevant reasons in a plausible and non-circular way.
The first proposal consists in marking off the relevant class of reasons by

observing that the ‘right kind of reasons’ are those that tend to immediately
produce the corresponding response in us. The idea, developed by Parfit
(2006), is that the reasons that make anger, fear, or admiration appropriate in
the sense needed by the FA-analysis are those reasons, which, when brought to
our attention, tend to immediately produce these emotions. By contrast, the
prudential or moral reasons one may have for these emotions will not do so.
Suppose that some aspects of The Virgin of the Rocks tend to immediately
produce admiration; this shows, according to the present idea, that these
features should be counted amongst the reasons that make admiration
appropriate. Conversely, the fact that the demon will punish us if we do not
admire him does not tend to immediately produce admiration, but at best
tends to motivate the adoption of an indirect strategy aiming to foster such a
response; this is why these reasons fail to qualify as reasons that make admiration
appropriate. While a solution along these lines is intuitive and seems attractive
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at first, it will not resolve the present difficulty facing the FA-analysis. Indeed,
Parfit’s solution appears rather to constitute a return to the dispositional
approach: after all, it claims that something has a given evaluative property
insofar as it is disposed to immediately produce the relevant emotional
response. And the fact that the response is qualified as immediate does not
help alleviate the problems we have already touched upon: according to the
view under discussion, it is also true that the world would become a better
place if we were simply rewired so that some revolting facts did not tend to
immediately arouse our indignation.
The second attempt at locating the ‘right kind of reasons’ within the

FA-analysis consists in distinguishing, on the one hand, reasons related to the
content of a certain attitude regarding a certain object and, on the other hand,
reasons tied to the attitude regarding the object. The idea is that, in the
demon case, we have ‘reasons in favor of having an attitude’ (admiring the
demon), but no ‘reason in favor of the content’ of the attitude (the demon is
admirable). And, in the joke case, we have reasons against the attitude
(amusement), but reasons in favor of its content (the joke is amusing). On the
basis of these observations, one may then suggest that the reasons relevant
for the analysis of evaluative properties are reasons in favor of the content of
the attitudes, and not those for the attitudes themselves. That is to say,
when there are reasons in favor of the content of the attitude, the latter is
reasonable or appropriate in a distinctive sense, the sense needed to get the
FA-analysis on the right track (Danielsson and Olson 2007). This appears to
go in the right direction, but is it compatible with the FA-analysis of eva-
luative properties? That is to say, are the above reasons in favor of the content
of the attitude really specified in complete isolation from these properties?
On its face, the account now looks quite suspicious. It seems to be saying

that an object is admirable if and only if it provides reasons in favor of the
content of admiration, i.e. in favor of representing it as admirable. This boils
down to the claim that the relevant reasons are those that make the content
of admiration correct, i.e. that make it the case that the correctness conditions of
this content are satisfied. Now, while this indeed allows one to determine the
subset of reasonable or appropriate responses relevant to the fixing of the
object’s evaluative property, this really seems to get us nowhere.1 Indeed,
without further specification of the nature of these correctness conditions, we
are left with the hardly informative claim that the reasons relevant for the
FA-analysis of evaluative properties are those reasons that make the content
of the relevant response correct. This looks more like a way of restating the
problem than a way of resolving it. And if we try to be more informative, then it
seems difficult to avoid going against the whole spirit of the FA-analysis. Far
from being normative in any substantial sense, the notion of correctness at
issue here appears to be the same as the semantic notion we readily appeal to
in relation to other mental states, whereby a response is correct if it repre-
sents a given object as it is (Mulligan 2007, Salmela 2006, Tappolet 2011).2

In other words, contra the FA-analysis, the specification of the relevant reasons
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does not appeal to normative properties of the response, but rather to those
evaluative properties of the object that it was supposed to analyze.3 After all,
it is because objects are admirable that admiration towards them is a correct
response. If so, then it is ultimately the evaluative properties of the object
rather than a property of the emotional response that are appealed to in order
to fix the relevant class of responses: appropriate or reasonable emotions are
evaluations that justifiedly represent their objects as having the relevant eva-
luative properties.

Forms of value realism

In the preceding, we have examined a selection of the many attempts to
analyze evaluative properties in terms of emotional responses. Since all these
attempts appear to suffer from serious flaws, we are led to the conclusion
that, even though there are very intimate links between emotions and eva-
luative properties, this should not encourage us to try to analyze the latter in
terms of the former. Before we wrap up this discussion, we shall say a few
words about the family of approaches to evaluative properties we think the
above observations support and the worries they face.
These approaches are predicated on the claim that evaluative properties are

independent of emotional responses. And this suggests that the nature of
these properties should rather be understood as being tied to the natural
properties of the objects that exemplify them. Now, it is widely held that
this relation is constrained by what is sometimes called the universalizability
of evaluative properties vis-à-vis natural properties: if an object with certain
physical properties exemplifies a given evaluative property, then a perfect
duplicate of this object will also exemplify it (Moore 1903). To illustrate:
suppose that a certain distribution of wealth is fair. A distribution exemplifying
the same natural properties (an identical allocation across the population, etc.)
will then also be fair. In this sense, a given distribution of natural properties
determines a given distribution of evaluative properties. We say in such a
case that the evaluative properties supervene on the natural properties.
This latter claim does not, as such, give rise to any definite theory of what

evaluative properties are, but rather a sort of abstract schema that has to be
filled in so as to lead to a more substantive theory. For there are not only various
forms of supervenience, there is also no consensus as to the consequences of
these various forms of supervenience for reducibility. Does the fact that eva-
luative properties supervene in this or that way on natural properties mean
that the former are identical to the latter? Note in this connection that if
evaluative properties are identical to natural properties, then the identity
holds with respect to quite peculiar natural conditions. At the natural level,
Hume’s prose, the stride of a gazelle, and the Piazza Navona do not seem to
share interesting properties, even though they are all properly described as
elegant. The natural condition on which elegance supervenes is then likely to
be a highly disjunctive one, which can be captured by saying that to be
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elegant is to exemplify either some of the natural properties of the leaping
gazelle or some of Hume’s prose, etc.
Can we say that such a highly disjunctive set of natural conditions is a

natural property? If you take a liberal view of properties, you ought to answer
in the affirmative and, as a result, you may conclude that evaluative properties
are identical to these gerrymandered natural properties. If, however, one opts
for a stricter conception of what can count as a property (rejecting in parti-
cular the idea of highly disjunctive properties), then the likely conclusion is
that, while supervening on natural properties, evaluative properties are not
identical to them: they are sui generis properties distinct from the natural
properties on which they supervene.

Conclusion

For present purposes, we do not need to adjudicate between these two forms
of realism about evaluative properties. The aim was the more modest one of
illustrating the sort of realism about evaluative properties that the problems
related to analyses of them in terms of emotional responses might lead one to
embrace. Subjectivism about values, whether in its radical or in its more
moderate dispositionalist guise, did not strike us as a compelling way of
removing the alleged mystery surrounding the existence of values. And we have
given reasons to think that, in this respect, FA-analyses do not fare any better.
If we are on the right track with this train of argument, evaluative prop-

erties exist independently of emotional responses. As a consequence, reference
to such properties in connection to the correctness and justification of emotions
has the same import as it has in connection with other mental states and mind-
independent properties. As we shall see later in this book, this conclusion
will allow us to elaborate an appealing account of the conditions under which
emotions may be thought to be justified (see Chapter 8). Let us also mention
here that the fact that evaluative properties cannot be reduced to talk in terms of
emotions in no way undermines the idea that emotions have a privileged
epistemological role to play as regards our apprehension of values; quite the
opposite in fact, as we shall see in Chapter 10.

Questions and further readings

(1) What is the formal object of an emotion and what roles does it play in
emotion theory?

(2) What are the different forms of subjectivism about evaluative properties
and which problems do they face?

(3) What difficulties does the existence of various sorts of reasons for the
emotions create for the fitting attitude analysis?

On the introduction of the notion of formal objects in the contemporary literature
on the emotions, see Kenny (1963). For serious misgivings regarding the
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usefulness of the notion, see Deigh (1994). In psychology, the equivalent
notion is discussed under the label ‘core relational themes’. See for example
Lazarus (1991: in particular Chapter 3). Teroni (2007) offers a detailed
account of the role of formal objects in the theory of emotions.
The source of dispositionalism about evaluative properties is sometimes thought

to be David Hume (1975: 285–94). For contemporary accounts along
dispositionalist lines, see Lewis (1989) and Smith (1989, 1994). For a dis-
positionalist or response-dependent approach to moral values, which is especially
clear about its anti-realist consequences, see Prinz (2007). An important criti-
cism of dispositionalism as well as an endorsement of realism about evaluative
properties is provided by Johnston (2001).
Franz Brentano (1889/1969) is often held to be the father of the fitting

attitude analysis of values, and Ewing (1947, 1959) is a vocal advocate of the
view. McDowell (1985) and Scanlon (1998) constitute the most influential recent
endorsements of this approach. For a detailed history of the FA-analysis of
value and the different forms the theory can take, see in particular Rabinowicz
and Rønnow-Rasmussen (2004). Louise (2009) and Reisner (2009) offer very
helpful critical discussions of the various options within this framework.
While the thought that the appropriate character of an emotion is to be

understood in terms of its biological function might be thought to originate
with Aristotle, the specific framework in which this thought is pursued in
the contemporary literature can be found in Frank (1988) and Cosmides and
Tooby (2000).
For a family of views that tries to steer a middle path between dis-

positionalism and the FA-analysis, see the defenses of the so-called no priority view
regarding the relation between evaluative properties and emotional responses
in Döring (in press), Helm (2001), and Wiggins (1987).
On the different ways of interpreting the supervenience relation in the context

of evaluative properties, see Jackson (1998), in particular Chapter 1. In the same
book, Jackson defends the claim that evaluative properties reduce to natural
properties. The alternative view according to which the existence of highly
disjunctive bases of natural properties prevents reducibility is defended in Moore
(1903) and, more recently and in greater detail, in Oddie (2005: Chapter 6).

Notes
1 But see the further readings section of this chapter regarding the no-priority view concerning the
nature of evaluative properties.

2 One may find further incentive to interpret ‘appropriate’ in this semantic sense, rather than in
normative terms, in the fact that evaluative properties can be exemplified in varying degrees
(things can be more or less beautiful, dangerous, or offensive). By contrast, something either is or
is not ‘required’ (a feature true of all norms).

3 Note in this connection that there may be a norm enjoining us to have correct attitudes, and in
this sense the satisfaction of correctness conditions is not normatively ‘silent’. But this norm of
course presupposes the semantic notion of correctness and so cannot serve to analyze it (Louise
2009: 352).
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5 Emotions as value judgments

The discussions in the previous chapter have given us a better understanding of
the nature of evaluative properties and their connections with the emotions. It is
now time to consider how these connections can be put to use in order to analyze
emotions. In prelude, let us step back for a moment to survey the dialectical
situation we find ourselves in. In Chapter 3, we saw that conceiving of desires as
constitutive parts of the emotions is the source of the problems facing the mixed
theory. And relocating them as antecedents of the emotions in the way the desire
satisfaction/frustration approach does did not improve matters. Now, remember
that the difficulty that motivated us to consider desires in the first place was the
fact that it proved impossible to individuate emotions bymeans of factual beliefs.
Our discussion of conative theories of emotions knocked the pins out from
under the notion that this difficulty could be removed by appealing to desires.
This diagnosis is shared by the rival theory of emotions we shall consider in

this chapter. This classical theory, popular in antiquity (for instance, amongst
the Stoics) and more recently brought back into fashion (e.g., Nussbaum 2004,
Solomon 1993), holds that one can resolve this difficulty while retaining the
idea that emotions are fully reducible to doxastic phenomena. It is only that
the relevant doxastic phenomena are of a nature quite distinct from those
involved in the theories we have considered up to now: they are evaluative or
axiological beliefs. That is why it is called the evaluative judgment theory.
In this chapter, we shall first present and discuss this theory of the emotions.

The fact that it faces a substantial difficulty will then lead us to discuss a
common strategy to overcome it, a strategy that constitutes the so-called add-on
theory of the emotions. We shall argue that this theory is no more convincing
than the evaluative judgment theory, because it fails to do justice to the nature
and role of phenomenology in emotions. Since this criticism relies on a substantial
claim about the richness of emotional phenomenology, this will occasion a con-
sideration of constructionism, an approach to the emotions rooted in a radical
denial of this claim that amounts to a mirror-image version of the add-on theory.

The evaluative judgment theory

To understand the distinctive claim of the evaluative judgment theory, let us
return to the examples used at the beginning of Chapter 3. According to a



proponent of the evaluative judgment theory, Jonas’s belief that the dog has
sharp teeth and Mary’s belief that her cat has been injured are not sufficient
to account for their respective fear and sadness. One needs to combine these
beliefs not with further desires (as the mixed theory would have it) but with
another kind of belief: Jonas’s belief that the dog is dangerous, and Mary’s
belief that the death of her cat would constitute a significant loss. The crucial
point here is that the beliefs now invoked are not neutral apprehensions of
the world, but rather apprehend it in evaluative terms. Since only such
beliefs render the respective attributions of fear and sadness intelligible,
adherents of the evaluative judgment theory identify each emotion type with
beliefs involving a corresponding evaluative property.
An immediate virtue of this theory is that it enables us to organize the class of

emotions in a pleasingly straightforward manner – note that this virtue, like
the others we shall consider, is shared by all theories that understand emotions
as evaluations. The idea is that we can individuate each emotion type by
means of a particular evaluative property (e.g., Roberts 2003: Chapter 3).
And as we pointed out in the previous chapter, ordinary language corroborates
the existence of such a link to the extent that each emotion type corresponds to
an evaluative predicate, often one derived from the name of the emotion in
question, as when we say of something that it is ‘shameful’, ‘humiliating’,
‘annoying’, ‘contemptible’, ‘admirable’, or the like. Feeling shame or humi-
liation amounts to believing that the object of the emotion exemplifies the
related evaluative property. The theory thus holds the promise of allowing us
to individuate the various emotion types. We have also seen that evaluative
properties, conceived of as the formal objects of the emotions, play very
important roles with regard to their intentionality. Remember that evaluative
properties prove especially helpful in specifying the correctness conditions as
well as the justification conditions of emotions. For instance, a reference to
evaluative properties allows us to say that, on the one hand, Mary’s sadness is
justified if she has good reason to believe her beloved pet has died, and still
maintain that, on the other hand, her sadness is incorrect because, unbe-
knownst to Mary, Snuggles in reality survived unharmed. Since the evaluative
judgment theory holds that emotions are evaluative judgments, it is ideally
suited to respect and account for all these important links between emotions
and evaluative properties.
Beyond the virtues already mentioned, the evaluative judgment theory

builds convincingly on the intuitively compelling idea that emotions have
the mind-to-world direction of fit, i.e. aim at representing the world the way
it is. In fact, it is only within the framework of this hypothesis that we can
understand the central thesis of this theory according to which the different
emotion types are different modes of evaluation.
A last selling point of the evaluative judgment theory is, in our view, the

way in which it accounts for the links between emotions and motivation.
This asset is not immediately clear, insofar as this theory completely assimilates
emotions to doxastic phenomena. While the mixed theory, which reduces
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emotions to combinations of desires and beliefs, made these links too close to
be satisfactory (see Chapter 3), it may seem that the evaluative judgment
theory has the opposite problem of making the links disappear entirely. Yet
there are at least two viable options.
The first consists in combining the theory with some form of motivational

internalism, a view which holds that evaluative judgment – as distinct from
factual judgment – is essentially motivating. To judge that the dog is dangerous
is to be motivated to flee. To judge that one’s nudity is degrading is to be
motivated to disappear six feet underground. This solution nevertheless faces
two difficulties. First, motivational internalism is not straightforwardly true:
it seems possible for someone to sincerely judge that a given situation
exemplifies some evaluative property without thereby being motivated to act
(in the relevant way) – a point externalists about motivation like to insist on
(see e.g., Smith 1994 and Alvarez 2010). Second, adopting internalism lays
the evaluative judgment theorist open to the most immediate of the objections
made in regard to the mixed theory. It renders the theory unable to account
for those emotions that do not seem intimately related to action, for instance
emotions directed at the past.
A second option amounts to fully taking on board the considerations that

led us to reject conative approaches to the emotions. One of the main lessons
was that an adequate theory must do justice to the idea that there exist
important explanatory links between desires and emotions, and that, for this
reason, we should not conflate the two sorts of states. The evaluative judg-
ment theory can satisfy this demand in quite an elegant manner. You may
remember that our query in the previous discussion was: what could for
example explain a subject’s desire to see beautiful works of art? The thought
behind this question was that a desire with such an open content is in itself
in need of an explanation. The present theory has a ready answer: the subject
possesses such a desire because she judges that these works of art are admirable,
or in other words, because she admires them. That is to say, emotions can
now be regarded as reasons for certain desires without having a strict con-
stitutive relation to them. Those emotions that are not intimately linked to
action will for their part not engender any desire.
Let us now turn to the difficulties that arise for the evaluative judgment

theory. The basic problem is quite simple. As has been often repeated in the
literature on the subject, an evaluative belief is neither necessary nor sufficient
for an emotion.
Consider first the objection regarding necessity. The claim that emotions

necessarily imply evaluative beliefs is not compelling, for at least two reasons.
A first worry is that it seems eminently possible or even commonplace to
experience an emotion without making the kind of judgment required by the
theory. Jonas believes firmly that this spider is not dangerous, yet he is ter-
ribly frightened. Mary is convinced that she has done nothing wrong, yet she
is assailed with crushing guilt. Should we then, to save the theory, say that
they in fact have contradictory beliefs, one of which is unacknowledged or
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unconscious, and in so doing, attribute to them a radical form of irrationality
(Tappolet 2000, Peacocke 2004: 253–58, Döring 2009)? Conceiving of emotions
as involving the attitude of belief, i.e. holding a proposition true, is clearly
problematic. It simply does not seem correct to regard those situations, in
which one believes that a given evaluative property is not exemplified yet
undergoes the relevant emotion, as similar to situations in which one holds
contradictory beliefs.
This difficulty may be circumvented, if, instead of doxastic states proper,

we think of the emotions in terms of a less committed type of attitude towards
the relevant proposition. One does not have to believe that the dog is dan-
gerous in order to be afraid of it, but only to entertain the thought of its
dangerousness (e.g., Greenspan 1988), or perhaps, as Robert Roberts would
have it, to construe the dog as dangerous (2003: 69–83). As a result, Jonas
could be afraid of the spider, i.e. construe the spider as dangerous, without
being committed to the truth of the proposition that it is dangerous and so
without exhibiting any form of irrationality, or at least none that is too severe.
While this certainly seems to go in the right direction, and regardless of how

this notion of ‘construal’ is fleshed out, the real trouble regarding necessity
might not be as yet fully put to rest. For, second, attributing beliefs or con-
struals, and a fortiori attributing evaluative beliefs or construals, might still
be thought of as too demanding with regard to the cognitive capacities the
subject is required to deploy. She must at least master the concepts that
figure in the propositions she holds to be true or through which she construes
the relevant situation. For example, we can only attribute to Jonas the belief
that Mary’s scarf is of Bolivian Alpaca wool, if he has some kind of idea what
scarves, alpacas, and Bolivia are (i.e. if he is to some extent able to correctly
identify them and think about them). Likewise, if he construes Mary as being
offensive – the kind of construal identified with anger on Roberts’s evaluative
construal theory – then he must master the concept of offense. But must one
necessarily master the concepts that the relevant evaluative thoughts involve in
order to have an emotion? We commonly attribute emotions to animals and
infants, though this clearly conflicts with such a requirement. Given a choice
between dropping the idea that infants and animals have emotions, and
dropping the evaluative judgment or construal theory, many would incline
towards the latter.
If these problems are not serious enough, the further objection concerning

the sufficiency condition is perhaps decisive. The charge is simple: one can
have the kind of evaluative belief that the theory invokes without having the
corresponding emotion. For example, if you believe that you have done
something degrading, it does not follow that you feel shame, nor does it
follow that you feel indignation if you believe that such and such behavior is
immoral. In everyday parlance, we might say that in some cases such beliefs,
even if firmly held, leave us cold. I may believe quite firmly that it is dan-
gerous to take a walk at this hour in this neighborhood, and yet feel no fear.
An emotion is something that is felt, a feature we previously emphasized as
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we discussed the phenomenological nature of emotions. It is precisely this
fundamental feature that the evaluative judgment theory seems to ignore.
Note in passing that the same sort of objection can equally be directed at the
mixed theory we considered in Chapter 3. Although I may believe that this
expedition in the Sahara could seriously affect my health and want to keep
my health, this is quite compatible with an absence of any phenomenology
typical of fear. So claiming that emotions are nothing but combinations of
beliefs and desires also fails to account for this feature.

The add-on strategy

Let us assume it is possible to handle the objections regarding the failure of
these theories to provide plausible necessary conditions for emotions, for
example by watering down the notion of conceptual mastery (thus allowing
for some such mastery amongst animals and infants). Which strategy should
adherents of theories modeled on the propositional attitudes appeal to in
order to deal with the objections concerning sufficiency? A natural and
common strategy consists in patching things up by introducing a new com-
ponent to their respective analyses of emotions. Thus modified, the evaluative
judgment theory holds that only those evaluative judgments accompanied by
a certain phenomenology constitute emotions. Such a strategy engenders
theories that today are usually referred to – in a somewhat derogatory
manner – as add-on theories (Goldie 2000: 40).1 For instance, it is along such
lines that Aristotle (1994: Book 2, 1–11), at least on some interpretations,
defended a theory according to which emotions were evaluative judgments
accompanied by pleasure or pain. The mixed theory, for its part, ends up
being modified in a similar manner: only those combinations of beliefs and
desires that are felt constitute emotions. Is this strategy a good way of
accounting for the phenomenology of the emotions?
Let us first inspect the add-on strategy as applied to the mixed theory.

This theory may on its face seem able to account for the phenomenology of
emotions. It exploits the fact that desires combined with beliefs often have
their own phenomenology; they are felt (Marks 1982). The most plausible
candidates for felt desires are urges and appetites. Yet, it is not clear that
such desires can be invoked for all emotion types (think, for instance, of
nostalgia or hope), and they cannot at any rate, as we argued in Chapter 3,
individuate the different types of emotions. This, you will recall, led us to claim
that the only desires that are remotely plausible as constitutive components
of the emotions apt to individuate them are desires with an open content
(e.g., in the case of fear: the desire to preserve one’s physical integrity, as
opposed to the desire to avoid being attacked by a dog). If we were right to
think so, then the present proposal seems entirely absurd. Such open desires
are paradigmatic cases of dispositional (and thus inherently non-felt) desires
(see e.g., Goldie 2000: 78–80). Thus the mixed theory cannot be salvaged in
this way.

56 Emotions as value judgments



How about the modified version of the evaluative judgment theory? Insofar as
it introduces the phenomenological dimension to complete the analysis, it raises
questions about the respective roles it assigns to the phenomenological and
the doxastic components of the emotions. On the one hand, the phenomen-
ology might be regarded as impoverished, consisting for instance in nothing
but a variation along a single dimension from pleasant to unpleasant, and as
such it would not suffice on its own to individuate emotion types (Goldstein
2003, Whiting 2011). On the other hand, the phenomenology might be
held to be sufficiently rich to distinguish emotion types. The two solutions
each offer advantages and disadvantages, but neither is satisfactory.
The first solution has the virtue of attributing quite distinct roles to the two

necessary conditions for emotions: the judgment individuates the emotion type,
whereas the hedonic aspect accounts for its felt quality. Yet it does not allow
us to do justice to the fine-grained phenomenological nuances of emotions.
For instance, it would be a trifle bizarre to say that Jonas’s grief at the death
of his mother, and Jonas’s anger towards his father, who is responsible for her
death, both have the same phenomenology, and that only the different
evaluative judgments distinguish them. The only possible defense, on such a
theory of emotions, would be to appeal to the fact that evaluative judgments
themselves possess a certain phenomenology. Although they do not have a
phenomenology of a hedonic nature – recall that the theory precisely brings
in pleasures and pains to account for this hedonic aspect – the judgments,
all the same, may contribute in this way to the total phenomenology of
emotions and so serve to individuate them.
The strategy is ingenious, and may at first seem plausible. However, it

commits one to the existence of a phenomenology of judgment, and what is
more, a phenomenology that varies according to the content judged – a
proposal (see e.g., Strawson 2010: 339–44) that is far from evident. The
difficulty can be illustrated in the following manner. Try to imagine an episode of
your past affective life, for example an occurrence of shame. Make the
corresponding evaluative judgment that, say, the situation was particularly
degrading. While doing so, avoid feeling the negative hedonic quality char-
acteristic of shame. This proposed exercise is perplexing: if one manages to
not feel the unpleasant dimension of this emotion – and this is no easy feat –
a cold judgment remains, one that appears to be in no way distinct from
other evaluative judgments that correspond to emotions with different hedonic
qualities. This thought experiment would seem to show the impossibility of
hiving off the hedonic component of an emotion from its intentional phe-
nomenology, however one goes about attempting to account for these features
(but see Kriegel 2012).
The second solution has the virtue of accounting for these phenomen-

ological nuances. It is hobbled, however, by a peculiar cumbrous complexity:
it ends up assigning both the judicative and phenomenological components very
similar, and hence potentially redundant, roles. An analogy may be helpful.
If someone were to claim that perceptions are nothing but judgments (seeing
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a blue cube would accordingly consist in making the judgment that there is a
blue cube in front of one), one would quite rightly complain that he has not
accounted for the phenomenological dimension of visual perception (one may
after all judge that there is a blue cube on the basis of a testimony). If he
then introduces an experiential content that is sufficiently rich to account for
the way objects and properties strike us when we see them (and not merely a
collection of brute sensations that the judgment comes to inform), one will
wonder if it would not be better to just jettison his initial suggestion, seeing
as how the newly added elements could suffice on their own to account for
perception.
Returning to the analogous case of the emotions, the judicative component

seems similarly superfluous (recall how we established that the judgments
introduced by the evaluative judgment theory may not be necessary for
emotions). That is to say, the add-on approach taken to its logical conclusion
ends up rendering the original proposal, which appeared to merely require
some patching up, almost comically redundant; for it turned out that such a
high degree of complexity was required of the added-on elements that they
ultimately also seem capable of performing those functions that had initially
made the positing of the primary and original components of the theory so
appealing. Indeed, if the phenomenology is by itself able both to account for
the qualitative component of emotions and to individuate the emotion types,
why not simply consider this last suggestion as a basis for a theory that would
reject entirely the cognitive program discussed here? To consider this in more
detail, we shall turn in the next chapter to those theories that place the
phenomenology at the heart of their analyses of emotions.

Emotions as constructions

Before doing so, we must ascertain that we haven’t disposed of what we have
called add-on theories too quickly. While these types of theories are relatively
rare in philosophy, they represent one major current in theorizing about
emotions in psychology. In this family of views, which may be termed con-
structionist theories of the emotions, an emotion is constituted by a feeling
with a judgment tacked on: in this sense, the strategy at the heart of the
add-on theory is turned on its head. The main motivation for such an
approach rests on the denial of the intuition we used in the previous section
to reject add-on theories that make use of an impoverished phenomenology.
Recall that we argued that the intuitively rich phenomenological differences
between emotion types weigh against the claim that an emotion could
amount to a mere mixture of judgment and a generic positive or negative
feeling. The family of theories that we are now considering is rooted in a
radical alternative, the idea that the phenomenological dimension of emotion
is too impoverished to serve as the basis for the fine-grained distinctions we
think we can draw between different types of emotions. The following sort of
example lends credence to this idea.
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Suppose you tell me that two good friends of mine, Mary and Mike, were
seen together at the party yesterday evening. At this news, I experience a mild
internal flutter. To which I respond that it is good that they finally met.
I think to myself, ‘I am really happy that they met’. After a while, though,
I come to suspect that my happiness was not as wholehearted as I first took it
to be. At the end of the day, knowing as I do my friend Mike, I come to the
conclusion that what I had felt was a bout of jealousy. There are many ways
to model what is going on in such situations. According to the present approach,
however, they suggest that emotions depend existentially on the subject’s
interpretation of the feelings she is experiencing.
This way of thinking about the emotions found its initial impetus in

Schachter’s and Singer’s (1962) famous experiment in which subjects’ physiolo-
gical condition (altered through adrenaline injections) and what they apprehend
as the cause of the feelings this condition elicits were independently
manipulated. According to an influential interpretation (Mandler 1975), their
results motivate the claim that the subject transforms her unspecified state of
arousal into an emotion by categorizing her inchoate feelings in light of what
she apprehends as having caused them, or more generally in the light of
information available in the circumstances. This idea takes its most radical
form in Barrett’s ‘conceptual act theory’ of emotions, according to which an
emotion occurs only when ‘conceptual knowledge about emotion is brought
to bear to categorize a momentary state of core affect’ (Barrett 2006: 56).
Within this picture, the intentional object of the emotion, rather than

being conceived as the cause and/or the object of the core affect or felt part of
the emotion, is instead imposed by the subject on an otherwise objectless
experience. Indeed, emotions have no object until the subject has investigated
and decided what, if anything, the experience could be about. Note the
crucial fact that on this view emotions are not discovered through conceptual
inquiry and affective categorization to have a cause and an object. Rather,
conceptual inquiry and categorization constitute or define what emotions are.
What individuates an emotion is the decision the subject makes with regard
to what she is going through and not some alleged intuitive and pre-theoretical
ideas regarding their distinctive phenomenology. Protesting that the theory
does not adhere to these pre-theoretical notions might then be perceived as
missing the point entirely.
So, where does this leave us? A consequence of the view is a radical skepticism

about the possibility of gaining anything but trivial knowledge about the
emotions we feel. Indeed, it is difficult to see how the subject could be
mistaken about the emotions she undergoes, for the theory provides no con-
ceptual space here for a gap between what is really going on in someone’s
emotional life and the story that person chooses to tell herself about it.
This conclusion should perhaps be resisted if alternatives exist that may
explain the types of cases that motivate the view in the first place. This, we
think, is possible through the use of three distinctions that we have already
introduced.
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First, many cases in which we think we are uncertain about what we feel
are cases in which the uncertainty does not concern the present emotional
episode, but rather the affective dispositions of which the present emotion is a
manifestation. Is the joy I feel at Mary’s breaking off her affair with Mike the
expression of my being envious of their happiness or of my being in love
with her? Doubts of this sort are indeed rather common. They do not warrant
any constructionist conclusion, however. For they do nothing to show that the
subject constructs her emotions by categorizing them, or to show that it is
up to her to choose which affective dispositions they manifest. On the con-
trary, this is an aspect of affective life for which we quite rightly leave ample
room for exploration, hesitation, mistakes, and discovery. Leaving no room for
a gap between what is the case and the subject’s conviction on these matters
would leave us in a world without the possibility of self-deception.
Second, while the type of cases under scrutiny are indeed common and

intriguing – we often reflect on what we feel and come to categorize it one
way or another – it may not constitute the norm. What about the numerous
situations in which our attention is not drawn to what we are feeling? Do we
then not feel any specific emotions? In our opinion, constructionists blur the
distinction between conscious and unconscious emotions discussed in Chapter 2.
We are indeed often unconscious of our emotions in the sense that we would
not, for a variety of reasons, be capable of categorizing them. That does nothing
to support constructionism, however. For starters, we should question whether
basing a theory of the emotions on this narrow subset of cases is warranted.
In addition and more importantly, while this sense of the distinction between
conscious and unconscious emotions does nothing to show that constructionism
is wrong, it does offer us an alternative account of the sort of doubts or ignorance
about our emotions that motivate this theory in the first place. And it does so
in a way that is compatible with the claim that we undergo more than mere
inchoate feelings when we are not indulging in affect categorization. To con-
clude on this issue, note that, in its rejection of the distinction between emo-
tion and consciousness of emotion, the theory ends up requiring that a creature
capable of emotions master complex metarepresentational capacities in order to
feel specific emotions. One further consequence is then that animals and
infants cannot have emotions at all, as they are unlikely to have the relevant
conceptual knowledge about emotions.
Third, the empirical credentials of the view should also be questioned.

When discussing the distinction between basic and nonbasic emotions, we
reviewed the idea that basic emotions are often equated with so-called affect
programs, i.e. specific profiles of changes along several physiological dimen-
sions. We also saw that, although psychologists disagree about their precise
number, the growing consensus is that there are a significant number of
them (see Chapter 2). If that is the case, then the claim that at least some
emotion types can be distinguished at the physiological level appears war-
ranted. This of course does not speak directly against the constructionist
theory and its appeal to an impoverished phenomenology, for some of those
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physiological changes might not rise to the level of being phenomenologically
manifest. This being said, we shall see in the next chapter that many theories
of the emotions – most notably that of James and those he has inspired – do
precisely attempt to recruit these distinct physiological profiles to account for
the felt dimension of the emotions. And this may put them in a position to
distinguish on phenomenological grounds a significant number of emotion types.
All in all, then, the reversed version of the add-on theory offered by the

constructionist, according to which a judgment should be added to an inchoate
feeling, is perhaps plausible as an account of how in at least some complicated
cases we come to know or be conscious of what emotions we are currently
experiencing. As an account of the emotions themselves, however, the view is
entirely unsatisfactory.

Conclusion

As we turned our focus towards the important links existing between evaluative
properties and emotions, we have in this chapter considered some theories
attempting to account for the existence of these links by assimilating emotions
to evaluative judgments. The evaluative judgment theory does, however, promise
more than it can deliver: we saw that evaluative judgments are neither
necessary nor sufficient for the emotions. Focusing on the sufficiency problem,
we were then led to assess the add-on theory, according to which emotions are
admixtures of evaluative judgments and phenomenological states. We offered
reasons to think that the phenomenological ingredient we will have to introduce
will in itself be so rich and distinctive that we can dispense with evaluative
judgments altogether: the add-on theory is unmotivated and redundant. In
the process we criticized, in the guise of constructionism, a reversed add-on
theory, an alternative approach that conceives of the phenomenology of emotions
as very impoverished. The task ahead is to better understand the nature of emo-
tional phenomenology by considering whether there are alternative approaches to
the emotions able to account for their intimate links with evaluative properties
while remaining, unlike the theories reviewed in this chapter, faithful to their
distinctive phenomenology. As we shall see, this is by no means an easy task.

Questions and further readings

(1) What sort of account of so-called irrational emotions does the evaluative
judgment theory lead to?

(2) Why say that the analysis offered by the evaluative judgment theory is
not sufficient?

(3) Why can the constructionist account be regarded as a reversed add-on
theory of the emotions?

On the origins of the evaluative judgment theory in ancient philosophy, see
Graver (2007), Nussbaum (1994) and Sorabji (2003). For thorough critical
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discussions of this approach, see Deigh (1994) and Roberts (2003: Chapter 1).
Accounts within the framework of this theory that try to appeal to less
committal attitudes than judgments are offered in Roberts (2003: 69–83),
Greenspan (1988), and Neu (2000). Leighton (1984) and Stocker (1983) are
good examples of criticisms of this approach, centered on the felt aspects of
the emotions. Nussbaum (2004) and Solomon (2002) constitute attempts at
accounting for these aspects of the emotions within the evaluative judgment
theory.
For early statements of the constructionist view of the emotions, see Armon-

Jones (1986) and Averill (1980). Bedford (1957) reaches analogous conclu-
sions from the perspective of linguistic philosophy. For the sort of phenom-
enology appealed to within contemporary constructionist approaches, which
tends to be conceived of in terms of the subject’s reports on the valence
(rating it on a scale from very negative to very positive) and arousal (rating it on
a scale from low to high activation) dimensions of her experience, see Russell
(2003). A presentation of Barrett’s (2006) conceptual act theory and detailed
criticism can be found in Deonna and Scherer (2010).

Note
1 Some of the criticisms we shall develop may also apply to the componential process model of
emotions, an influential approach to the emotions within psychology (e.g., Scherer 2009). Yet,
given that many of its proponents are understandably noncommittal as regards the way the various
posited components within this model (e.g., appraisal checks, subjective feelings, physiological
response patterns, action tendencies) hang together (see e.g., Ellsworth and Scherer 2003), this
approach as a whole remains an unwieldy target from the philosophical perspective adopted in
our discussion.

62 Emotions as value judgments



6 Perceptual theories of the emotions

While accounting for some important aspects of the emotions, the various
theories we have considered up to now face serious difficulties, which essentially
have to do with the fact that they remain almost completely silent on the nature
of the felt aspect of emotions. After all, one of the most surprising aspects of
the evaluative judgment theory discussed in the last chapter consists in its
failure to come to grips with the fact that emotions are experiences, and as
such cannot be assimilated to judgments. We have thus repeatedly underlined
the importance of the felt aspect of emotions and have spoken of phenom-
enology, qualitative experience, hedonic quality, and feeling, while leaving
open the question of the relation between emotion and feeling.
The purpose of this chapter is then to gain a better grasp of the role feelings

play in an analysis of emotions and to specify their nature. The starting point
for our discussion will be the theory put forward by William James, a theory
that identifies emotions with distinctive kinds of feelings. We shall see that
this theory proves unsatisfactory, precisely because it fails to account for the
intimate links between emotions and evaluative properties. This will then lead
us to consider and criticize two contemporary approaches to the emotions –
conceptions according to which emotions are direct or indirect perceptions of
evaluative properties – that emphasize both their phenomenological aspects
and their intentional relations to evaluative properties.

James’s theory

As we pointed out at the very beginning of this book, it is striking how ordinary
language constantly brings to the foreground the bodily dimension of emotions.
When Jonas is afraid, he feels his heart racing, his breathing quicken, his
throat constrict, and so on. When Mary is ashamed, she feels the blood go to
her head, her knees go weak, her shoulders fall, and so on. So why not appeal
directly to these features in analyzing emotions? Descartes, for one, held that
a passion is the consciousness of the activity of animal spirits in the body.
This kind of view is today more commonly associated with the names of
William James (1884, 1890/1950: Chapter 25) and Carl Lange (1922).
James’s theory considers an emotion to be the subject’s feeling of bodily

modifications triggered by his apprehension of certain objects or facts. In this



way, James introduces the idea that emotions consist in the subject’s internal
awareness of the bodily responses resulting from the interaction with her
environment.

My thesis on the contrary is that the bodily changes follow directly the
PERCEPTION of the exciting fact, and that our feeling of the same changes as
they occur IS the emotion.

(James 1884: 189–90).

James is not only famous for this thesis, but also for the thought experiment
on which he bases it, otherwise known as the subtraction argument. He tells
us to imagine an emotion, and then try to abstract from our consciousness all
the bodily feelings; nothing is left other than a cold and neutral intellectual
state.
In positing this identity between emotions and felt bodily modifications,

James places the felt aspect of emotions at center stage in his theory. The
internal awareness he appeals to does undoubtedly have a qualitative dimen-
sion. From a contemporary perspective, we may say that it involves at least
five underlying classes of physiological changes: facial expressions, changes in
skeletal muscles, alterations in vocal expression, those of the autonomic nervous
system (adrenaline and cardiac rhythm), and those changes underlying the
presence of polarity or valence. Perceiving these changes from the inside
constitutes what is called awareness of our peripheral responses. It is in this
way that the theory places the body at the center of its analysis, a side of
emotions about which the theories discussed hitherto remained surprisingly
silent. Another advantage is that it is not cognitively demanding, and thus
accords with the intuition that children and animals have emotions. And
finally, given that the reactions of the body are not reactions of the intellect,
it can easily accommodate the existence of irrational emotions, that is to say
those episodes in which our feelings diverge from our evaluative judgments
(see Chapter 5, pp. 54–55).
Note the following intriguing aspect of this analysis. One might think

that James is putting the cart before the horse. Though it may be a bit of a
caricature, is he not basically saying that we are sad because we feel our eyes
well up and tears are shed, whereas common sense seems rather partisan to the
reverse order of explanation: i.e. we cry because we are sad? This impression
is due to the fact that we might regard the two explanations to be rival causal
explanations. Yet this does not seem to be the right way to understand them.
For James, the feeling of crying is constitutive of the emotion of sadness, and
it is possible that the common-sense explanation ultimately refers to the same
thing. The feeling of crying is a manifestation of sadness: it is not its effect,
but constitutive of it.
Still, if we interpret the theory as proposing a pure and simple equivalence

between emotions and perceptions of bodily changes, two significant prob-
lems crop up. First, it is not clear that all emotions are accompanied by
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perceptions of bodily changes. The theory seems plausible for emotions such
as fear or anger, but less so for regret or hope, which can seem to be devoid of
felt bodily changes. Moreover, emotions such as fear or anger, which are often
accompanied by bodily sensations, can be felt very weakly, sometimes so
weakly that it becomes doubtful that we feel any bodily changes at all. Still
more problematic for the theory, subjects with spinal cord lesions appear to
still enjoy a rich emotional life. This last problem, which has long been
emphasized (Cannon 1927 and, for a recent discussion, Cobos et al. 2002),
led to an outright rejection of the Jamesian theory: peripheral responses are
simply not required for emotions.
The theory has, however, been resuscitated and modified in order to deal with

this problem. The consensus today is that, though peripheral responses are
not necessary, the brain regions involved in detecting bodily changes do have
to be activated. It seems then that the feelings typical of certain peripheral
responses can be triggered in the absence of those responses. It is as though
these responses are simulated by the brain centers (Damasio et al. 2000, Prinz
2004: 58–59). Some evidence suggests that this kind of ‘short-cut’ (bypassing
the body) taken by the brain centers is precisely what is involved when we
simulate emotions, as when we gauge through imagination how we would
feel in certain circumstances, or empathize with others by putting ourselves
in their shoes. Were this hypothesis to be confirmed, it would do much to
salvage theories of emotions along these Jamesian lines. An emotion would
then either consist in the veridical perception of certain bodily changes or,
when such changes are not present, in the simulation of such perception.
Note that this explanation still requires that all emotions involve a certain
bodily feeling, and so amounts to rejecting the intuition that certain emotions
such as hope and regret do not have them.
Second, it is not clear that this internal perception is sufficient to identify

emotions. If emotions are nothing but bodily feelings, each emotion type must
be distinguishable in terms of the feelings peculiar to it. And yet it is unclear
whether bodily feelings are as emotion-specific as the theory requires. For
instance, what are the differences at this level between joy and pride? These
issues must be resolved empirically, and the current evidence is not unfavorable
to the idea that it is possible to individuate in this manner at least a sig-
nificant number of emotions – those that are commonly thought of as basic
(see Chapter 2). Contemporary theories that share the fundamental Jamesian
insight regarding the role of bodily feelings in emotions, like the theory of
Prinz we shall shortly present and the one we shall defend in Chapter 7,
must build on this optimism.
But the problem of the sufficiency of bodily sensations arises in another

more serious form, which reveals what has been traditionally perceived as a
fundamental flaw in James’s account. Indeed, it seems that the bodily chan-
ges that one perceives, say, when falling ill, can be very similar to those one
perceives in the course of an episode of disgust directed at a cream cake. Yet
there is a fundamental difference between these two cases. As we have already
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stressed, an emotion like disgust is not experienced by us – at least not
directly – as a state directed at our own body. On the contrary, disgust is
directed at an object that we experience as disgusting, an insight that lies at
the heart of the evaluative judgment theory. This very phenomenon, so clearly
incompatible with the idea that an emotion is nothing but a perception of
the changes in our own body, is enough to reject this model, and is the
principal motivation behind contemporary theories that seek to reconcile, in
one way or another, the thought that emotions are distinctive modes of
apprehending salient features of the environment with the thought that they
are essentially felt.

Emotions as direct perceptions of values

Before we introduce these contemporary theories, let us first recall the central
idea of the evaluative judgment theory. Beyond its effects on our body, the
principal feature of an emotion is to inform the subject of the significance
objects and events have for her. Emotions reveal to us a world imbued with
value. We need in one way or another to account both for this informational
function and for the felt aspect of emotions. We have seen that on the one
side we run into problems if we are to account for this informational aspect
of emotions in terms of fully fledged evaluative judgments (or even thoughts or
construals), on the other side reducing emotion to pure feeling ends up
silently discounting this informational aspect.
This leaves us casting about for some way of uniting these two features

within a single model. Thinking of emotional experiences on the model of
perceptual experiences might be the way forward. For the philosophy of
perception has, after having tried to analyze perceptual phenomena by iden-
tifying them with propositional attitudes like judgments (Armstrong 1968,
Pitcher 1971), more recently endeavored to bring out their specificity. The
intentionality of perception is often considered as irreducible to judgment for
at least three reasons. First, perception has a phenomenology that cannot be
captured by a simple appeal to judgment. Having a visual experience of a
blue vase has a feel that the corresponding judgment does not have (Goldman
1976). Second, perception does not necessarily require the exercise of the
concepts used to represent its content: seeing a blue vase does not require the
mastery of the concepts of blue or vase (Crane 1992). Third, perception
generally allows for more fine-grained discriminations of content than the
associated judgments. We can visually discriminate thousands of shades of
color for which we simply lack the corresponding concepts (e.g., Dretske
1981: 135–53). And these same features seem to be equally true of emotions:
we have more than once insisted on their phenomenology and have argued
that evaluative judgments fail to capture its richness. We have also insisted
on the fact that creatures devoid of evaluative concepts can nevertheless
experience emotions, and we may surmise that the sensitivity to evaluative
properties that they authorize is more fine-grained than the discriminations
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that evaluative judgments provide for. The idea would be, for instance, that the
intensity of one’s fear co-varies with the degree of danger one faces, something
our comparatively coarse evaluative judgments may prove unable to capture.
Hence the idea that emotions are not judgments but perceptions of values

(e.g., de Sousa 1987 and Tappolet 2000). Being afraid is to perceive danger,
being sad is to perceive a loss, much as having a visual perceptual experience
is to perceive, say, a red circle. To an adherent of this theory, we do not need
to deploy the concepts of danger or loss in order to experience, respectively,
fear and sadness, any more than we need to deploy the concept of a red circle
to see one. The territory we have covered thus far allows us to see the merits
of this analysis.
First of all, emotions are assigned the same mind-to-world direction of fit

as judgments without being assimilated to them. In this way the analysis
satisfies the intuition that emotions play an important intentional role in
revealing to us a world of values. The analysis can accordingly individuate
the emotion types by means of the specific values that each reveals. It also
does it in a manner that respects an important intuition about the phenomen-
ological role of emotions: emotions are a form of affective perception through
which a world of evaluative properties is presented to us in an experientially
salient way. Finally, this analysis becomes especially attractive when one sees
that the relation between emotions and evaluative judgments seems analogous
to that between perceptual experiences and perceptual judgments. In the same
way as one is tempted to say that perceptual experiences cause and justify
the associated judgments, emotions seem also to cause and justify evaluative
judgments. The general idea is that our emotions, because they are experiences
of values, have the potential to become reasons for the relevant evaluative
judgments – and it might be thought that this is their distinctive epistemological
role. For instance, Jonas’s anger at a given remark provides him with a
defeasible reason for believing the remark is offensive. That is to say that in
the absence of any countervailing reason, his belief is justified in the light of
his anger. What is more, if emotions as perceptions of evaluative properties
are conceived as potential reasons for the corresponding evaluative judg-
ments, the present suggestion also explains the cases of irrational emotions,
which were so problematic for the evaluative judgment theory, by likening
them to perceptual illusions: phobias can be regarded as forms of affective
illusions. Just as one can without contradiction see the two lines in the
Müller-Lyer illusion as having different lengths while knowing that they
are of the same length, one can also without inconsistency fear a little spider
while fully aware that it is harmless (Tappolet 2000, Döring 2009).
Although the perceptual theory of emotion seems particularly well suited

to account for the specific intentional, phenomenological, and epistemological
roles of the emotions, it promises perhaps more than it can deliver. How is
one to understand the appeal to perception? Is it simply an analogy, or
should one take this idea of evaluative perception literally? If the perceptual
model is understood in the literal sense, what model are we appealing to?
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Strictly speaking, after all, perception is associated with certain sensory mod-
alities and specific organs. This may be a reason – although clearly not a
conclusive reason (see Prinz 2004: Chapter 10) – to think that the perceptual
model cannot be applied literally, since there is no organ of emotion that is
capable of playing the same role as the eye or the ear. As enticing as the
proposal may be, we shall now see that one can list as many fundamental
dissimilarities as one can similarities between the two kinds of phenomena.
The first point to emphasize is that the proposal flies in the face of ordinary

language given the way we talk about the emotions. The perceptual model
has it that emotions are literally about values, in exactly the same way as an
object’s color and shape are what a given visual experience is about. It is thus
revisionary with respect to everyday talk about emotions, since we would not
ordinarily say that we are afraid of danger or angry at the offensive (unless,
perhaps, we were explaining the meaning of these words to someone), but
rather that we are afraid of the lion and angry at a given person. Putting
aside this linguistic remark, to which we shall return later on (see Chapter 7),
let us consider some further important dissimilarities between perceptions and
emotions. For one thing, is it not strange to hold that, like perceptions,
emotions are mere detection mechanisms for certain kinds of information,
when we know that, unlike perceptions, they are highly dependent on the
subject’s motivations, beliefs, and character traits? Sam’s experiencing George’s
funny remark as crass is, say, directly informed by his snobbery. For another,
as already noted, the content of a perception is answerable to a causal con-
straint: the perceived objects and properties have to be causally responsible
for the occurrence of the perceptual experience. Sam perceives the redness of
this tomato only if this tomato and its redness cause his visual experience, and he
only seems to perceive them when such a constraint is not fulfilled. Of course,
this does not seem true in the case of the emotions. Sam may really feel afraid
of a non-existent spider he has just imagined, and we do not simply seem to
undergo an emotion when it turns out that the object it is directed at does
not exemplify the relevant evaluative property.
Even assuming that these difficulties can be overcome, the phenomenology

of emotions that motivates the analogy is not easy to assimilate to the phe-
nomenology of perception, for at least two reasons. First, many, perhaps all,
emotions are said to be essentially valenced experiences (an emotion is either
positive or negative), whereas we tend to think of perceptions as not being
essentially so – although they may of course become positive or negative
when colored by affective phenomena. Second, perceptual experiences are what
is in philosophical parlance called ‘transparent’ (Harman 1990). Try, for
instance, to describe the content of the visual experience of a vase of flowers
on a table. You will realize that it is very difficult to mention anything other
than the properties exemplified by the objects that you see; the vase has such
and such a nuance of blue, the flowers have this or that form, color, and
texture. All these elements are given to us as the properties of the perceived
object and not as properties of the perceptual experience, and this is why
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these experiences are said to be transparent. Yet this is not so obviously the
case for emotional experience. One could argue that the felt quality of fear is
not clearly experienced by us as a feature of the spider that frightens us, nor
is that of gratitude given as a property of such and such a benefactor. If you
are to describe how it feels to be frightened by a spider, you would not do so
in terms of the spider’s qualities, but rather in terms of how it feels to
experience a jolt up your spine, your hair standing on end, your teeth clenching,
muscles freezing, heart jumping, etc. And these felt changes in your body
are definitely not what you apprehend as dangerous in the circumstances (but
see Soldati 2008 and Tye 2008). In assimilating emotion to perception, the
perceptual model is thus papering over some crucial phenomenological
differences, insofar as it remains silent on which aspect of the complex phe-
nomenology of emotions is apt to play the role of perceptually presenting
evaluative properties.
Let us finally set out what in our eyes constitutes the most serious objection to

a perceptual analysis. Even if emotions are to be seen as independent or sui
generis ways of accessing the evaluative properties that they reveal, they differ
from perceptions in that they cannot be seen as independent ways of acces-
sing the objects that exemplify these properties. For instance, while the
injustice of Jonas’s remark is perceived by Mary through her indignation, the
remark itself is not. Mary must access it by some other means (perception,
memory, belief, etc.), which as such constitute what we have called in
Chapter 1 the cognitive base of her indignation; she hears the remark and
feels it is unjust. The evaluative apprehension at the heart of the perceptual
theory is grounded in such non-evaluative bases: they cause and, in a sense
yet to be clarified, explain the occurrence of emotions. And, as is perhaps too
obvious to mention, there is no such comparable distinction between two
psychological levels exemplifying causal and epistemic relations within the
field of perception proper.
The existence of such cognitive bases for emotions raises doubt regarding

the epistemological role the perceptual model accords emotions. For the
epistemological status we assign emotions in our everyday life is not easy to
reconcile with the perceptualist’s way of conceiving them. Indeed, there is a
sort of why-question we typically ask with respect to the emotions, which
we have not the slightest inclination to ask with respect to perceptions. We
perhaps could ask someone: ‘Why do you see that tree?’ But in so doing we
would not be asking about the reasons he has for his perceptual experience, at
least not in the sense in which we do ask for such reasons when we ask: ‘Why
are you afraid of the dog?’ What this suggests is that, contrary to the epis-
temological picture fostered by the perceptual model, emotions should not
primarily be thought of as states that provide us with reasons for anything,
but rather as states for which reasons are needed (Brady 2010). This issue will
be at the center of our discussions from Chapter 8 onwards.
At this stage, we may start to wonder whether the very plausibility of the

perceptual model is not entirely derived from an undue focus on the small,
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and not necessarily representative, class of emotions that are based on perceptual
experiences of the relevant object. While it may make sense to say that one is
in a perceptual relation with the relevant evaluative properties when the
object is perceptually present, it hardly does so when the only access one has
to the object is through, say, testimony. In what sense is one in perceptual
contact with the offensiveness of a certain remark when we know of it
through a third party 10 years after the fact?
Something like the worries just presented may provide reason to take the

appeal to the perceptual model as a mere analogy, which amounts to high-
lighting, as we have done above, a certain number of similarities between
emotions and perceptual experiences. We may describe this as the relaxed
perceptual model. This is, for instance, the best way of understanding Linda
Zagzebski’s appeal to ‘affective perceptions of values’ (Zagzebski 2003) or
Peter Goldie’s ‘feelings towards’, which he places at the heart of his theory of
emotions (Goldie 2000: Chapter 3). The latter idea is that, to cleave closely
to the phenomenology of emotions, one must introduce an experiential ele-
ment directed towards the object of one’s emotion. And here the introduction of
‘feelings towards’ does not imply that these experiences are the only con-
stituents of emotions; they will typically encompass this along with a host of
other elements, amongst them certain bodily feelings. The crucial point, as
Goldie insists, is that the ‘feelings towards’ do not constitute an extra layer
on top of affective experience proper (see the discussion of add-on theories in
Chapter 5); it is not an extraneous addition, but in fact the way in which the
world is evaluatively presented to us through emotions.
The theory of ‘feelings towards’ is certainly attractive. It specifies perfectly

what one demands of an adequate account of the emotions. Yet, although
something along the lines of ‘feelings towards’ is required by the analysis, it
seems that this expression is as it stands a mere placeholder for whatever adequately
fulfills the function of making the subject experientially aware of evaluative properties.
But to leave matters in this state is to expose one’s flank to the recurrent line
of attack that intuitionism about evaluative properties has always been
vulnerable to. For, after all, what is a ‘feeling towards’? Empirical affective
science does not help us on this point.
This discussion of the perceptual model, in its literal or in its more relaxed

form, brings out the fact that the perceptual metaphor does not so much
advance the ball as hide it. And the metaphor is more misleading than it
seems; in fact there needs to be a clear distinction between perception on
the one hand and emotion on the other, in order to be able to articulate the
relevant relations between emotions and their various cognitive bases. Now,
all this should not make us conclude that the reasons motivating the
perceptual model are misplaced, but rather that they should be understood
in a manner that can accommodate the specificities of emotional experiences.
If, first, emotions do indeed stand in intentional relations to values,
they must do so in a way that will also satisfy the idea that emotions are
typically not about these values but about their bearers (this is what we
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shall henceforth call the intentionality constraint). If, second, a satisfactory
account endorses the view that it is through emotional phenomenology that
the evaluative aspects of the world are made manifest to us, it should not do
so by positing a mysterious perceptual or quasi-perceptual relation to values
(phenomenology constraint). Third, if emotions are privileged – even perhaps
indispensable – sources of justification for evaluative judgments, this should
not make us forget that emotions essentially depend on the fact that other
cognitive states provide them with their objects (epistemological constraint).

Emotions as indirect perceptions of values

The direct perception model as we presented it is promising but too fragmentary.
We still face the task of finding a way to combine the phenomenological,
intentional, and epistemological roles of emotions in a satisfactory manner. Laying
aside any radical alternatives to the family of theories just examined, the
solution must in our view reconcile the Jamesian intuition that the body is
essential to emotions with the idea that they have an intrinsic evaluative
intentionality. In short, the key challenge concerns how to make sense of the
idea that the only kind of phenomenology clearly admitted both by the
empirical affective sciences and by the first-person perspective, which is to
say that of the felt body, can put us in relation with evaluative properties.
James says that emotions are perceptions of bodily changes. One might at

this point inquire into the occasions or situations in which different types
of such changes – and thereby the attendant perception – occur. One might
surmise that different types of bodily changes correspond to different types
of situations encountered by the subject. The idea would then be that there is
a systematic co-variation between the perception of certain types of situations and
the triggering of bodily changes. For instance, the perception of snakes or
spiders systematically triggers the bodily changes associated with fear.
Equally, perhaps not in an innate but an acquired manner, the perceptions of
one’s moral wrongdoing systematically trigger the bodily changes associated
with shame.
According to a view popular amongst contemporary philosophers, such

co-variations constitute the heart of an analysis of intentionality (Dretske 1981).
Why? Fire causes smoke, heat causes a strip of mercury to rise, chicken pox
causes skin lesions. A philosopher with naturalistic proclivities will be tempted
to exploit the existence of such causal co-variations to analyze the notion of
intentionality. For, if fire causes smoke, it follows that smoke indicates the
presence of fire; it then becomes attractive to conceive of these relations of
indication as the basis of a possible representational function. If something
co-varies with something else because it was designed or meant to do so, either
through the intentions of someone (e.g., rise of mercury and temperature) or
through evolutionary pressures (e.g., pain and tissue damage), it makes sense to
say that the former is not only an indication of the latter but represents it
because it has the relevant function (Millikan 1987). Thus one might
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maintain that, since some bodily changes co-vary in the same way with certain
types of situations, the first have the function of representing the latter. If the
bodily changes typical of fear have been selected by evolution to co-vary with
some property common to various types of situations eliciting them, because
detection of this common property is relevant for the organism’s biological
fitness, then these bodily changes might be said to represent this property.
And do these typical situations not precisely exemplify what we have called
the formal object of emotions, in this case danger? One could then conclude
that the subject’s perception of some bodily changes associated with fear
constitutes also a representation of the danger that he faces.
This neo-Jamesian theory, the most detailed version of which has been

developed by Prinz (2004), proposes an original way of combining the three
fundamental roles of emotions highlighted in the previous section. Their felt
quality, identified here under the influence of James with bodily feelings, is
equally the bearer of intentionality: the bodily feelings have the function of
representing evaluative properties. What is more, this theory provides an
account of the relation between emotions and their cognitive bases as well as,
potentially, an account of the relation between the emotions and the evaluative
judgments that they may ground. Awareness of bodily changes is caused and
potentially justified by distinct cognitive bases – whether they be perceptions,
memories, or complex testimonies. And awareness of the relevant bodily
changes might in turn constitute one’s reason to make a given evaluative
judgment. The theory is thus ingenious and appealing in the way it combines
our three constraints.
Within this theory, the relation between emotions and evaluative properties is

conceived of as a particular instance of the relation between elements connected
by causal co-variation. But is such a relation between bodily disturbances and
evaluative properties capable of accounting for the representational relation
between emotions and evaluative properties? On its face, it would not seem
that such a relation is the kind of intentional relation from a first-person
perspective that an advocate of the perceptual model or the evaluative judg-
ment theory had in mind when casting about for an explanation of the way
evaluative properties are given to us through emotions. However, perhaps we
are going too fast: after all, the theory holds that it is perception or awareness
of bodily disturbances, that is to say something that is truly a first-person
intentional act, and not the disturbances themselves, which serves to explain
the representational relation between emotions and evaluative properties. Can we
then appeal to this relation to elucidate the specific evaluative intentionality
of emotions? We can at any rate say for instance that, just as the perceptual
appearance of water constitutes an intentional relation to what turns out to
be H2O, the awareness of certain changes in our body constitutes an intentional
relation to this or that evaluative property (Prinz 2004: 67–69). But, apart
from any sympathy that one may or may not have for such a program of
naturalizing intentionality, this much is clear: though it makes sense to
claim that H2O is given to us through the appearance of water, it is not
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perceptually given to us under the aspect of H2O. Yet is danger not given to
us through fear precisely as danger, in the sense that the phenomenology of fear
is what makes this evaluative aspect of the world manifest to us? This idea is
at least at the center of those theories that conceive of emotions as cognitions
of evaluative properties and what lends them their intuitive appeal.
However one wants to answer this last question, the difficulty is compounded

for emotions as the neo-Jamesian theory conceives them. For, if the bodily
sensations are thought of as fully fledged perceptions, i.e. as intentional acts
that have as their object certain parts of the body, then the analogy with the
case of perception of water falls apart. In the latter case, there are not two
distinct candidates for the status of object of the perceptual awareness: H2O
and whatever is visually given to us. There is only one, since the relation
between H2O and the watery stuff we see is one of identity or constitution.
By contrast, when we are dealing with the bodily feelings enlisted by the
neo-Jamesian theory to function as the apprehension of evaluative properties,
there seems to be a real competition between two distinct objects. Bodily
feelings already have an intentional object: those parts of the body that we feel in
some particular way. And the relation between the felt parts of the body and
the evaluative property is clearly not one of constitution. It is obviously not
the case that the evaluative property is to the felt parts of the body what
H2O is to the properties manifested in visual perception of water. In this
sense, there is really no intentional relation to the value, whether it be
perceptual or judicative. This is also why adherents of this theory must con-
sider as a possible addition – though not one necessary to the occurrence of
an emotion – an intentional relation to the value that takes the form of an
evaluative judgment. One finds here again the reversed form of the add-
on strategy exemplified by constructionist theories discussed in Chapter 4,
which consists in adding a judgment to an experience that does not in itself
constitute an intentional access to evaluative properties. We are now indeed
tempted to describe the present option in exactly the same terms.
It is also worth unpacking the epistemological implications of the neo-Jamesian

theory. The worry here relates to the fact that, while the theory is in a position to
articulate and make sense of the epistemological relations existing between
emotions and their cognitive bases, it may not be able to make sense of the
relations between emotions and evaluative judgments. Recall that an alleged
virtue of the perceptual model consists in leveraging the apparent parallel
relations between perceptions and perceptual judgments, on the one hand,
and emotions and evaluative judgments, on the other. In both cases, the idea
is that a certain experiential access to a kind of information causes and
potentially justifies the forming of a judgment. Yet on the view under con-
sideration, the parallel gets bent out of shape. This is the case because, as you
will recall, the ‘perception of evaluative properties’ is in the present case indirect
at best – we become aware of the presence of evaluative properties by inference
through our awareness of bodily changes, much like we become aware of the pre-
sence of fire when we see smoke. This of course is not to deny that the theory can
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admit the existence of a more indirect relation between emotions and eva-
luative judgments. A practiced observer may well be able to infer the presence of
a certain evaluative property by having learned to take his bodily sensations
as a sign of a certain kind of co-varying feature of his surroundings, and on
this basis come to the relevant evaluative judgment. However, if we can
perhaps in this way recover part of the parallel with perceptual judgments,
we have in the process lost one of its crucial features. Our practiced observer
must not only be able to associate what she is currently feeling with what she
knows to be the co-varying evaluative property, but she must also attach this
property to the relevant feature of the emotion’s cognitive base, for instance a
particular element of a complex scene that she sees. That is to say, it is still
up to the observer to accomplish the important task of establishing the con-
nection between the evaluative properties and the perceived objects as the
connection is not accessible through the emotion (see Prinz 2005).
Now, although we are at times in the position of having to reflect on what

it is that make us feel the way we do – as you will recall, this is what the
constructionist does not tire of emphasizing (see Chapter 4) – there is no
reason to think that this subset of cases captures the typical epistemological
situation we are in when we feel emotions. The situation is generally not one
in which we tell ourselves something along the lines of: ‘there is something
going on within me I know to be indicative of danger, loss, offense, etc., but
where is it exactly located in my surroundings?’ Note that the lesson to be
drawn from the present discussion is quite general. For, even if the episte-
mological status of evaluative judgments ultimately had nothing to do with
the emotions, i.e. if emotional experiences played no fundamental role in our
knowledge of values, an adequate theory of emotions must still cover the fact
that we often make evaluative judgments because of the emotions we experience.
And the way in which the present approach forces us to articulate this relation –
to wit, as an intellectual and indirect access to evaluative properties – is at
variance with the usual way in which these judgments are formed.

Conclusion

We considered here in some detail theories that take seriously the idea that
emotions are essentially felt. After having criticized James’s theory on account
of it failing to meet what we called the intentionality constraint, we were led
to present and assess perceptual models of the emotions according to which
emotions are either direct or indirect perceptions of evaluative properties. We
argued that the model of direct perception has, when interpreted literally,
little to recommend itself, and that its more relaxed form looks more like a
promise of a theory than a theory. This conclusion prompted us to consider
the idea that emotions are indirect perceptions of evaluative properties. Such
an approach, in the form of the neo-Jamesian theory, however, does not suc-
cessfully combine the phenomenological, intentional, and epistemological
constraints weighing on a satisfactory account of the emotions. In particular,
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it cannot do justice to the idea that the dangerousness of the lion is given to
us in the experience of its predatory posture (we experience it as dangerous),
or that the majesty of this cathedral is given to us in the experience of its
facade (we experience it as majestic).
Nonetheless, at this stage we should not be tempted to draw the conclusion

that the phenomenology of bodily feeling is not up to the task of accounting
for the evaluative intentionality of emotion, and that we should look to some
other form of phenomenology to fulfill this role. Going down this path
merely leads us back to the previously discussed problems attending the
perceptual theories.

Questions and further readings

(1) What are the main problems faced by the Jamesian theory of the emotions?
(2) Are emotions perceptions?
(3) How do bodily feelings come to represent evaluative properties in Prinz’s

theory?

Ratcliffe (2005) and Ellsworth (1994) provide reasons for thinking that
William James gives more attention to the world directedness of the emotions
than is usually claimed. Damasio (2000) does for psychology what Prinz
(2004) does for philosophy, i.e. he reconciles cognitive and feeling theories of
the emotions within a Jamesian framework.
The perceptual analogy is nicely drawn in de Sousa (1987: 149–58). Aside

from Goldie (2000: Chapter 3) and Tappolet (2000), recent sympathizers of a
perceptual approach to the emotions are Deonna (2006), Döring (2007), Johnston
(2001), and Tye (2008). Goldie (2009) persuasively stresses the role of feeling
in accounting for the emotions’ world directedness. While Deonna (2006)
attempts to downplay some of the dissimilarities between emotions and
perceptions, Brady (2010), Salmela (2011), Wedgwood (2001), and Whiting
(2012) adopt for various reasons a resolutely skeptical attitude towards the
approach.
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7 The attitudinal theory of emotions

In the previous chapter, we saw that, despite its sound motivations and initial
promise, the perceptual approach to the emotions fails to convince. Our
discussion helped, however, to sharpen the formulation of some basic inten-
tional, phenomenological, and epistemological constraints that any satisfactory
theory of the emotions must respect. In this chapter, we defend a theory of the
emotions that we believe can meet these constraints satisfactorily. According
to this attitudinal theory, an emotion is an attitude towards an object, an
attitude which it is appropriate to have when the latter exemplifies a given
evaluative property. After introducing the contrast between attitudes and
content, we argue that the relation between emotions and evaluative properties
is best elucidated by conceiving of the different emotions as distinctive
evaluative attitudes as opposed to attitudes directed towards evaluative contents.
We then give substance to the claim that emotions are attitudes by elaborating
on the idea that they consist in specific types of felt bodily stances directed
towards objects. In the final section, we show how the attitudinal theory
allows us to meet the phenomenological and intentional constraints in an
appealing way, leaving the question of how the resources of the theory can be
deployed in meeting the epistemological constraint for the next three chapters.

Attitudes and contents

As we noted, values are said to be the formal objects of the emotions. What
does that mean? Truth is said to be the formal object of belief; to believe is
to take a proposition to be true. The ‘oughtness’ of a state of affairs is often
said to be the formal object of desire; to desire is to regard a state of affairs as
something that ought to obtain. Possibility may be held to be the formal
object of supposition; to suppose is to take a state of affairs to be possible.
And perhaps probability can be claimed to be the formal object of conjecture; to
conjecture is to take a state of affairs to be probable.
These illustrations allow us to see the role formal objects play in a theory

of mental phenomena: they individuate the relevant type of mental state.
Since a belief, a desire, a supposition, and a conjecture can be about the same state
of affairs, we have the basis for a very natural distinction between attitudes
on the one hand and what attitudes are directed at (their object or content)



on the other.1 Furthermore, attitude and content are both understood as
making essential contributions to the distinctive nature of mental states by
jointly determining the correctness conditions of a given instance of a type of
mental state. For example, it is because Sam adopts the attitude of belief
towards P that the correctness condition of his mental state is the truth of P;
the correctness condition would be the truth of Q were he to take this atti-
tude towards Q; and it would be the probability of P were he to adopt the
attitude of conjecture towards it.
Now, the way we ordinarily speak motivates the application of this central

distinction to the emotions. We shall for that reason make use of the idea,
often expressed but not really followed through on when philosophers intro-
duce basic distinctions in the philosophy of mind (e.g., Searle 1983: Chapter 1,
Crane 2001: Chapter 1), that an emotion is an attitude we take towards a
specific object or content. In fearing the dog, we have an attitude towards the
dog; in being angry at John, we have an attitude towards him. And, in both
instances, the correctness conditions of the mental state are determined by
the respective contributions of the attitude and content in question. If we
now take the idea of evaluative properties as the formal objects of emotions at
face value (danger in the case of fear, offensiveness in the case of anger), this
appears to imply, given the other examples of attitudes we have considered, that
the fact that emotions have evaluative properties amongst their correctness
conditions traces back to the fact that they are specific attitudes – namely
evaluative attitudes – and not to the fact that they have a specific content.
Let us motivate and clarify this claim.
If it makes sense to say that what frightens Julianne is what John is amused

by – a dog, for instance – then we have reason enough to think that the
difference between their two emotions is not to be located at the level of
their respective contents. If this difference were located at the level of the
content, that would imply that Julianne is frightened by (a specific instance of)
dangerousness, whereas John is amused by (a specific instance of) funniness;
their respective emotions would then be about different things. The contrast
here is analogous to that between attitude and content in the case of other
mental states. Consider belief. If it makes sense to say that what John
believes is what Julianne doubts, then the reason why truth enters only into
the correctness conditions of John’s mental state has to do with the fact that
only he takes the specific attitude of belief towards it. Similarly, it is because
one adopts a specific emotional attitude towards a given object that the cor-
responding evaluative property becomes relevant for determining whether
this emotion is correct or not. It is for instance because Julianne takes
the attitude of fear towards the dog that its dangerousness features in the
correctness conditions of her mental state.
This way of articulating the structure of an emotional episode not only

guarantees the possibility of sameness of content across different attitudes,
but it is also and unsurprisingly consistent with everyday talk involving
emotions and what they are about. In the present framework, what we have
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called the particular objects of the emotions (Chapter 1, p. 5) are the
(potential or actual) bearers of evaluative properties, and not the evaluative
properties themselves. To put this in the language we have used from Chapter
1 onwards, emotions are about the particular objects that are provided by the
various psychological states that function as their cognitive bases: they are
attitudes that we take towards these objects. And this is good news, since it
accords with our ordinary way of talking about the emotions and thus avoids the
revisionary implications of the perceptual model, according to which evaluative
properties end up being what the emotions are about.
But this of course leads us to the following important question: if the

relation with evaluative properties cannot be handled by having them figure
in the content of the emotions, but has rather to do with their being specific
attitudes, how exactly are we to understand emotions conceived as evaluative
attitudes?

Emotions as felt bodily attitudes

A preliminary issue concerns whether the various emotional attitudes are
determinates of one more general determinable emotional attitude. One option
would be to say that this general attitude consists in emoting, i.e. in taking
something as (dis)valuable. While this might constitute a way of abstractly
describing what emotional attitudes are, there is no reason to think that this
general attitude, emoting, has any psychological reality over and above that
of its determinate instances, i.e. the distinct and specific emotional attitudes
one may have. For that reason, our claim shall be that, to each type of emotion,
there corresponds a distinct type of evaluative attitude.
In order to better understand the claim that emotions are distinctive evaluative

attitudes, it is helpful to appreciate that we can draw several distinctions within
the general category of attitudes. Amongst attitudes, we can distinguish
propositional from non-propositional attitudes. Propositional attitudes take
propositions as their objects, as when one believes or surmises that P. Examples
of non-propositional attitudes are episodic memory (Luke remembers his first
meeting with Lucy) and sensory imagining (Michelle imagines a pink elephant).
While it has been common philosophical practice to try to analyse non-
propositional attitudes in terms of propositional ones, the idea that there are
irreducibly non-propositional attitudes has recently received much attention
and increased support (e.g., Crane 2007, Montague 2007). Another important
distinction amongst attitudes is that between occurrent and dispositional
ones. You may believe that the Earth is round in the sense that you are dis-
posed to assert this proposition, to use it in arguments, to be baffled by those
who think otherwise, etc. Alternatively, you have an occurrent attitude of,
say, supposing a given proposition to be the case when you are actively
thinking through its implications. Amongst both dispositional and occurrent
attitudes, but more obviously amongst the latter, we can further distinguish
those that have salient phenomenological aspects from those that have a less
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salient phenomenology, or maybe no phenomenology at all, i.e. we can
distinguish between experiential and non-experiential attitudes. Some think
for instance that while occurrently believing that P has no phenomenology at
all (Julianne believes that it is just before noon), there is a distinctive phe-
nomenology in propositional remembering (John seems to remember that
Moscow is the capital of Russia) (e.g., Audi 1995). We do not have to enter
into these difficult issues for our present purposes. Indeed, while for most
attitudes it appears difficult to provide a substantive psychological description of
what they are, this may prove more straightforward for emotions, or at least
for many of them, as we shall see.
As a first step in this direction, let us now see how the aforementioned

distinctions amongst attitudes may help us home in on the sorts of attitudes
emotions are. There is, it is true, no a priori reason to think that, because all
the different emotional attitudes contribute to the mental state having the
evaluative correctness conditions it has, all of them must for that reason be
psychologically realized in the same way. This is not to say that there are no
constraints on what emotional attitudes could be, however. For, while the
structure of the present proposal allows us in principle to cash out the atti-
tude component in many different ways, our survey of the various theories of
the emotions has revealed that any complete account must be informed by the
following facts. Emotions are often not directed at propositions, they are
episodes, they have a salient experiential dimension, their phenomenology is
best captured in terms of bodily feelings, and it is in virtue of their
phenomenology that emotions relate to evaluative properties. All of which raises
the question: how do these facts constrain an account of the psychological
nature of emotions understood as experiential evaluative attitudes?
We can answer this question, we suggest, by elaborating on the idea that

the emotionally relevant bodily changes are experienced as distinct stances we
adopt towards specific objects. That is to say, we should conceive of emotions
as distinctive types of bodily awareness, where the subject experiences her
body holistically as taking an attitude towards a certain object, or, as Edouard
Claparède, an early eloquent advocate of such a view, writes while building
on William James’s insight, there is a ‘consciousness of a form, of a “Gestalt”,
of these multiple organic impressions [bodily feelings] [ … ] the consciousness
of a global attitude of the organism’ (Claparède 1928: 128). The key idea,
then, is to move away from the curiously atomistic approach to bodily sen-
sations implicit in many accounts of their role in emotions and recognize
that, in emotions, these sensations are typically aspects of a whole pattern that
constitutes a world-directed attitude. And it is possible to go quite far in
developing this proposal by appealing to an idea that is common currency in
the psychological literature on the emotions, namely the idea that emotions
are intimately connected with types of action readiness or, more precisely, felt
action readiness. Feelings of action readiness are indeed obvious candidates
for elucidating the nature of emotions as involving awareness of one’s body
adopting a specific stance towards an object or being poised to act in given
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ways in relation to an object, one that sheds light on the idea that emotions
make us apprehend the world in evaluative terms. Frijda, when describing
the world-focused dimension of emotional experiences, speaks in expressive if
sometimes figurative terms of the contribution of action readiness in imbuing
the world with significance:

Action readiness transforms a neutral world into one with places of danger and
openings towards safety, in fear, with targets for kissing and their being accessible
for it, in enamoration, with roads stretching out endlessly before one, in fatigue,
misery, and despair, with insistent calls for entry or participation or consumption,
in enjoyment.

(Frijda 2007: 205).

This illustrates the manner in which states of action readiness, at any rate
when they are felt, contribute essentially to the world being presented to the
subject as significant for her in various ways.2 The idea driving the present
proposal, then, is the following: we give substance to the claim that emotions
constitute evaluative attitudes when we realize that they are such attitudes in
virtue of being experiences of our body as ready or poised to act in various
ways towards an object. And to prevent a misunderstanding this formulation
may invite, let us emphasize that the proposal is not that emotions are atti-
tudes we take towards what we feel happens in our body, but that what we
feel happens in our body constitutes in itself an emotional attitude. Emotions
are not attitudes we take towards our felt body, but felt bodily attitudes
directed towards the world.
This being clarified, the notion of action readiness we here appeal to

should be conceived in quite an inclusive manner, for it must not only cover
aspects such as the tendency to move away, towards or against a given object,
but also the tendency to attend to an object, to submit or to be drawn to it,
to disengage from it, or even to suspend any inclination to interact with
it, and so on. Consider the following examples by way of illustration. In fear,
the relevant action readiness should be described as follows: we feel the way
our body is poised to act in a way that will contribute to the neutralization of
what provokes the fear. In anger, we feel the way our body is prepared for
active hostility to whatever causes the anger. In shame, we feel the way our
body is poised to hide from the gaze of others that typically causes the
shame. In an episode of loving affection, we feel the way our body is prepared
to move towards cuddling the object of one’s affection. In disgust, we feel the
way our body is poised to prevent the object from entering into contact with
it. And in sadness, our body is given to us as though prevented from enter-
ing into interaction with a certain object. These descriptions, meant to cap-
ture the holistic felt bodily attitudes characteristic of the emotions, refer to
experiences that integrate information coming from a variety of sources, such
as facial feedback, changes in skeletal muscles, as well as those of the autonomic
nervous system (e.g., heart rate, perspiration, respiration, digestion, etc.) and
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the endocrine system (e.g., adrenaline). It is, we submit, because emotions
are, unlike beliefs and desires for instance, attitudes that lend themselves to
such rich descriptions and give rise to such interesting generalizations that
being told someone is afraid or angry – without any further specification of
what he is afraid of or angry at – is already informative, an observation we
made at the very beginning of this book.
Now, in what sense do these states of felt action readiness make the emotions

evaluative attitudes? To put it differently, how do distinct felt bodily stances
help account for the fact that distinct emotions are correct only when their
object exemplifies a specific evaluative property? The answer is both
straightforward and illuminating. Fear of the dog is an experience of the dog
as dangerous, precisely because it consists in feeling the body’s readiness to
act so as to diminish the dog’s likely impact on it (flight, preemptive attack,
etc.), and this felt attitude is correct if and only if the dog is dangerous.
Similarly, anger at someone is an experience of her as offensive, precisely
because it consists in feeling the body’s readiness to act so as to retaliate one
way or another, and this felt attitude is correct if and only if the person is or
has been offensive. Shame of oneself is an experience of oneself as degraded,
precisely because it consists in feeling one’s body ready to act so as to disappear
into the ground or perhaps from the view of others, and this felt attitude is
correct if and only if the person is degraded. Admiration is an experience of a
given object as admirable, because it consists in feeling the way one’s body
opens up to sustained and expanding exploration of the object, and it is
correct if and only if the object is admirable.
We have just illustrated with a few examples how the approach we

recommend should be pursued. Its fruitfulness depends of course on the
possibility of providing substantial and convincing characterizations in terms
of felt bodily attitudes for all emotions. At this stage, two observations are
in order. First, our approach, like that of James, treats bodily feelings as
constitutive of the emotions and not as consequences of them. Yet, we believe
that our version of the attitudinal theory is not subject to the same difficulties
(Chapter 6, pp. 65–66). For the felt bodily stances the attitudinal theory appeals
to illuminate the sense in which the emotions are directed towards the world.
Second, we should emphasize that while the present account must conceive of
the emotions as stances or postures we take towards objects, these attitudes
need not be bodily attitudes. Those skeptical of the possibility of coming up
with such informative characterizations for some emotions – regret? pride? –
might still embrace the above framework and try to account for these alleg-
edly recalcitrant emotions in terms of felt, yet non-embodied, attitudes. That
is to say, the overall architecture of the theory perhaps offers a flexibility that is
not shared by Jamesian or neo-Jamesian alternatives. In our opinion, though,
the journey completed thus far should make us question the viability of
a non-embodied account of the emotions and should rather be viewed as
supporting optimism regarding the prospects of understanding the emotions
in the terms we recommend. So, we think, do the ramifications and virtues of
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this approach we shall now explore in connection with many of the issues we
have already had occasion to touch upon.

Virtues of the theory

For starters, observe that the felt bodily stances alluded to in the examples we
have provided are typically connected to primitive scenarios, in which the
emotion is felt in the presence of its object (de Sousa 1987: 181ff, Wollheim
1999). We are afraid of the dog because of the clear and present danger it
poses, or ashamed because our privacy is exposed to the gaze of others. But of
course the cognitive base of an emotion need not be a perception, and the
emotion may be about something that is quite distant from these primitive
scenarios. Situations eliciting fear or shame might go far beyond, respectively,
those in which one’s physical integrity is directly at stake or those that involve
invasion of privacy and the reproving gaze of another. For instance, the dis-
appearance of one’s doctoral thesis from one’s computer may elicit terror
because of what it may imply for one’s life prospects. Even if physical integrity is
not directly at stake, one continues to feel the looming threat through the
distinctive bodily attitude that is fear, though the actions undertaken will
now be modulated by the specific context. Or consider anger. It may be the
case that the sorts of primitive scenarios eliciting this emotion have to do
with attempts to respond to a physical assault. But it is now, say, felt upon
hearing of the abuse suffered by a child, and continues in this case to be
experienced through the same distinctive bodily attitude. In this last case,
note that, through recognition of the broader social implications of this type
of situation, the emotional attitude involved has received another name,
i.e. indignation. Now, whether or not the emotion gets relabeled, we face a
phenomenon that we discussed in the foregoing (see Chapter 2, pp. 24–25),
namely the fact that emotions, through the mediation of complex cognitive states,
do get progressively calibrated to various types of situations because they share the
relevant evaluative property with the primitive scenario, and for that reason make
an emotional engagement of the kind involved in that scenario appropriate.
This now puts us in a position to explain how emotions get individuated

on the present proposal. An emotion type is a type of felt bodily attitude
towards objects that is correct if and only if these objects exemplify a given
evaluative property. And thus, as in the theories of James and Prinz, there are
as many emotions as there are structured wholes of bodily sensations, or, in
the terms of our account, as many as there are distinctive felt bodily attitudes
of the relevant type. As observed in Chapters 2 and 6, there are good reasons
to think that there is a substantial number of these, and that we can under-
stand the further distinctions drawn by ordinary languages as due to the
fact that a subset of calibrated emotions is significant enough to receive
a distinct label.3 The present account thus satisfies a basic constraint
on emotion theory: it has the resources to explain the variety of emotion
types.
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Other virtues of our version of the attitudinal theory emerge if we think of
further important issues we discussed in connection with other approaches to
the emotions. First, what is the direction of fit of emotional attitudes? Perhaps
contrary to appearances, the fact that we have elucidated the nature of these
attitudes in terms of felt action readiness does not mean that the emotions
have the direction of fit characteristic of desires, i.e. aim at being satisfied or
fulfilled (see Chapter 1, pp. 9–11). In emotion, one feels one’s body poised to
act in certain ways towards objects, say a perceived object. We have
explained the sense in which these attitudes have correctness conditions, i.e.
they are correct if the object exemplifies the relevant evaluative property and
thus have the mind-to-world direction of fit. It is moreover plain that they
do not have satisfaction or fulfillment conditions. There is no sense in which
feeling one’s body poised to act towards a perceived object, i.e. the emotional
attitude, aims at being fulfilled. And observe that, if, in addition to aiming at
fulfillment, desires, in virtue of being the attitudes they are, are correct if and
only if the states of affairs they are about ought to obtain (see also Chapter 9,
pp. 110–112), this is not the case for emotions. The latter are not correct or
incorrect as a function of whether or not a state of affairs ought to obtain, but
rather as a function of whether or not their object possesses the relevant
evaluative property. These considerations constitute, we contend, decisive reasons
for thinking that desires are not emotions.
That being said, we should hasten to add that emotions, because they are

evaluative stances or attitudes we take towards the world, play a fundamental
role in motivating subjects to act in specific ways and to form specific desires.
Fear is an evaluative attitude, an attitude in the light of which the subject
will typically form specific desires such as the desire to scamper up the
nearest tree. Anger is an attitude in the light of which the subject will form
the desire to avenge himself in this or that way. That is to say, the present
approach to the emotions offers a neat solution to a fundamental problem
facing the mixed theory of the emotions discussed in Chapter 3, namely the
fact that some of the desires it appeals to in analyzing the emotions are more
plausibly understood as desires motivated by these emotions than as con-
stituent parts of them. Moreover, and for the same reasons, the attitudinal
theory illuminates many of the relations between emotions and evaluative
judgments, among other things why an evaluative judgment is often thought
to imply that the judging subject is motivated to act accordingly. As we
shall see in more detail in Chapter 10, it is because emotions provide the
canonical conditions of application (Peacocke 1996) for the evaluative concepts
we deploy in our evaluative judgments that these judgments connect so
closely with motivation. The idea is that the circumstances (think of the
primitive scenarios or more sophisticated elaborations of them) that elicit our
emotional responses (i.e. the aforementioned distinct profiles of felt action
readiness) constitute central and privileged conditions around which our
mastery of the relevant evaluative concepts is built. These circumstances can
have this function because the emotions they elicit are attitudes that are
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correct or incorrect depending on whether the relevant evaluative property is
exemplified.
Now, this allows us to explain the intuition of many philosophers, according

to whom the hallmark of a sincere evaluative judgment is being in the corre-
sponding motivating state. Indeed, given that emotions provide us with canonical
conditions of application for evaluative concepts, making an ordinary evaluative
judgment involves saying, or at least implying, that a given emotional attitude
is appropriate to the relevant situation, and that it would be suitable to be
motivated in the way typical of the relevant emotion (e.g., Zagzebski 2004). In
drawing such a distinction between emotions and evaluative judgments, the
present approach, as a result, has a clear advantage over the evaluative judgment
theory. The latter theory must, as we saw in Chapter 5, commit itself to a
controversial form of motivational internalism about evaluative judgments in
order to respect the intimate connection between emotion and motivation. The
present approach explains the intuitions behind motivational internalism, without
endorsing it, by emphasizing the fundamental role of emotional responses in
shaping the evaluative concepts we deploy in making evaluative judgments.
Whatever the ramifications of this last observation for the problem of

motivation (see e.g., Smith 1994), what is important to notice here is how
the respective attitudes and contents of emotions, on the one hand, and of the
corresponding judgments, on the other, differ insofar as the evaluative property
is concerned. As we have seen, evaluative properties are not what the emotions
are about; these properties generally do not figure in the content of the emo-
tions. Rather, it is in virtue of being the very attitudes they are that the
emotions come to have evaluative conditions of correctness. This contrasts
with evaluative judgments where the evaluative correctness conditions trace
back to the content. In making an evaluative judgment, we have the attitude
of judging – the same attitude we have when we judge that an object is red,
say – towards an object or situation of which we assert that it has a given eva-
luative property and for that reason perhaps imply that it makes a given
emotional attitude appropriate. Undergoing the emotion, however, is precisely
to exemplify the attitude which the corresponding evaluative judgment implies
is appropriate to the object. As we shall see, the way in which the attitudinal
theory articulates the links between emotions, desires, and evaluative judgments,
respectively, will prove important in discussing some central epistemological
questions surrounding the emotions in Chapters 8 to 10.
For now, note that, in clearly distinguishing emotions from evaluative

judgments, the present account is well positioned to address some of the issues
that sank the mixed theory (see Chapter 3) and the evaluative judgment theory
(see Chapter 5) and turned theorists towards the perceptual approach. These
issues, you will recall, are all connected with the fact that emotions should
be conceived in such a way that we do not end up making unreasonable cognitive
demands on the creatures that have them. And we must conceive of emotions
in this way while explaining how emotions might form the basis upon which
some concepts are learned and deployed. According to the attitudinal theory,
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animals and young infants can perfectly well have emotions without mastering
the relevant evaluative concepts. To have an emotion it is enough to exemplify a
felt bodily attitude of the right kind, and there are all the reasons in the world to
think that animals and infants can do this. What they do not have, however, is
the capacity to build on their emotional responses so as to come to understand
that only some situations make them appropriate, that is, to make evaluative
judgments. This in turn provides the resources to treat the cases of irrational
emotions and phobias (see Chapter 5, pp. 54–55, and Chapter 6, p. 67). It is
not difficult to see how one would come to adopt, on occasion or chronically,
a given emotional attitude towards a certain situation while aware that the
situation in question does not make it appropriate. And note in passing that
the present account does not encourage an understanding of emotional errors
or phobias on the model illustrated by perceptual illusions, as the perceptual
theory does. In particular, within our account, phobias might well be fully
irrational in the sense of being unjustified (see Chapter 8) and not merely
mistaken, something that appears difficult to maintain if we think of them as
akin to, say, optical illusions of the Müller-Lyer type. This concludes our
examination of some key virtues of the attitudinal theory.

Intentionality and phenomenology

It is important to assess now more generally the manner in which the present
account fares with respect to the constraints that emerged from our discus-
sion of the perceptual model of the emotions in Chapter 6. Remember: first,
emotions stand in intentional relations to values without being about values
(intentionality constraint). Second, emotions are essentially phenomenological
states and stand in relation to values in virtue of being the phenomenological
states they are (phenomenology constraint). Third, emotions are crucial, perhaps
ineliminable, sources of justification for our evaluative judgments, even though
they essentially depend on other cognitive states providing them with their
objects (epistemological constraint). In the remainder of the chapter, we shall
consider the two first constraints. The third constraint will be one of the
central foci in the three last chapters of this book.
Regarding the intentionality constraint, the proposal holds that emotions

indeed stand in intentional relations to evaluative properties, but that these
intentional relations do not assume the form of emotions that have evaluative
properties as their objects. Rather, as we have already stressed, the claim is that
emotions are attitudes that are about the actual or potential bearers of eva-
luative properties, objects that we are aware of via other mental states – what
we have called the cognitive bases of the emotions. Emotions are not experiences
of these evaluative properties themselves but rather specific attitudes we
adopt towards actual or potential bearers of evaluative properties, attitudes that
are correct or incorrect depending on whether the object actually exemplifies
the relevant evaluative property. And this is more than just a logical nicety of
the present proposal.

The attitudinal theory of emotions 85



Compare the attitudinal theory with the two perceptual models we pre-
viously outlined. In our opinion, any theory claiming that we directly perceive
evaluative properties faces an intractable problem as soon as one realizes that
most emotions have states other than perceptions as their cognitive bases. For
what could it mean to say that we directly perceive the danger or offensiveness of
a situation of which we are now presently aware only through imagination or
thought? Regarding the emotions as attitudes we adopt towards objects, as
opposed to direct perceptions of some of their properties, now removes the
mystery surrounding the idea that we could have direct perceptual access to a
subset of an object’s properties (its evaluative properties), while the rest of
them are, and can only be, accessed by other means, i.e. imagination or
thought. The indirect model of how we perceive evaluative properties does
not fare any better in this connection. We dismissed the manner in which
James’s model captures the intentionality of emotions because, as you will
recall, the body ends up being the intentional object of the emotions. This
problem does not go away even if, as Prinz argues, we could be in indirect
contact with evaluative properties by being directly aware of bodily changes.
For what lies at the root of this problem is the fact that there is intuitively no
sense in which emotions are necessarily about the body (there are of course
cases in which the content of the emotion, for one reason or another, makes
reference to one’s body). These worries do not arise within the attitudinal
theory, for it does not conceive of emotions as being either about the body or
about evaluative properties: the attitudinal theory, like that of Prinz, recruits
profiles of bodily feelings, but it does it in a way that precludes any competition
between the body and evaluative properties as candidate objects represented
by emotions (see Chapter 6, pp. 72–73).
Now, the sense in which the attitudinal theory goes beyond the Jamesian

picture just alluded to is best explained by considering the phenomenological
constraint. Remember, the point here is not simply that there is something it
is like to undergo an emotion, but that this experiential aspect of the emotions
explains how they relate to evaluative properties. Most of the appeal of the
perceptual model lies in the following analogy. In the same way as the phe-
nomenology of perceptual experiences plays an essential role in making per-
ceptual properties manifest to the subject, the phenomenology of emotional
experiences plays an essential role in making evaluative properties manifest to
the subject (e.g., Goldie 2009). And the cogency of this intuition appears to lie
in the fact that we cannot conceive of the connection between, for instance,
the phenomenology of fear and danger as arbitrary. Intuitively, no other
emotional experience than that of fear is a suitable candidate for presenting the
world in terms of a danger. Although we have no problem in understanding
the fact that we might end up reacting to a dangerous situation with amuse-
ment, say, it is not intelligible to say that amusement makes the danger in
the situation manifest to us. This intuition, which we accept, is at the root of the
dissatisfaction we expressed regarding the neo-Jamesian approach (Chapter 6,
pp. 72–73): the connection between the emotional experience and the evaluative
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property cannot be modeled on that between smoke and fire, namely as one
of natural co-variation. Experiencing the evaluative property of an object is
not taking the way one’s body feels as an indication, a sign, or a symptom of
the fact that this object has this property.
This difficulty is inescapable if one holds that the bodily experience of

emotions takes an atomistic form: that of perceiving disturbances in specific
bodily parts (one’s heartbeat rising, contraction of the stomach, etc.). This
may well be the right phenomenological description of what happens when
we are no longer in the grip of the emotion but become aware of the trail it
leaves in our body. For instance, this is what happens when you have just
avoided a terrible road accident and you then contemplate the state of your
body on the side of the road: you are acutely aware of a constellation of var-
iously located bodily changes. But it seems incorrect as a phenomenological
description of the role of the felt body in emotion, i.e. that of making salient
aspects of the situation manifest. For you did not feel your body in this way
when you were in the grip of fear at the sight of the truck barreling down
towards you. The attitudinal theory avoids these problems by making a
substantial phenomenological claim: in emotion, we feel a bodily attitude
towards a given object, which amounts to saying that we feel the way our
body is geared towards the object we are facing. The body is felt in the form
of a gestalt of bodily sensations, which consists in being ready to respond in a
given way to the object. If experiencing such an attitude is all there is to
experiencing something in evaluative terms, then of course the relation
between the attitude and the fact that the evaluative property enters into the
correctness conditions of the mental state is anything but contingent. For
the existence of such a relation between distinct emotions and distinct evaluative
properties is not elucidated merely in terms of the existence of naturally selected
patterns of co-variation between them, but rather in terms of the nature of
the relevant attitudes themselves. And this, we believe, shows that the phe-
nomenology constraint can be met without subscribing to a perceptual
theory of the emotions.
We cannot close this discussion of the phenomenology of emotions without

once again touching on the issues of transparency and valence that emerged
in our discussion of the disanalogies between emotions and perceptions (see
Chapter 6, pp. 68–69). If the attitudinal theory pictures the relation between
the phenomenology of emotions and the evaluative property as anything but
contingent, there is no requirement that the attitude represents the evaluative
property transparently. Transparency, you will recall, is a property of the con-
tent of perceptual experiences and not one that is supposed to be possessed by
any sort of attitude. That being the case, there is no requirement here that all
the phenomenological aspects of the emotions, which will encompass echoes
from the activation of various processes within the peripheral system, con-
tribute to making it the evaluative attitude that it is. This, however, is what
would have been required were emotions subject to transparency and what
indeed seems required on the perceptual model.
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Valence is another interesting aspect of emotional experiences. You will recall
that this term of art refers to the fact that, unlike perceptual states, emotions
are commonly classified as positive or negative (Chapter 2). While it may look as
if the attitudinal theory leads naturally to a behavioral account of valence, it
is in fact not tailored to fit any specific approach to the phenomenon. So let
us briefly review the different approaches to valence from the perspective of
the attitudinal theory. Although it is for the most part – but not always –
possible to classify felt bodily stances as tendencies to approach or to with-
draw, note that the verdict we come to by applying this distinction often
does not correspond to our intuitions as to which emotions are positive or
negative. Loving affection and anger are both inclinations to approach, but
we tend to think of the former as positive and the latter as negative. This is
because the abstract properties of being inclinations to approach or to with-
draw paper over the richness and fine nuances characteristic of the different
emotions understood as profiles of felt action readiness. For example, the
account does not capture the fact that some of these profiles are pleasant, others
unpleasant. When this is the case, it surely makes sense to call an emotion
positive or negative in the sense favored by the hedonic tone approach to
valence. Still, there is no reason to presume that this will cover all cases, as
some of these profiles are neither pleasant nor unpleasant (think of anger).
We must reach exactly the same verdict as regards the idea that positive and
negative emotions correspond to (representations of) satisfied and frustrated
desires. Not all emotions, as we have seen in Chapter 3, align with the for-
tune of our desires – we tend for instance to think of admiration as a positive
emotion, yet admiration need not presuppose the relevant desires. As to the
idea that positive emotions are those one desires to continue experiencing,
negative emotions those one desires to cease to experience, the following should
be observed. First, it is far from clear that the relevant desires systematically
accompany our emotional attitudes. Second, when they do accompany them,
they are motivated by these attitudes and are not constitutive parts of them.
It is indeed not uncommon for joy to motivate a desire that it persists.
There is then no shortage of competing criteria seeking to account for the

valence of emotions. In addition to those featuring in these contemporary
approaches, we may think of criteria pertaining to the (in)appropriateness of
the emotions or to their moral and prudential (dis)value, and perhaps also
criteria resulting from the various reasons one might have to carve the eva-
luative domain into positive and negative values. What this brief survey
seems to suggest, then, is that while the attitudinal theory accommodates the
various intuitions underlying different approaches to valence, it does not
foster any one in particular. This is a consequence we believe should be
welcomed. Given the variety of reasons for which attitudes may be classified
as positive or negative, the often-voiced skepticism regarding the unity of the
phenomenon (e.g., Solomon 2003) is far from unwarranted. This liberal
approach to valence concludes our discussion of the way the attitudinal
theory satisfies the phenomenology constraint.
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Conclusion

We suggested that emotions are fruitfully approached through the contrast
between attitude and content. More specifically, we argued that distinct
emotions are distinct attitudes that we take towards the objects provided by
their cognitive bases.4 This allows us to understand the connection between
emotions and evaluative properties in terms of the way distinct attitudes
contribute to emotions’ correctness conditions. Elaborating on the idea of
emotions as attitudes in light of the journey completed up until this point,
we then defended the following idea: each emotion consists in a specific felt
bodily stance towards objects or situations, which is correct or incorrect as a
function of whether or not these objects and situations exemplify the relevant
evaluative property. We then argued that this approach to the emotions
compares favorably with perceptual theories as regards the intentionality and
phenomenology of the emotions.

Questions and further readings

(1) What are the advantages of locating the connection between emotions
and evaluative properties at the level of the attitude rather than at the
level of the content?

(2) How should emotional attitudes be conceived so as to account for the
fact that they are evaluative attitudes?

(3) Which account of valence, if any, is fostered by the attitudinal theory?

While the distinction between attitude or mode on the one hand and content on
the other is extensively used, there is not much in the literature about the
nature of this distinction. Searle (1983) still constitutes a very good starting
point, while Crane (1998, 2007) provides careful and illuminating discus-
sions. Mulligan (2004) is an important reference regarding the connections
between attitudes and formal objects. For an application of the idea that
the various attitudes or modes should not be elucidated at the level of their
content, with a special emphasis on perception and memory, see Récanati
(2007).
Dewey (1895) and Binet (1910) are early attempts at understanding

James’s bodily feelings in terms of (felt) bodily attitudes. Claparède does the
same in his outstanding article (1928) in which he puts forwards his account
of the emotions as evaluative attitudes and comes very close to our own theory.
Bull’s (1951/1968) ‘attitude theory of the emotions’ is a cogent empirically
grounded defense of the idea that emotions are feelings of preparedness.
Frijda (1986, 2007) has done more than anybody else to stress the fundamental
role of action readiness and to provide rich phenomenological descriptions of the
phenomena. Lambie and Marcel (2002), Colombetti (2007), as well as the
Heidegger-inspired Slaby (2008) and Ratcliffe (2008), provide numerous
cues for enriching these descriptions.
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Notes
1 We use the term ‘attitudes’ where others use the terms ‘modes’ or ‘intentional modes’. Using
this term has the slight disadvantage of suggesting that the relevant phenomena must be directed
at propositions – an implication we most certainly do not want, as we shall shortly see – but has,
as our account will make clear, the advantage of reflecting the manner in which emotions are
directed towards their contents quite nicely.

2 It is interesting to note that Solomon (2002), in his later works and under pressure to explain
how his theory of the emotions in terms of evaluative judgments can accommodate the fact that
emotions are essentially felt, seems to refer precisely to this idea when, also quoting Frijda, he
speaks of the ‘kinesthetic judgments’ involved in the emotions.

3 But see Chapter 2, Note 1.
4 An interesting issue raised by the account offered here concerns the relations between the
nature of the mental state that functions as the cognitive basis of the emotion and the emotional
attitude itself. In this chapter, we have conducted our discussion as if emotions always had ‘serious’
or ‘assertive’ mental states such as perceptions and beliefs as their bases. But of course we also have
emotions, or perhaps quasi-emotions (Walton 1990), based on ‘non serious’ or ‘non assertive’
mental states such as episodes of imagination. One question concerns whether and how emotional
attitudes can reflect the fact that they are based on such ‘non assertive’ states, a question that is
of central interest for elucidating the nature of our emotional involvement with fiction.
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8 Emotions and their justification

In Chapter 6, we saw that one central motivation for perceptual theories of
the emotions is the claim that the epistemological relation between emotions
and evaluative judgments mirrors that between perceptions and perceptual
judgments: in both cases, the experience typically causes and potentially
justifies the judgment. Now, the fact that we often make evaluative judgments
as a causal result of the emotions we experience (e.g., Mary judges the remark
to be offensive because she is angry at its author) is something that we have
already emphasized. Whether emotions can in addition justify evaluative
judgments is an important question that we shall address in due course (see
Chapter 10), but not before the question as to the conditions under which
the emotions themselves are justified is answered. Recall that this last question
is one that can hardly be asked from within the framework of perceptual
theories since, modeling emotions on perceptions as they do, they fail to
recognize that emotions are states for which we ask for reasons. Yet it is not
unusual to ask why we have the emotions we have.
For this and further reasons, we defended in the previous chapter the claim

that emotions are attitudes that we adopt towards contents provided by
other mental states that we called their cognitive bases. More specifically, we
have said that distinct emotional attitudes are correct when the object pro-
vided by their cognitive bases exemplifies the relevant evaluative property.
Emphasizing in this way the role of cognitive bases puts us in an ideal
position to investigate epistemological issues that were masked from the
perspective of perceptual theories. In the present chapter, we investigate the
conditions that must be satisfied by these cognitive bases in order for emo-
tional attitudes based on them to be justified. In this way, the first part of
the epistemological constraint that we said any satisfactory theory of the
emotions should satisfy will be met: emotions will be pictured as epistemo-
logically dependent on their bases. After examining in Chapter 9 the episte-
mological consequences of the fact that a subject’s motivational set is also an
important determinant of the emotions he experiences, we shall finally be in
a position, in Chapter 10, to meet the second part of our epistemological
constraint: we shall explain in what sense emotions play important episte-
mological roles vis-à-vis the evaluative judgments they typically trigger in
spite of their own epistemological dependence on cognitive bases.



In this chapter, we shall first show the need for an account of justified
emotions by elaborating on the central disanalogy between the respective
epistemological roles of emotions and perceptions vis-à-vis the judgments
they explain. In a nutshell, the possibility of asking why-questions about the
emotions shows that they are, unlike perceptions, states for which we have or
lack reasons. Next, we reject an epistemological picture – one according to
which emotions are preceded by evaluative judgments or value intuitions – a
picture that this disanalogy may encourage but that we regard as unconvin-
cing. On the basis of this conclusion, we then develop an account of justified
emotions. We observe that why-questions about the emotions can be answered
by reference to the emotions’ cognitive and motivational bases. We then
focus on cognitive bases, and put forward the claim that an emotion is justified
if, and only if, the properties the subject is (or seems to be) aware of (would)
constitute an instance of the evaluative property that features in the correct-
ness conditions of this emotion. Finally, we answer various objections
according to which this analysis is insufficient.

Why-questions: perceptions vs. emotions

Let us return to the epistemological picture fostered by perceptual theories
of the emotions, which attempt to model the epistemology of evaluative
judgments on that of perceptual judgments, by examining the conditions
under which perceptual judgments are justified. It is reasonable to think
that you are justified in judging that there is a red circle in front of you
when you have an experience as of a red circle, and no reason to consider
this experience illusory or otherwise misleading. That is to say, perceptual
experiences provide defeasible justification for perceptual judgments (e.g.,
Pollock 1974: Chapter 5).1 Straightforwardly modeling the epistemology
of evaluative judgments on that of perceptual judgments would then
suggest that an emotion defeasibly justifies the corresponding evaluative judg-
ment in the absence of reasons to think it is incorrect. Say you are amused by
a joke or afraid of a dog and have no reason to think that your emotional
response is incorrect. It may then appear reasonable to think that your
judgments – that the joke is funny and the dog dangerous – are defeasibly
justified.
Now, notwithstanding the reasons for which epistemologists maintain that

perceptual experiences justify perceptual judgments – because these experiences
put us in direct cognitive contact with the relevant objects and properties,
because these experiences are reliably caused by them, etc. – the basic appeal
of this claim can be traced back to the following: answers to why-questions
concerning perceptual judgments reach rock bottom when reference is made
to a perceptual experience that there is no reason to distrust. ‘I (seem to) see
one’ is a good and – other things being equal – ultimate answer to ‘Why do
you think there is a yellow station wagon in the street?’ The way we conceive
of perceptual experiences as apt to end the quest for justification in this way
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is surely symptomatic of our conceiving of them as primary modes of access
to the relevant objects and properties.
None of these points apply to the emotions, however. Not only do emotions

provide odd answers to the relevant why-questions, but even when we accept
them as such they clearly do not end the quest for justification in relation to
evaluative judgments. Thus, even if ‘I am angry about it’ can provide an
answer to the question ‘Why do you think the remark is offensive?’, we are
likely to go on and ask ‘But why are you angry about it?’ and expect the
answer to provide more than a mere causal explanation.
This observation makes it obvious that emotions are states for which we have

or lack reasons, i.e. states that, in stark contrast to perceptual experiences, can
be justified or not. Now, the fact that emotions are states for which we have
or lack reasons suggests that they are not primary modes of access to evalua-
tive properties in the way visual perception is a primary mode of access to the
sizes, shapes, and colors of objects in our immediate vicinity. The possibility
of asking the further question ‘But why are you angry?’ seems rather to
suggest that emotions should be conceived of as reactions to the subject’s
prior and non-emotional awareness of evaluative properties (‘Well, the remark is
obviously very offensive!’). Should we go along with this suggestion and claim,
as does Brady for example, that emotions are preceded by ‘non-emotional
abilities to recognize and identify’ (2010: 126) evaluative properties in order
to explain the striking epistemological disanalogy between emotions and
perceptions? This is indeed an option, but we still need to be clear about
what these abilities precisely amount to. And in fact, as we shall now argue, as
soon as we try to cash out what these abilities may consist in, the plausibility
of the option becomes questionable.

Value judgments and value intuitions

If the reasons we typically offer in defense of emotions refer to the object’s
evaluative properties, we may want to explain this fact by suggesting that the
relevant abilities are deployed in the making of evaluative judgments: one
possibility, then, is that justified emotions are reactions to justified evaluative
judgments. The claim is that one experiences justified fear of the dog only if
one has come to a justified judgment as to its dangerousness, as one experi-
ences justified shame only after having justifiably judged that one’s action is
degrading. Now we have already commented on the shortcomings of theories
according to which emotions are or presuppose evaluative judgments (see
Chapter 5). Still, while they may have failed as accounts of the emotions,
they might still be correct as accounts of justified emotions.
Granted, but note first how unconvincing this conception of justified emo-

tions is. It just does not seem right to count as unjustified all those emotions
that are obviously not preceded by endorsements of the relevant propositional
contents. We do not question the justification of a person’s anger upon, say,
being verbally abused for his origins simply because his anger is not based on
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a judgment about the offensiveness of the remark. Second, this picture puts a
strange spin on the problem as we set it up at the beginning of this chapter.
We took it for granted that evaluative judgments are often made as a result
of the emotions we undergo. But if we go along with the conception under
discussion, and claim that justified emotions depend on evaluative judg-
ments, then we simply cannot use the former to explain (and potentially
justify) the latter.2 Third and relatedly, this conception is unable to resolve
the problem raised by the existence of why-questions about the emotions.
Evaluative judgments are not legitimate end-stations in the quest for justifying
emotions, since they themselves stand in need of justification; why we make
these evaluative judgments is after all the question we started with.
If the subject’s awareness of the reasons for his emotions does not take the form

of an evaluative judgment, then an attractive alternative would consist in regard-
ing the relevant ‘non-emotional ability to identify’ evaluative properties as an
intellectually less demanding type of evaluative cognition: emotions are reac-
tions to value intuitions or, as Mulligan suggests (2007, 2010), to apparent
or real feelings of value. One’s fear of the dog is justified if and only if it is a
reaction to one’s intuiting (or seeming to intuit) its dangerousness. However,
while this suggestion does not fall prey to the same problems as the claim that
emotions depend on evaluative judgments, it faces some serious difficulties of
its own.
First, the claim that we are endowed with a capacity to intuit evaluative

properties reminds us of an idea we treated in connection with Goldie’s idea
that emotions are, or contain, feelings towards (see Chapter 6, p. 70). Talk of
value intuitions similarly suggests a sort of immediate, quasi-perceptual
acquaintance with evaluative properties. Yet, as we have seen, no convincing
evidence in favor of the existence of such a form of acquaintance has been
adduced, and we are as a result left in the dark about its nature. Second and
relatedly, if value intuitions are regarded as a distinct sui generis type of
mental state, then they just look like ad hoc postulates introduced so as to resolve
the present epistemological problem. Not only have we been presented with no
positive reason to think that value intuitions exist, but we shall see below that
the problem they are introduced to solve can be resolved without appealing
to them.3 Third, the claim that value intuitions can solve the epistemological
problem raised by the existence of why-questions about the emotions is also
open to discussion. Is it plausible to maintain that an emotion is justified
simply because it is grounded in such an intuition? If the only thing you
have to say in favor of your anger is that you somehow intuited the offen-
siveness of a remark that strikes others as perfectly innocent, then you will no
doubt fail to alter their assessment of your anger as unjustified.
So, not only do the two conceptions we have discussed here face serious

difficulties, they also fail to solve the problem we are trying to address. And
they fail to solve it for the same reason: the alleged non-emotional ability to
identify evaluative properties cannot take the form of evaluative judgments or
value intuitions, since neither put an end to the justification regress. We
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should therefore reject the idea that justified emotions depend on evaluative
judgments or value intuitions. If that is so, then what if anything puts an
end to the justification of emotions? The answer requires taking a closer look
at why-questions about the emotions, a task to which we now turn.

Back to why-questions

In order to build an alternative account of justified emotions, we should be careful
to distinguish two kinds of answers to why-questions about the emotions.
First, why-questions are typically answered by reference to the various

cognitive bases that emotions may have. As we have often observed, the
occurrence of an emotion, unlike the occurrence of a perception, always
presupposes a mental state that is about the object of the emotion. Perception
provides a direct access to objects and facts in the sense that it does not
depend on another mental state directed at these very objects and facts.
Emotions must, by contrast, latch on to objects provided by (virtually any)
other types of mental state, such as perceptions, of course, but also memories,
or beliefs.
Answers to why-questions of the first kind refer to the content of these

cognitive bases or some salient feature thereof. ‘Why are you afraid of the lion?’;
‘Well, I see it staring at me and approaching fast!’ The answer proceeds here
by explaining the subject’s way of apprehending those aspects of the situation
in light of which her emotional attitude is assessed as correct or incorrect.
Often the question will be due to the questioner’s ignorance of some features
of that situation, and it is sensibly answered by reference to the content of
the subject’s cognitive base. Full answers along these lines proceed by men-
tioning some further properties of the subject as well as some relations
between her and the emotion’s object. In the lion case, such an answer would
mention, say, the facts that the subject is made of flesh and blood as well as
some spatial and other relations between her and the animal.
Of course, the issue is more complicated when emotions are based on mental

states like beliefs that can be assessed, in turn, as justified or not. You may
for instance know that Sylvia owns a lot of German bonds and know that
their value will be substantially affected if BMW is sold to a Chinese cor-
poration, yet question the justification of her fear by querying her belief that
BMW is going to be sold. ‘Why is she afraid she will lose her fortune?’
should in this context be understood as ‘Why does she think she might lose
her fortune?’ And here, you may be satisfied on learning that Sylvia has access to
insider information according to which the deal is very likely. Simple or
more complex answers to why-questions proceeding along these lines we call
cognitive base answers.
Second, why-questions can receive another kind of answer because the

occurrence of emotions is often, if not always, susceptible to rich explanations
in terms of the subject’s motivational set. In this, once again, emotions contrast
in some important respects with perceptual states. Moods, temperaments,
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character traits, and sentiments often prove crucial for the occurrence of an
emotion. An episode of shame may for instance be explained by one’s prud-
ishness (character trait), and we understand Mark’s pride at a little girl winning
a prize when we learn that she is his beloved niece (sentiment). Answers to
why questions that proceed along these lines we shall call, for lack of a better
term, motivational base answers.
What exactly these affective states and dispositions are shall be explored in

the next chapter, when we investigate their impact on the epistemology of
emotions. For the rest of the present chapter, we shall focus on the episte-
mological role of the emotions’ cognitive bases. The crucial point at this stage is
to observe that cognitive base answers to why-questions do not typically seem
to refer to value judgments or value intuitions. Does this mean that we can
develop an account of justified emotions that dispenses with them?

Justified emotions

The cognitive base of an emotion then need not, and typically does not,
contain an evaluative judgment or a value intuition. This is for instance the
case when fear is explained by the subject’s awareness of a dog with big teeth
behaving erratically. If we think for that reason emotions can be justified
independently of antecedent evaluative judgments or value intuitions, there
must of course be an intimate relation between the content of the cognitive
base and the emotion that this cognitive base explains, a relation that makes
room for the claim that awareness of the former justifies the latter. And, since
emotional attitudes have correctness conditions that must be couched in
evaluative terms, this means that awareness of the cognitive base’s content
must be able to justify a mental state that is correct if, and only if, a given
evaluative property is exemplified. So, what relation must hold between
the content of the cognitive base and the evaluative property featuring in the
emotion’s correctness conditions, such that awareness of the content of the
cognitive base justifies the emotion?
At this juncture, we have to briefly return to what we said in the conclusion of

our discussion of the metaphysical links between emotions and evaluative
properties (Chapter 4, pp. 49–50). Commenting on the shortcomings of various
attempts at analyzing the nature of evaluative properties in terms of emotional
responses, we said that evaluative properties supervene on natural properties.
The relation we are now after is, we suggest, one of strong supervenience
between evaluative and non-evaluative properties. To say that an evaluative
property strongly supervenes on a non-evaluative property (or a set of such
properties) is a way of saying that whenever an object exemplifies the former
it does so in virtue of or because it exemplifies the latter: we face a relation of
constitution holding between one type of property and another (e.g., Dancy
1993: Chapter 5). Without entering into details, the important idea for our
present purposes is simply that an object exemplifies a given evaluative
property at a given time, and in a given context, in virtue of exemplifying
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some non-evaluative properties. For instance, at a given time and in a given
context, a dog’s dangerousness is constituted by its having big teeth and its
behaving unpredictably.4

This creates an opening for an alternative account of justified emotions,
since it allows for the possibility that the properties on which an evaluative
property supervenes feature in the content of mental states that are neither
evaluative judgments nor value intuitions. There is for instance no need to
judge that the dog is dangerous or to somehow intuit its dangerousness in
order to be aware of its big teeth and unpredictable behavior. And this suggests
the following account of justified emotions:

An emotion is justified if, and only if, in the situation in which the subject finds
herself, the properties she is (or seems to be) aware of and on which her emotion
is based constitute (or would constitute) an exemplification of the evaluative
property that features in the correctness conditions of the emotion she undergoes.

Suppose that a dog with big teeth that is behaving in an impulsive way
constitutes, given the circumstances in which the subject finds herself, a
danger. The idea is that her fear is justified if it is based on her awareness of
this dog, its big teeth and impulsive behavior. The epistemological claim
distinctive of this account is thus that, if a relation of constitution obtains,
awareness of the properties that constitute the evaluative property justifies an
emotion whose correctness conditions make reference to that property. Con-
sequently, justified emotions need not be based on evaluative judgments or
value intuitions.
Still, the idea that justified fear must ultimately rest on an apprehension in

evaluative terms of that which makes the fear correct, and that this apprehension
must take the form of an evaluative judgment or a value intuition, may seem
obvious. Yet this idea should cease to be obvious once the subject is credited
with an awareness of properties that constitute danger (Jackson 1998: 127).
For, if danger is constituted by the instantiation of some non-evaluative
properties, there is no further fact of the matter, nothing more to a specific
danger than the instantiation of what makes it a danger. In a given context, a dog
with big teeth and impulsive behavior constitutes a danger, as the death of a
person may constitute a loss, or a specific remark may constitute an offense.
A specific instance of danger, loss, or offensiveness is not a further property
alongside those properties that constitute it (Dancy 1993: 75). If awareness of
these properties explains why a subject undergoes the relevant emotion, then
this emotion is explained by the subject’s awareness of an instance of the relevant
evaluative property. And this seems sufficient to justify it.
According to this account, then, the emotion’s justification depends on the

subject being aware, through its cognitive base, of a content apt to justify it.
Now, crediting the subject with such awareness is unproblematic in many
cases, as when the emotion is based on perceptions or memories, for we
paradigmatically have access to these states and their contents. Things may
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seem different, however, when the cognitive base is constituted by a belief
whose justification depends, say, on the validity of a complex inference. For
Sylvia’s fear to be justified, what sort of access should she have to the com-
plex reasons that support her belief that she might lose her fortune? The
soundness of our account is, it seems to us, unaffected however the question
is answered. We may think that the subject must be aware of the complete
chain of reasons for her belief that she might lose her fortune. Or we may be
satisfied with the requirement that they are readily available to her. More
modestly yet, we may only require that she formed these beliefs at some
point and has not changed her mind. While we incline towards the latter, an
informed verdict on this count would lead to complex issues in epistemology
that lie outside the purview of an introduction to the emotions. In any case,
whatever option should ultimately be favored, it is in our opinion compatible
with the account of justified emotions on offer. We shall now elaborate on
this account by discussing the claim that it does not do justice to the nature
of the emotions’ cognitive bases.

Bridging the gaps

This account is likely to raise the following serious worry. There seems to be
an important gap between awareness of properties constituting an instance of
an evaluative property and what justifies a given emotion. After all, it seems
possible for a subject aware of these properties to fail to grasp their ‘normative
significance’, that is, that they are the reasons they are. According to the
present worry, this shows that, to justify an emotion, awareness of a specific
danger must be supplemented by awareness of its normative significance,
which consists in making an evaluative judgment.5

There are three distinct interpretations of the claim that one might fail to
grasp the normative significance of a danger one is aware of: (a) the idea
might be that being aware of a danger is not sufficient to explain the occurrence
of fear; (b) it might be that this is not sufficient for one to realize that one
faces a motivationally relevant situation; (c) finally, one might think that it is
insufficient to explain one’s realizing that danger is apt to justify one’s emo-
tion. The suggested upshot is that, whichever of these interpretations one
favors, the existence of a gap shows that emotions in general or justified
emotions more specifically require the making of evaluative judgments. So,
let us consider these interpretations in turn.
(a) Note that, in the presentation of our account, we have only laid out a

condition on the contents of cognitive bases that we think is sufficient to
justify the emotions they explain, and we have said nothing about what is
required for awareness of the former to explain the occurrence of the latter.
Furthermore, it is correct to point out, in line with the first interpretation of
what the gap consists in, that awareness of a content meeting this condition is
not sufficient to explain why an emotion occurs. Awareness of a specific
danger is for instance insufficient to explain the occurrence of fear: when
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discussing the typical answers to why-questions about the emotions, we have
seen that one’s motivational profile, including moods, temperaments, affective
dispositions, character traits, and sentiments, is likely to play a crucial role in
such explanations, and we shall investigate in the next chapter what this
shows about the justification of emotions. For now, we want to focus on the
following challenge. Is it not the case that combining the relevant motiva-
tional state with the awareness of an instance of a given evaluative property is
still insufficient to explain why the emotion occurs? One can after all be
aware of a specific danger, be motivated to preserve one’s physical integrity,
yet not feel afraid. Granted. But it is unclear how this challenge could con-
cern an account of justified emotions. Such an account should not obviously
be required to explain why some emotions do not occur. Yet, since the
appeal to evaluative judgments in connection with the emotions is typically
motivated by worries pertaining to why emotions occur, which may in turn
lead to epistemological worries, we think this is the right place to address
this issue. So, does this challenge show that we should supplement our
account with evaluative judgments? Here is why we do not think so.
First, in many instances it is simply wrong to think that the possibility

envisaged by the challenge can arise. In the most primitive cases, the subject
is simply ‘wired’ in such a way that perceptual awareness of some properties
elicits an emotion. This is in all probability the case in situations we have
described in terms of an emotion’s ‘primitive scenario’ (Chapter 7, p. 82),
such as the fear predators elicit in some animals, and, more generally, those
emotions we have understood as affect programs (Chapter 2, pp. 18–20).
Second, explaining why emotions are elicited in more complex cases need

not refer to evaluative judgments. A subject may for instance have to learn
that animals with such and such features are likely to attack. Through such
learning, perception of the relevant properties gets associated with the like-
lihood of an attack and elicits fear. Yet, even though the subject’s response
clearly depends on her having gone through a certain learning process, it
would be a complete misrepresentation of how this learning manifests itself
to think that it has to involve the making of an evaluative judgment: we
only need to credit her with a specific recognitional capacity.6 Once she
possesses this capacity, which partly explains why her emotion occurs, the
justification of her fear depends on whether it is due to (real or merely
apparent) perceptual awareness of properties constituting danger. Whether or
not she had to learn to discriminate the relevant properties, these are cases in
which the emotion is justified because it is based on a perception with a
specific content.7

Now, as we have seen, the justification of emotions does of course not always
take this form. When the emotion is based on a non-perceptual belief, there
is room for further epistemological questions that target the justification of
this belief. Is Sylvia’s belief that she might lose her fortune, a belief on which
her fear is based, justified? In these more complex cases, the subject cannot
access the relevant properties through perception, but only via complex
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cognitive states. In order to feel fear, Sylvia must for instance have connected
her concern with her own well-being with complex facts about the working
of various financial institutions and how they are likely to affect the stock
market and therefore her assets. And here it may be the case that mastery of
the relevant evaluative concept is needed for her to extend in this way the
range of situations likely to elicit her fear. But the fact that her present
response depends on a learning process that is surely very complex does not
support, any more than in the purely perceptual cases just discussed, the idea
that her fear must be preceded by the making of an evaluative judgment.
What we should rather say is that she is now, in virtue of this complex
learning process, apt to directly react with fear to various situations.
Nonetheless, settling the question regarding the explanations of the

occurrence of emotions in this way may be thought to create the following
problem. Is it not the case that what happened during the learning process
contributes now to the justification of the emotion? Should we not say, for
instance, that Sylvia’s past evaluative judgments contribute to the justifica-
tion of the fear she presently feels? This problem is, we believe, more
apparent than real. If these past evaluative judgments were justified, then
they were justified by her justified beliefs regarding the direction the stock
market was taking, etc. And this is exactly what we should say about her
present fear: if it is justified, then it is in virtue of her justified beliefs about
the direction the stock market is now taking, etc.
Now, of course, an account of justified emotions along these lines, which

makes reference only to the content of the subject’s cognitive base, is suffi-
cient only if the subject’s concerns (e.g., Sylvia’s concern for her financial
well-being) do not contribute to the justification of her emotions. We will
offer reasons in favor of this last claim in Chapter 9.
(b) Let us now turn to the second interpretation of what the gap consists

in, i.e. the claim that there is nothing in our account to ensure that the
subject realizes that he faces a motivationally relevant situation. On this second
interpretation, it is difficult to see why evaluative judgments would fare any
better than emotions in bridging the gap. Indeed, while emotions are,
according to most theories, and certainly ours, directly motivating states, no
such thing is true of evaluative judgments unless contentious forms of moti-
vational internalism are shown to be correct (see Chapter 5, p. 54 and
Chapter 7, p. 84). Emotions, we have argued, are attitudes consisting in a
readiness to act in various and distinctive ways vis-à-vis a given object or
situation. That being so, if realizing that the situation one faces is norma-
tively significant means grasping its motivational relevance, the fact that a
subject undergoes an emotion based on the content of his awareness is
enough to constitute in and of itself a grasp of its normative significance.
That much is not true, or at least not obviously true, of a subject who only
judges that the situation exemplifies a given evaluative property.
(c) Assessing the third interpretation of what the gap consists in is less

straightforward. Its motivation is best understood in light of the family of
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views we referred to as fitting attitude analyses and criticized in Chapter 4,
views according to which an object has a given evaluative property if and
only if a given emotion towards it would be appropriate. Now, such a nor-
mative approach to evaluative properties may move one to raise the following
worry: our account misses the fact that a justified emotion presupposes that
the subject is aware or has the impression that this emotion is (would be)
appropriate. Indeed, neither the subject’s awareness of the situation (awareness,
say, of a dog with sharp teeth), nor his having the emotion (fearing the dog)
is identical to awareness that it is appropriate to be afraid: emotions cannot
refer to their own appropriateness in that way (Brady 2010). It follows, or so
the story goes, that we again have to appeal to evaluative judgments: having
a justified emotion requires awareness that it is appropriate, and this awareness
can only consist in the making of the judgment that it is the case.
This conception of justified emotions has little to recommend it, however.

First, it flies in the face of the phenomenology. When we undergo emotions,
we seem to be entirely directed ‘outwards’ to the world and its properties,
and in no way ‘inwards’ to responses that would be appropriate in the cir-
cumstances (Tappolet 2011). Whether or not it is justified, an episode of
sadness, anger, or amusement does not seem to be preceded by a mental act
checking up on the normative credentials such emotions would possess.
Second, this normative approach to evaluative judgments appears to require
the existence of properties exemplified in the circumstances and able to jus-
tify the emotions that respond to them. As we insisted in our discussion of
fitting attitude analyses, when the predicates ‘appropriate’ and ‘justified’ are
applied to the emotions, they mean what they are customarily taken to mean
in other areas of discourse, namely that there are good and undefeated reasons
for representing the facts as these emotions do (see Chapter 4, pp. 48–49).
Only in this way can we make sense of why the corresponding evaluative
judgments deem them appropriate. It is by reference to evaluative properties
that we explain why the relevant norms bear on the circumstances: one ought
to be afraid because the situation is dangerous, one ought to admire this
painting because it is beautiful. The strongest interpretation of what the gap
in our account may consist in then yields no reason to give it up.

Conclusion

In Chapter 7, we defended the idea that emotions are distinct attitudes that
are correct when their objects, inherited from their cognitive bases, exemplify
the relevant evaluative property. In this chapter, taking as our point of
departure the differences between perceptions and emotions as regards the
possibility of asking why-questions, we focused on the epistemological role of
the emotions’ cognitive bases. We argued that an emotion is justified if and
only if the properties apprehended through the cognitive base for this emo-
tion constitute or would constitute an instance of the evaluative property that
features in its correctness conditions. Finally, we addressed an important
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group of worries linked to a potential gap between the conditions laid down
by our account and justified emotions. We argued that, if the gap is understood
along explanatory lines, then we should credit the subject with the relevant
recognitional capacities. If we prefer to understand it along motivational
lines, then we have suggested that emotions themselves can bridge it. And
when understood along normative lines, we showed that it betrays a pre-
supposition that the justification of emotions should be exclusively elucidated
in the light of the fact that evaluative judgments normatively comment on
them, a presupposition that revealed itself to be deeply flawed.

Questions and further readings

(1) We do not request reasons for perceptions in the way we do for emotions.
Explain.

(2) How is the proposed account of justified emotions informed by the idea
that evaluative properties supervene on natural properties?

(3) Are there reasons to think that the account of justified emotions on offer
is insufficient?

The most helpful references for the relation of constitution at the core of our
account of justified emotions are Dancy (1993: Chapter 5, 2004: 85ff), who
describes it as a relation of resultance. Strandberg (2008) convincingly argues
that the notions of constitution and resultance Dancy appeals to can be
explained in terms of strong supervenience. For a very helpful introduction to
the general issue, see Jackson (1998) and, for an extended but difficult
treatment of the metaphysics of values centered on the problem of their
relations to natural properties, see Oddie (2005).
For a very interesting and helpful introduction to epistemology in connection to

the emotions (in French, however), see Tappolet (2000). The same book defends
an account of the epistemological role of emotions modeled on that of per-
ception, as do Deonna (2006), Döring (2007, 2009), and Elgin (1996, 2008).
The most forceful critique of this approach from the perspective of the fitting
attitude analysis can be found in Brady (2010, 2011). Dokic and Lemaire
(2012) also stress the limits of the perceptual analogy in accounting for the
epistemological role of emotions. Goldie’s (2004b) excellent discussion comes
closest to the account of justified emotions we advocate. A collection of essays
covering some of the issues discussed in this chapter is Brun, Doğuoğlu, and
Kuenzle (2008).

Notes
1 We skip over complications raised in this connection by some disjunctivist positions claiming that
only perceptions, as opposed to other perceptual experiences, like illusions and hallucinations,
justify. As far as we can see, this does not affect our discussion.

2 Perhaps the most we could then say is that the absence of an emotion after having made the
relevant evaluative judgment may sometimes defeat one’s justification for making it (‘why do I
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think it is funny if I am not amused in the slightest?’). For an interesting discussion of this problem,
see D’Arms and Jacobson (2010).

3 This criticism of course does not apply if by ‘value intuitions’ one means to refer to the emotions
themselves. For such an approach, see Roeser (2011).

4 These formulations make it clear that we do not suggest that the supervenience base for eva-
luative properties only comprises monadic properties of the relevant object. The supervenience base
will typically comprise relational properties of this object as well as some properties of the subject
undergoing the emotion. It is crucial to keep this in mind for the remainder of our discussion.

5 It may also consist in intuiting a value. However, in the absence of a full-fledged account of what
value intuitions are, it is unclear whether they possess the normative credentials that cognitive
bases supposedly lack, and thus how the points to be developed here apply to them.

6 While there is an ongoing debate within psychology and neuroscience (see e.g., LeDoux 1996:
Chapter 3) as to whether or not the exercise of these recognitional capacities takes the form of
the making of implicit or unconscious evaluative judgments, there is ample reason to think that
none of the subpersonal processes described in this debate will count as evaluative judgments or
intuitions of value as these are portrayed in the philosophical debate that interests us here (see
Pugmire 1998: Chapter 2). It is for very similar reasons that Prinz, when he introduces calibration
files (2004: 99–102), i.e. structures in long-term memory that allow emotions to be elicited by
variously complex external factors, explicitly denies that their activation amounts to the making
of the relevant evaluative judgment.

7 The number of cases belonging to this class will vary as a function of the kinds of properties that
can be accessed by purely perceptual means. For a discussion of this issue, see Siegel (2006).
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9 The nature and role of affective
explanations

In Chapter 8, we defended the idea that an emotion is justified if, and only
if, the properties the subject is aware of thanks to the cognitive base of his
emotion constitute an instance of the evaluative property that features in its
correctness conditions. To develop this account, we focused exclusively on
those answers to why-questions about the emotions that connect with their
cognitive bases, that is, the perceptions, memories, beliefs, etc. that explain
why the subject experiences a given emotion. We saw, however, that answers
involving cognitive bases provide only part of the explanation of why emotions
occur: what we have called motivational states should also be counted
amongst the determinants of emotional responses. My disappointment at the
ice-cream vendor’s answer only makes sense given my desire to try the fior di
latte flavor (desire), my anger at the store manager should be explained by my
grumpiness (mood), my shame by the fact that I am attached to privacy
(character trait), and my pride at this little girl winning the prize becomes
clear upon learning that she is my beloved niece (sentiment).
This chapter has two main aims. The first is to describe these different

motivational states and to understand their roles in explanations of the emotions.
We shall argue that explaining emotions in terms of moods and temperaments
is tantamount to providing arational explanations for their occurrence. For
this reason, explanations that proceed in these terms serve to point to the
unjustified character of the emotion. Explanations of emotions in terms of
character traits, sentiments, and desires are, by contrast, largely rational in
the sense that they serve to locate an emotion within the subject’s broader
evaluative perspective. This is true even though appeal to these states also
sometimes serves to question the justification of the emotions thereby
explained. Our second aim will then consist in measuring more generally the
epistemological impact, negative and positive, of these motivational states on
the emotions. Regarding their negative impact, we shall offer reasons to
think that even if motivational states sometimes have a distorting effect on
our emotions, this is no reason to abandon the account we have defended in
Chapter 8. Regarding their positive role, we shall present and offer reasons
to reject two views according to which motivational states are justificatory
reasons for the emotions they explain, in that way securing the view of jus-
tified emotions we have put forward. On the whole, this chapter will then



emphasize the contrast between the reasons that merely explain why one has
an emotion and the justificatory reasons for this emotion.

Moods and temperaments

As we already observed in Chapter 1, moods and emotions are similar in being
occurrent states with a salient phenomenology but differ as regards their
intentionality. Emotions are always about particular objects, whereas moods
are not. While we have seen that emotions are specific evaluative attitudes we
take towards particular objects, moods are not directed at particular objects
and thus do not consist in evaluations of these objects. One is always angry at
someone or something on this or that account, one is not grumpy at someone
or something on this or that account. If Jonas’s remark angers Michelle, it
must be because Michelle has evaluated his remark as offensive. On the other
hand, Michelle’s grumpiness does not entail that she has taken any evaluative
attitude towards anything at all. This is why it makes sense to ask whether
Michelle’s anger is correct or justified, but not to ask the same of her grumpiness.
To substantiate this point, we can observe that, although we can ask why-

questions both about Michelle’s anger and her grumpiness, the types of
responses we expect are very different. In the former case, we expect to be
provided with information that serves to justify the emotional attitude,
whereas, in the latter case, we are satisfied when presented with a plausible
causal story about the mood in question, a story that might for example make
reference to a headache, a shortage of coffee, or the trail left by a previously
experienced emotion. This distinctive position of moods in our fabric of
explanatory relations is further attested by the fact that moods are never
appealed to in order to justify emotions, but to excuse or to provide miti-
gating circumstances when they seem to come out of the blue (Goldie 2000:
143–51). This explains why, when you are aware of a mood and its potential
effects on your emotional responses, you should – and typically will – consider
the presence of the mood as throwing doubt on the emotion’s justification
and correctness. Michelle might for instance say to Jonas ‘Sorry for getting
angry at you earlier, I was just grumpy.’
The point of these explanations, then, consists in presenting the emotion as

unjustified given its source in the mood rather than in the relevant properties
of its object. Michelle’s grumpiness, as opposed to anything Jonas has said or
done, explains why she ends up seeing his remark as offensive. The object
and those of its properties that would have made the emotion justified do not
play the relevant role in Michelle’s evaluation, which is instead explained by
her mood. As a result, her emotion is perceived as unjustified. Moods are
typically disconnected from any evaluative outlook, and in this sense expla-
nations in terms of moods can be said to constitute arational explanations of
why emotions occur.1

Much the same is true when the presence of the mood is further explained
by reference to the subject’s temperament. But what are temperaments?
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There are three main types of explanations of why moods occur. They may be
caused by non-psychological factors, e.g., lack of caffeine, or by prior emotions,
as when one is in an elated mood because one has received good news in the
morning. The third type of explanation proceeds not by referring to previous
mental or non-mental episodes, but to the subject’s disposition to slip into
certain moods, as when we explain Michelle’s grumpiness by saying that she
is of the irritable type. In so doing, we understand her mood by locating it in
a recurring pattern of affective states of this nature; we point here to a stable
disposition to experience grumpiness. More generally, by using expressions
such as ‘being irritable’, ‘phlegmatic’ (inclination to be in calm or relaxed
moods), ‘melancholic’ (depressed or downcast), or ‘lascivious’ (aroused), we
seem to be in the business of explaining the occurrence of moods by means of
dispositions to enter into such states. In all these cases, it is correct to
say that we refer to dispositions to enter into distinctive internal climates or
tempers, which is exactly what the term ‘temperament’ appears to capture.
The language of temperaments thus serves to provide an additional layer of
explanation that connects with moods. This link between temperaments
and moods is obvious when it is observed that the role of temperaments in
psychological explanation is very similar to that played by moods. Tempera-
ments figure prominently in arational explanations of emotions, and provide
excuses or mitigating circumstances rather than justification for them.
Thus, when moods and temperaments explain the occurrence of emotions,

they serve to set aside the possibility that the emotions in question are justified.
Later in this chapter, we shall inquire whether the negative impact of moods
and temperaments on the epistemological quality of our emotions threatens
the account of justified emotions we offered in Chapter 8. For now, let us turn
our attention to character traits.

Character traits and sentiments

In the spirit of a long tradition of thinking about the virtues, we shall defend
the claim that explanations in terms of character traits serve to draw attention to
the specificities of a subject’s emotional profile reflecting her broader evaluative
outlook. This account will shed light on the following paradigmatic examples
of character traits: being optimistic, kind, courteous, opportunist, meticulous,
modest, loyal, frivolous, cruel, but also negligent, insensitive, unfriendly as
well as the standard virtues and vices.
Character traits, in a nutshell, are ways of connecting in a stable and coherent

way two dimensions of a subject’s psychology: a cognitive and a conative
dimension (e.g., Hudson 1980). Consider kindness and cruelty. When we
call someone kind, we characterize her as manifesting on the one hand a
tendency to apprehend situations in terms of the presence of others in need of
help (cognitive dimension) and on the other hand as being motivated to help
those she apprehends as being in need of help (conative dimension). Similarly,
when we characterize a person as cruel, we think of her as prone to evaluate
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situations in terms of opportunities to make others suffer (cognitive dimension)
and as motivated to inflict suffering (conative dimension). And note that it
would be strange to call someone kind or cruel if any one of these dimensions
is lacking.
Now, one might think that kind and cruel people make the same cognitive

assessments of the situations they confront and only differ as regards their
respective conative attitudes vis-à-vis these situations. Both are distinctively
sensitive to the predicaments of others, but the former wants to help whereas
the latter wants to cause further suffering. This should strike us as implausible,
however: intuitively, kind and cruel people apprehend the presence of suf-
fering in radically different ways. And there is little doubt that what explains
our dissatisfaction with the above model is the intuition that kind and cruel
people take very different affective attitudes towards the presence of suf-
fering. That is to say, it appears wrong-headed to think that their respective
cognitions differ only in that the information gleaned is used to satisfy
opposite desires.
When thought of as manifestations of a character trait, the relevant cognitions

must rather be understood in terms of different emotional attitudes that
manifest radically divergent affective sensibilities. Kind and cruel people will
for instance react to the actual presence of suffering through compassion and
Schadenfreude, respectively. And, if the apprehension of the situation proceeds
in terms of emotional attitudes, this means that the cognitive dimension of
character traits is not motivationally neutral. Indeed, as we argued in Chapter 7,
distinct emotional attitudes are distinct types of felt bodily stances. An
emotion is an attitude towards a given situation or object that consists in
being prepared to deal with it in a specific way. This is precisely why we
should appeal to emotional attitudes to understand the intimate link between
the cognitive and conative dimensions of character traits.
So, the crucial question is the following one: what gets added when we

explain a given emotional attitude (e.g., compassion) by a character trait (e.g.,
kindness)? To explain an episode of compassion by mentioning the person’s
kindness is not only to say that the presence of suffering made her feel
compassion or that she tends to feel it in such circumstances. Reference to a
character trait is more informative than that and consists in locating this
emotion in a much broader affective sensitivity. To claim that an episode of
compassion has its source in kindness is to claim that this affective response
is part of a larger pattern of real and counterfactual evaluations the subject
either does make or would make in similar circumstances. For instance, we
mean to convey that the presence of suffering will elicit the kind person’s
sympathy, other things being equal, that for her the likelihood of another’s
suffering will elicit dread that it will really occur, and the hope that it will
not, that if nothing is done to relieve it, she will be likely to feel anger or
indignation, that if she can do something about it and does it, relief may ensue,
and that if she does not, she will likely feel guilt, remorse, or shame, etc. The
fact that this affective structure is not likely to be shared by the cruel person,
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whose apprehension of suffering will connect with an entirely different set of
potential or actual emotional responses, is what explains the intuition that
cruel and kind people apprehend suffering in radically different ways. The
claim, then, is that the mode of apprehension distinctive of character traits
should be understood as essentially involving emotional responses.
Now, because explanations in terms of character traits connect with this deeply

rooted complex fabric of affective dispositions, explaining an emotion, atten-
dant behavior and habits of thought in terms of a character trait is to specify
the weight or lack of weight subjects lend to specific values or disvalues
(e.g., Wiggins 1975–76). Calling someone courteous or boastful is to say
that she is distinctly sensitive to a certain value (say, respect and personal
achievements) while calling her insensitive or negligent is to say that she is
blind to other values. Within this picture, we can now understand what it
means to say that explanations in terms of character traits point to a certain
stability and coherence in a subject’s emotional responses. Indeed, either the
character traits will manifest themselves straightforwardly in the typical
behavior associated with the trait (helping, making suffer) – this constitutes
their stability – or, when they cannot express themselves, they manifest
themselves, as we have just illustrated, in specific future-, present-, or past-
oriented emotions; this is the aforementioned coherence. The reasons for
which they may not manifest themselves straightforwardly will of course be
of many different types. The cruel person might also be opportunistic, or
simply have had a wonderful day, facts that might prevent him from mani-
festing his cruelty by cruel behavior. That is to say, traits operate neither in
isolation from one another, nor in isolation from other motives, any of which
might take, and often do take, precedence over a given trait.2

Character traits should now be contrasted with an important class of affective
phenomena, sentiments, that are, in many respects, very similar to them
and have the same explanatory role. The relevant difference is that, whereas
character traits are attachments to values, the affective phenomena that will
interest us now constitute attachments to specific things, typically people,
but also animals, artifacts, and institutions. Love and hate are the paradig-
matic forms of these attachments and this is why, following a venerable use
of the term, we shall refer to attachments and aversions of these sorts as
‘sentiments’ (e.g., Broad 1954: 212–14, Frijda 2007: 192–93). Sentiments
come in many different forms. The affection you may have for your hamster,
your devotion to your country, your dislike of the banking establishment,
and your great fondness for the most recent electronic gadgets all exhibit
the required structure to qualify as sentiments. Sentiments are often
traceable to repeated emotional interactions with their objects, an ebb and
flow of episodes, which through a process of sedimentation settles into
distinctive long-standing affective orientations towards them (e.g., Broad
1954: 297–98).
As with character traits, explanations in terms of sentiments also serve to con-

nect in a stable and coherent fashion a cognitive and a motivational dimension
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of a subject’s psychology. On the cognitive side, ascriptions of sentiments go
hand in hand with dispositions to make distinctive evaluations of the situations
involving the object of the sentiment. A lover will for instance apprehend
situations involving her beloved in a way not shared by those lacking her
sentiment. In the most abstract terms, she will evaluate positively situations
that positively affect her beloved, and evaluate negatively situations that
negatively affect him. Of course, the reverse will be the case if she hates
rather than loves him. On the motivational side, we conceive of someone with a
given sentiment as having a specific motivational structure: the lover is
motivated to further the beloved’s interests, to help him when in need, to act
in the beloved’s interests even when they conflict with hers, etc. Meanwhile the
person filled with hatred will want to inflict pain, even when this conflicts
with her own interests, etc.
This means that, like character traits, sentiments explain by ascribing a

stability and coherence in the weight subjects assign to specific kinds of rea-
sons in their feelings and attendant behavior. Moreover, the relevant notion of
weight can be cashed out in terms similar to those we used with respect to
character traits. Sentiments are also dispositions to feel specific types of
emotions in given actual or counterfactual circumstances. The lover appre-
hends the situations faced by the beloved through distinctive emotional
attitudes that will not be shared by someone who hates or is indifferent.
The desecration of his church will anger the devout in a way that might
fill the infidel with joy. The fact that sentiments primarily connect with
dispositions to experience emotions means that sentiments, like character
traits, are distinctive kinds of evaluative sensitivities. In character traits, one
is emotionally sensitive to the fortune of a particular value; in sentiments,
one is emotionally sensitive to the fortune of a given object. While the
honest person will feel uncomfortable or perhaps outraged at the presence of
injustice, the father will rejoice or perhaps feel pride at the success of his
daughter.3

A fundamental contrast between moods and temperaments, on the one hand,
and character traits and sentiments, on the other, then emerges. We have
seen that the explanation of an emotion in terms of the former is incompatible
with its justification, since they set aside the possibility of the emotion being
a response to an awareness of properties that could justify it. This is clearly
not the case with character traits and sentiments. Although vices and some
proclivities we have for certain values and objects may indeed explain why we
undergo unjustified emotions, there is no reason to think that sentiments and
character traits systematically prevent us from responding to those properties
that justify the emotions we experience. When we ascribe character traits and
sentiments to people, we are drawing attention to the weight they lend to a
given value or object, and this does not in itself constitute a negative epis-
temological verdict regarding the emotions thereby explained. Let us now
complete our survey of a subject’s motivational set and its role in explaining
his emotions by saying a few words about desires.
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Desires

At the end of our discussion in Chapter 3, we suggested that we should
conceive of desires in a restricted manner, namely as states that fix aims for
the subject. More specifically, we endorsed a conception of desires on which
they aim at being fulfilled, i.e. are inclinations to bring about changes in the
world so that the world comes to be as it is represented in these desires. This
is why, we said, it always makes sense to regard desires as states that can be
satisfied or frustrated. And we shall now understand why desires are, as we
suggested at the end of Chapter 3 and at various points in Chapter 7, attitudes
that also have correctness conditions: they are correct when the desired state
of affairs is something that ought to obtain (or, on a narrower conception we
alluded to, something the subject ought to bring about). We shall unpack
this insight by examining the explanatory relations between emotions and
desires conceived of as very distinct types of mental states.
As we already stressed, desires stand in multifarious and important relations

to the emotions. We often explain desires in terms of emotions, as when we
say that John wants to climb up the tree because he is afraid of the bear. And
we also often cite desires in order to explain why emotions occur, as when we
observe that Marcella is happy to bump into John because she wanted to meet
him. Let us consider this latter kind of explanation from an epistemological
standpoint.
Explanations of emotions in terms of desires clearly differ from explanations in

terms of moods and temperaments because they do not set aside the possibility
that the emotions they explain are justified. The fact that Marcella’s joy is
explained by her desire to meet John certainly does not show that it is
thereby unjustified. Generally speaking, such explanations are perfectly
compatible with the emotions being justified. In some cases, it is true, the
fact that an emotion is explained by a desire suggests that it is not justified.
This can likely be traced back to the specific etiology and content of the
desire as well as to its function in the circumstances. One may for instance
wake up with a desire to smack someone, a desire for which one has no
reason at all and which is completely disconnected from one’s evaluative
outlook, yet feel joy instead of shame or guilt as a result of having satisfied it.
Desires that we use to explain emotions need not be unmotivated in this

way, however. More often than not, our desires have a given content because
of some reason we have to favor or disfavor a specific course of action, i.e.
they are themselves reason-responsive states or, as they are sometimes called,
motivated desires (e.g., Nagel 1970: Chapter 5, Platts 1991, Schueler 1995:
Chapter 1). Marcella may for instance have formed the desire to visit John
because she read what he wrote and came to think positively of him. More
generally, motivated desires are typically explained by underlying sentiments
and character traits. Marcella’s desire to visit John is explained by the fact
that she likes him, i.e. a sentiment of hers that motivates her to pursue the
relevant course of action and that is correct when her visiting him is a state of

110 Nature and role of affective explanations



affairs that ought to obtain. Motivated desires represent in this sense what
ought to obtain given the weight one assigns to certain values or objects. The
sense in which these desires are correct or incorrect, then, can be traced back
to the correctness or incorrectness of the evaluative states that motivate them,
and to whether the state of affairs desired indeed ought to obtain (or is what
the subject ought to bring about) given the various ends these values and
objects may fix for the subject. Moreover, it is worth noticing here that this
conclusion mirrors the one we reached at the end of the previous chapter: it
is always by reference to an evaluative property that we explain why a norm
applies in any given circumstances. It is for instance because the painting is
beautiful that one ought to desire seeing it.
To return to the object of our present inquiry, observe that since motivated

desires stand in the above-mentioned explanatory relations to sentiments and
character traits, we should reach conclusions regarding explanations of emo-
tions that proceed in terms of such desires, identical to those we reached with
respect to explanations of them that directly proceed in terms of sentiments
and character traits. The fact that Marcella’s joy at finally meeting John is
explained by this motivated desire of hers is, in itself, epistemologically
neutral.
These observations on the explanatory relations existing between desires,

character traits, and sentiments put us in an ideal position to come back to
the conclusion we reached in Chapter 3 regarding the nature of what we have
called ‘desires with open contents’, those desires, such as the desire to pre-
serve one’s life or to see works of art, that we said explain the occurrence of
emotions insofar as they are states of valuing. Now, we may think of ascriptions
of desires of this kind as ascriptions of more or less inchoate collections of
aims the subject inclines to attain – collections of what we have called
‘desires with restricted contents’. If so, these are indeed desires as we have
characterized them throughout this book. The present discussion, however,
suggests a different conclusion. It is fair to say that, when we explain the
occurrence of an emotion by an open desire, we do not merely allude to
the various states of affairs a subject may be inclined to bring about; rather,
we explain her emotion by pointing to what she values, positively or nega-
tively. The same is true, we submit, of many explanations of emotions in
terms of wishes (de Sousa 1987: 169). It is for instance because you value
your life that you feel afraid in given circumstances. And it should now be
clear that these states of valuing are not desires, but rather affective sensitivities
to some objects or values, i.e. sentiments or character traits. Indeed, while it
makes sense to say that they can motivate states that fix aims for the subject,
i.e. motivated desires, they do not, in and of themselves, aim at being
fulfilled.
Thus, depending on the sorts of desires (motivated or unmotivated) that

explanations of emotions appeal to, the nature of the explanation will differ.
Reference to a desire, as with reference to a character trait or a sentiment,
rarely constitutes a negative epistemological verdict regarding the emotion it
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explains. Still, the very existence of motivational states that are detrimental
to the justification of the emotions they explain may seem to threaten the
soundness of the account of justified emotions put forward in Chapter 8. Our
next task is then to assess whether these threats have any substance to them.

Limits on the negative epistemological role of
motivational states

We have remarked that moods, temperaments, as well as some character
traits, sentiments, and desires, are likely to have distorting effects on our
emotional lives. Love may spawn unwarranted admiration, and anger may
stem from grumpiness or irascibility rather than from anything that would
justify it. The worry now is that these phenomena are so pervasive that they
threaten our account of justified emotions, an account that presupposes that
emotions reliably track evaluative properties. After all, if motivational states
do constantly distort our emotional responses, this would turn any occasion
on which an emotion is experienced in the presence of the relevant evaluative
properties into no more than a lucky event, something widely agreed to be
incompatible with justification (e.g., Pritchard 2005). Do we have reason to
think that the existence of distorting motivational states has such dramatic
consequences, however? To borrow Goldie’s apt phrase, do they systematically
‘skew the evaluative landscape’ (Goldie 2004b)?
First, let us observe that, if motivational states did always distort our

apprehension of the evaluative domain, this would have serious skeptical
consequences. For we know that when motivational states exert distorting
effects, these effects are not confined to our emotional responses, but also
affect the way we rationalize these responses and, more generally, a wide
range of evaluative judgments (e.g., Elster 1999: Chapter 5, Goldie 2008,
Nisbett and Ross 1980). The potentially distorting effects of love extend well
beyond the mere eliciting of unwarranted emotions like admiration, to
influencing our judgments about there being reasons to admire and, more
generally, to insinuating themselves into evaluations of various objects. So, if
motivational states with such damaging effects are ever-present, this would
deprive us of any safe access to the evaluative domain. And this skeptical
conclusion can only be resisted if the above epistemological consequences only
pertain to problematic motivational states: not all of them prove detrimental
to the idea that emotions can be justified along the lines we recommend.4

Second, and in close connection to the point just made, the significance of
the present worry depends on how we demarcate the domain relevant for
assessing whether an emotion manifests a capacity to reliably track the eva-
luative facts. This is an instance of what epistemologists call the ‘generality
problem’ (e.g., Conee and Feldman 1998). Consider anger, and suppose that
you are angry at a sexually offensive remark. For your emotion to be justified,
should it manifest a capacity to track sexual offensiveness, the offensive in
general, or a more extended domain of evaluative facts? You may after all
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only be able to reliably track the first property. And if, for a given emotion
to be justified, it is required that the reliability of the tracking ability
extends well beyond the type of case at hand, then justified emotions may be
hard to come by. Yet it is difficult to see why such a requirement would
apply to the justification of any given emotion. Why think for instance that
one’s competence in tracking slight-to-honor-based offenses is relevant for
assessing the reliability of an emotion responding to the sexually offensive?
And if the requirement concerning reliable tracking applies for that reason to
a more limited domain, then the answer to the present worry should proceed
in a careful, piecemeal fashion, i.e. by considering whether, say, the subject’s
emotion manifests a capacity to track the sexually offensive in a variety of
contexts.
For these reasons, the fact that some of our emotions are biased by the

presence of distorting motivational states does not imply that, when our
emotions respond to properties apt to justify them, this is no more than a
lucky event.

A positive epistemological role for motivational states?

We have seen that some motivational states are incompatible with the justi-
fication of emotions. This leaves quite open the central question we shall now
address: whether motivational states can positively contribute to the justifi-
cation of emotions. In other words, when sentiments, character traits, and
desires do not play a distorting effect, do they merely locate the emotion in
the subject’s broader evaluative outlook, or do they in addition constitute
justificatory reasons for the emotions they explain? Do the facts that kindness
explains an episode of compassion, that one’s love for a child explains
the pride at her achievement, or that one’s desire to meet someone explains the
joy one feels upon meeting this person constitute justificatory reasons for
these emotions?
In Chapter 8, we defended the idea that emotions are justified if, and only

if, in the circumstances in which she finds herself, the subject is (or seems to be)
aware of properties that (would) constitute specific instances of the evaluative
properties that make these emotions correct. One might think that such an
exclusive focus on the properties of the object in justifying the emotions
cannot be right, given the constant appeal to motivational states in explaining
them. Surely, these states must also, in one way or another, play a positive
epistemological role. Now, while quite intuitive, this thought is difficult to
substantiate. In our opinion, there are two different ways of doing so.
First, one may think that motivational states contribute positively to jus-

tification, because emotions in fact inherit their justified or unjustified character
from that of these motivational states. We have seen that some motivational
states – one’s sadistic tendencies, say – undermine the justification of the
emotions they explain – one’s joy in someone’s suffering. According to the
present idea, this is because these states are themselves unjustified. So why
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not think that when emotions are justified, this is partly because the moti-
vational states that explain them are justified? The idea would be that Mark’s
pride in the fact that this little girl has won the prize is not only explained
by his love for her, but that the justification of his emotion is inherited from
the justification of his love. Similarly, fear is justified to the extent that the
concern for one’s physical integrity that explains it is justified.
The first observation to make is that this view puts some severe constraints

on the nature of character traits, sentiments, and those desires that may justify
emotions. They cannot be conceived, as they commonly are, as dispositions
individuated in terms of their manifestations, among which emotional epi-
sodes are central. For, if dispositions (or their categorical bases) can explain
their manifestations, this explanation does not seem to carry any justificatory
implication. For instance, judgments that P are amongst the manifestations
of the belief that P and someone’s believing that P can surely explain his
judging that P. Yet, the belief that P cannot justify the judgment that P; it is
simply not a reason in favor of this judgment. This carries over to the relation
between motivational states and emotions, insofar as we think of the former
as being merely dispositions to undergo emotions. The nature of this relation
is simply incompatible with the claim that emotions inherit their justification
from that of the motivational states they manifest.
This means that, in order to say that there are justificatory relations between

character traits, sentiments, desires, and emotions, one must, quite controversially,
conceive of the former not merely as dispositions to undergo the latter, but
rather as something like long-lasting affective states that are independent of
the emotions to which they give rise. Mark’s love for his niece is now viewed
as a long-standing intentional relation to her that can be justified only if
there is evidence that she is indeed loveable. One must also claim that the
emotions to which these states give rise – an episode of pride at his niece’s
achievement, say – inherit their justification from that of these states.
The plausibility of this view depends on its ability to build a case against

the following intuitions. First, not only do many of our motivational states
seem, as we have suggested, to emerge from a series of emotions about their
object, but the justification of the former seems also to depend on that of the
latter. Intuitively, it makes more sense to say that my love for all things
Shakespearian inherits its justification from the many specific and distinct
justified emotional experiences his works have elicited in me, and out of
which my love has emerged, than the other way around. Second, the advocate
of this view will have to explain away the intuition that many emotions –
like the admiration one may feel on discovering an artist’s work – do not seem
to be accounted for by any long-standing intentional relation (see Chapter 3)
and a fortiori by one from which they can inherit their own justification.
If these challenges can be met, then we have one reason to conceive of

motivational states as positively contributing to the justification of emotions.
But this is not the only one. An alternative way of fleshing out this proposal
consists in arguing that motivational states partly or wholly constitute the
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evaluative properties to which emotions respond (e.g., Helm 2001). For
instance, one’s desire to preserve one’s physical integrity should be counted
amongst the properties that constitute a specific danger in the light of which
a given episode of fear is justified and one’s concern for one’s honor partly
constitutes the sort of degradation in the light of which shame is justified.
Because the relevant motivational states partly constitute the evaluative
properties to which emotions respond, one is justified in responding with a
given emotion only insofar as one is in the relevant motivational state.
It is fair to say that the subjectivist view on the nature of evaluative

properties that supports this conclusion, and that we had the occasion to
criticize in Chapter 4, is at least as controversial as the view about the nature
of motivational states we have just examined. Let us simply observe that,
although why-questions about the emotions are often answered by reference
to motivational states, this fact does nothing to support this subjectivism.
These answers appear to have the function of explaining why the relevant
emotion occurs rather than that of explaining why it is justified or correct. This
is especially clear in all those cases we have discussed in which motivational
states are conscripted into explanations of why unjustified emotions occur.
We have assessed two ways of supporting the idea that motivational states

positively contribute to the justification of emotions, and have argued that
neither is without problems. This strongly suggests in our opinion that, even
when motivational states are perfectly compatible with the justification of
emotions, they do not yield justificatory reasons in their favor. Explaining
emotions by means of these states has the function of rooting them in a
broader evaluative outlook that helps us see the weight or lack of weight
subjects lend to specific values or objects. And note that understanding the
role of motivational states as exclusively explanatory will block any motivation
one might have to think that the subject must be aware of them, as he must
be aware of the cognitive base of his emotion according to our account.
Given that they play no justificatory role, there seems to be no reason for
requiring that the subject be aware of these motivational states.5 This is good
news for the account on offer, for, on the face of it, there seems to be no
reason to think that, if Mark’s pride over his niece’s achievement is to be
justified, he must be aware of his love for her, or be able to articulate that
love. After all, even if his pride came as a total surprise to him, this would
still not carry the implication that it is unjustified. For these reasons, the
analysis of justified emotions put forward in Chapter 8 need not be amended
to accommodate the role played by the emotions’ motivational bases.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we sought to neutralize worries surrounding our account of
justified emotions in relation to the fact that we constantly feel the need to
explain their occurrence by reference to the subject’s motivational set. We
saw that moods, temperaments, character traits, sentiments, and desires
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provide distinct types of affective explanations. While pointing to such states
sometimes serves to depict the emotions they explain as unjustified, we con-
cluded that doing so never consists in pointing to justificatory reasons for
these emotions.

Questions and further readings

(1) What are the main differences between explanations in terms of moods
and temperaments on the one hand, and explanations in terms of char-
acter traits and sentiments on the other hand?

(2) Why should we resist the thought that the epistemological standing of
emotions is systematically threatened by motivational states?

(3) Do motivational states contribute to the justification of emotions? If
not, why?

Essentially conative accounts of character traits are defended in Brandt (1982)
and Harman (1999), while Hudson (1980) emphasizes their two-dimensional
(cognitive and conative) nature. The claim that these two dimensions of
character traits are independent from one another is made salient in Butler
(1988). On the idea that character traits and sentiments are to be understood
in terms of the weight given to distinct reasons or values, see McDowell
(1979), Morton (1980), and Wiggins (1975–76). For a detailed analysis of
this notion of weight in terms of holistic and dynamical affective structures,
see Helm (2001) and especially Helm (2010) for what we call sentiments.
A very nice general introduction to the nature of affective dispositions is Goldie
(2004a), while Schueler (2003: 69–88) provides a good discussion of char-
acter traits in the context of action explanation.
The question of whether desires broadly understood can constitute justificatory

reasons has been typically and extensively addressed in connection with the
explanation of action, and more specifically moral action. Useful defenses of
the idea that they can play such a justificatory role can be found in Smith’s
(1994) classic discussion and, more recently, in Schroeder (2007). Helpful
although difficult expositions and endorsements of the opposite claim are
proffered by Dancy (1993) and Schueler (2003).

Notes
1 None of this implies that moods cannot constitute reasons when they feature in the content of
other mental states. A prolonged mood may for instance worry me. The mood is here the object
of my worry, and may in itself constitute a reason to worry.

2 The fact that character traits do not operate in isolation provides the resources for countering
the widespread skepticism regarding the very existence of character traits (see Doris 2002). For
discussions of why this skepticism is not warranted, see Deonna and Teroni (2009) and Goldie
(2000, 2004a).

3 In Chapter 1, we distinguished not only character traits and sentiments but also emotional
dispositions such as one’s disposition to fear dogs or hate bodybuilders. These may be
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single-track dispositions to feel the emotion towards the relevant objects. But, typically, we
believe, they should be understood either in terms of character traits or in terms of sentiments,
depending on whether the emphasis is put on the particular objects themselves, or on the values
the subject takes them to exemplify. For a detailed analysis, see Deonna and Teroni (2009).

4 These observations of course raise an important question in relation to the evaluative judgments
we reach as a result of having an emotion. Should we require of the subject that she makes sure
that distorting affective factors do not bias the emotion on which her judgment is based? This is a
topic we shall address in the final chapter.

5 Note that even if motivational states did play a positive epistemological role vis-à-vis emotions,
this would not as such imply that they are subject to an accessibility requirement. Insisting
on such a requirement would be to overlook a familiar and important contrast, that between
justification and the capacity to articulate the reasons why one is justified. For a discussion of this
issue, see Deonna and Teroni (2012).
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10 The importance of emotions

Emotions are attitudes that depend epistemologically on the content of the
states that function as their cognitive bases. This is true even though a variety of
motivational states are sometimes or perhaps always amongst the determinants
of our emotional responses. As we have seen, securing this sort of epistemo-
logical dependence constitutes the way in which the attitudinal theory presented
in Chapter 7 meets the first part of our epistemological constraint. In this
final chapter, we want to show how it meets the second part of this con-
straint: the idea that emotions constitute privileged sources of justification for
the evaluative judgments they explain. We have seen that emotions can and
typically do give rise to evaluative judgments: John judges that the joke is
funny because he is amused by it, Mary judges the remark to be offensive
because she is angry at its author. Yet, are these emotions, in addition, apt to
justify these judgments they so often explain? We first inquire whether the
emotions can constitute sufficient grounds for making justified evaluative
judgments. We conclude that they can and then argue that they even
constitute a privileged epistemological route for our knowledge of value.

From justified emotions to justified
evaluative judgments

The natural thought at this stage of our discussion is the following. Whatever it
is that justifies an emotion, i.e. the specific content of the emotion’s cognitive
base, should also suffice to justify the corresponding evaluative judgment.
That is to say, given the situation in which the subject finds herself, if the
content of her awareness justifies fear or anger towards an object, then her
judging on the basis of this same content that the object is, respectively,
dangerous or offensive would also be justified (see Goldie 2004b for the same
conclusion). Things might not be as straightforward as they seem, however.
There may be constraints weighing on justified evaluative judgments that

do not apply to justified emotions. One key idea, one that already surfaced a few
times in this book (Chapter 7, p. 84, Chapter 8, pp. 100–101) is that evalua-
tive concepts are concepts of appropriate emotions. To judge that something is
dangerous, amusing, or constitutes a loss is to judge that fear, amusement, or
sadness, respectively, would be appropriate (e.g., D’Arms 2005, McDowell



1985). Yet, as you will remember, neither the subject’s awareness of the
situation (awareness, say, of a dog with sharp teeth), nor his having the
emotion (fearing the dog) is identical to awareness that it is appropriate to
have it: emotions cannot refer to their own appropriateness in that way
(Brady 2010). This suggests that justified emotions cannot by themselves jus-
tify the corresponding evaluative judgments, and that the subject thus needs
to ascertain, in one way or another, that the emotion she experiences does
indeed suit the situation she is facing (e.g., Jones 2006). Now, the idea
that the subject needs to ascertain that her emotion fits the situation can be
pursued in at least two directions. First, the suggestion may be that she must
rule out any involvement of the kinds of distorting factors in her response
that we discussed in Chapter 9 in connection with motivational states. Second,
and perhaps more fundamentally, the idea may be that she must, given the
nature of the evaluative concepts featuring in her judgment, make sure that
her emotion is appropriate in the circumstances. Let us take these issues in turn.
As regards the first suggestion, it is clear that there are circumstances in

which the making of a justified evaluative judgment requires that the subject
take into account her present conative or emotional state. If Suzanne is very
downcast because of some bad news she has just heard, her emotional
responses may no doubt be distorted as a result. In such a case, the judg-
ments she may make on the basis of her emotions can still be justified, but
only if she can establish that it is not her downcast condition that is at the
root of her emotions. This kind of example shows that some circumstances do
indeed require the subject to take into account the fact that her emotions do
not constitute safe grounds for the corresponding evaluative judgments. They
do not show, however, that such a requirement holds each time we make this
kind of judgment on the basis of our emotions. Similarly, there are some
circumstances in which justified color judgments must take into account
occasional bizarre or distorting lighting conditions, but this does not support
the idea that justified color judgments made in more favorable conditions
also require that the subject make sure the conditions are not unfavorable. So,
this first suggestion provides no reason to think that emotions cannot be
sufficient to justify the corresponding evaluative judgments.
Let us now turn to the second suggestion. Suppose that making an evaluative

judgment does indeed involve the tacit implication that a given emotion
would be appropriate. Does this entail that a justified emotion is insufficient
for the corresponding judgment’s justification, i.e. for justifiably judging that
this emotion is appropriate? It is far from obvious that this is so. A justified
emotion, we have said, is one that is based on (real or apparent) awareness of
properties that, in the circumstances, (would) constitute an instance of the
relevant evaluative property. When you respond emotionally to these properties
in the absence of any reason to think the response is incorrect or otherwise
misleading, you seem to be in a position to justifiably judge that these
properties are exemplified and so to justifiably make the corresponding eva-
luative judgment. To put it differently, the difficulty fades away once we

The importance of emotions 119



remind ourselves (see Chapter 4, pp. 48–49 and Chapter 8, p. 101) that the
predicate ‘justified’ means, when applied to the emotions, what it is custo-
marily taken to mean in other areas of discourse, namely that there are good
and undefeated reasons to take the facts as these emotions do. It is precisely
in virtue of the existence of these reasons that the corresponding evaluative
judgments deem these emotions appropriate.
Hence, even if evaluative concepts are concepts of appropriate emotions,

this does not support the conclusion that justified emotions are insufficient for
justified evaluative judgments. Yet consider the following line of thought.
Given what we have said so far, making an evaluative judgment would seem
to consist in committing oneself to there being reasons to think an evaluative
property is exemplified. Making a justified evaluative judgment would then
require having good reasons to think that this is so. So, under what circum-
stances does one have sufficient reasons to commit oneself in this way? And
here it may be suggested: only when one can articulate what features of the
situation render the judgment that the value is exemplified reasonable. It
now seems as if having a justified emotion does not in itself put one in a
position to achieve that much. Suppose for instance that Jim rushes out of a
conference room claiming that the situation was deeply embarrassing. His
judgment is explained, for instance, by the justified embarrassment he felt,
which responded to various subtle clues in the audience. As he is making his
judgment, however, he is unable to specify the relevant features. The suggestion
is that, given the above-mentioned constraint, his inability invalidates his
judgment, and this then shows that justified emotions are at least sometimes
not sufficient for the justification of the corresponding evaluative judgment.
Should we accept this conclusion?
The following observations suggest we should not. In the light of the foregoing

considerations, we should favor the following approach. The mere occurrence
of emotions is not sufficient to justify corresponding evaluative judgments:
only justified emotions, whose justification depends on the nature of their bases,
are sufficient. Applied to Jim’s case, the idea is that, given that awareness of
the relevant cues justifies his embarrassment, his judgment that the situation
is embarrassing would be justified if based on awareness of the same cues. The fact
that these cues are not accessible when he is out of the room and making his
evaluative judgment is beside the point, since his emotion would also be
unjustified if it were to take place in the same circumstances, i.e. absent any
awareness of good reasons.
These observations lead us to conclude that justified emotions are sufficient

to justify evaluative judgments. What our discussion of the present worry has
brought out is that if one conceives of evaluative concepts as concepts of
appropriate emotional responses, then it is indeed difficult to conceive of the
mastery of these concepts as independent of a general ability to articulate
the sorts of conditions that can distinguish justified from unjustified emotions.
The fact that this is the case, however, should not be taken as showing that
an emotion responding to properties in virtue of which it is justified is
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insufficient to warrant the application of the relevant evaluative concept. This
is true even though the subject would not make the judgment if he had not
acquired the relevant conceptual ability. Here again, considering the case of
perception is helpful. Perceptual experiences we have no reason to distrust –
perception, say, of an oak tree in broad daylight – are sufficient to justify per-
ceptual judgments (e.g., ‘this is green’) even though the subject would not
have made these judgments if he had not acquired the relevant conceptual
abilities (e.g., Pollock and Cruz 1999: Chapter 2).
Now, if justified emotions are sufficient for justified evaluative judgments,

do they constitute a privileged route for the making of these judgments and
hence for our knowledge of value? It is to this final issue that we turn.

Emotions and emotional sensitivity

The idea that justified emotions constitute a privileged epistemological route for
making justified evaluative judgments – namely the second part of our episte-
mological constraint – is at first sight in serious tension with the idea, which lies
at the center of our account, that emotions and evaluative judgments are justi-
fied by the same reasons. After all, if the content of one’s awareness justifies an
emotion, then it would have justified the corresponding evaluative judgment
even though one did not experience the emotion. This is because a justified
evaluative judgment is always ‘in principle inferable’ from the information
available to the subject independently of his emotion (Peacocke 2004: 258).
Now, the existence of two routes to justified evaluative judgments, an emotional
one and a route bypassing emotions altogether, is in our opinion beyond
dispute. Fortunately, we do not need to go through full-blown emotional
experiences each time we make justified evaluative judgments.
What we shall dispute is the conclusion one may then be tempted to draw,

namely that emotions are always epistemologically superfluous. Indeed, there
are at least two reasons why we should not read too much into the idea that
justified evaluative judgments are always, in principle, inferable indepen-
dently of the corresponding emotions. First, our awareness of the properties
that justify our evaluative judgments must often be explained by our emotional
sensitivity. Second, the idea that emotions are epistemologically superfluous
runs afoul of some plausible requirements on the understanding of evaluative
judgments. Let us consider these in turn.
For an evaluative judgment to be justified, the subject must be sensitive to

properties that function as reasons in its favor. And, while these properties
can in principle be accessed by the subject independently of his emotions, it
often proves difficult to see how he could access them without the relevant
emotional sensitivity, i.e. his dispositions, variously shaped by his idiosyn-
cratic developmental path, sentiments, character traits, and desires, to react
emotionally to his surroundings. Given the complexity of the environment
through which we navigate, the prospects for detecting properties that could
justify evaluative judgments without the aid of such a sensitivity are not
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promising. As has been often observed, our distinct emotional sensitivities
engender specific patterns of salience among the objects of our experience
(e.g., de Sousa 1987: 195). Imagine for instance the task faced by a subject
deprived of any sense of the comical, and required to latch on to what may be
funny in any given conversation. Or consider the subtle cues (the way others
look at us, which values are at stake in the circumstances, their relative
importance, etc.) to which our sense of shame so often responds. As we have seen
just above when considering the case of Jim, we often prove quite bad at
articulating the reasons to which our emotions are responding when or just after
we experience them.
This last observation proves crucial for the issue at hand, for it suggests that

the evaluative verdict the subject would reach independently of his emotion
may fail to respond to the good reasons his emotion responds to. In these
quite common situations, the subject is emotionally attuned to the relevant
reasons, but the conclusion he reaches in his cold hours fails (due to lack of
intelligence, an ideological turn of mind, laziness, etc.) to envisage the relevant
reasons as reasons, or to give them their due weight (Arpaly 2000). If, in
such a situation, the subject makes the corresponding evaluative judgment
on the basis of his emotion, perhaps with a sense that he should refrain from so
judging, his judgment may well be justified despite his conflicting verdict
reached through cool reflection. There may be different ways of developing these
observations, one of which would consist in saying that the subject’s judgment is
justified if, absent the factors clouding his cooly reached conclusion, he
would realize that the reasons his emotion responds to override his reasons to
judge otherwise. The important point seems to be that there are evaluative
judgments whose justification resists conflicting verdicts reached through cool
reflection, because the emotions that explain them respond to good reasons.
This being the case, the fact that justified evaluative judgments are in

principle inferable from the information available to the subject indepen-
dently of his emotions does not support the conclusion that emotions are
epistemologically superfluous (Peacocke 2004: 263–65). Far from it: good
reasons for evaluative judgments may be in principle accessible indepen-
dently of emotions, yet their relevance for these judgments would be missed
or distorted if one were to coldly ponder the situation. As a result, the jus-
tification of these judgments can only be due to the fact that they are based
on emotions responding to good reasons.

Emotions and understanding

Of course, all this is compatible with the idea that an ideal observer may be
in a position to reach justified evaluative judgments by exclusively following
the non-emotional route. Yet we may want to deny that this is the case by
appealing to a second reason for which emotions may be deemed epistemo-
logically fundamental: being a competent user of evaluative concepts may
after all require more than the mere ability to apply them in the correct

122 The importance of emotions



circumstances. Categorizing an object as funny or shameful is indeed hardly
detachable from the understanding that its properties give one reasons to
favor or reject it. And we might wonder what sort of understanding of there
being reasons to favor or reject an object we would preserve, were we
deprived of the relevant emotions. Recall that emotions, as we have claimed
in Chapter 7, are experiential attitudes that consist in one’s readiness to act in
various and distinctive ways vis-à-vis given objects or situations. And, if they
are justified, then they allow us to experience the attitudes these objects or
situations make appropriate. This is why, or so we have suggested, emotions
prove to be intimately interwoven with our evaluative concepts: it is by
experiencing the former that we come to be aware of the canonical conditions
of application pertaining to the latter (Peacocke 1996, Zagzebski 2003, and
Chapter 8).
The force of this point comes to light if we imagine a creature deprived of

emotional responses who has been able to get a handle on our evaluative
practices because, say, she has learned to recognize the responses of others.
This creature is thus linking her application of evaluative concepts to
responses she can discriminate correctly in others. But does she understand
the evaluative judgments she makes? For her, judging that something is
amusing, degrading, or offensive consists in realizing that the object’s properties
justify the amusement, shame, or anger of others. While her evaluative
verdicts are in line with ours, the canonical conditions of application of
her evaluative concepts are radically different from ours. She no doubt
understands something, but not, we may think, the point of our evaluative
practices. Her lack of emotional responses means that she cannot experience
objects as giving her reasons to act in various and distinctive ways. Being
deprived of the capacity to experience situations as offensive, shameful, or
amusing for herself, the sense in which we may think of her as animated by
concerns, such as staying decent, acting honorably, or cultivating her sense of
humor, is elusive to say the least. She does not have any personal concern for
staying decent, behaving honorably, or cultivating her sense of humor.
Although she might succeed in blending in, as it were, such concerns could
only be those of the people on whose responses she models her evaluative com-
petence. If there is any point for her in making evaluative judgments, it is
simply not the same as ours.
And note finally that her impairment may be even more severe, for many of

our evaluative judgments are justified by facts pertaining to the course of other
people’s emotions (‘this was the cruel thing to do’, ‘that was generous, they
won’t suffer anymore’). These evaluative judgments respond to the fact that
we are emotional creatures, and a failure to have any experiential access to
how given circumstances tend to emotionally impinge on us should make us
wonder what a non-emotional creature can understand of the evaluative
verdicts she comes up with.
Of course, we should not jump too hastily from considerations pertaining to

concept possession and understanding to conclusions pertaining to epistemology
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and justification. Our subject, devoid of emotional experiences, will by
hypothesis come up with evaluative judgments that reliably fit the evaluative
facts, and this is enough to satisfy respectable models of what justification
consists in. That being said, we should take the full measure of what this
entails. It would amount to claiming that the sort of justification at play here
is completely divorced from the kind of understanding that is implied by our
evaluative practices, one that is constitutively connected to our emotional
engagement with the world. This, then, is a second reason for thinking that
emotions constitute an epistemologically privileged route for our knowledge
of value.

Conclusion

In this final chapter, we argued that emotions and evaluative judgments are
justified by the same reasons. We wondered whether this makes the emotional
route to evaluative judgments epistemologically superfluous, and gave reasons
for thinking that, on the contrary, we should rather favor the opposite con-
clusion. First, given the sort of access to the evaluative world afforded by the
emotions, the emotional route may be thought to compare favorably with the
pitfalls surrounding an exclusive use of our reasoning powers. Second, given
that our evaluative practices are constitutively linked to our capacity to feel
emotions, the sense in which one might be justified in making evaluative
judgments when these are not supported by the capacity for emotions is
elusive to say the least.
This is why we can safely conclude that the emotions constitute a privileged

route to the knowledge of the evaluative properties that feature in their
respective correctness conditions. Observe moreover how broad a swathe of
evaluative properties this epistemological claim applies to. It covers all of those
we had the opportunity to discuss throughout this book, including those
pertaining to the moral sphere and disclosed to us through the emotional
attitudes of compassion, shame, guilt, indignation, resentment, perhaps dis-
gust, etc. A further question, then, concerns the links between the disclosures
of these specific evaluative properties and the judgments as to the overall
goodness or badness of the situations we confront. The ways in which these
all-things-considered moral judgments are informed by, and perhaps partly
grounded in, our specific emotional responses is the object of intense and
fascinating debate in the contemporary literature on the foundations of morality.
We hope that the territory explored in this book will have provided some of
the important tools needed to make progress on the burning question around
which these debates revolve.

Questions and further readings

(1) Why think that having an emotion is not sufficient grounds on which
to make the corresponding evaluative judgments?

124 The importance of emotions



(2) What is the epistemological significance of the existence of two distinct
routes to our evaluative judgments?

(3) Why think that emotions play a fundamental role in our knowledge of
value?

Most of the further readings suggested in the section epistemology in connection
to the emotions in Chapter 8 are relevant for the issues discussed in the present
chapter.
Aside from de Sousa (1987), many have insisted on the role of emotions in

generating patterns of salience, see e.g., Baier (2004) and Elgin (2008). Lance
and Tanesini (2004) emphasize this role of emotions in the context of problem
solving, while Robinson (2005: Chapter 2) does the same in connection with
aesthetic experience. Faucher and Tappolet (2002) offer a detailed discussion
of this issue in the specific case of fear.
The idea that emotional reasons can trump reasons reached via more deliberative

means is explored through an illuminating treatment of Huckleberry Finn’s
behavior in Arpaly (2002). Relevant to this topic are Jones (2003), Tappolet
(2003) and, more generally, the collection of essays in Stroud and Tappolet
(2003).
Working within very different frameworks and pursuing different aims,

Prinz (2006: 38–39) and Roberts and Wood (2007: 53–54) both emphasize
the centrality of emotions to the acquisition of evaluative concepts, and more
generally the understanding of our evaluative practices. This is also a fundamental
theme in Wiggins’s (1987) seminal article and in Zagzebski’s (2003)
insightful piece that connects with many issues addressed in this chapter.
Brady (2011) presents some important reasons to conceive of the emotions as
playing a more subservient role in relation to evaluative knowledge.
David Hume (1975) is often considered the ultimate source for the idea

that our moral judgments are grounded in our emotional responses. Prinz
(2007) offers an empirically informed approach to moral judgment in the
Humean tradition. Accounts of normative judgment driven by evolutionary
considerations, which make essential reference to the emotions, are to be
found in Haidt (2003) and Nichols (2007). On the same topic but coming
from the metaethical tradition, see Blackburn (1998) and Gibbard (1990).
Goldie (2007) provides an important discussion of the justification of moral
judgment from within emotion theory.
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