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ABSTRACT 

In this dissertation, I argue that having an emotion is having a network of multiple 

components—typically feelings, bodily changes, evaluations, and action tendencies. By 

making this claim, first, I reject the classical approach which singles out an element that 

defines emotion and propose that multiple elements mutually explain emotion. Second, I 

reject that there is a clear set of necessary and sufficient conditions for emotion; emotion 

is a family resemblance and a prototypical category. Third, I reject that there is a fixed 

order among the elements of emotions; elements can come in any order. The interactions 

between elements are bi-directional and circular, rather than linear. The multiple 

elements attract each other and form a network. 
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PREFACE 

 In this dissertation, I argue that having an emotion is having a network of multiple 

components—typically feelings, bodily changes, evaluations, and action tendencies. I 

came to this conclusion as I attempted to locate my view of emotions in the ocean of 

various theories of emotions.  

 In Chapter 1, I first make clear that I set aside all theories that attempt to single 

out the essential element of emotion and define emotion in terms of the single element. I 

will call these theories ‘Singular-Essential-Component Theories of Emotion’ (or the SEC 

theories for short). I found the SEC theories not promising because none of the elements 

that the SEC theories identify emotions with can fully capture the crucial features of 

emotions. Therefore, a proper kind of emotion theory should employ multiple elements to 

explain emotion. I will call this kind of theories, ‘Multiple-Essential-Component Theories 

of Emotion (or MEC theories for short)’. 

 Once accepting that multiple elements mutually explain emotion, we face a series 

of follow-up questions — exactly what and how many elements should be included in 

emotion theory? Specifically, what is the relationship among those elements? Is there any 

particular sequence in appearance of those elements in emotion? Do any elements rely on 

any other elements, or are all elements independent from each other? Chapter 2, 3, 4, and 

5 deal with these questions and various MEC theories will help to navigate the answers to 

these questions. 
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 In Chapter 2, I claim that all elements that the SEC theories mention as the 

defining element of emotion, namely, feelings, bodily changes, evaluations, and action 

tendencies are equally crucial for emotions. However, it is not that they conjointly 

constitute the necessary and sufficient conditions for emotion. The prototype of an 

emotion is a process that involves the four elements. 

 Chapter 3 elucidates a point that I make in claiming that all four elements are 

equally crucial for emotions. That is, the claim that characteristic bodily changes alone 

can define emotions is wrong. I argue in this chapter that the popular belief that basic 

emotions have unique bodily signs is not well-supported. I also reject the view that 

higher-cognitive emotions that are known to lack characteristic bodily changes are not 

genuine emotions.  

 In Chapter 4, I reject that there is a fixed order among the four elements of 

emotions; elements can come in any order. The interactions between elements are multi-

directional and circular, rather than linear. The multiple elements attract each other and 

form a network. 

  In Chapter 5, I point out that none of the four elements of emotions are 

independent from each other. They are all distinguished elements — no element can be 

reduced to other elements, but they are not independent — they keep influencing each 

other in making and develop emotions. I also stress that feelings have a somewhat 

different status than other elements in that only feelings require the presence of at least 

one of other three elements and only feelings reflect the changes of other elements in 

their structure.  
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CHAPTER 1 

MULTIPLE-ESSENTIAL-COMPONENT THEORIES OF EMOTION ARE 

PREFERABLE TO SINGULAR-ESSENTIAL-COMPONENT THEORIES OF 

EMOTION 

 

 

Introduction 

 

 There have been many attempts to identify a defining component of emotion. 

Many of these attempts assumed that only one element constitutes emotion and thus 

defines emotion; other elements are just peripheral. I will call these views ‘Singular-

Essential-Component Theories of Emotion’ (or the SEC theories for short). SEC theories 

have been the classical type of emotion theories. Many popular theories of emotion fall 

into this type. There are four components that SEC theorists frequently claim to be the 

defining component of emotion by SEC theorists: feelings, bodily changes, evaluations, 

and action tendency (or action readiness). Accordingly, there are four popular types of 

SEC theory: the feeling theories, the body theories, the evaluative theories, and the action 

theories.  

The debate sparked by the SEC theories led to a general agreement that one 

element alone cannot explain the crucial characteristics of emotion. Consequently, most 

people recently involve more than one element in their theories as the defining feature of 

emotions. They tend to merge or combine different elements in SEC theories to overcome 

the weaknesses of each SEC theory, while keeping its advantages. Different people take 

different strategies. Peter Goldie’s feeling-oriented theory (2002a; 2002b), for example, 
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incorporates an evaluative element into the classical feeling theory. Goldie argues that 

emotions are evaluative feelings. Christine Tappolet’s evaluation-oriented theory (2016; 

2019) incorporates the feeling element into the classical evaluative theory. Tappolet 

argues that emotions are perceptions of evaluative information with a certain phenomenal 

experience. Jenefer Robinson (2005; 2017) argues that in emotions, all four different 

elements essentially appear in a certain order and therefore, emotion is a process. All of 

these theories deny that a single element alone can explain emotion. As such, these 

theories can be called ‘Multiple-Essential-Component Theories of Emotion (or MEC 

theories for short).’1  

I argue in this chapter that MEC theories are basically on the right track. If no 

single component can successfully explain emotions, and if each element is not mutually 

exclusive, then it is natural to hold that emotions involve a conjunction of multiple 

components.  

I consider this a preliminary chapter, as it introduces the setting of my dissertation 

– in this chapter, I introduce the context in which my questions emerge. As I said, I think 

MEC theories are more promising than SEC theories. My goal in this chapter is to set 

aside SEC theories. The rest of my chapters will be about exactly what kind of MEC 

theory is right—what exactly is the right hybrid of elements—precisely which elements 

and in what way the elements come together in emotions. 

 

 1 Sometimes, the term “hybrid theory” is used, for example, in Prinz (2004) and 

Scarantino and de Sousa (2018) to refer to those theories. However, I am going to use the 

term “Multiple-Essential-Component Theories” instead throughout this dissertation so 

that they can be contrasted to “Singular-Essential-Component Theories” of Emotion. 
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This chapter falls into four parts. Section 1 introduces classical SEC theories. 

Section 2 discusses the weaknesses of SEC theories. Section 3 explains how MEC 

theories are a more promising alternative. In section 4, I introduce the questions I will 

deal with for the rest of my disertation. I also briefly explain what my answers will be to 

those questions. Lastly, I briefly discuss the possible contribution of my dissertation. 

 

1. Classical Singular-Essential-Component Theories 

 

 An explanation of emotion can come from various angles. Scholars across 

multiple fields have sought to explain what emotion is. Since Socrates and Plato, “What 

is X?” has become the typical philosopher’s question. This question seeks to define the 

essential attribute of X. Historically, answers have aimed to single out a feature of X that 

can be identified with X. For example, popular answers to “what is art?” point out an 

essential element of art, such as significant form (Bell 1914) and expression 

(Collingwood 1938). Many philosophers and scientists have attempted to explain 

emotion in this way as well. They ask what is essential about emotion to define it. As 

said, I will call these attempts the SEC theories. Different SEC theories propose different 

elements as the essential component of emotions, from feeling to judgment.  
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 There is a commonsense notion in folk psychology that emotion is identical to 

conscious feeling; emotions are essentially felt.2 This commonsense view can be called a 

‘feeling theory.’ Among more sophisticated versions of feeling theories, William James 

(1884) and Carl Georg Lange’s theories (1885) are well-known (often unitedly called the 

James-Lange theory). Unlike other simpler feeling theories in folk psychology that talk 

merely about subjective phenomenal aspect of feelings, the James-Lange theory identifies 

the source of the feelings; they assert that emotions are feelings and feelings are the 

sensations of bodily changes. 

 Antonio Damasio (1994) generally concurs with the James-Lange theory but finds 

bodily changes essential, rather than the feelings of them. He argues that bodily changes 

in emotional experiences are not necessarily conscious and felt, since bodily changes can 

be registered in the brain without conscious awareness. Thus, emotion essentially 

involves bodily changes rather than feelings. Damasio defines emotions in terms of 

physical features: patterns of chemical and neural responses in the brain. This broadens 

the scope of bodily changes in emotions to include the neuro-chemical changes in the 

brain, whereas James and Lange do not pay attention to unconscious changes in the brain. 

Paul Ekman (1992) also finds physical features essential for emotions. (Unlike Damasio, 

however, Ekman does not talk about brain changes in discussing bodily changes of  

 

 

 2 Jaak Panksepp’s survey supports this commonsense notion. He asked various 

people to rank a series of emotion components in order of importance to test their 

conception of emotion; almost all subjects rated feelings most important. See Jaak 

Panksepp (2000). 
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emotions.) Ekman asserts that each individual kind of emotion exhibits its own unique 

type and pattern in facial expressions, musculoskeletal changes, vocal changes, as well as 

endocrine and autonomic system changes. Emotions, according to Ekman, are common in 

that these physical changes occur rapidly, unbiddenly, and they do not last long. 

Damasio’s and Ekman’s views can be called ‘body theories.’  

  Others think that emotions essentially are actions or action tendencies. Niko 

Frijda (1986, 2007) and Andrea Scarantino (2014), for example, find that emotions 

essentially are the mechanisms that motivate agents to act certain ways. They assert that 

the bodily changes in emotions are to make us ready to act in a certain way. John Dewey 

(1985) also thinks that what constitutes emotions are actions. He argues that the feeling 

of an emotion should be distinguished from an emotion itself - an emotion itself is a 

mode of behavior, although it also is reflected in feeling. These views are called ‘action 

theories.’  

  Lastly, some define emotions by their intentionality or intentional objects. 

Emotions are intentional in that they are about something—emotions are directed toward 

something. The intentional objects of emotions can be distinguished into two: the 

particular objects and the formal objects.3 The particular objects of emotions are concrete 

objects of individual emotion episodes. For example, the fact that my old friend visits me 

unexpectedly, the fact that my pet is dead, the snake that I meet, and my racist neighbor 

are all particular objects. Particular objects of emotions can be particular entities or 

 

 3 It was Kenny (1963) who first noticed that there are two distinguishable objects 

of emotion: its formal object and particular object. Now this distinction widely accepted 

in the relevant literature. 
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propositional objects (De Sousa, 1987).  The formal object of an emotions is the property 

that I implicitly ascribe to the particular object of the emotion, by virtue of having the 

emotion about the particular object (Scarantino and de Sousa, 2018). For instance, by 

virtue of having a fear toward a poisonous snake, I implicitly ascribe the property of 

being dangerous to the snake. In other words, when I feel fear, I find the snake dangerous 

due to the fear. By virtue of having a sadness toward the death of my pet, I implicitly 

ascribe the property of being a loss due to the death of my pet. In other words, when I 

feel sad because of the death, due to the sadness, I find the death as a loss. Thus, it can be 

said that the formal object of an emotion is the abstract content common across various 

particular objects of the emotion. The particular object of a type of emotion varies 

depending on the person or situation. However, the formal object of a type emotion is the 

same regardless of the person or situation. For example, the particular objects of sadness 

can be the death of my pet, my friend’s leaving town, my favorite singer’s announcement 

of his retirement and so on. However, they are all objects of sadness, as they all mean a 

loss to me. The precise wording of the formal object of each individual type of emotion 

can differ. However, the widely agreed-upon view is that the formal objects of emotions 

have evaluative contents like danger (fear), loss (sadness), insult (anger), etc. 

The evaluative contents in the formal object of emotion have received much 

attention from philosophers. Charlie Broad (1954) and Errol Bedford (1957) maintain 

that some sort of cognitive evaluations is required for emotions to make sense of the 

intentionality of emotions. Later adherents of this view attempt to specify the mental state 

that bears of the evaluative contents and try to identify emotion with that mental state. 

Robert Solomon (1973) identifies emotions with judgments. On his view, to fear is to 
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make a judgment that instantiates the formal object of fear, namely, danger (e.g., the 

judgment that the snake in front of me might attack me). Martha Nussbaum (2001) 

identifies emotions with meta-judgments, namely, judgments that our evaluative 

judgments are justified. Patricia Greenspan (1988) insists that emotions are quasi-

judgmental states like evaluative thoughts. On this view, to fear, for example, is to 

entertain the thought that instantiates the formal object of fear. What is common among 

adherents of this view is that they think that the relevant evaluation is conceptual and 

propositional. These views are usually called ‘evaluative theories.’ 

 

2.  Something Is Missing with SEC Theories 

 

 The problem of SEC theories, however, is that none of them can explain all of the 

characteristic features of emotions. Something is missing with every SEC theory, 

although different types of SEC theories miss different features. The SEC theories can be 

divided into three groups: the cognitive theories (evaluative theories), the conative 

theories (action theories), and the non-cognitive theories (feeling theories and body 

theories). Although each type of SEC theory has its own strengths, it also inevitably 

neglects some other aspects of emotions.  

The non-cognitive theories and the conative theories give satisfying explanations 

of the continuities between animal and human emotions, as feelings, bodily changes, and 

actions are common features among human and animal emotions. Furthermore, both non-

cognitive theories and conative theories agree with the common intuition that emotions 
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are basically bodily phenomena.4 We burst into tears in a happily surprising or 

overwhelmingly anxious moment. We tremble and become pale with fear, our hearts 

pound in anger. We feel our heart is deeply sinking in grief. We feel our body is shrunk 

in shame. Faced with a poisonous snake, we are frozen or run away out of fear. We have 

an urge to slap a person out of anger. Many verbal expressions we use regarding 

emotions resonate with and reflect these bodily and phenomenal features of emotions. 

We say, “It makes my blood boil!” to express anger and “You are breaking my heart,” to 

express sadness. 

 However, they suffer from a series of problems. First, they do not have a good 

resource to explain the intimate relationship between emotions and values; a myriad of 

texts in the philosophy of emotions, moral philosophy, and moral psychology deal with 

the possibility of values to be essentially explained in terms of emotions. It may be 

controversial as to what the connection is exactly, but it is a fact that values in general are 

very closely related to emotions. The most obvious cases are the connection between 

personal values and emotions. It is, for instance, hard to imagine someone who values his 

pet but does not experience pleasure and love toward his pet, or sadness when losing the 

pet, or anxiety over the possibility of losing the pet. Further, there are some evaluative 

terms that lexically indicate their connections to emotions, such as admirable, hopeful, 

pride-worthy, lovable, awesome, amusing, shameful, disgusting, contemptible, 

embarrassing, fearsome, frightening, etc. (Wiggins, 1976; D’Arms and Jacobson, 2000). 

If emotions are merely bodily changes or feelings, how can this connection be explained? 

 

 4 In a prior section I discussed that Damasio regards the neuro-chemical changes 

in the brain as a sort of bodily change. However, here ‘bodily phenomena’ do not usually 

include brain changes.  
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Second, it is hard for them to explain what makes each emotion type distinctive 

(Robinson, 2005). Some non-cognitivists such as Paul Ekman (1992) assert that emotions 

have distinctive physiological markers. However, certainly not all vernacular emotion 

types have those markers; only what he calls ‘affect programs’ (fear, anger, joy, sadness, 

surprise, and disgust) have those markers.5 So-called highly cognitive emotions (jealousy, 

envy, pride, shame, etc.) are known to lack their own somatic markers. Griffith’s strategy 

to deal with this problem is to argue that only those who have distinct physiological 

marker, namely, affect programs are genuine emotions, not others (Griffith, 1997, 2004a, 

2004b). But the evidence for those somatic markers is in fact not strong enough. And he 

does not show higher-cognitive emotions are disconnected from affect programs; he at 

best shows they are different. They might be connected, though they are different. (See 

Chapter 3 for a more detailed explanation and discussion of Griffith’s terminology and 

claims.) Third, non-cognitive theories do not have the resources to account for the 

difference between emotions and other non-emotional bodily feelings. Merely physical 

things like physical changes or the feelings of them are not the kind of thing that can be 

justified or unjustified. It makes sense to think about whether my anger toward my friend 

is justified. My anger might be unjustified, if I misunderstood my friend’s words or 

intention, for example. However, the same thing cannot apply to mere physical feelings. 

It seems strange to ask whether someone’s pain or headache, for instance, is justified. As 

Bedford puts it, “What reasons could be given for or against a feeling, or for or against its 

'inappropriateness ' to a situation? If someone were to say, 'I felt a pang this afternoon', it 

 

 5 Affect programs are also often called basic emotions. See Ch. 3 for the 

discussion about the relationship between affect programs (basic emotions) and highly 

cognitive emotions. 
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would be meaningless to ask whether it was a reasonable or unreasonable pang” 

(Bedford, 1957, p. 296).  

The cognitive theories, on the contrary, do not face these problems. They take 

formal objects, namely, evaluative contents, to be the defining element of emotions; and 

the formal objects explain the features of emotions that non-cognitivists cannot. Since the 

formal objects have evaluative contents, it is easy for cognitivists to account for the 

relationship between values and emotions. The formal object of an emotion elucidates 

what is common to various instantiations across a kind of emotion and thus, they explain 

what makes each kind of emotion distinctive. Also, the formal objects can function as 

standards by which emotions can be justified or unjustified; my anger toward a friend is 

justified if the friend has an intention to insult me. My fear about a snake is justified if the 

snake can put me in a danger.   

However, cognitive theories do not have the strengths of the non-cognitive and 

conative theories have that I have explained; cognitive theories cannot explain the 

continuities between animal and human emotions. Thus, they have difficulty accounting 

for creatures that seem to have emotions but do not have the cognitive capacity to have 

concepts or form propositional beliefs, such as infants and dogs (Deigh, 1994; Tappolet, 

2016; Deonna and Teroni, 2012, Robinson, 2005). Also, since their theories neglect 

bodily elements entirely, it is hard for them to explain the relationship between 

motivation and emotion.  

Furthermore, cognitive theories neglect the gap between emotions and non-

emotional evaluative attitudes such as beliefs, judgments, or thoughts (Deigh, 1994; 

Tappolet, 2006; Prinz, 2004; Salmela, 2011; Robinson, 2005). Judging, believing, and 
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entertaining thoughts are all possible without having any emotions. For instance, we can 

make a judgment or have a belief, ‘this city is dangerous’, without having any fear. Also, 

some emotions persist even if we change our beliefs and judgments. These are called 

“recalcitrant emotions” (Döring, 2003, 2007). For example, you can believe that you are 

safe while still being afraid of looking down from a skyscraper (acrophobia). Although 

you know that a cucumber in the salad in front of you is fresh and safe, you may still feel 

disgusted by it if it has been turned a grey color with food coloring. Whereas it is 

impossible to have contradictory beliefs explicitly without charge of irrationality, it is 

possible to hold the emotional content p, while consciously believing ~p, without the 

accusation of irrationality. Considering these cases, emotions cannot simply be identified 

with judgment or belief. However, as I claimed, cognitive theories identify emotions with 

judgments, beliefs, or thoughts and thus collapse emotion with judgment or belief. Non-

cognitive theories and conative theories do not have this kind of problem, because they 

do not identify emotion with judgments, beliefs, or thoughts. Moreover, non-cognitive 

theories and conative theories can easily distinguish emotions from non-emotional 

evaluative attitudes, because non-emotional evaluative attitudes do not accompany bodily 

changes, action tendencies, or feelings. For example, a feeling theory can say that the 

judgment that some city is dangerous is not the same as a fear because the judgment lacks 

a certain feeling that a fear has. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

12 
 

 

3.  From SEC Theories to MEC Theories 

 

 Having recognised the weaknesses and strengths of each camp, scholars recently 

have attempted to suggest a better alternative. They have started to involve different 

elements in the theory to avoid both camps’ weaknesses while keeping their advantages. 

These theories are usually called ‘hybrid theories’ because they attempt to combine or 

merge two different kinds of SEC theories. Scarantino and de Sousa (2018) point out  that 

this has become the dominant trend in current emotion theories.6 

The scope of a hybrid theory can vary, depending on how it is defined. If defined 

loosely, then any emotion theory that mentions more than one component can be 

regarded as a hybrid theory. This entails that even some of the theories that I have 

categorized SEC theories can be hybrid theories. James’ feeling theory, for example, 

mentions not just feelings but bodily changes as the source of the feelings. Thus, it can be 

considered as a hybrid of a feeling theory and a body theory. Both Frijda’s and 

Scarantino’s actions theories also can be regarded as hybrid theories in a looser sense. 

Although they define emotions as action readiness states, to explain the action readiness, 

they mention feelings, bodily changes, and evaluations as well. However, none of these 

theories claim that these other components are essential features of emotions. The 

additional components are accidental. Thus, if the standard is stricter and only those that 

employ multiple elements as the essential features of emotions are considered as hybrid 

 

 6 They say, “…most of the dominant accounts in the philosophy of emotions now 

qualifying as hybrids” (Scarantino and de Sousa 2018). 
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theories, then James’, Frijda’s, and Scarantino’s theories are not hybrid theories. I follow 

the stricter standard. The looser one casts its net too broadly – only a few will be 

excluded from the boundary of hybrid theories, as most emotion theories mention more 

than one element in explaining emotions. Further, those who merely mention various 

elements are not worried that one component is never good enough to explain emotions; 

they do not claim that merging or combining SEC theories is necessary. Only the stricter 

standard groups these theories together in the characteristic way. To make this clear, I 

will call them the Multiple-Essential-Component Theories of Emotion (the MEC theories 

for short) instead of hybrid theories. 

A noticeable trend is to combine cognitive and non-cognitive theories. Either they 

combine feeling and evaluative theory, or they combine feeling, body, and evaluative 

theory. For example, Peter Goldie (2002a, 2002b), Jan Slaby (2007), Sabine Döring 

(2003, 2007), and Christin Tappolet (2016, 2018) are the former case. Jesse Prinz (2004a, 

2004b) is the latter case.  

What these theories commonly avoid is simply adding up the two camps’ main 

elements. They do not assert, for example, that emotions are propositional evaluative 

judgments coupled with feelings or bodily changes. For if they simply add up cognitive 

and non-cognitive elements, they cannot avoid the weaknesses of the cognitive theories 

discussed. For instance, they cannot explain emotions without the engagement of 

concepts or propositions—as occurs in non-human animals and infants. Even in full-

grown adults with full linguistic capabilities, emotions do not always accompany 

propositional judgments or thoughts. The experience of fearing a snake, for instance, 

commonly occurs without any thought or judgment about the snake; we often just step 
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backward with a pale face perceiving the snake’s tail. Or we may perceive that the 

airplane is tumbling, without any explicit thoughts recognized. Further, as mentioned in 

the last section, there are signs that indicate that there are recalcitrant emotions. Arguing 

that an emotion is a combination of an evaluative judgment and some feelings and/or 

bodily changes does not help to make sense of the gap between emotion and beliefs.  

Therefore, the major MEC theorists do not simply add up different elements. 

Instead, they suggest feelings, which were considered as merely non-cognitive in 

traditional models, as the vehicle of evaluative contents. They assert that what is unique 

about emotions is that feelings themselves play the role of carrying evaluative 

information. This does not mean that they deny that emotions often accompany 

judgments and/or thoughts. Admittedly, emotions (especially when it comes to the 

emotions of adult humans) sometimes begin with a clear judgment. For example, suppose 

I realize that my colleague’s behavior shows that he looks down on me; this realization 

could trigger anger. What the MEC theorists argue, however, is that, regardless of 

whether propositional attitudes are engaged, in an emotion, qua emotion, evaluative 

contents are carried via feelings. We can call these kinds of views the affective 

intentionality theories.7 The affective intentionality theories deny the two assumptions 

 

 7 The intentionality through feeling has given various names, such as ‘affective 

intentionality’ (Slaby, 2007), ‘emotional intentionality’ (Ratcliffe, 2019), and ‘feeling 

toward’ (Goldie 2002a, 2002b). Among these, ‘affective intentionality,’ I think, is the 

most inclusive and generally acceptable term. The intentionality via feeling is, although 

mostly clearly found in emotions, not limited to emotions. It can be found in other 

affective phenomena like sentiments (emotional disposition which is distinguishable from 

occurrent emotions) or moods (some people think they lack intentionality. But another 

possible understanding of them is that they have a vague intentionality. See Crane (1998) 

for a defense of intentionalism about moods). Thus, ‘affective intentionality’ is a more 

inclusive term than ‘emotional intentionality.’ Further, ‘intentionality’ is a more generally 

used than ‘toward’ to indicate ‘aboutness’ of a mental state; ‘toward’ is too specific to 
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that the classical cognitivitst and non-cognitivitst theories of emotion hold: first, the 

assumption that feelings are merely bodily and thus, they do not have or carry cognitive 

contents. Second, they deny the assumption that the carriers of evaluative contents are 

non-emotional mental states like beliefs and thoughts.  

 The affective intentionality theories can be divided into three groups. 1) 

Phenomenological theories (Peter Goldie, 2002a, 2002b; Jan Slaby 2007) put their 

emphasis on the phenomenological features of emotion and, based on them, emphasize 

that the intentional contents of emotion (evaluative contents) are structured in the feelings 

themselves in emotions. 2) Perceptual theories (Sabine Döring, 2003, 2007, 2009; 

Christin Tappolet 2016, 2018)8 attempt to account for how the phenomenological features 

and evaluative contents are unified in emotions but do so by using the analogy with 

sensory perception. These theories also explain various other features of emotional 

intentionality by analogy. 3) Embodied intentionality theories (Jesse Prinz, 2004a, 

2004b)’9 claim, unlike the phenomenological theories, that feelings themselves do not 

contain any contents. Being influenced by James-Lange’s theory, Prinz regards feelings 

simply as perceived somatic changes. He asserts, however, that the contentless feelings 

 

Goldie’s theory. Therefore, I will use the term ‘affective intentionality,’ when I refer to 

the intentionality via feeling in general without any indication of defending a particular 

version of the theory of the intentionality.  

 

 8 Here, I follow Tappolet (2016)’s phrasing. 
 

 9 Prinz (2004) himself calls the distinctive character of emotions ‘embodied 

appraisals.’ So, I adopt the word ‘embodied’ here. However, to parallel his view to the 

affective intentionality theories, I will call it ‘the embodied intentionality theory.’  
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register the evaluative contents of emotions, because some somatic changes are reliably 

caused by, and have the function of tracking, the evaluative contents by evolution.  

There is another type of MEC theory that is not an affective intentionality theory: 

the process theory (Jenefer Robinson, 2005, 2017). Like the affective intentionality 

theorists, Robinson believes that neither evaluations or bodily changes alone can explain 

emotions and thus, both are necessary elements of emotions. In this sense, her view can 

be classified as a MEC theory. However, unlike the affective intentionality theorists, 

Robinson does not argue that feelings carry evaluative information. Also, while the 

affective intentionality theorists attempt to combine only cognitive and non-cognitive 

elements, Robinson involves conative elements as well. She believes all components 

(cognitive, non-cognitive, and conative elements) are essential to emotion. Whereas the 

emphasis of affective intentionality theorists on emotional intentionality as distinctive, 

Robinson focuses on arguing that emotions are not states but processes. Robinson claims 

that emotions are essentially processes in which different and independent components—

including appraisals, bodily changes, feelings, and action tendencies—occur on different 

timelines.  

 

4. Looking Ahead: What Is the Right Hybrid of Elements? 

 

 I believe that the hybrid approach is the right approach. As discussed, the 

weaknesses of each SEC theory shows that no single element is sufficient to explain the 

crucial features of emotion. Further, no element alone can successfully distinguish 

emotion from other contrasting states. Having an evaluative content as its intentional 
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content is the feature of belief or thought, as well. What is generally believed as the 

characteristic physical signs of emotion (a quick onset, modularity, and a short duration) 

are shared with other reflexive responses. (For more detailed discussion about 

characteristic physical signs of emotion, see Chapter 3.) Conscious feelings are shown in 

perceptive experience and physical sensations too. Action tendency is the feature of drive 

and desire, as well. Considering this, combining different SEC theories seems a better 

strategy than choosing one among them. Hence, MEC theories are generally on the right 

track. 

Once we accept that MEC theories are on the right track in that they attempt to 

combine different elements of emotions, however, we face the question of what exactly 

the right hybrid of elements is. Precisely which elements should be combined, and in 

what way do they come together in emotions?  The rest of the chapters will pertain to this 

question. 

Specifically, first, exactly what elements should be combined together in the 

theory? How many elements should be involved in the theory? The affective 

intentionality theories suggest evaluative contents, feelings, and/or bodily changes should 

be involved. However, Robinson suggests that action tendency should also be added to 

the list; evaluative contents, feelings, bodily changes, and action tendencies are all 

essential elements of emotions. Which one is correct? Second, is there a certain order of 

the elements? Robinson argues that emotions begin with a perception of the situation. An 

initial quick and dirty appraisal of the sitatuion happens at the unconscious level; then 

characteristic bodily changes, corresponding feelings, and action tendencies follow. In 

addition to this, re-appraisals of every part constantly take place after the initial process 
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from appraisal to action tendency. Prinz suggests a similar picture about the order of 

components in emotion, but he does not think appraisals (either conscious or 

unconscious) are required for bodily changes, and he does not discuss re-appraisal. 

Which one is correct? Third, are these elements connected in a certain way? Robinson 

argues that all of these elements are independent from each other, although they are 

causally connected. However, the affective intentionality theories suggest that different 

elements do not come into play independently in emotions. They argue that evaluative 

contents are on feelings—either that feelings themselves are evaluations 

(phenomenological theorists such as Goldie and Slaby, and perceptual theorists such as 

Döring and Tappolet) or that feelings carry evaluative contents without having evaluative 

structure in the feelings themselves (embodied intentionality theorists such as Prinz). We 

must ask, which one is correct? 

I will argue that some of these views are partially correct, but nobody’s answer is 

completely satisfactory. To introduce my claims briefly here, on the first question, I 

concur with Robinson about that evaluative contents, feelings, bodily changes, and action 

tendencies, all four elements are equally crucial for emotions. However, Robinson does 

not say much about why emotions should be understood so. Cosidering that Robinson 

writes that they all are “essential” to emotions, she seems to believe, as many other 

philosophers, that the four elements conjointly form the feel condition for emotions. I 

reject this view. I argue, instead, that the four elements are all equally crucial in that the 

prototype of emotions involve all four elements. Emotion is a family resemblance 

category; it does not have a clear set of necessary and sufficient conditions. However, I 

claim, emotion is also a prototypical category and so that we can still talk about the 
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crucial elements for emotion and the principle of emotion around the prototypical cases 

of emotion. 

For the second question, about the order of the elements, I hold that neither 

Robinson nor Prinz is correct. I maintain that the order and the direction of the elements 

are possible in any way. Emotions do not have to begin with perception and an 

unconscious appraisals are not required for bodily changes. Any element can come first 

and another element can come next. The elements are not necessarily in a linear order, 

either. Their intractions among thelements are rather multi-directional and circular. 

Therefore, I argue, feelings, appraisals, bodily changes, and action tendency are 

connected with each other like a network.  

 About the third question—the relationship between elements—I hold that both 

Robinson and the affective intentionality theorists are partially correct. The affective 

intentionality theorists are right that feelings contain evaluative contents. However, they 

are wrong to hold that feelings are themselves evaluations. On the contrary, feelings and 

evaluations are two distinct elements. Feelings reflect the contents of evaluations to some 

extent. That is why feelings involve evaluative contents to some extent. However, 

contrary to what Robinson says, feelings and evaluations are not independent from each 

other, since feelings are formed through influenced by evaluations. Feeling and 

evaluation are distinct but not independent elements. Prinz is also only partially correct. 

As he argues, feelings carry evaluative contents. However, feelings are not contentless. 

As I have claimed, evaluative contents can be structured in feelings.  
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5. Possible Contributions 

 

 

 Above all, my work indicates that we need a new way to understand emotions. 

That is, we need a much looser and flexible sort of model of emotion. As classical SEC 

theories show, philosophers used to believe that there must be one clear element that 

defines emotions. With a rise of the MEC theories, more people began to believe that 

multiple elements together can make sense of emotions. However, many MEC theorists 

understand these multiple elements in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions, which 

is too strict to apply to emotions. I suggest that what is available is only the prototype of 

emotion, which is much looser than the necessary and sufficient conditions for emotion. 

Further, MEC theorists who are interested in the arrangement of different elements have 

assumed that these elements must be arranged in a particular fixed causal chain. 

However, I insist that any order is possible. The elements of emotions are not necessarily 

arranged in a linear way. The relationships between elements are bi-directional; together, 

the elements form a network. To sum up, my work suggests that emotion involves not 

one but multiple elements; that these elements are not clearly demarcated in a line but a 

gradual spectrum; and that do not require a fixed linear causal chain; rather, a flexible 

multi-directional network can make sense of emotions.  

Second, my work fills a gap in the assessment of MEC theories. While there have 

been evaluations for some individual MEC theories, there has not been a synthetic and 

systematic examination of these current theories together. Therefore, I expect this work to 

contribute to elucidating the differences and similarities among MEC theories, as well as 

their strengths and weaknesses. It has been more than a decade since MEC theories 
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received much attention in the research of emotions. The time is ripe for an evaluation of 

them. 
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CHAPTER 2 

WHY NOT ALL OF THEM? 

 

Introduction 

 In Chapter 1, I have explained why hybrid theories are better options than the 

SEC theories. I argued that the features of emotion cannot be captured by a single 

element and thus, a better way to make a theory of emotion is to merge different SEC 

theories rather than to choose one of the existing theories. But then exactly which SEC 

theories should be merged? In other words, exactly which components are essential to the 

theory of emotion? Are all the components mentioned by major SEC theories essential? 

These are feelings, bodily changes, evaluative contents, and action tendency. Or are only 

some of them essential?  

The affective intentionality theorists argue that some of them are essential. They 

argue emotions are essentially a combination of evaluative contents, feelings, and/or 

bodily changes. Phenomenological theorists, most notably Goldie (2002a, 2002b) and 

Slaby (2008), argue that emotions are a combination of evaluative contents and feelings. 

They claim that emotions are evaluative feelings - the feelings that are inherently about 

some evaluative information of the world. Thus, on this view, feelings and evaluative 

content are essential for emotions. Perceptual theorists, Döring (2003, 2007) and 

Tappolet (2016, 2019), also argue that emotions are a combination of evaluative contents 
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and feelings. They find it essential to emotions that emotions present objects as having 

evaluative properties through some phenomenological experience.10 That is why they 

claim emotions are akin to perceptions. Like the intentional object of a sensory 

perception, say, the red ball, is presented through the subjective experience of red, the 

intentional object of a fear, namely, a danger (an evaluative property) is presented 

through the phenomenal quality of fear. Embodied intentionality theorists, such as Prinz 

(2004), add one more item: bodily changes. They argue that emotions are a combination 

of evaluative contents, feelings, and bodily changes. According to him, once a trigger of 

emotion arouses bodily changes and the changes are perceived, the perceived bodily 

changes carry some information of values to us. Prinz argues that what is essential for 

emotions is that the evaluative information is carried by the perception of bodily changes, 

without evaluative judgments. Thus, he states that emotions are embodied appraisals. For 

Prinz, the perceptions of bodily changes are nothing but feelings.11 Thus, on his view, 

 

 10 Phenomenological theorists and perceptual theorists argue the same thing: 

feelings are evaluative; evaluative contents of emotions are structured in feelings. The 

difference between two is their focus. The former are feeling-oriented; they focus on the 

phenomenological features of the evaluative feeling. The latter are evaluation-oriented; 

they focus on the evaluative part of the evaluative feeling – the way evaluative contents 

figure in feelings.  

 

 11 Prinz’s understanding of feelings is different from other affective intentionality 

theorists. First, while Prinz thinks that feelings are perception of bodily changes 

(following James’ view of feelings), other people do not mention the relationship 

between feelings and bodily changes. Prinz’s understanding of feelings is based upon the 

source of feelings—where feelings are from. However, other people concentrate on the 

phenomenal experience of feelings, without talking about their source. Although some of 

the phenomenal experience they discuss is bodily, they do not indicate that the bodily 

experience is caused by bodily changes. Second, Prinz argues that feelings register and 

carry evaluative information, but feelings themselves do not have evaluative information. 

However, Goldie and Slaby argue that feelings themselves are evaluative information; the 

evaluative information is structured in feelings. I discuss this issue in Chapter 5. 
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bodily changes, feelings, and evaluative contents are essential to emotions. Note that all 

affective intentionality theories identify emotions with a state, namely, feelings. Although 

multiple elements are involved in the theories, those different elements are merged into 

feelings. In Prinz’s theory, feelings themselves play the role of registering evaluative 

information, on the one hand, and are the perception of bodily changes, on the other 

hand. In Goldie’s, Slaby’s, Döring’s, and Tappolet’s theories, feelings themselves are 

evaluative information.12 

Robinson (2005, 2017), however, asserts that emotions essentially involve all four 

elements—feelings, evaluative content, bodily changes, and action tendency—not just 

some of these. According to Robinson, an emotion is essentially a process where all four 

different elements are involved; occur on different locations within a timeline and are 

causally linked in the pre-organized order.13  

 I concur with Robinson more than the affective intentionality theorists. Although 

I do not agree with other details of her claim such as the order of the elements that she 

suggests (see Chapter 4 for discussion), I agree with Robinson’s claim that all four 

 

 12 Since the focus of this chapter is what elements are essential for emotions, I 

will not discuss other details of the affective intentionality theorists here. Other details are 

considered in Chapter 5.  

 

 13 In arguing this, Robinson disagrees with the affective intentionality theories in 

three ways: 1) About the components involved in emotion, she argues that they are not 

just bodily changes, evaluative content, and feelings, but also action tendency. 2) About 

an ontological status of emotion, she argues that an emotion is not a state, but a process. 

3) About the relationship between the elements, she argues that all elements are 

independent from each other, rather than that some of them are merged. In this chapter, I 

mainly focus on the first and second points (the third point will be dealt with in depth in 

Chapter 5). However, all three points will be mentioned at some point in the current 

discussion, as all points are related to Robinson’s first point.   
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elements—feelings, evaluative contents, bodily changes, action tendencies— must be 

involved in the theory of emotion. The affective intentionality theorists are wrong to 

claim that only some of these elements are essential. Also, I agree with Robinson that an 

emotion is a process where these four elements are unfolded in a timeline. Affective 

intentionality theorists are wrong to claim that an emotion is a state. All four elements are 

distinguished from each other and no single state, even if that state is a compound of 

multiple elements, can properly explain emotions.      

Unfortunately, however, Robinson does not successfully support her claim. What 

Robinson mainly does is describe how emotions emerge, proceed, and either continue or 

terminate very specifically. This is how she attempts to show emotions exhibit what we 

can call “a process” that involves all four elements. However, this alone does not show 

why all the events of the process must be considered essential to emotions. Many other 

people including both the SEC theorists and the affective intentionality theorists also 

recognize a process in emotion that is quite like what Robinson suggests. However, they 

do not identify an emotion with the process or argue all elements seen in the process 

constitute emotions. Instead, they maintain either that only one element (and thus, a state) 

constitutes emotions (James, 1884; Frijda,1986; Scarantino, 2014) or that multiple 

elements which are merged in to a state constitute emotions (Goldie, 2002a, 2002b; 

Slaby, 2008; Döring, 2003, 2007; Tappolet, 2016, 2019; Prinz, 2004). Therefore, 

Robinson needs to show additionally why we should not drop any element among these 

four from the list of the essential elements of emotion and why we should hold that 

emotion is a process instead of a state.  
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 Given this, the goal of this chapter is to supplement Robinson’s claim. I first 

propose several considerations which indicate that no element is more or less important 

for emotions; all elements are equally important. However, I point out that if what 

Robinson means by the claim that all four elements are essential for emotion is that all 

four elements are the necessary and sufficient condition for emotions, her claim is wrong. 

There is no clear set of necessary and sufficient conditions for emotion; emotion is a 

family resemblance category. However, I argue, Robinson’s claim is still right in another 

sense. Emotion is not only a family resemblance category but also a prototypical 

category, and the prototype of emotions includes all four elements.  

 This chapter consists of five sections. The first two sections are my introduction 

and analysis of Robinson’s argument, respectively. I discuss the gap between what she 

claims and what her discussion shows. In Section 3, I attempt to supplement her claim, 

offering some considerations that indicate all four elements are equally crucial for 

emotions. In Sections 4-6, I discuss emotion as both a family resemblance and a 

prototypical category. Section 4 will show there is no necessary and sufficient condition 

for emotion. Section 5 will discuss emotion as a family resemblance category. Section 6 

will discuss emotion as a prototypical category. In these last three sections, I attempt to 

show that the best way to make sense of Robinson’s claim is to argue that all four 

elements are prototypical of emotion.    
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1. Robinson’s Argument 

 

 Robinson presents her theory of emotion as process in two texts. First, in Ch. 1-3 

of her book Deeper than Reason (2005), and second, in her article, “Emotion as process” 

(2017). Her main goal is consistent in both texts: arguing that emotions are essentially a 

process that takes time, that emotions consist of different elements are on different 

locations within a timeline, and that the process involves feelings, bodily changes, 

evaluative contents, and action tendency. Robinson states that those who try to identify 

emotions with a state “want a simple definition of something that is essentially complex 

(Robinson, 2017, p.63).” “But this is a mistake. Emotions are essentially processes… 

(Robinson, 2017, p.52)” 

How she reaches her conclusions are quite different in these two works, though. 

In Deeper than Reason, Robinson examines the evaluative theories and the body theories 

in turn, and thereby shows both theories cannot help facing a series of problems and 

puzzling points. Then she suggests, as the solution of the problems, that we should regard 

emotions essentially as processes that involve multiple elements. In “Emotion as Process” 

(2017), her discussion is centered upon James’ body theory. Robinson begins by 

examining James’ body theory, confessing that she took a cue from James. She suggests 

that James also recognized that emotions are processes and develops her own view by 

supplementing and modifying James’ claim. Although she rejects some sub-points in 

later works, most of her main arguments in the two works overlap. 
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 Synthesizing two works, she employs two strategies to defend her view of 

emotion as process: 1) Showing that either bodily changes, cognitive evaluations, or a 

combination of two alone cannot explain emotions; each option has a problem. If we 

understand emotions as processes, the problems are solved. 2) Elucidating a series of 

events unfolding in different timelines in an emotion episode, as well as emphasizing that 

other people have recognized the process also. In Deeper than Reason, she employs both 

strategies. In “Emotion as Process,” the second one is major. Let me synthesize her 

arguments below. I will summarize and list her sub-points in their logical order.   

 

1.1. Evaluation Is Necessary but Not Sufficient for Emotion 

Robinson argues that some sort of evaluation is necessary for emotion. An 

organism’s emotions are basically its evaluations of its environment in terms of its own 

interests, desires, or goals. In emotional encounters, an organism appraises, roughly 

speaking, whether the environment is satisfying or failing to satisfy its wants and 

interests. Without such appraisal, emotions cannot emerge; anger, for example, requires 

some sort of assessment roughly to the effect that someone has wronged me. We also 

distinguish emotions by referring to the kinds of appraisal they require. For instance, 

anger is a response to an insult, sadness is a response to loss, and fear is a response to 

danger. It is debatable exactly what kind of evaluation is relevant to emotions. Some 

argue they are propositional judgments. Others think they are a sort of attention. Either 

way, Robinson asserts, appraisals are not identical to emotions, since not all appraisals 

will lead to emotions; as mentioned in the Introduction, one can believe something is 

dangerous without fearing it. Also, emotions often persist even when the corresponding 
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belief is rejected (recalcitrant emotions). Therefore, emotions are not identical to 

evaluations; evaluations are a necessary but not a sufficient condition for emotion 

(Robinson, 2005, Ch. 1). 14 

1.2. Bodily Change is Necessary but Not Sufficient for Emotion 

 

Robinson thinks the missing gap between evaluations and emotions can be partly 

filled with bodily changes. Endorsing James’ view, she argues that bodily changes are 

necessary for emotions. We do not call something an emotion unless it accompanies 

some sort of bodily changes. If our evaluations are not accompanied by any bodily 

changes, then they are not emotions. In Deeper than Reason, Robinson says, referring to 

Ekman (1992, 1993, 1994), that what is called basic emotions (fear, anger, joy, sadness, 

surprise, and disgust) have their own distinct facial expressions and autonomic nervous 

activity (ANS) (Robinson, 2005, 32-37). Later, in “Emotion as Process,” she admits that 

this view suffers from some influential objections.15 Yet Robinson still thinks there must 

be some sort of distinguishing marks of emotion at some level; people must be able to 

read other people’s emotions to some extent to make sense of the role that emotions play 

in human social life. Regardless, however, not all vernacular categories of emotions have 

their own distinct physiological signs; so-called higher-cognitive emotion such as guilt, 

envy, and shame are known not to have their own distinct physiological changes, 

according to Ekman (1992, 1993, 1994). Instead, higher-cognitive emotions can be 

 

 14 Her argument of this part was partly introduced when I explained the 

weaknesses and the strengths of SEC theories in Chapter 1. Thus, for the overlapped part, 

I just briefly summarized them.  

 15 For the distinction between basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions, see 

Chapter 3.  In Chapter 3, I discuss the relationship between the two kinds of emotions. 
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reasonably distinguished by reference to the complex evaluative component of emotion 

(e.g., guilt is when one appraises that she has transgressed a moral imperative, envy is 

when one appraises someone else has what she wants, and shame is when one appraises 

that she has failed to live up to an ego-ideal). Is this enough to conclude that bodily 

changes and evaluations together are necessary and sufficient for emotions? Robinson 

says no. She says it is more complicated than that.  

1.3. A Combination of Bodily Changes and Cognitive Evaluations Leads to a Puzzle 

 

There is a puzzle, according to Robinson, as the kind of evaluation relevant to 

emotions seems to be not just one kind. On the one hand, cognitive kinds of evaluation 

seem to not require triggering emotions.16 James (1984) earlier pointed out that the 

perception of an exciting fact automatically and instinctively unleashes physiological 

changes before any higher-level cognition kicks in.17 Later, Zajonc (1980, 1984, 1994) 

confirmed this. His experiments show that mere exposure, subception, and priming are 

enough for people to form preference or aversion to certain things. In the relevant 

experiments, the exposure to the stimuli was too quick for the participants to notice it—

the stimuli were unconscious. Still, they led to different preferences (Robinson, 2005, pp. 

38-41).18 LeDoux (1996)’s discovery of a fear circuit in the rat brain supports this as 

well. LeDoux found that the circuit bypasses the cortex (a region that pertains to higher-

level cognition) and goes directly from the thalamus to the amygdala (a region that 

 

 16 Robinson says that the term ‘cognition’ should be used only when we are 

talking about processes localized in the neo‐cortex (Robinson, 2005, p 45). 

 17 Unlike Robinson and most other interpreters of James, Ellsworth (1994) holds 

that James ‘perception of an exciting fact’ involves the perceiver’s appraisal of the 

situation.  

 18 Zajonc’s experiments will be introduced in a more detailed way in Chapter 4. 
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pertains to more instinctive reactions). Robinson argues that these studies show that the 

kind of evaluations relevant to emotions are primitive, autonomic, and non-cognitive. On 

the other hand, however, the evaluative contents used to distinguish emotions are more 

complex than what is possible in the quick and dirty level evaluation. Furthermore, it’s 

clear that many human emotions do have cognitively complex content—they are often 

about complex beliefs pertaining to moral and political issues.   

1.4. The Puzzle Is Resolved if We Understand Emotion as a Process 

 

Robinson asserts that the puzzle can be solved when considering that multiple and 

different kinds of evaluations, as well as physiological changes, take place in emotion. 

According to LeDoux (1996), even a very simple case of emotion consists of multiple 

different states. Initially there is a non-cognitive evaluation that causes autonomic and 

motor changes; it is succeeded by cognitive monitoring (Robinson, 2005, 61). Robinson 

argues that this indicates that both quick and dirty evaluations and cognitive evaluations 

happen in emotions; the former comes first as a trigger and the latter comes after bodily 

changes in the step of cognitive monitoring.   

1.5. Elements of the Process 

 

 

Let us be more specific about each step in Robinson’s picture of emotion. First, 

immediately after perception, there is an initial unconscious appraisal that is significant to 

the organism’s survival, interests, and needs. This is a quick and dirty appraisal, warning 

the organism about important information (whether there is a danger nearby) without 

identifying it very carefully. These quick and dirty appraisals get the organism to focus 

its attention on the object of emotions so that it can be ready to respond appropriately to 
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whatever it is. Robinson calls these quick and dirty appraisals ‘affective appraisals.’ 

Affective appraisals are non-cognitive appraisals that occur through lower brain centers.  

Exactly what appraisals are done in this stage is controversial and hard to know, 

as they are processed unconsciously. Robinson says that, at the very least, these 

appraisals must be not very complicated and broad in kind. For example: “This threatens 

me (or mine)!” “This is a friend!” “This is an enemy!” “This is strange and unexpected!” 

It’s not just perception that triggers affective appraisals; imagined, remembered, and 

other complex thoughts may need lengthy calculation, and cognitive evaluative 

judgments can also trigger affective appraisals. There is a list of things that correspond to 

affective appraisals, which we are born with, like the vision of a snake or looming objects 

connected to threats. However, the list can be modified by education and social learning. 

We learn to classify diverse other stimuli including complex thoughts and imaginary 

objects as good or bad, as weird, as a friend, as a threat, etc. Second, affective appraisals 

cause physiological changes of various sorts—especially the autonomic nervous system 

(ANS) and the facial musculature. Third, these physiological changes lead to motor 

responses which allow the organism to cope with the situation as very broadly appraised 

by the initial rough appraisal. For example, the general tension or arousal of anger 

enables the organism to become ready to attack. Fourth, a further appraisal or monitoring 

of the situation immediately follows. We check whether my initial response was 

appropriate and effective and modify my behavior and appraisal if needed. For example, I 

first respond automatically and instinctively when hearing the insulting remarks of a co-

worker. My heart begins to race. But when I realize that I misheard a word, my responses 

including bodily changes, actions, and feelings change accordingly. This kind of 
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cognitive monitoring is found in some lower-level animals as well. In human beings, this 

stage also serves to label the emotion in a more fine-grained way. I realize I am not just 

sad but nostalgic—not just angry but indignant.   

 

2. What Robinson Shows and Does Not Show 

 

 

 I concur with Robinson’s conclusion. That is, emotions are processes and all four 

elements must be involved in the theory of emotions. Unfortunately, however, 

Robinson’s argument is not enough to support her view.  

First, she describes a process engaged in an emotional episode. However, 

describing it is not enough to show why the entire process should be considered essential 

for emotions. She clearly shows that a series of events occur from the onset of emotion. 

Although not all descriptions of the emotion process seem correct (I will discuss this in 

depth in Chapter 4), it is an undeniable fact that emotions often start and proceed roughly 

in the way that Robinson suggests. However, this fact itself does not necessarily indicate 

that the entire process and thus, all the elements in the process are essential to emotions. 

There are many others who also recognize a similar kind of emotional process, but do not 

identify emotions with the entire process. As Robinson herself emphasizes in “Emotion 

as Process,” James earlier acknowledged that emotions are processes, stressing the 

significance of the order of events in emotions. He famously argues physiological 

changes come before feelings, not the other way around; we do not smile because we feel 

happy—we feel happy because we smile (James, 1884). James argues that the perception 

of the exciting fact automatically causes bodily changes. Therefore, James acknowledged 
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that there are at least three steps: 1) the perception of the exciting fact, 2) bodily changes, 

and 3) the consciousness of the bodily changes, namely, feelings. Although James’ steps 

should be supplemented and modified to become like Robinson’s, he did recognize that 

there are different stages of emotion. However, he identifies emotions with a state-

feelings, not the whole process; James argues that emotions are the feelings of bodily 

changes. Prinz also recognizes that a series of related events are relevant to emotions (as I 

will discuss in Chapter 4). However, he also identifies emotions with feelings. The action 

theorists like Frijda (1986) and Scarantino (2014) recognize the process as well. Since 

action tendency is usually thought to come at a later stage of emotions, they mention all 

other events that usually come before action tendency to explain action tendency. 

However, they do not argue that emotions should be identified with the processes. 

Instead, they pick a state among the process—namely, action tendency—and identify 

emotions with the state. Therefore, just describing the process of emotion will not 

convince these people. We have a dilemma for Robinson’s view. If Robinson does 

defend her claim successfully, her claim is somewhat trivial, which is that multiple states 

are observed in emotional episodes. But if Robinson’s claim is more substantial—that 

emotion qua emotion is constituted by a whole process—then she does not successfully 

defend it. If Robinson’s claim is a more substantial one (and I believe this is what she 

attempts to do), she needs to offer some additional argument for why an emotion is 

constituted by all the elements in the process instead of a state or some of the states.   

 The second problem is that Robinson does offer some deeper arguments why 

particular elements constitute emotions —why they are not just accompanied by 

emotions, but essential for emotion. However, her reasons for them are not consistent. 
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When it comes to evaluative contents and bodily changes, Robinson says that both are 

necessary conditions for emotions. This is a good reason for her conclusion if it is 

correct. However, she does not argue that other elements are necessary conditions for 

emotions as well. Take feelings, for instance. At the very beginning of Chapter 1 of 

Deeper than Reason (2005), Robinson very briefly talks about feelings. She states that 

we should not identify emotions with feelings, because there are lots of feelings that are 

not emotions. Feelings such as hunger pangs, itches, and tickles, for example, indicate 

that feelings are not a sufficient condition for emotion. However, Robinson does not talk 

about whether feelings are a necessary condition for emotion. Later (Robinson, 2005, pp. 

28-30), she mentions feelings again; but just as the result of bodily changes in discussing 

James’ view. So does Robinson hold, taking the Jamesian idea of feelings as the 

perception of bodily changes, that bodily changes and feelings go hand in hand? No. She 

clearly writes, “Many visceral changes in particular take place below the level of 

awareness: we have no idea of most of the goings‐on in our stomachs and intestines 

“(Robinson, 2005, p.28). And this is correct; feelings and bodily changes do not always 

go together.  So, for the sake of consistency, Robinson should have also shown that 

feelings— separately from bodily changes—are also a necessary condition for emotions. 

As for action tendency, Robinson mentions two things: 1) action tendency is required to 

account for the function of bodily changes—the physiological changes in emotions are to 

prepare for appropriate actions. Without action tendency, physiological changes of 

emotions are not explained. 2) Emotions are not just ways to detect some information 

about the world; they also help us to cope with it properly (Robinson, 2017, 64-67). From 

these two things, Robinson concludes that action tendency is as important as appraisals. I 
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very much agree with Robinson about these explanations of action tendency. However, 

this is not sufficient to show that action tendency is a necessary condition for emotions. 

Her inconsistent defense of different elements is problematic because Robinson has not 

shown that each element is essential in the same way for emotions. 

There’s another way to see this. Prinz agrees with Robinson that the function of 

bodily changes is to prepare for proper actions. However, Prinz does not find action 

tendency essential for emotions. Robinson needs to do something more to convince 

someone like Prinz.  

 

3. A Further Defense of Robinson’s Argument 

 

 To establish Robinson’s conclusion, I will attempt to supplement Robinson’s 

argument for the remainder of this chapter. Let me first share three considerations that 

indicate that all elements are important for emotions and no element is less important 

than others (therefore, all elements are equally important for emotions). 

 Let us start with the weakest one. First, each element is a prominent element of 

emotion to the extent that it has been suggested as the defining feature of emotions. 

Although none of the elements are without their problems, each element captures an 

undeniable feature of emotion. Recall that, while none of the SEC theories received 

undivided agreement, each one had a good number of passionate defenders. 

Second, considering the discussions on emotion theories so far, each of the four 

elements has been used to criticize each other’s competing theory, among those who 
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believe that emotions should be identified with an element. Feeling theories and body 

theories have been criticized because they do not have resources to account for evaluative 

contents (e.g., Tappolet, 2016). Evaluative theories have been criticized because they do 

not have resources to account for feelings and bodily changes (e.g., Prinz, 2004). Hybrid 

theories that combine feeling theories and evaluative theories are criticized because they 

do not have resources to account for action tendency (e.g., Sacarantino, 2014). If all four 

elements can be used as criteria for the proper theory of emotion, they all should be 

mentioned as the essential elements of emotion.   

Third, all four elements are connected to each other. A motivation to act occurs 

alongside involuntary physiological changes, as many people including Frija and 

Scarantino have pointed out. For example, “involuntary expressions such as fixed stare, 

eyes widened, and bared teeth” and “autonomic physiological changes such as increased 

heart beats and sweaty tremors” are accompanied when we “slap someone while in the 

grip of anger” (Scarantino, 2014, p. 159).  That is probably part of the reason why 

Robinson and many other people including Prinz, Frijda, and Scarantino, argue that 

physiological changes are meant to prepare for appropriate actions. Also, as the James-

Lange theory suggests, feelings of emotions are the perception of bodily changes 

(Scarantino, 2014, p. 159). Feelings of fear are, at least partly, the perceptions of bodily 

changes such as sweating, racing heartbeat, and trembling. Feelings also correspond to 

intentionality at least to some extent. The hedonic tone of feeling is related to the polarity 

of evaluation of intentional content; the unpleasant feeling of fear corresponds to the 

negative evaluation pertaining to fear, namely, danger. The pleasant feeling of pride 

corresponds to the positive evaluation of pride, which is “enhancement of one’s ego 
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identity by taking credit for a valued achievement” (Lazarus, 2006, p.16). Given this, it 

seems arbitrary to pick only some of these as the essential elements of emotions or to 

draw a clear line that demarcates emotion from non-emotion.  

 

 

4. There Is No Necessary and Sufficient Condition for Emotion 

 

 The only persuasive reason for picking only a certain state as essential to emotion, 

despite all the above considerations, would be that the state is a necessary and sufficient 

condition.  

 Prinz (2004) holds this kind of view. He argues that feelings (as both the 

perception of bodily changes and the carriers of evaluative content) are the necessary and 

sufficient condition for emotions. Other people like Goldie and Slaby are less explicit 

about this (they do not use the term ‘necessary and sufficient condition’), but it seems 

possible that they have the same idea. As Robinson says (Robinson, 2017, p.63), they 

probably wanted a simple answer because it has been a long-lasting view that the 

defining feature of X should be something simple but penetrates all cases of X. That is (at 

least partly) why the affective intentionality theorists, although they are hybrid theorists, 

identify emotions with a state—that is, feelings—instead of a multi-component process. 

Given all of this, the best way to attack those “simple” answers would be to show 

both that A) none of the simple answers provide necessary and sufficient conditions 

for emotion and that B) the four elements conjointly form a necessary and sufficient 

condition. The necessary and sufficient condition does not have to be a single feature. If 
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there is a specified set of conditions that are individually necessary and jointly sufficient 

for emotion, we can say we have defining features of emotion. However, the problem is 

that while showing the former (A) is possible, showing the latter (B) is difficult.  

A) Yes, no single element among evaluative contents, feelings, physiological 

changes, and action tendency is the necessary and sufficient condition for emotion. Only 

the bodily changes can be a necessary condition but in a trivial way, and none of the 

individual elements is a sufficient condition.  

Some cases of emotion lack conscious feelings. Joseph E. LeDoux maintains that 

“it is only once and if we acquire a conscious awareness of the processes activated by an 

emotion that we have a feeling”. Feelings require “brain systems involved in 

consciousness and may be something not present in animals other than humans” 

(Johnston and Olsen, p.86). This indicates that some animals do not consciously feel 

anything while having emotions. Even for organisms with brain system that allow for 

consciousness in organisms like humans and mammals, it is a fact that not all 

physiological changes are felt consciously, as mentioned earlier. We do not feel, for 

example, every visceral and neural change that occurs inside of our body.19 Feelings is 

 

 19 Averill (1980) states, “It is perfectly meaningful to say of a person that he is 

envious, even though that person might sincerely and vehemently deny the fact. Such a 

statement would not be meaningful, however, if concepts such as envy referred 

specifically to feelings” (Averill, 1980, p.37). However, this is not a decisive 

counterexample, as it can indicate just that the person is conscious of certain feeling 

without realizing that the feeling pertains to a certain emotion. Döring argues that 

emotion involve non-reflective consciousness which is distinguished from reflective 

consciousness. The former is conscious in that “it focuses the subject’s attention on its 

intentional object without the subject’s having to be aware of being in that state” (Döring, 

2007, p. 376). The latter is conscious in that “the subject is conscious of himself as being 

in a conscious state so that this state also becomes the object of attention” (Döring, 2007, 
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not a sufficient condition for emotions either, as many other things accompany feelings 

(or phenomenal quality) including sensory perceptions, moods, non-emotional physical 

feelings (e.g. the tingly feeling of my toe, feverish feeling, and drowsy feeling). 

Physiological changes are a necessary condition for emotions, if these changes 

include any physiological changes. No case lacks this feature, because all living beings 

experience physiological change at every moment in time. Nobody’s physiological state 

stays the same without any change. So, physiological changes are a necessary condition 

for emotions, just like being alive is a necessary condition for emotions. These changes 

are not a sufficient condition, since non-emotional states also accompany some 

physiological changes. The fact that both physiological changes and being alive are 

necessary conditions for emotions is not very informative, though. It does narrow down a 

scope a bit, since it excludes non-living things from the scope of emotions. But this is not 

interesting or informative of emotions. Of course living beings have emotions. 

 It would be much more interesting if Ekman’s argument were correct and each 

emotion has its characteristic physiological changes. As mentioned, Ekman argues that 

each emotion has its own distinctive patterns of coordinated physiological changes 

including facial expressions, musculoskeletal changes, vocal changes, endocrine and 

autonomic system. He argues that these changes occur rapidly, unbiddenly, and do not 

last long. I pick out Ekman’s claim in particular here because Ekman’s view is near-

canon in psychological emotion studies. Many psychologists have used physiological 

patterns to diagnose emotion. Often, only the cases that show the kind of physiological 

 

pp.376-377). I think what Averill is talking about in the above quoted passage can be the 

non-reflective conscious emotion, rather than subconscious emotion.  
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patterns that Ekman mentioned have been regarded as emotions; the cases that do not 

show these patterns were not regarded as emotions (Barrett, 2006). Considering this, 

Ekman’s physiological changes are the most promising candidate for a necessary 

condition for emotions as well as an interesting and informative one. 

But Ekman’s physiological change is not a necessary condition for emotion. Some 

emotions lack it. The higher-cognitive emotions like envy or jealous, for example, do not 

have a uniquely patterned physiological sign. This is uncontroversial. Ekman himself 

admits it. His strategy to deal with this is to argue that those higher-cognitive emotions 

are not genuine emotions but something else. But this strategy is not so promising (I will 

discuss this in Chapter 3). However, even if Ekman is right about the status of higher-

cognitive emotions, it is controversial whether basic emotions such as sadness, anger, and 

fear really exhibit these patterned and unique physiological changes, as Ekman and his 

adherents assume. Many psychologists have attacked Ekman’s argument. They argue that 

there is no unique pattern of any kind of physiological changes that have been 

consistently observed for any basic emotions. They found at best moderate or no 

correlation between an emotion and physiological changes (see Barrett, 2006. Edelmann 

& Baker, 2002; Ferna´ndezDols, Sanchez, Carrera, & Ruiz-Belda, 1997; Fridlund, 1991; 

Lang, 1988; Mauss, Wilhelm, & Gross, 2004; Rachman, 1978; Reisenzein, 2000). What 

is more important for my discussion, however, is that even if there is a higher correlation 

between an emotion and some physiological changes, ‘higher correlation’ does not mean 

that all cases of emotions show the relevant physiological changes. There can be some 

emotions that lack the physiological signs. Therefore, the physiological changes cannot 

be a necessary condition. They are not a sufficient condition, either. For example, 
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sneezing also has a characteristic facial expression. I have not found studies on whether 

sneezing is also accompanied by characteristic musculoskeletal changes, vocal changes, 

and endocrinal and autonomic system changes. However, it is possible that it does 

accompany all these changes coordinatedly and these changes occur rapidly, 

involuntarily, and they do not last long. An acute pain also has characteristic facial 

expression and possibly other physiological changes. It also occurs rapidly, involuntarily, 

and it does not last long.  

Some emotions do not exhibit any action tendency. My surprise of getting an 

excellent grade in a class does not necessarily motivate me to act in a certain way. A 

subtle sadness does not spur me on to do any particular action. Therefore, action tendency 

is not a necessary condition of emotion. It is not a sufficient condition, either. Things 

other than emotions provoke actions. Sexual drives make us approach attractive figures. 

Thirst makes us chug water. An itchy feeling makes us scratch. A sharp pain makes us 

jump. 

The trickiest element to examine is evaluative content. Robinson argues that the 

evaluative contents are engaged in emotions in two different ways: 1) as triggers of 

bodily changes—here, the relevant evaluations are non-cognitive - the affective 

appraisals.20 2) as cognitive monitoring—here, the relevant evaluations can be both non-

cognitive and cognitive. Do all emotions involve both of these evaluations?    

 

 20 As I have explained, Robinson argues that either simple sensory perception or 

complex evaluative judgments is an initiator. But they all should lead to non-cognitive 

affective appraisals to trigger bodily changes and start the emotion process. 
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It is hard to know, because regarding non-cognitive evaluations, we can only 

recognize them indirectly. Zajonc’s experiments, as Robinson says, show that evaluation 

can happen unconsciously. However, it does not entail that all emotions involve them. 

Perhaps the fact that we find, say, a snake dangerous after we experience fear and want to 

avoid it indicates that there was an evaluation of the snake as scary, even if we did not 

consciously make a judgment of it at the moment of emotion.  

Still, it does not seem that all emotions exhibit this kind of evaluation. When it 

comes to amusement, it is not clear what kind of evaluation we possibly have for its 

object. Even if we attempt to think hard on it, what seems obvious is just that it is 

amusing. So far, no scholars have clearly revealed the relevant evaluation of amusement. 

French philosopher Henri Bergson (1911) offers a detailed analysis of what causes 

laughter in his book, Laughter. However, he also does not discover an evaluation that 

encompasses all amusing cases. As J Dokic and S. Lemaire say, “…an often-cited 

candidate as the general feature that triggers our laughter is incongruity, but it is doubtful 

that our laughter presents its object as being incongruous. Moreover, as it has often been 

argued, there are numerous forms of incongruity and it is clear that not every 

incongruence is amusing” (Dokic and Stéphane Lemaire, 2013, pp. 239-40). It is possible 

that amusement pertains to not one evaluation but multiple different ones and perhaps 

therefore that amusement is an umbrella term for multiple different emotions. Regardless, 

what matters now for the discussion is whether all emotions involve some sort of 

evaluation, even if not all those emotions pertain to the same evaluation. One might think 

that the fact that we do not know about the evaluative content of amusement does not 

necessarily show that we do not make any evaluation regarding it. However, if we do not 
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consciously make any clear evaluation before the emotion occurs and we do not 

recognize any evaluative properties in the amusing object after the emotional moment, 

how do we know whether we make some sort of evaluation? Aesthetic emotions also 

often do not have clear evaluative contents. You may experience various emotions when 

listening to Mahler symphony No. 1, for instance, but they do not have clear evaluative 

contents. We sometimes find music sad or joyful. But we also often feel something that 

does not have a public name. Further, even when we find it sad, it does not seem like we 

regard the melody, harmony, or beat as involving a loss. These cases show that, at least 

for some instances, we do not make an evaluation of something important about wants 

and interests, at least on the conscious level.  

How about in the unconscious level? Do we make some evaluation 

unconsciously? Again, due to the very nature of unconscious states, we do not know. 

What makes us speculate that there must be some sort of evaluation in the unconscious 

level is the assumption that all reactions to some sort of information in the world must be 

made by some brain process. The assumption is a very convincing one. However, there is 

another question. Does this brain process deserve to be called an evaluation? Robinson 

assumes so. However, even if we assume that the brain process is an evaluation, 

considering that almost all sorts of reactions require some sort of brain process—not just 

emotions—it is trivial that emotions involve evaluation in this sense. To avoid triviality, 

the brain process should involve the kind of evaluation we make when we consciously 

make a judgment that something is a loss or a danger. And I have not found a study about 

this yet. To sum up, it is unclear whether evaluation is a necessary condition for 
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emotions. If only the conscious evaluation counts, it is not a necessary condition. If 

unconscious evaluation counts also, it can be a necessary condition, but in a trivial sense.  

The evaluative contents are not a sufficient condition for emotions either. As 

mentioned, a belief can also have an evaluative content as its intentional object. For 

example, my sadness might be about my loss of health. But I can also have a thought of 

my loss of health without sadness. Also, an intuition, like emotions, emerges by a 

presumably unconscious thought process, including evaluations, and leads to a more 

cognitive sort of thought process.  

Therefore, the only clear necessary condition for emotion, as a single element, is 

physiological change, but in a trivial way. And no single element seems a sufficient 

condition for emotion.  

How about then a state as a combination of some elements, especially the ones 

that are suggested by the affective intentionality theorists, such as evaluative feelings 

(Goldie) and embodied appraisals (Prinz)? As I previously mentioned, both are basically 

feelings. So, they cannot be a necessary condition for the same reason that I have 

explained about feelings. But are they a sufficient condition for emotions?  Let’s start 

with evaluative feelings. Evaluative feelings cannot be a sufficient condition for 

emotions. Both emotions and moods are feelings that involve evaluative content. Moods 

tell us whether the overall situation around me is positive or negative. Prinz’s embodied 

appraisal can avoid this counterexample because he adds another condition to evaluative 

feelings—the feelings as perception of bodily changes. As he has Ekman’s bodily 

changes on his mind, moods are excluded from the relevant feelings. Sneezing and acute 

pain are counterexamples for Ekman’s bodily changes. But they cannot be 
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counterexamples for Prinz. Prinz does not talk about bodily changes on their own; he also 

discusses their attendant feelings that also, on the other hand, carry evaluative content in 

terms of wants and desires. I cannot find a good counterexample for Prinz’s embodied 

appraisal. An ear popping feeling can come from some physiological changes, telling me 

that I am at a high altitude. This information, however, is not about my wants or desires. I 

cannot come up with other things than emotions that are embodied appraisals. Therefore, 

Prinz’ embodied appraisals are a sufficient condition for emotions.21 

Now, B) let us turn to the question of whether the four elements constitute the 

necessary and sufficient condition for emotions. So far, we have seen that none of the 

single states and the single elements can count as necessary and sufficient condition for 

emotions. So, if we can also show that the four elements together form the necessary and 

sufficient condition, it will guarantee that Robinson’s claim is correct. However, 

unfortunately, the four elements seem just to be a sufficient condition. Since some cases 

lack feelings, conscious evaluation, action tendency, and Ekmanian physiological 

changes, as discussed, the four elements are not a necessary condition. However, it is a 

sufficient condition, as nothing else seems to exhibit all four elements. Therefore, the 

conjunction of the four elements is not the necessary and sufficient condition.  

 

 21 I do not agree with every part of Prinz’s claim regarding embodied appraisals. 

For example, I do not agree with the claim that bodily sensations carry evaluative 

information. When feelings carry evaluative information, the feelings are more than just 

bodily sensations; feelings themselves have evaluative contents in their structure (see 

Chapter 5 for a more discussion of this). However, I do agree that some feelings, on the 

other hand, are bodily sensations and, on the other hand, that they carry evaluative 

information. 
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To sum up the discussion so far, no single element or state is a necessary and 

sufficient condition for emotion. There are two possible trivial necessary conditions, 

namely, physiological changes and unconscious evaluations (in other words, unconscious 

brain process). There are two sufficient conditions: Prinz’s embodied appraisal (a 

combination of feeling, evaluative content, and bodily changes) and Robinson’s four 

elements (a combination of feeling, evaluative content, bodily changes, and action 

tendency).  

How should we understand this? Does this mean neither Robinson, the SEC 

theorists, nor the affective intentionality theorists are correct? No, still I think Robinson is 

correct. It is not that the four elements jointly form the necessary and sufficient condition 

of emotions. However, the gist of her claim still can make sense if we understand 

emotion as both a Wittgensteinian “family resemblance” category and a prototypical 

category. Emotion is not the kind of classical category that has been assumed by many 

philosophers since Plato. On the understanding of emotion as a classical category, there is 

a clear set of the necessary and sufficient condition for emotion; hence there is a clear 

borderline of the category, and every item in the category equally shares the condition. 

Emotion, instead, is a family resemblance category. What is shared by the instances of 

the category is only a lose set of overlapping features, without the necessary and 

sufficient condition. Emotion is also a prototypical category; the distinctiveness of the 

category is explained by reference to its most typical cases, and the diagnosis of whether 

a case falls under the category is possible by reference to its prototype- the closer to the 

prototypical emotion case, the more obvious it is an emotion. A process with the four 

elements that Robinson suggests is the most typical case of emotion. (Here, I am not 
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talking about all details of the process that Robinson argues. I do not agree with some 

parts of her explanation of the emotion process, as I will discuss further in other chapters. 

However, some sort of process that consists of the four elements is the prototype of 

emotion.) Therefore, Robinson’s claim that all four elements must be involved in the 

theory of emotion is right in the sense that all four elements communally form the 

prototype of emotion. I will elucidate this point further in the remainder.  

 

5.  Family Resemblance Category 

 

 

 In his book Philosophical Investigations, Ludwig Wittgenstein famously criticizes 

the classical notion of a category that has served as the standard of philosophical analysis 

since Plato (Wittgenstein, 1953(2010)). Wittgenstein argues that members of a category 

might share just what can be called a ‘family resemblance’ rather than a single common 

property. As he puts it:  

Consider for example the proceedings that we call ‘games.’ I mean board-

games, card-games, ball-games, Olympic games, and so on. What is 

common to them all? -- Don't say: "There must be something common, or 

they would not be called 'games' "-but look and see whether there is 

anything common to all. -- For if you look at them you will not see 

something that is common to all, but similarities, relationships, and a 

whole series of them at that. To repeat: don’t think but look! – Look, for 

example, at board-games, with their various affinities. Now pass to card-

games; here you find many correspondences with the first group, but many 

common features drop out, and others appear. When we pass next to ball-

games, much that is common is retained, but much is lost. – Are they all 

‘entertaining’? Compare chess with noughts and crosses. Or is there 

always winning and losing, or competition between players? Think of 

patience. In all-games, there is winning and losing; but when a child 

throws this ball at the wall and catches it again, this feature has 

disappeared. Look at the parts played by skill and luck, and at the 

difference between skill in chess and skill in tennis. Think now of singing 

and dancing games; here we have the element of entertainment, but how 
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many other characteristic features have disappeared! And we can go 

through the many, many other groups of games in the same way, can see 

how similarities crop up and disappear. And the upshot of these 

considerations is: we see a complicated network of similarities 

overlapping and criss-crossing: similarities in the large and in the small. 

(Wittgenstein, 1953(2010), Philosophical Investigation, 36 (§ 66)) 

According to Wittgenstein, there is no common essence for ‘game.’ There are 

overlapped properties among games. Game A and B might share a feature. Game B and 

C might share another feature. etc. If we observe all games around the world, we will see 

these sorts of overlapped properties among some instances of games. But there is no 

feature shared by all games. It is like the members of a family in which there are some 

overlapping features here and there but do not necessarily share any one common feature. 

Parents and children exhibit some similarities, but no feature is common to all of them. 

Still, they form a family.  

The category of emotion exhibits this family resemblance, like that of games. 

However, the concept of family resemblance needs some refinement and modification to 

make it more convincing.  

First, Wittgenstein states throughout his discussion as if the defining feature of 

game must be a single element. However, as said, the defining feature does not have to be 

single thing; if there is a specified set of conditions that are individually necessary and 

jointly sufficient for a category, we can say we have defining features of the category. 

Since Wittgenstein’s emphasis would be not upon rejecting that the essence of game is 

single, but upon rejecting that there is no clear essence of game, the family resemblance 

needs to be characterized in such way.     
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Second, Wittgenstein mentions only easily observable features. However, 

restricting the range of common features to perceptible features makes the claim too 

shallow. It is not convincing if one argues that a category does not have an essence 

because it does not have a common perceptible feature(s), because often common 

features found among things are unobservable, abstract underlying features. McGinn 

criticizes Wittgenstein’s argument of game for this reason (McGinn, 2012, pp. 1-33). He 

argues that games can possibly be defined if we pay attention to its underlying abstract 

structural features. He states “Yes, we must look and see, but we must employ the right 

lens—and we must look into and not merely at” (McGinn, 2012, pp. 1-27).  Many 

philosophers who share the Platonic notion of essence aspire to dig down into some 

underlying essence, penetrating any superficial perceptible differences among instances. 

Thus, to attack the Platonic notion of essence successfully, the concept of family 

resemblance should be modified to include unobservable features. 

Third, Wittgenstein seems to focus solely on necessary conditions rather than on 

necessary and sufficient conditions, since he talks only about a feature common to all 

games, rather than a feature common to all and only to game. A necessary condition is a 

minimum condition for something to belong to a category. A necessary condition shows 

what is common to all members of the category. But it does not show what distinguishes 

the members of the category from those of another. It is a necessary and sufficient 

condition that shows both. The Platonic essence is what makes a kind the unique kind 

that it is—namely, what is common to all instances of the kind, and what is common only 

to the kind and not to other kinds. Therefore, to reject Platonic notion of essence 

successfully, the family resemblance theorist should denounce that categories essentially 
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have necessary and sufficient conditions, not just that categories essentially have 

necessary conditions.   

Reflecting on these considerations, Wittgensteinian family resemblance can be re-

characterized as a combination of the following two characteristics of members that 

belong to a category: 1) there are overlapping features found among the members of a 

category, and 2) there is no common feature(s) to all and only the members of the 

category.  

Therefore, what I argue is that the category of emotion shows at best 

Wittgensteinian family resemblance in the above re-characterized sense. That is to say, 1) 

there are overlapping features found among the instances of the category of emotion, but 

2) there is no feature common to all and only the members of the category of emotion. (In 

other words, there is no clear set of necessary and sufficient condition for the 

membership of the category of emotion.) Consider the discussion in Sec. 4 (Some cases 

lack the patterned distinct physiological changes, some cases lack evaluative contents, 

some cases lack action tendency, and some cases lack feelings), emotion is a family 

resemblance category in the above sense.  

The consideration that emotion is a family resemblance category alone does not 

indicate that Robinson’s view is right. All it shows is that there is no Platonic essence for 

emotion. In fact, at first glance, it rather seems to indicate that Robinson’s view is wrong. 

Wittgenstein’s discussion of ‘game’ indicates that the category of game has only sporadic 

shared features here and there; how can Robinson’s claim that emotion is essentially the 

process that involves all four elements resonate with emotion as a family resemblance 

category?  
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Emotion is a bit different from games. The category of games is a family 

resemblance category but not a prototypical category. However, emotion is both a family 

resemblance category and a prototypical category. The process with the four elements 

that Robinson argues is the prototypical case of emotion. Although the four elements do 

not form the Platonic essence of emotion, they are crucial for emotion in the sense that 

they form a prototype of emotions. 

 

6.  Emotion as a Prototypical Category 
 

 The prototype theory was suggested and developed by Eleanor Rosch in the 

1970s. According to Rosch, categories form “by salient, information rich, often 

imageable stimuli that become prototypes for the category” (Gabora, Rosch & Aerts, 

2008, p. 89.). Not all members of the category are equally good for the category; there are 

graded degrees of membership. Some members are more central, typical, or ideal than 

others. Prototypes are the best examples of the category. For example, sparrow and 

canary are better members of the category ‘bird’ than penguin or ostrich (Fehr and 

Russell, 1984, p. 472), so they are more prototypical. Red hair is not as good an example 

of red as a red fire engine (Gabora, Rosch & Aerts, 2008, p. 89). The more typical of a 

category a member is, the more attributes it has in common with other instances of the 

category and the fewer attributes it has in common with other contrasting categories. 

Relatively peripheral items are judged in relation to the central items, namely, prototypes. 

Hence, being a member of a prototype category is not a matter of all-or-nothing. It is a 

matter of degree. Some items are so close to the prototype of the category so that there is 

no doubt about whether they belong to the category. However, there may also be items 
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that are so far from the prototype that it is not clear whether they are included in the 

category. This indicates that prototypical categories have fuzzy boundaries. 

Rosch was inspired by Wittgenstein’s idea of family resemblance in developing 

the prototype theory. Indeed, both share the same inspiration: there is something wrong 

with the idea of Platonic essence. The membership of a category is much looser than 

what people have assumed; it is not the case that there is a clear essence that is equally 

shared by all members of a category. However, their emphasis is put in different points 

and thus, they have somewhat different characteristics. Let me draw attention to two such 

differences. 

  First, the central idea of family resemblance is that a category does not have to 

have a clear set of features that constitute the necessary and sufficient conditions for its 

membership, while the central idea of prototype is that there is a graded structure among 

members of a category—in which different members may count as better or worse 

members of the category. These two features are logically independent from each other; 

the former does not necessarily indicate the latter, and the latter does not necessarily 

indicate the former either. A category might show family resemblance without having a 

graded structure. For example, there can be a category in which there are various 

overlapping features that loosely connect the members, while it is not the case that no 

members are better examples of the category than others in any sense. The category 

‘game’ seems to be just such a case (at least according to Wittgenstein’s analysis). It is 

also logically possible that all members of the category share a common feature, while, 

simultaneously, some members in the category have mutually overlapping features with 

other members more than other members, thereby exhibiting a graded structure. In other 
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words, members of a category can have a defining feature and simultaneously exhibit a 

graded structure. For example, the central cases of a category might have the attributes A 

to E and less central cases have only some of the attributes of A to E, while all members 

have the feature A. Or the members of a category might have the same attribute but in 

different degree.  

Second, as previously mentioned, both the family resemblance theory and the 

prototype theory are critical of the Platonic idea of categories and essence. However, it is 

only the prototype theory that implies the possibility of the principle of a category. If 

there are central cases of a category that show characteristic features of that category, a 

principle of those central cases can be found around those features. Although the 

principle will not apply equally to all instances of the category, the principle will still be 

able to function as a guideline for the membership of the category. Also, there can be a 

principle for a graded structure—the principle of what determines the grade or how the 

grade is generated.22 Due to this, Rosch’s prototype theory does not seem to completely 

deny Platonic essence. Rather, the prototype theory can even be construed as a neo-

Platonic view of category, or a realistic version of a Platonic category. However, family 

resemblance does not have this implication. In discussing the category of game and 

family, Wittgenstein does not discuss a possible meaningful inner structure among their 

members. Thus, he does not suggest anything clearly about whether the family 

resemblance category still can have some sort of a principle of membership. A possible 

case of a family resemblance category is, as previously mentioned, a category that has no 

 

 22 Rosch attempts to find this kind of principle. See Gabora, Rosch, and Aerts, 

2008, 84-116. 
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inner structure at all in a category in which its members exhibit overlapping attributes 

that are structure-less and lack the defining attribute. For example, the case of game that 

Wittgenstein discusses is such a category. In this case, there would not be such thing as 

the principle of the category.  

Note, however, that family resemblance categories and prototypical categories are 

not mutually inconsistent, either. They do not entail each other but they can possibly 

overlap. If one construes or characterizes family resemblance category in the way that it 

necessarily has non-hierarchical structure, then yes, it is, by its formulation, inconsistent 

with prototype category. However, we do not necessarily have to interpret family 

resemblance in that way. Likewise, the graded structure of a category itself does not 

necessarily indicate that the category has necessary and sufficient conditions for 

membership. Thus, a prototypical category can also be a family resemblance category. 

For example, the central cases of a category might have the attributes A to E and less 

central cases have only some of the attributes of A to E, while there is no attribute shared 

by all members of the category. I think the category of emotion is this kind of case. 

The idea that emotion does not have a clear essence is not completely new. Some 

people have mentioned that there is no clear set of necessary and sufficient conditions 

tend for emotion. However, they tend to conflate this with another point that emotion is a 

prototypical category (for example, Ben-Ze'ev, 2000 and Fehr and Russell, 1984). 

Emotion is a prototypical category. However, in addition to that, it is a family 

resemblance category. Family resemblance and prototypical category are related but 

distinguished. Family resemblance categories do not necessarily have to be prototypical 

categories and prototypical categories do not necessarily have to be family resemblance 
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categories. Some might claim that they are mutually exclusive. But they are not mutually 

exclusive. They are just two different things. But emotion falls into both.  

So far, I devoted a lot of space clarifying the features of family resemblance 

categories, prototype categories, and the relationship between those two categories. This 

is for two reasons: First, as I mentioned, people often conflate family resemblance 

categories and prototype categories. Second, I argue that emotion is a prototypical 

category and a family resemblance category, while making clear that the implication of 

the former is different from that of the latter.  

 That emotion is a prototypical category is obvious, considering that membership 

of emotion is certainly not an all-or-nothing matter. Some cases are no doubt emotions. 

Some are a bit controversial. Some are very controversial. The cases that have all four 

features, namely, feelings, bodily changes, evaluative contents, and action tendency are 

least controversial about their status as emotions. If a case lacks any of the features 

described, it is less typical (e.g., the cases that I introduce as counter examples which 

state that each element is a necessary condition for emotions in Section 4 are all non-

typical cases). The fewer features the case has, the more the case is controversial. 

Imagine case that exhibits only a stereotypical facial expression of happiness, but no 

relevant action tendency, evaluative contents, or feelings. Would you call this a case of 

happiness?  

Let me give some more instances of less typical cases. Consider people who have 

alexithymia. They have a restricted vocabulary, especially with respect to the emotions. 

They barely recognize emotions, have impoverished mental representations of emotions, 

and have difficulties reading emotions in other people’s faces or in pictures depicting 
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situations wherein emotions occur. They tend to express psychological distress in bodily 

rather than emotional form. They report a lot of bodily symptoms like stomach aches 

instead of emotional experiences (Barrett, 2017, p. 107).  Another example is from 

Tahitian culture where there is no equivalent term of the English word ‘sadness’. Instead 

of sadness, they have a word “whose closest translation would be ‘the kind of fatigue you 

feel when you have the flu’” (Chen, 2017 in her interview with Barrett). This word is 

used by the Tahitians in the kinds of situations where we would feel sad. This means that 

they experience a kind of fatigue instead of sadness when, say, their grandparents die. In 

these cases, people experience sadness-like physiological changes, conscious feeling, and 

triggers; but they do not have sadness-like intentionality. Are these emotions? Some 

might think they are. Some might not. Barrett holds that these experiences are not 

emotions. She thinks if one does not recognize it as an emotion, it is not an emotion. (For 

something to identify something as an emotion, Barrett holds, it must be more than a 

bodily state. So, in Tahitian culture people do not experience sadness.) However, there 

are many cases of emotion that are not self-recognized or mis-recognized but have other 

signs of emotions, and thus are called ‘emotions’ by other people. Imagine having a 

feverish state with racing heart and nauseous feeling, whenever you talk to a particular 

woman. Even if you think your state is a physical sickness, your friends will think of it as 

a crush. Loneliness, lust, curiosity, and playfulness are also controversial as emotions. 

They have intentionality and accompany conscious feelings, and motivation. However, 

they do not have characteristic facial expressions and other physiological changes that 

Ekman identify. They are not always unbidden, have a rapid onset, or are brief. Also, it is 

controversial whether long-lasting dispositional states such as love and liking are 
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emotions. Some emotion theorists want to exclude these states from the category of 

emotion, as they believe only occurrent states are emotion (Deonna et al., 2015). 

However, many psychology and cognitive science articles about emotions talk about 

those dispositional states (e.g., Berridge and Winkielman, 2010).  

A possible objection is that a definition of emotion can be obtained by a 

conjunction of the definition of each individual kind of emotion. In other words, the 

definition of emotion can be found if we define each kind of emotion like sadness, anger, 

fear, etc. and combine all those definitions. However, this does not work. First, as 

previously mentioned, it is not clear how many particular kinds of thing belong to the 

category of emotion, and what they are. This combining strategy works only when we 

know clearly what things are included in the category. Second, what I have argued for the 

category of emotion applies also to particular categories of emotion: They have fuzzy 

boundaries, and no clear essence. Think about, for example, fear. What is the essence of 

fear? The agreed-upon view is that there is no one localized spot of brain that is dedicated 

to all emotion in general and emotion only. Consider fear. The amygdala (a group of 

nuclei found deep in the brain’s temporal lobe) has been known to be the single 

neuropsychological area responsible for fear for a long time. However, recent studies 

show that the amygdala pertains to learning or facing something new, including learning 

new people and words; the amygdala is not solely responsible for fear in particular 

(Barrett, 2017). Furthermore, the intentional object of fear is not clearly distinct from the 

intentional object of excitement. Danger can be the intentional object of both excitement 

and fear, since we are often excited by what is dangerous (Teroni, 2017). Ekman asserts 

that there are universal unique facial expressions of fear such as wide eyes and gaping 



 
 

59 
 

mouth. However, not only does surprise exhibit similar facial expression but also the 

expression of fear is not limited to this stereotyped facial expression. Some fears that we 

experience do not show any characteristic facial expression.  

 

Conclusion 

 So far, I have attempted to defend and supplement Robinson’s claim that emotion 

is a process that includes all four elements: feelings, bodily changes, evaluative contents, 

and action tendency. She is closer to the right formulation of emotion than the affective 

intentionality theories in that she holds that all elements, not just some of them, must be 

mentioned in the proper theory of emotion. However, I argue, that it does not mean that 

all four elements jointly constitute the necessary and sufficient condition for emotion. 

Emotion does not have a clear set of the necessary and sufficient condition. In this sense, 

emotion is a family resemblance category. However, emotion is also a prototypical 

category and the four elements jointly constitute the prototype of emotion. In other 

words, the four elements are jointly used to diagnose an emotion.  

The most important implication of emotion as both a prototypical category and a 

family resemblance category is that only a limited kind of explanation is possible for 

emotion. Our aim in exploring emotion should not be finding an explanation that can 

apply to all instances of emotion equally. We should aim for a humbler kind of 

explanation than this—an explanation that can account for the prototype of emotion. The 

explanation will not be able to determine definitely whether a case is emotion or not. 

However, it can still guide us about how close a case is to the prototype of emotion and 
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elucidate the distinctive character of emotion. This kind of explanation can still be 

considered as a principle in the sense that it offers a norm that penetrates various 

instances of emotion. Although it does not apply to all cases of emotion in the sense that 

every emotion meets all four conditions, still it applies to many cases. If emotion were a 

family resemblance category but not a prototypical category, there would not be a 

principle of emotion in any sense. Because if there is no hierarchical structure among 

members of a category, what is available will be at best just listing as many overlapping 

features as possible (unless there can be a principle of the disorder of overlapping 

features). Another implication is that when we attempt to explain emotion, the fact that 

there is a counter example should not always undermine a theory of emotion. What 

matters is whether there is a counter example for the prototype, since the theory is 

concerned with the prototype of emotion rather than all cases of emotion.  
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CHAPTER 3 

CAN HIGHER-COGNITIVE EMOTIONS AND BASIC EMOTIONS BE 

GROUPED TOGETHER? 

 

Introduction 

 

 The view that emotion is a natural kind has long been a common and implicit 

assumption among emotion theorists rather than a thesis explicitly argued. It is intuitive 

that emotion is a natural kind. For one thing, we have one word, ‘emotion,’ for it. For 

another thing, it seems obvious that emotion is a biological and psychological entity, 

considering that emotions accompany characteristic bodily and psychological traits. 

Many emotion theorists share this intuition and design their experiments or develop their 

views on the assumption that it is true. Above all, the existence of the term ‘emotion 

theory’ in natural science and philosophy seems to indicate that emotion has been 

regarded as a unitary object of inquiry.  

However, this view of emotion as a natural kind has been questioned, most 

influentially by Paul Griffiths (1997, 2004a, 2004b). Griffiths argues that the vernacular 

category of emotion in fact involves two very different kinds: basic emotions (fear, anger, 

joy, sadness, surprise, and disgust) and more complex, higher-cognitive emotions 

(jealousy, envy, pride, shame, etc.). Therefore, emotion is not a natural kind. 
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Accordingly, Griffiths asserts, it is a doomed project to construct generalizations that 

apply equally to both higher-cognitive emotions and basic emotions. 

Griffiths’ claim is related to my dissertation in two senses: 1) Griffiths’ claim 

bears on the discussion in Ch. 2, where I argued, against Paul Ekman, that bodily changes 

alone cannot explain emotions. Ekman argues that each kind of emotion has its own 

unique set of bodily changes and thus, both an emotion and emotions as a whole can be 

explained by bodily changes. However, higher-cognitive emotions do not have 

characteristic bodily changes. In response to this issue, Ekman argues that only basic 

emotions (in Ekman’s terminology, ‘affect programs’) are genuine emotions. In favor of 

this view, Griffiths argues that higher-cognitive emotions and basic emotions are two 

very different natural kinds and that only basic emotions should be considered emotions. 

I stated in Ch.2 that this claim is not so promising. This chapter offers a detailed 

discussion of why this is so.  

2) Griffiths’ claim has implications for the scope of this project; I aim to explain 

emotion in this dissertation and whether Griffiths’ claim is correct has consequences for 

what the proper extension of the term “emotion” is. So far, I have assumed that what 

Griffiths refers to as ‘higher-cognitive emotions,’ namely, envy, jealousy, pride, and 

shame can be grouped together with anger, joy, fear and sadness. If higher-cognitive 

emotions only differ from the central, basic emotions in degree (for example, if higher-

cognitive emotions lack some of the features that basic emotions have or have them to a 

lesser degree), then it won’t be a big problem. The explanation of basic emotions would 

then generalize to higher-cognitive emotions at least to some extent, if not entirely. 

However, if, as Griffiths argues, basic and cognitive emotions are different in kind and 
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are not on the same spectrum at all, and higher-cognitive emotions are in fact not typical 

cases of emotion at all, then this is a different issue. This means that any project that aims 

to provide the same explanation for higher-cognitive emotions and prototypical cases of 

emotion will end up failing. Therefore, Griffiths’ argument needs to be examined to 

decide whether the higher-cognitive emotions must be excluded from my discussion of 

emotion. If Griffiths is correct, then shame, for example, should not be used to confirm or 

reject any of the points about emotions discussed in the remainder of my discussion. 

However, I will reject Griffiths’ claim. I maintain that it is reasonable to attempt to 

generalize over both basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions. 

 My attack on Griffiths’ argument has two parts. I first show that even if we 

assume that Griffiths is right about the distinction between higher-cognitive emotions and 

basic emotions, still there is a possibility that they can be grouped together. For this, I 

examine Prinz’s and Charland’s arguments, which attempt to debunk Griffiths’ argument 

in this way. They maintain, like Griffiths, that emotion consists of two distinct natural 

kinds but differ from Griffiths in treating emotion as itself a natural kind as well. I 

conclude that Charland’s strategy is more promising than Prinz’s. Additionally, I point 

out that Griffiths himself recognizes and admits what Charland suggests, though it is 

rarely mentioned in the related literature. Second, and more importantly, I argue that 

Griffiths’ distinction between higher-cognitive emotions and basic emotions is in fact ill-

grounded. The difference between the two types of emotions is at best highly 

exaggerated, if it exists at all. A multitude of scientific studies and anecdotical evidence 

shows that the distinction between two is blurry. I suggest that rather than holding that 

there are two clearly distinguished kinds of emotion, a more accurate description would 
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be that there are various cases that have different degrees of the prototypical features in 

the category of emotion.  

 

1. Griffiths’ Argument 

 

1.1. Griffiths’ Definition of Natural Kinds 

 In arguing that emotion is not a natural kind, Griffiths has a Boydian conception 

of natural kinds in mind. There are two popular theories of natural kinds: the Aristotelian 

theory and the Boydian theory.   

 

 Aristotelian theory: natural kinds are nature-given categories 

  x is a natural kind if, and only if (iff) i) x is mind-independent, ii) the instances 

 of x share an underlying essence, and iii) x has a clear set of necessary and 

 sufficient identification conditions and a clear-cut boundary.  

 

The Aristotelian theory is the traditional view of natural kinds. The basic idea of the 

Aristotelian theory is that natural kinds are categories that are formed by boundaries that 

are carved in nature. Therefore, they should be recognized or discovered rather than 

created or constructed by the human mind. There are a number of ideas that are closely 

related to this basic view of kindhood: i) The boundaries of natural kinds exist 

independently of our perception of them (Prinz, 2004, p. 80). ii) a natural category is 

identified by a common underlying essence such as the same neurochemical structure, the 

same genome, or the same ancestral lineage (the common clade) that is shared by all 

members of a natural kind (Prinz, 2004, p. 81; Kripke, 1980). Sharing a superficial 

visible feature cannot be a criterion for belonging to the same natural kind; the sheer fact 
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that two things look alike does not guarantee that they are of the same natural kind (Prinz, 

2004, p. 89; Putnam, 1975). This idea of sharing an underlying essence is often 

understood by philosophers to imply that iii) a natural kind has a clear set of necessary 

and sufficient identification conditions and a clear-cut boundary. 

 If we adopt the Aristotelian theory, however, most biological kinds end up being 

classified as non-natural kinds, which is counter intuitive. The Aristotelian theory works 

well for kinds in physics and chemistry such as planets and atoms (Charland, 2002, p. 3). 

However, biological kinds usually do not meet the condition iii), as they change and 

evolve; most biological kinds do not have a clear set of necessary and sufficient 

conditions or a clear-cut boundary (Griffiths, 2004a, p. 906). Due to this, Griffiths adopts 

another conception of natural kinds, advocated by Boyd (1991). 

 

 Boydian theory: natural kinds are investigative kinds 

 x is a natural kind iff it would be reasonable to place some degree of reliance on 

 some inductive predictions about unobserved instances of x, or, in other words, 

 iff members of x show reliable correlated properties that tend to maintain and 

 reinforce the presence of the others. (Boyd, 1991; Griffiths, 2004a, pp. 905-7).  

 

 According to this theory, natural kinds are property clusters that are correlated 

with one another; there are some property clusters in nature that tend to maintain and 

reinforce the presence of the others. These clusters of properties should be projectable, 

which means that correlated properties should be reliably found in other instances of the 

category. This projectable feature allows inductive inferences. For instances, biological 

species are natural kinds, Griffiths argues, “simply because current theory provides ample 

reason to suppose that the successes to date in investigating the properties of living 
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systems by extrapolating from samples of one species to the rest of that species are not 

accidental! (Griffiths, 2004a, p.906)” This is more liberal than the Aristotelian theory of 

natural kinds in the sense that it allows something to be a natural kind without all 

instances of it satisfying certain necessary and sufficient conditions, as long as the 

instances of x show reliable property correlations.  

 In this second theory of natural kinds, the focus moves from nature-given kinds to 

investigative kinds; whether a category is really given by nature is not a central issue 

anymore. What is significant is whether the category is a meaningful unit of scientific 

research. Also, it explains the epistemological role that natural kinds play in science; 

natural kinds help “state and capture reliable generalizations in the sciences (Charland, 

2002, p.3).”  

1.2. Does Emotion Involve Two Different Natural Kinds? 

 In keeping with Boyd’s theory of natural kinds, Griffiths’ argument that emotion 

involves two different kinds, namely basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions, is 

based on the claim that basic and cognitive emotions show different reliably correlated 

properties. Adopting Ekman’s (1992) view of affect programs23, Griffiths argues that 

basic emotions such as fear, anger, joy, sadness, surprise, and disgust share the following 

features of bodily changes: (a) facial expressions, (b) musculoskeletal changes, (c) vocal 

changes, as well as (d) endocrine and (e) autonomic system changes, in recognizable 

patterns and sequences (with each kind of basic emotion having its own characteristic 

pattern of these bodily changes). These responses are coordinated (they occur together), 

 

 23 Griffiths’ (1997) view of basic emotions follows Ekman’s (1992) view of affect 

programs. What Griffiths calls ‘basic emotions’ are interchangeable with what Ekman 

calls ‘affect programs.’  
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automated (they occur rapidly like reflex responses), and universally stereotyped 

(stereotypical bodily expressions are common among humans). Griffiths also refers to 

Zajonc’s view and adds that basic emotion systems are modular in that their operations 

are involuntary (people do not choose to activate them) and they are opaque to our higher 

cognitive system (the systems are informationally encapsulated and thus cannot be 

changed or stopped by thoughts, for example). Also, basic emotions are innate, 

universally shared among humans, and are homologous to responses in other vertebrates, 

particularly primates (Ekman, 1992; Zajonc 1980; Griffiths, 1997, pp.77-99).  

Griffiths says higher-cognitive emotions such as jealousy, envy, pride, and shame 

do not conform to this model. Higher-cognitive emotions do not show universally 

stereotypical bodily changes and exhibit more cross-cultural variation. They are unique to 

humans and not shared with other animals. They are not modular; whereas basic 

emotions respond to a restricted range of perceptual inputs that require little or no 

learning, higher-cognitive emotions require higher-cognitive inputs like complex 

thoughts resulting from learning and acculturation. Also, while basic emotions (once they 

occur) are opaque to higher-cognitive states, higher-cognitive emotions can interact with 

and be interfered with by other cognitive states (Griffiths, 1997, pp.100-103). Therefore, 

Griffiths claims, it is right to treat them as two completely different kinds rather than as 

one kind.  

Griffiths uses the case of ‘jade’ to convince us of this view. ‘Jade’ is used as if it 

referred to a single mineral, but in fact it refers to two different stones: jadeite or nephrite. 

Jadeite and nephrite are two different minerals the properties of which have to be 

“investigated separately, their geological origins explained separately and their 
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abundance in unexplored geological deposits predicted separately” (Griffiths, 2004, p. 

901). Griffith emphasizes the discontinuity between the scientific categories of jadeite 

and nephrite and the everyday category of jade. Building on this analogy, he stresses that 

although the emotions are considered as one group in folk psychology, we’d better stop 

using the word ‘emotion’ for both basic and higher cognitive emotions for the purposes 

of scientific study of emotion; the vernacular category of emotion that integrates two 

different kinds of emotion does not play a role in any scientifically promising explanatory 

project.  

 

2. Even If They Are Different, They Can Also Be Grouped Together 

 

 Let us assume that Griffiths is right about the distinction between higher-

cognitive emotions and basic emotions. Let us suppose that they do in fact differ in the 

way he suggests. Still there is a possibility that they can be explained in the same way – it 

is possible that emotion consists of two distinct natural kinds but is also a common 

natural kind, just as roses and lilies are two different plants that also belong to the 

common natural kind, flowering plants. Some attempts to attack Griffiths’ argument take 

this strategy. Prinz and Charland offer relatively elaborated versions of this sort of 

argument. Like Griffiths, both Prinz and Charland explicitly defend a Boydian theory of 

natural kinds. Unlike Griffiths, however, they assert that emotion is a natural kind, even 

though it consists of two different kinds. 

Prinz (2004) argues that higher-cognitive emotions are re-calibrated versions of 

basic emotions. Prinz draws his basic idea from Oatley and Johnson-Laird’s (Oatley & 
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Johnson-Laird, 1987) view regarding the relationship between basic and non-basic 

emotions. According to Oatley and Johnson-Laird, there are a set of privileged emotions 

that other emotions derive from. They call these ‘basic emotions.’24 Non-basic emotions 

are either combinations of different basic emotions or combinations of different basic 

emotions and beliefs. An example is Schadenfreude, which might be thought to involve 

joy combined with a thought about the trouble of others. Higher-cognitive emotions can 

be considered in the same way. As Prinzs puts it, “Jealousy may contain several basic 

emotions, including anger, sadness, and disgust, all brought on by the belief that one's 

lover has been unfaithful (Prinz, 2004, p.93).” 

Specifically, Prinz says, when jealousy occurs, there is a judgment that one’s 

partner has been unfaithful, then the bodily changes of anger, sadness, and/or disgust 

follows, and the brain perceives it. (Prinz calls the brain’s perception of bodily changes of 

emotion “embodied appraisal”. I will discuss his theory of emotion further in Chapter 4 

and 5.) According to Prinz, there is a list of things that we have evolved through natural 

selection to produce the bodily reactions of the basic emotions in response to (e.g. loud 

 

 24 Note that Oatley and Johnson-Laird’s basic emotions are different from 

Griffiths’ basic emotions and thus Oatley and Johnson-Laird’s distinction between basic 

emotions and non-basic emotions is likewise not the same as Griffiths’ distinction 

between basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions. As used by Oatley and Johnson-

Laird, the term ‘basic emotion’ does not necessarily refer to what Ekman calls ‘affect 

programs.’ They just refer to whatever emotions all other, more complex emotions 

somehow derive from. However, Griffiths does not hold that higher-cognitive emotions 

derive from basic emotions. Rather, as stated above, Griffiths thinks that they are two 

very different things that have different origins.  

The idea that there are primary emotions that are more primitive and pre-wired 

and secondary emotions that reply on experience and later learning is very old. Many 

people besides Griffiths and Oatley and Johnson-Laird have had this idea. What Griffiths 

rejects in this old notion is the idea that the secondary emotions are built upon of the 

primary emotions; Griffiths argues that the two types of emotions derive from two 

different lineages.  
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noise, snakes, and spiders). However, the bodily reactions involved in fear, e.g., can be 

recalibrated by experience so as to be caused by other things including jealousy relevant 

judgments; there is a mental mechanism that establishes a link between judgments of a 

particular kind and certain bodily responses (Prinz, 2004, p.100).  That is how higher-

cognitive emotions can share bodily reactions with basic emotions. For instance, bodily 

reactions that have evolved to follow anger triggers can be recalibrated to follow some 

jealousy relevant judgments like the judgment that “My partner was unfaithful.”  

Prinz maintains that there are many independent considerations that favor this 

view. First, some studies show that higher-cognitive emotions are also accompanied by 

bodily responses. In Scherer and Wallbott (1994)’s study, for example, three thousand 

participants in 37 countries had to answer questions about bodily symptoms for guilt and 

shame. Of these, 28.1% associated a lump in the throat with guilt and 34.2% associated 

increased heart rate with shame. These numbers were higher than any reported for 

disgust, which is a paradigmatically basic, somatic emotion. Studies of the brain also 

support this. Shin et al. (2000) found that guilt activates the same areas of the brain that 

are known to pertain to sadness and disgust. Second, both basic emotions and higher-

cognitive emotions function as irruptive motivations; both kinds of emotions tend to 

make us sacrifice long-term benefits when immersed in an emotional feeling and 

impulse. People who are angry or jealous display feelings of vengefulness even if they 

know that seeking revenge is a high-risk activity. Both emotions interfere with means-

ends reasonings and make us avoid situations that could be rewarding. Third, pace 

Griffiths, higher-cognitive emotions are not entirely nonmodular. The feeling of jealousy 

does not disappear easily even if we realize through further deliberation that the initial 
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judgment that caused it was wrong. The negative feeling often lingers despite a change in 

judgment. If higher-cognitive emotions were nonmodular, this should not occur.25  

However, Prinz’s claim leaves some points unexplained. First, if higher-cognitive 

emotions are nothing but recalibrated basic emotions, why, as Griffiths argues, do higher-

cognitive emotions lack stereotypical physical markers? If jealousy shares the bodily 

reactions of anger, sadness, and/or disgust, then people experiencing jealousy should 

display the facial expressions of those basic emotions. However, Prinz does not reject 

Griffiths’ argument that higher-cognitive emotions do not have stereotypical physical 

signs. He merely tries to show that higher-cognitive emotions don’t entirely lack bodily 

changes. However, this is not good enough. If higher-cognitive emotions really are re-

calibrated basic emotions, then higher-cognitive emotions should share the bodily signs 

of basic emotions, namely, their stereotypical patterns. Higher-cognitive emotions do not 

have to have their own unique signs, but their bodily signs should be stereotypical like 

basic emotions. The brain study by Shin et al. (2000) that Prinz cites helps to show the 

connection between basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions. Instead of resting 

content with having established this connection, however, Prinz should have rejected 

Griffiths’ argument that higher-cognitive emotions do not exhibit stereotypical physical 

signs. 

Second, Prinz argues that the only difference between higher-cognitive emotions 

and basic emotions is their possible elicitors. Higher-cognitive emotions begin with 

propositional judgments, while basic emotions do not require propositional judgments to 

 

 25 See Prinz (2004, pp. 94-97) for further discussion of these points. 



 
 

72 
 

be evoked. According to Prinz, the elicitors (either propositional judgments or sensory 

perceptual states) are just prior conditions, not constituent parts of emotions. That is why 

he can safely argue that, despite the difference in their prior conditions, higher-cognitive 

emotions and basic emotions are both emotions and embodied-appraisals (Prinz, 2004, 

p.98). However, if an elicitor is not a part of the emotion it elicits, and higher-cognitive 

emotions and basic emotions are thus equally embodied-appraisals, why do higher-

cognitive emotions nevertheless interact more easily with other cognitive states than 

basic emotions after they begin to occur? While Prinz denies that higher-cognitive 

emotions are entirely nonmodular, he does not deny that they interact more easily with 

other cognitive states than basic emotions do. However, if the only difference between 

the higher-cognitive and basic emotions is the prior conditions that elicit them, so that 

once a higher-cognitive emotion occurs, it works exactly like a basic emotion, as Prinz 

suggests, it seems odd that higher-cognitive emotions interact with other cognitive states 

more easily than basic emotions do. For these reasons, I think Prinz’s proposal is 

inadequate unless one goes further in rejecting Griffiths’ distinction between higher-

cognitive emotions and basic emotions.  

Charland (2002) takes a simpler strategy that avoids the problems that Prinz’s 

view has. He does not attempt to treat basic emotions as components of higher-cognitive 

emotions. He just stresses that these two kinds of emotions share some features that are 

enough to make them qualify as belonging to the same kind. For Charland, both affective 

programs and higher-cognitive emotions are affective (felt) representational states.26 

 

 26 Throughout his discussion, Charland relies heavily on Panksepp (1998, 2000)’s 

view.   
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First, both higher-cognitive and basic emotions are representational phenomena. 

Charland cites a number of evaluative theorists in support of this claim, including 

philosophers e.g. de Sousa (1987), Gordon (1987), Solomon (1976), who argue that 

emotions are constituted by evaluative judgments or thoughts, and psychologists e.g. 

Lazarus(1991), who argue that emotions are caused by evaluative judgments. For 

instance, anger represents its object as insulting, sadness represents loss, and fear 

represents danger. Likewise, jealousy represents a threat to another’s affection for 

oneself, and shame represents having failed to live up to an ego-ideal.27 Second, emotion 

has its own special system. Charland points out that many (e.g., Pylyshun ,1984; Gordon, 

1987; Ben Ze’ev, 2000) have viewed emotions as having their own affective principles 

and regularities. As he puts it, “there are reliable generalizations and principles of 

inference that govern emotional behavior” (Charland, 2002, p.522). Charland argues that 

these two points are sufficient to lend plausibility to the idea that emotion is a distinctive 

kind of representational state.  

Charland’s second point requires further explanation. Here Charland should have 

done more to show whether the distinctive affective principles and regularities he refers 

to apply equally to both higher-cognitive emotions and basic emotions. For the fact that 

many people have treated emotion as having its own special principles itself does not tell 

us whether both higher-cognitive emotions and affect programs fall under the same 

distinctive principles. Charland does not say exactly what these principles are, or what 

 

 27 While some theorists treat the evaluations that cause or constitute emotions as 

propositional, perceptual theorists argue that the relevant evaluations can be more like 

perceptions than propositional judgments or thoughts. Charland is not committed to any 

of these views. He just argues that emotions are representational mental states.   
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their content is. He just appeals to the fact that many scholars have postulated a special 

set of principles as applying to the emotions. However, if the principles that Charland 

mentions apply to both types of emotion, his claim seems acceptable.  

What is interesting is that Griffiths also treats both higher-cognitive emotions and 

basic emotions as representational mental states, but still argues that higher-cognitive 

emotions fall outside the category of emotion. This is because Griffiths’ argument about 

the disunity of emotions pertains to a very specific level of classification. His claim is 

that higher-cognitive emotions and basic emotions do not form a natural kind at the 

cladistic level of classification. While this is often neglected28, Griffiths concedes that at 

the ecological level of classification, cognitive emotions and basic emotions do form a 

natural kind. However, Griffiths does not think that ecological classification is 

scientifically very useful and thus asserts that we should explain emotion at the level of 

cladistic classification, as opposed to ecological classification.  

The relevant argument can be found in Chapter 8 of his book, in which he 

explains natural kinds in biology and psychology (Griffiths, 1997, pp. 202-227). There 

Griffiths states that there are multiple levels of explanation in biology and psychology 

and that accordingly, there are natural kinds at more than one explanatory level (Griffiths, 

1997, pp. 220-224). For instance, at the “ecological level” in biology and psychology, 

traits are classified according to the adaptive purpose which they serve. At this level, 

categories correspond to functions or goals of the organism. The functions or goals 

discussed at the ecological level are realized in particular cases by particular lineages of 

 

 28 Only Clark (2010) mentions this. 
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organisms or traits. These are the cladistic groups. Griffiths calls the level of explanation 

by historical narratives and cladistic groups the “natural historical level.” He holds that at 

the ecological level, categories are based on analogy, whereas at the natural historical 

level, categories are based on homology. Homology refers to “the same organ in different 

animals under every variety of form and function” (Owen, 1843, p. 374 cited by Griffiths, 

2006, p. 5). An analogy is “where two unrelated structures resemble one another because 

natural selection has adapted them for the same ecological role” (Griffiths, 2004b, p. 

396). So, for example, “the flukes of shales, the tails of fish, the feet of seals, the wings of 

penguins are different lineages’ solutions to the problem of exerting muscular force on a 

liquid medium” (Griffiths, 1997, p. 218). In other words, these different features are all 

functionally identical. Thus, they form a natural kind at the ecological level. However, 

they are not the same organ, and are thus cladistically distinct. Therefore, they do not 

form a natural kind at the natural historical level.  

 Griffiths argues that the representational contents of emotions that evaluative 

theorists appeal to roughly coincide with the ecological functions of the organisms which 

are explained at the ecological level; “emotions are responses whose ecological function 

is to react to situations with a particular significance for the organism. Fear is a response 

to danger, anger to conspecific challenge (Griffiths, 1997, p. 231).”29 However, other 

 

 29 Note, however, that Griffiths argues that talking about mental representation or 

thought is unnecessary to explain emotion. The evaluative contents that philosophers 

refer to as intentional objects or representational contents can instead be viewed merely 

as situations that arouse emotions. Thus, Griffiths does not say that emotions have 

representational contents, but rather that “emotions are responses whose ecological 

function is to react to situations with a particular significance to the organism” (Griffiths, 

1997, p. 231).  
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biological signs that enable us to guess the connection between fear in humans and a 

homologue of fear in related species do not pertain to kinds at the ecological level. 

Instead, they pertain to kinds at the natural historical level. These signs include features 

like those mentioned above, e.g. the fact that basic emotions are automated, coordinated, 

and modular while cognitive emotions are not. 

 To sum up, Griffiths’ view of the cognitive and basic emotions can be put like 

this: at the ecological level, higher-cognitive and basic emotions conjointly form a natural 

kind, because both emotions serve the same ecological function. However, at the natural 

historical level (the level of cladistic classification and explanation), cognitive and basic 

emotions do not form a natural kind, because they are not homologues. Only basic 

emotions form a natural kind at the natural historical level. 

 Then why does Griffiths maintain that emotion is not a natural kind, instead of 

maintaining that whether emotion can be a natural kind will depend on which explanatory 

level we are considering? This is because Griffiths believes we should pick one 

explanatory level to avoid ambiguity. According to this view, the criterion for 

determining the relevant explanatory level will be “the quality of the explanations offered 

by the rival theoretical kinds” (Griffiths, 1997, p. 226). Griffiths thinks that the categories 

of the natural historical level provide us with a better-quality explanation of emotions 

because they rely on deeper homological similarities instead of shallow analogical 

similarities. Only cladistic classification at the natural historical level explains the 

underlying mechanisms and the evolutionary history of emotion. The ecological 

explanation of emotion remains only at the level of task description.  
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 Thus, Griffiths is aware that basic and cognitive emotions can be classified 

together in a certain level in terms of their function. However, he thinks that that sort of 

classification prevents us from knowing their evolutionary history; evolutionarily 

speaking, cognitive emotions are not connected to basic emotions.  

 I think Griffiths’ diagnosis of an evolutionary disconnection between cognitive 

emotions and basic emotions is too hasty. Damasio agrees with Griffiths about the 

difference between cognitive emotions and basic emotions. However, he states that 

cognitive emotions depend on the same brain structures and mechanisms as basic 

emotions. Damasio (1994, p.137) recognizes that cognitive emotions and basic emotions 

indeed exhibit different neuro-biological features; cognitive emotions are processed 

through the supplementary cortical area of the brain. However, he also believes that the 

way in which higher-cognitive emotions rely on basic emotions for their operation makes 

it conceivable that they are perhaps partial homologies of those basic emotional kinds. 

This might be not a decisive reason for thinking there is an evolutionary connection 

between two. However, at least this shows that we cannot exclude the possibility of their 

connection entirely.  

 At any rate, my focus on Griffiths’ view here is that he thinks that emotion is a 

natural kind at an explanatory level. Griffiths undervalues the level of explanation 

because of his own interest of the evolutionary history of emotion. However, as a 

philosopher, I am more interested in the category that pertains to the description of 

emotion rather than its evolutionary history. Specifically, I am interested in the 

similarities and differences between emotions, beliefs, and perceptions, the influence of 

emotions on our behavior, and the relationship between emotions and moral and aesthetic 
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judgments. All of these topics are related to what emotions do (or their ‘functions’ in 

Griffiths’ terms) in our daily lives, rather than where emotions belong from a cladistical 

point of view. For this purpose, putting basic emotions and cognitive emotions into the 

same category of explanation is not absurd, even if Griffiths is correct about the 

evolutionary discontinuity between basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions and 

their biological features. Furthermore, the quality of explanation is relative to the purpose 

of explanation. Evolutionary explanation is not the only “deep” explanation of emotions.   

 

3. Griffiths Is Not Correct Regarding the Distinction 

 

 So far I have discussed the possibility of the unity of basic emotions and higher-

cognitive emotions with the assumption that Griffiths’ distinction between basic emotions 

and higher-cognitive emotions is correct. I wanted to show that even if Griffiths is correct 

in thinking that there are two kinds of emotion that exhibit very different features, 

offering a generalization of both emotions may be plausible. Specifically, I argued that 

Charland’s strategy could be promising and pointed out that even Griffiths himself agrees 

with him to a degree, (though his own valuing of the bio-evolutionary explanation of 

emotion shows that Griffiths does not appreciate the level of natural kinds). 

  Now I turn to a more substantial criticism of Griffiths claim. I argue Griffiths’ 

distinction between basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions itself is not correct. 

We have already seen that Prinz argues that not all of Griffiths’ descriptions of the two 

different kinds of emotion are correct; pace Griffiths, Prinz claims that higher-cognitive 

emotions are partially modular. I will go one step further. I propose that most of 
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Griffiths’ descriptions of the differences between the two kinds of emotions are 

exaggerated. More accurately, there are some emotions that are more like basic emotions 

and some that are more like higher-cognitive emotions, rather than emotions that clearly 

belong to one category or the other. In other words, basic emotions and higher-cognitive 

emotions are on the same spectrum. Further, it is not that fear, anger, happiness, sadness, 

surprise, and disgust belong to the former case and envy, jealousy, pride, and shame 

belong the latter case. Rather, for all emotions there is both a basic form and a higher-

cognitive form. Let me explicate how this is so.  

First, Griffiths argues that only basic emotions exhibit stereotypical physical 

markers. However, this claim has been largely controversial. Most influentially, Barrett 

(2006 & 2017) argues that many previous studies fail to support the hypothesis that each 

basic emotion has its own distinct patterns of physical signs, including facial movements, 

vocal signals, changes in peripheral physiology, subjectively reported feelings, and 

voluntary action. She reviews the bulk of meta-analytic studies to show this.30 I cannot 

mention all of them here, (see Barrett 2006 for the full discussion), but let me introduce 

some studies about facial movements and peripheral physiological changes since they are 

what have been believed to be the most reliable physical signs of emotions by Ekman, 

 

 30 A meta-analytic study refers to a research project that combines, examines, and 

evaluates the results of multiple previous scientific studies that deal with the same 

question, instead of conducting new research with new participants. This type of research 

is done usually when scientists want to know the answer to a question that’s been studied 

a great deal. “There are many meta-analyses in psychology and medicine, areas where 

studies find often conflicting results. For example, some experiments might find that a 

particular drug decreases the risk of heart attack, while other experiments might find the 

drug do not have any particular effect. A meta-analysis takes the results from all 

published studies on the same question and combines them; it’s as if someone had done a 

single study with a much larger sample size” (Richard D. Arvey and MeowLan Evelyn 

Chan, 2012).  
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James and their adherents. For facial movements, Barrett emphasizes the point that the 

popular traditional experiments that support the natural kind thesis were not designed 

properly, and that a more neutral and precise methodology indicates a different result. To 

support this claim, she introduces studies from the 1960s conducted by psychologists 

including Ekman that are still considered as the gold standard today. In the studies, the 

test subjects are shown some facial photographs that are supposed to express emotions 

(the photographs are of actors who are not actually feeling those emotions) and are asked 

to choose the word that best matches each face. This test was done with people in various 

regions around the world including a local population of Papua New Guinea. The results 

were consistent across these populations. From this, the scientists concluded that emotion 

recognition is universal. However, later studies done with a more objective technique 

called facial electromyography (EMG) showed somewhat different results (Cacioppo et 

al., 1997, 2000). EMG places electrodes on the surface of the skin to detect the electrical 

signals that make facial muscles move. It precisely identifies how much and how often 

the parts of the face move. In the studies with EMG (in which test subjects view films or 

photos, remembering or imagining situations to evoke a variety of emotions), the muscle 

movements do not reliably indicate when someone is angry, sad, or fearful; they do not 

form predictable fingerprints for each emotion. At best EMG reveals that these 

movements distinguish pleasant versus unpleasant feelings (Barrett, 2006, pp. 37-40; 

2017, pp. 42-55).   

One might argue to the contrary that facial EMG is too limited to pick up all of 

the meaningful information in a face, so it cannot decode the facial expression of 

different emotions. Barrett (2017a, pp.7-9) anticipates this objection and gives the 
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following additional supporting points: 1) some scientists employed an alternative 

technique called facial action coding (FACS), in which trained observers arduously 

analyze a subject’s facial movements as they occur. It is less objective than facial EMS, 

since human perceivers are engaged, but presumably more objective than Ekman’s earlier 

studies where the subjects match photos and posed face. Nevertheless, the movements 

classified by FACs also do not consistently match the posed photographs (Matsumoto et 

al., 2008). 2) Camras and Oster (Camras et al.,2007) videotaped babies from various 

cultures. They used a gorilla toy to induce fear or restraining the baby’s arm to induce 

anger. The FACS technique could not distinguish these babies’ facial movements in the 

two situations. However, when adults watched these videos, they somehow identified the 

babies as afraid and as angry, even when Camras and Oster blanked out the babies’ faces 

electronically. This indicates that the adults identified anger and fear based purely on 

context, without seeing facial movement at all. 

 As for peripheral physiological changes, she says, although some individual 

studies report some autonomic correlates (e.g., Christie & Friedman, 2004; Levenson, 

Ekman, & Friesen, 1990; Stemmler, Heldmann, Pauls, & Scherer, 2001), these studies 

are not sufficient for arguing with confidence that there are kinds of emotions that have 

distinct autonomic signs. Meta-analytic reviews of this literature generally find that 

categories like anger, fear, sadness, disgust, and happiness cannot be fully differentiated 

by autonomic activity alone (e.g., Cacioppo et al., 1997, 2000; Cacioppo, Klein, 

Berntson, & Hatfield, 1993; Zajonc & McIntosh, 1992). Therefore, considering these 

studies, it is less than clear whether there really are such things as basic emotions distinct 

from higher-cognitive emotions.  
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What, then, about higher-cognitive emotions? Is Griffiths correct that higher-

cognitive emotions do not have their own unique bodily changes? Barrett’s interest is not 

in the difference between higher-cognitive emotions and basic emotions. Her target is 

only the idea of basic emotions; she wants to attack the claim that there are such things as 

basic emotions that are distinguished by unique bodily signs. Thus, she does not 

separately discuss higher-cognitive emotions and their bodily changes. Further, it is hard 

to find research that attempts to locate distinct physical signs for higher-cognitive 

emotions. There are some studies that discuss the bodily changes of emotions that belong 

to the category of higher-cognitive emotions such as jealousy and shame (e.g., Ritchie 

and van Anders, 2015; Dickerson, Gruenewald, Kemeny, 2004). However, they do not 

contrast the patterns of different kinds of higher-cognitive emotions. It seems safe to 

believe that higher-cognitive emotions also lack distinct physical signs if basic emotions 

do not have them, considering that higher-cognitive emotions have never been seriously 

believed to have such signs. Barrett’s claim about affects also supports this conclusion. 

Barrett does not deny that emotions generally accompany various bodily changes. She 

just does not think that these changes are unique to each basic emotion and therefore that 

bodily changes can differentiate basic emotions. Bodily patterns, she points out, do not 

accord with categories of emotion like sadness, anger, and fear, but rather with affects 

such as pleasant, unpleasant, neutral, aroused and calm.31 And those feelings are the basis 

for all emotions. Therefore, if Barrett is correct about affects, her diagnosis of basic 

 

 31 ‘Affect’ according to Barrett, is a neurobodily state that philosophers usually 

have referred to as ‘feeling.’ Affect is characterized along two dimensions: valence 

(pleasure vs. displeasure, measured along a continuous scale from positive to negative) 

and arousal (high arousal vs. low arousal, measured along a continuous scale between 

these endpoints). For a further discussion of affect, see Barrett & Bliss-Moreau (2009). 
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emotions should apply to higher-cognitive emotions as well. Then, we can conclude that 

higher-cognitive emotions also lack their own distinct bodily patterns. Basic emotions 

and higher-cognitive emotions both accompany some form of bodily change and some 

kind of feeling. However, bodily changes do not differentiate categories of emotion of 

either sort. 

Second, Griffiths argues that only basic emotions are modular (or involuntary and 

opaque to higher-cognitive system, and thus free from influence by certain seemingly 

relevant information). However, higher-cognitive emotions are also modular to the same 

degree that basic emotions are. Both kinds of emotions are typically only partially 

modular.  

As I introduced earlier, Prinz says, in a correction to Griffiths’ argument, that 

higher-cognitive emotions are partially modular by using the example that it is hard to 

dispel jealousy by further deliberation. I concur with Prinz. Usually jealousy does not just 

disappear even if some deliberation to counter the feeling of it occurs. Rather, jealousy 

often is so strong that it propels us to keep finding further evidence that justifies our 

jealous feelings, despite the initial deliberation. The hit BBC drama <Doctor Foster> 

describes this aspect very well. In the very first episode of the drama, the main character 

Gemma discovers a long blonde hair on her husband Simon’s scarf and a pink lip balm in 

his pocket, which fuels her suspicion that he is having an affair. After talking to his office 

colleague, Gemma finds that her husband Simon has always left his office at 5 pm, which 

is different from the time she had thought he ended work since he always arrived back 

home around 7 pm. In light of this information, she secretly follows her husband after he 

gets in his car at around 5 pm. Contrary to her expectations, she finds him visiting his 
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sick mother who is in a sanitarium. After some conversation with her husband at the 

sanitarium, she is convinced that her suspicion that he was having an affair was wrong. 

However, when Gemma’s uneasy feeling continued, she tried to look the guest book 

record and finally found decisive evidence that her husband lied- his name was not in the 

past record. Also, I have heard some friends of mine say that they have dreamed of their 

spouse cheating on them and have woken up with a racing heart. They commonly said 

that although they realized that it was just a dream, the unpleasant feelings and racing 

heart persisted for a while and that they could not easily get back to sleep. Note, however, 

that in both cases the feelings of jealousy became somewhat eased after some realization 

that disconfirmed their emotions. When Gemma sees her husband driving to the 

sanitarium, her feelings somewhat dissipate. Also, when those who dreamed of their 

spouse realized that it was just a dream, they confessed that they gave a gasp of relief. 

This indicates that jealousy is not entirely modular, just partially or weakly.  

 

 Emotions that are believed to belong to the category of basic emotions are not 

different from jealousy in this aspect. Consider angers and fears that we experience in our 

daily life. They mostly are only partially modular. Although anger might not completely 

vanish in the face of new information, it usually gets eased to some extent. Brady’s 

remarks in the book, Emotional Insight (2014) supports this. Brady says,  

Emotions are typically responsive to understanding (my emphasis) …   

my fear tends to dissipate when I come to understand why I am not in 

danger—since the noise I thought was a burglar at the front door is only 

my neighbor fumbling with his keys… my anger tends to peter out when I 

come to understand why he didn’t insult me— for the remark was made in 

jest, rather than out of spite; and so on. (Brady, 2014, p. 44).  
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Another supporting point for thinking that basic emotions also are only partially modular 

is the fact that all human emotional responses are typically subject to further regulation. 

Many philosophers and psychologists who discuss the process of emotion, including 

Robinson (2005, 2017), Salmela (2014), Ellsworth (1994), Frijda & Scherer (2009), 

emphasize that cognitive regulation immediately follows the initial non-cognitive states. 

They argue that non-conceptual processing provokes initial responses including bodily 

and behavioral changes, but conceptual processing immediately kicks in to refine the 

evaluation of the situation and to monitor the appropriateness of the initial response. If 

cognitive regulation is typical in emotions in general, it cannot be said that basic 

emotions are entirely modular. Not only higher-cognitive emotions but also basic 

emotions develop through cognitive refinement and monitoring. The paradigmatic 

modular states are found in sense perception. As in the case of Müller-Lyer illusion, even 

if we know that two lines have the same length, one line still appears longer than the 

other; the sense perceptual information is encapsulated, and not corrected, by our 

thought. However, emotions are not as strongly modular as sense perception. As Salmela 

points out, even pathological emotions like anger and anxiety can possibly be brought in 

line with “our considered judgments in therapies that involve several types of treatment 

(cognitive, behavioral, and pharmaceutical)” (Salmela, 2014, p.42). Considering this, 
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basic emotions are far more plastic than sense perception and thus only partially or 

weakly modular.  

 

Although Prinz criticizes Griffiths’ view of higher-cognitive emotions, he does 

not deny that there is a difference between basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions; 

his claim is that while basic emotions are modular, higher-cognitive emotions are only 

partially modular. This is different from what I argue, which is that both basic emotions 

and higher-cognitive emotions are only partially modular. It is not clear that why Prinz 

claims this, however, a possibility is that it is because Prinz thinks that higher-cognitive 

emotions and basic emotions have different possible inputs. Prinz argues that while basic 

emotions can emerge from simple perceptual cues, higher-cognitive emotions must be 

caused by propositional beliefs or judgments. Therefore, on his view, beliefs do not just 

influence shame or jealousy after they occur, they are obligatory for shame or jealousy to 

occur in the first place; to be ashamed, you must be able to think that you did something 

wrong. To be jealous, you must be able to believe that someone has something that is 

rightfully yours. However, the triggers of higher-cognitive emotions are not always 

beliefs. Jealousy, for example, can also be triggered by a simple cue like a long blonde 

hair and a pink lip balm, as shown in the beginning part of the drama <Doctor Foster>. If 

this were not a common experience, this drama would not have been so appealing to 

Figure 1. Müller-Lyer illusion  
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many people. It is possible that the blond hair itself does not cause an emotion, but a 

thought caused by the blond hair does. For example, Gemma might have thought, “I am 

not blond. So, this is someone else’s which means my husband might be cheating on me.” 

However, if a certain thought is associated with a certain item by experience and this 

association is repeated, the item can cause an emotion without the thought. Prinz argues 

that there is a list of things that have evolved to evoke the bodily reactions of basic 

emotions and that this list can be recalibrated by experience. That is why, according to 

Prinz, a judgment, instead of a sensory perception of snakes, can evoke fear reactions. 

However, the opposite direction of association is possible as well. A judgment or a 

thought related to jealousy can be repeatedly associated with certain cues like, say, 

lipstick on a shirt. Therefore, simple cues instead of judgments can evoke jealousy as we 

experience it in our daily lives.  

Prinz, however, still might respond to this by arguing that higher-cognitive 

emotions are different from basic emotions in their inputs by saying that while basic 

emotions can have simple perceptual cues as their original inputs, higher-cognitive 

emotions can have simple perceptual cues as their inputs only by a further association; 

the original inputs of higher-cognitive emotions are only propositional attitude-like 

beliefs. However, this is not a promising objection.  

It is true that some basic emotions have innate inputs in the form of simple 

perceptual cues. J.B Watson (1930) reports that neonates react to loud noise and loss of 

balance with fear, to prolonged restraint with anger, and to gentle skin stimulation with 

pleasure. A more recent study says that neonates are extremely responsive to the facial 

expressions of caregivers (Trevarthen 1984; Izard 1978; Meltzoff and Moore 1977). 



 
 

88 
 

However, that is it. All other associations are learned. Therefore, not all emotions that 

have been categorized as basic emotions have innate simple stimuli. For example, 

sadness, surprise, and disgust do not have innate simple stimuli. Therefore, when it 

comes to these basic emotions, it is meaningless to talk about their original inputs. We 

certainly experience instances where these basic emotions are provoked by simple 

perceptual cues, (e.g., disgust provoked by decayed food). Also, presumably, inputs 

learned in an earlier stage of development are likely to be simple cues instead of 

propositional attitudes. However, the same thing is true about higher-cognitive emotions. 

For instance, babies are known to experience jealousy. Bowlby earlier observed that “in 

most young children the mere sight of mother holding another baby in her arms is enough 

to elicit strong attachment behavior” (1969/1983, p. 260). Also, many laboratory studies 

have shown evidence of jealousy in infants (Hart, 2016). Those studies showed negative 

responses of babies when their caregiver directs preferential attention to a third party. For 

example, Teti and Ablard (1989) found that when mothers exhibit attention exclusively 

toward one child, the child’s sibling exhibited attention-seeking behaviors, protests 

manifested by fussing, crying and aggression. In another experiment, a baby doll was 

wrapped in a blanket and equipped with audio recording of a real infant emitting 

utterances, such as “ma-ma.” Researchers compared infants’ responses (including facial 

affect, behavioral, and neurological responses) in two cases: One where the mother’s 

positive vocal sound was directed toward the doll, and another where the mother’s 

positive vocal sound was directed toward a story book. They found that infants displayed 

greater negativity toward the doll (Hart and Carrington, 2002; Mize and Jones, 2012; see 

Hart, 2016 for more studies and discussion). Babies employed in this experiment (and the 
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related follow-up experiments) were less than one year old, so they are not capable of 

forming propositional attitudes. Therefore, Prinz’s argument that higher-cognitive 

emotions require propositional attitudes is wrong. Further, some studies indicate that non-

human animals, which obviously cannot form propositional attitudes, can have higher-

cognitive emotions such as shame and jealousy. Clark (2010) asserts that shame is 

observed in non-human mammals. Shame is basically a rank-related emotion. For 

mammals, its primary function is to signal subordinance to a dominant animal in order to 

appease them. The dynamics of dominance hierarchies continue to play a role in the 

human expression of shame. The difference is just that human social hierarchies are 

based on prestige competitions that involve the possession of socially respected traits, 

positions, or materials rather than on coercive power. Shame in mammals is displayed 

through characteristic facial expressions, bodily changes, and expressive behaviors.32 

Harris and Prouvost (2014) report that dogs exhibit jealous behaviors, e.g., more behavior 

such as snapping, getting between their owner and an object, and pushing/touching the 

object/owner when an owner shows affectionate behaviors towards what appears to be 

another dog as compared to nonsocial objects. Frans de Waal (1997) also describes a 

scene that indicates that Chimpanzees feel jealous: 

Jimoh, the current alpha male of the Yerkes Field Station group, once detected a 

secret mating between Socko, an adolescent male, and one of Jimoh’s favorite 

females. Socko and the female had wisely disappeared from view, but Jimoh had 

gone looking for them. Normally, the old male would merely chase off the culprit, 

but for some reason-perhaps because the female had repeatedly refused to mate 

with Jimoh himself that day- he this time went full speed after Socko and did not 

 

 32 Considering Barrett’s analysis of previous studies of basic emotions, these 

characteristic features are likely to be not distinct enough to distinguish shame from all 

other kinds of emotion. Still, we can accept the result that shame in non-human mammals 

is exhibited through characteristic bodily features to some extent. 
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give up. He chased him all around the enclosure- Socko screaming and defecating 

in fear, Jimoh intent on catching him. (de Waal, 1997, p.91) 

 

Therefore, it is hard to conclude that the original inputs of higher-cognitive emotions 

must be propositional attitudes, as well as that all basic emotions have simple perceptual 

cues as their original inputs. 

It seems safe to say that higher-cognitive emotions require a more complex kind 

of cognitive faculty. For while anger, fear, and sadness require the recognition of a target 

(the object of emotion) and how it affects me, whether something is an offense (anger), a 

danger (fear), or a loss (sadness) to me, jealousy, shame and pride require a recognition 

of a more complex relationship. Jealousy requires the recognition of a desired object, a 

recognition of oneself as a subject who lacks the object, and a third party that has the 

desired object. Shame and pride require the recognition of social norms or social ideals 

and a determination of whether I am able to meet those norms and ideals. However, this 

does not necessarily mean that one must have a belief or make a propositional judgment 

to have this more complex kind of recognition. So, while higher-cognitive emotions 

might appear in a later stage of human development and might not be observed in 

animals whose cognitive faculty is not very complex (like fish), the recognition of the 

complex relationship does not have to be in a form of propositional belief.   

Griffiths’ claim that basic emotions are innate but higher-cognitive emotions are 

learned is not well-supported. Considering Ekman’s students of universal basic facial 

expressions, Griffiths argues that these studies provide good evidence that basic emotions 

are innate. Facial expressions are almost arbitrary and have no clear social utility. “If 

these arbitrary expressions were the results of learning or social training, the use of the 
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same expression for the same purpose in different cultures would be inexplicable” 

(Griffiths, 1990, p.180). However, as discussed, Ekman’s claim of universal facial 

expressions is not firmly grounded. Also, as stated previously, the stimuli that babies 

react to are very limited and do not cover all categories of basic emotion. Furthermore, 

we should rethink whether the fact that an emotion appears in a later stage of 

development necessarily indicates that it is learned. Higher-cognitive emotions seem to 

require a more complex kind of cognitive faculty and hence it seems natural to think that 

they can be observed in a later stage of development in humans and animals with higher 

intelligence. This can mean that higher-cognitive emotions are learned, as Griffiths 

argues. However, another possibility is that we are naturally disposed to have these 

cognitive emotions in a certain stage of development or under a certain circumstance. Just 

as we are disposed to be able to sit up, walk, and talk at different ages, the fact that the 

talking trait comes out later than the sitting up trait does not mean that talking ability is 

only learned. Similarly, higher-cognitive emotions might not be only learned. The 

capacity to have higher-cognitive emotions might be innate, just like the capacity of 

speak language is innate. Therefore, what we might have is not a mechanism that reacts 

to a list of things, but a capacity to build and update a mechanism that reacts to whatever 

is important to our needs and desires. 

Additionally, Griffiths argues that while basic emotions are shared with other 

animals, higher-cognitive emotions are unique to humans. It is much harder to find 

studies about higher-cognitive emotions in non-human animals than those about basic 

emotions, probably because of the long-standing idea that non-human animals do not 

have higher-cognitive emotions. However, as I have explained, some studies show that 
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animals can also feel jealousy and shame. It would not be surprising if we eventually see 

more studies about other higher-cognitive emotions like pride or guilt in non-human 

animals.  

Griffiths also claims that basic emotions are universal across cultures, however 

higher-cognitive emotions are culturally various. However, this claim is not correct 

either. This claim can mean various things, but none of the possible interpretations seem 

correct. For example, 1) it could mean that while categories of basic emotion exist in all 

cultures, categories of higher-cognitive emotion do not exist in some cultures. However, 

as introduced in a Chapter 2 (Section 6), Tahitian culture has no term equivalent to the 

English word ‘sadness’ (Barrett, 2017b). 2) It could mean that while the expressions of 

basic emotions are universal, the expressions of higher-cognitive emotions vary. 

However, some studies about basic emotions show that people are generally more 

accurate at detecting emotional behaviors depicted by members of their own cultural 

group than at detecting those depicted by members of a different cultural group 

(Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002a, 2002b, 2003; Russell, 1994). In one study, judgments of 

emotion made by participants from the same cultural group as the people depicting the 

emotional behaviors were on average 9.3% more accurate than cross-cultural judgments 

(Elfenbein & Ambady, 2003). 3) It could mean that though the triggers of basic emotions 

are universal, the triggers of higher-cognitive emotions vary. However, the triggers of 

basic emotions vary even for an individual. I am disposed to be angry in a dusty and 

messy room, while you may be disposed to feel a peaceful happiness in such a room and 

will be rather anxious in a completely neat and clean space.     
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  All of these considerations dilute the distinction between basic emotions and 

higher-cognitive emotions. Still, despite the evidence indicating that Griffiths’ distinction 

between the two categories of emotion is not as clear as he suggests, there is another 

possibility that would suggest that Griffiths is right. I have argued that anger, sadness, 

and fear do not have features clearly different from jealousy, pride, and shame. 

Therefore, Griffiths’ distinction between two is incorrect. However, it is possible that 

there are still some cases of emotions that have the features of basic emotions Griffiths 

lists and some other cases of emotions that have the features of higher-cognitive emotions 

that Griffiths lists. In other words, the distinction is not between the group that includes 

anger, sadness, and fear and the group that includes jealousy, pride, and shame. Rather, it 

is somewhere in the particular cases of emotion regardless of vernacular categories of 

emotion. Some instances of anger, sadness, fear, jealousy, pride, and shame are basic 

emotions and some are higher-cognitive emotions.  

However, even if this is true, Griffiths’ claim is still not tenable, as the possible 

difference between the two groups seems to be in degree rather than in kind. Rather than 

some cases of emotion being entirely modular and others being entirely non-modular, 

there are some cases that are more modular and others that are less modular. All cases of 

emotions seem relatively modular.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

 So far, I have attempted to criticize Griffiths’ claim that basic emotions and 

higher-cognitive emotions are two very different categories that require different 

principles. I have shown two things: 1) even if Griffiths’ assumption about the difference 

between the two categories of emotion is correct, they can still be explained together. 

However, 2) Griffiths’ assumption itself, is, in fact, exaggerated at best, and the two 

categories of emotion are not clearly distinguished. This second part of the discussion 

indicates that perhaps we do not even need to use the two different labels of ‘basic 

emotions’ and ‘higher-cognitive emotions.’ Just one word, ‘emotions,’ is enough. Thus, 

there is no problem in attempting to offer a principle of emotion that encompass what 

Griffiths called basic emotions and higher-cognitive emotions.  
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CHAPTER 4 

THE NETWORK THEORY: THE SEQUENCE OF THE ELEMENTS OF 

EMOTION 

 

Introduction 

 In Ch. 2, I argued that four elements—evaluations, bodily changes, feelings, and 

action tendencies—must be involved in the theory of emotion. (I argued not that these 

elements constitute the necessary and sufficient conditions for emotion, but instead that 

the prototype of emotion involves all four.) I agreed with Robinson that emotion is a 

process where those four elements are unfolded through time. In this chapter, I deal with 

the question of what order the four elements appear in the emotion process.  

Robinson (2005, 2017) argues that emotions typically begin with a perception of 

the situation. An initial quick and dirty appraisal of the situation happens at the 

unconscious level; then bodily changes, corresponding feelings, and action tendencies 

follow. Further, re-appraisals of every part constantly take place after the initial process 

from appraisal to action tendency. Prinz (2004) suggests a very similar picture about the 

order of components in emotion, but he does not think bodily changes require appraisals. 

Which view is correct?  

 I reject both Robinson’s and Prinz’s views; I argue that there is no fixed sequence 

among the elements of emotions. While emotion is a process, it is not fixed so tightly. 

Emotion can begin with any element except feelings. Appraisals are not required for 
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bodily changes; once an emotion process begins with one element, it can lead to any of 

the other elements in any order.  

 From this, I propose that the four elements form a network in which those 

elements causally influence each other in multiple directions, not necessarily in a fixed 

order. On this proposal, emotion is not a linear and one-way chain. When an emotion is 

produced, it is a result of our system’s continuous finding and seeking the signs of the 

four elements. It is hard to know the story of exactly how the system makes an emotion. 

But from what seems clear is that a full-fledged emotion only occurs when at least one 

element is obviously present, and that element brings about other elements of the 

emotion. If one possible but not obvious sign of an emotion is detected, our system 

attempts to find out other elements of the emotion. If it succeeds and another element is 

found, other elements of the emotion are also likely to occur and thus, a full-fledged 

emotion is experienced. If no other element is found, it is does not become an emotion.   

 This chapter consists of three sections. In Section 1, I introduce major views of 

the sequence of the elements of emotion and summarize their conflicting points. In 

Section 2, I attempt to show that there is no necessary order in which the four elements of 

emotions appear. I first show that an emotional process does not have to begin with a 

perception or an evaluation; action and bodily changes can also begin an emotion 

process. Then I show that once an emotion begins with one element, it can lead to any 

other element, but not in a fixed order. Lastly, I show that where an emotion begins by a 

perception of an event, no evaluation is required for bodily changes. In Section 3, I 

propose from the discussion in Section 2 that the four elements of emotions are best 

characterized as a network.  
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1. Views and Debates on the Order of Events 

 The first person to discuss the order of events in the emotion process is the 

philosopher and psychologist William James. In his two famous works, “What is an 

emotion? (1884)” and The Principles of Psychology (1890)33, William James makes a 

claim of the nature of emotions that has been quoted a myriad of times, 

My thesis … 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. Common sense says, we lose our fortune, are sorry and weep; we meet a 

bear, are frightened and run … the more rational statement is that we feel sorry 

because we cry, angry because we strike, afraid because we tremble, and not that 

we cry, strike, or tremble, because we are sorry, angry, or fearful, as the case may 

be. (James, 1884, pp.189-190) 

This remark is bold because it runs contrary to our common sensical view of 

emotions. A common way to think about emotions is that the perception of some fact 

causes a feeling of an emotion, and this feeling arouses bodily manifestations. However, 

according to James, the correct sequence is that the perception of some fact directly 

causes bodily changes without detouring into feelings. Feelings are only generated 

afterwards, as bodily changes are internally perceived. This claim indicates there are at 

least three stages in emotions: 1) the perception of a fact, 2) bodily changes, and 3) the 

perception or sensation of the bodily changes, namely, feelings. (As I will discuss later, 

what James means by “bodily changes”, “bodily expressions”, and “bodily 

manifestations”—these three terms are exchangeable for James—involve three different 

kinds of things: motor expressions, autonomic physiological changes, and actions.)  

 

 33 James’ claims in these two works are the same. All references to James in this 

chapter are to his 1884 work. 
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The appraisal theorists in psychology such as Arnold (1960), Lazarus (1991), 

Weiner (1985), Roseman (1984), Scherer (2009), and Ellsworth (1991, 2013), however, 

hold a quite different view. According to them, a series of cognitive evaluations about a 

circumstance is required for various bodily changes to occur, including motor expressions 

and autonomic physiological changes, feelings, and action tendency. On their view, the 

following is the correct sequence: 1) the perception of a fact, 2) cognitive evaluations, 3) 

various bodily changes (motor expressions and autonomic physiological changes), 

feelings, and action. (The order of the bodily changes is not important for the appraisal 

theorists. Their main goal is just to show that appraisals are required to initiate these 

various changes.) 

 Different appraisal theorists suggest different appraisals as relevant to emotions. 

However, they generally agree that multiple appraisals are needed to initiate and fully 

develop an emotion. They therefore hold that emotions are cognitive. Lazarus (1991), for 

example, argues that there are six major appraisal dimensions, as follows: 

(a) Goal Relevance: Is this event relevant to my goal? An emotion is generated 

only when the answer is positive.  

(b) Goal Congruence: Does the event thwart or facilitate my goal? The former 

generates negative emotions. The latter generates positive emotions. 

(c) Ego-involvement: What is the significance of this event for my self-concept, 

life goal, social norms, and values? 

(d) Blame or Credit: Who or what is responsible for this event? Should the credit 

or blame be assigned? 
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(e) Coping Potential: Can I take action with respect to this event? For example, is 

attack viable?  

(f)  Future Expectancy: If the event changes, how will my reaction be congruent 

with my goals? For example, will an attack on my part be congruent with my 

goals? 

According to Lazarus, the order of these appraisals is the temporal order of 

appraisals that occurs in an emotion. The appraisals of Goal Relevance and Goal 

Congruence, for example, occur earlier than the appraisals of Coping Potential and Future 

Expectancy. Many appraisal theorists agree with Lazarus’ idea that there are some 

primary appraisals that initiate the first reaction of an emotion and secondary appraisals 

that follow the primary ones, although different people suggest different appraisals as 

primary or secondary, e.g., Scherer (2009).  

The appraisal theorists in psychology is different from the evaluative theorists in 

philosophy (introduced in Chapter 1) about the role that evaluations play in emotion. 

While the evaluative theorists hold that evaluations are an essential constituent of 

emotion, the appraisal theorists find evaluations (or appraisals in their own term) as an 

essential cause of emotion. Unlike the appraisal theorists, the evaluative theorists do not 

talk about the causal relationship between the appraisals and other elements of emotions 

such as bodily changes or feelings.  

 Another difference between the appraisal theorists and the evaluative theorists is 

that they disagree about whether all emotions share the same basis. Evaluative theorists 

usually argue that one judgment is related to a distinctive kind of emotion and each kind 
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of emotion has its own distinctive judgment (as I mentioned in Ch.1, fear is just the 

judgment that there is a danger, and sadness is just the judgment that there is a loss). The 

appraisal theorists, on the other hand, argue that a common set of appraisals (such as 

Lazarus’s six major appraisal dimensions above) are present in all emotions and different 

emotions pertain to different appraisal results along different dimensions. An advantage 

of appealing to this kind of set of appraisal dimension is that the number of a combination 

of answers that can be made by this kind of multi dimension of appraisal is much larger 

than that of vernacular emotion categories. So, the model explains not only the vernacular 

emotion categories, it also explains emotions that we experience but do not have names 

in our culture. It also accounts for subtle differences of emotion cases that are normally 

classified as the same emotion according to our vernacular emotion categories.  

Zajonc criticizes the appraisal theories, arguing that appraisals are not required for 

an emotion to occur. On this view, bodily changes can occur without any prior appraisal. 

Zajonc (1980, 1984) suggests several reasons for this claim. Let me introduce some of 

them that have been mentioned frequently in the literature.  

First, there is a neuroanatomical finding of fear. Zajonc refers to a study of fear by 

LeDoux (1996), according to which a full-fledged fear response can be produced directly 

though subcortical structures like the thalamus and the amygdala, without engaging the 

neocortex. LeDoux found that there is a subcortical pathway from the retinae to the 

amygdala though the thalamus, which probably pertains to fear responses. Here’s how it 

works. According to LeDoux, a fear response begins with a sensory response—we see a 

snake-like object, for instance. The image of the object on the retinae of our eyes sends a 

signal to the thalamus, which is the major subcortical hub for the senses. The thalamus 
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can register coarse visual features, but it cannot recognize objects. The thalamus then 

sends information to visual areas of the neocortex so that we can finally recognize 

objects. However, LeDoux says, the thalamus also sends the information directly to the 

amygdala which controls various body responses, bypassing the cortex altogether. The 

amygdala triggers a fight or flight response, modulates freezing, controls heart rate and 

breathing, and initiates changes in hormone levels. According to Zajonc, this finding 

indicates that fear can be set off without any appraisals, as the amygdala does not pertain 

to cognition.34  

Second, in a series of experiments, Zajonc shows that a mere exposure to a 

stimulus in the subliminal level is enough for people to develop a preference. For 

example, Zajonc and W.R Wilson (1979) flashed slides of irregular polygons to a group 

of subjects; the slides were presented too fast to recognize. The subjects were then 

presented with two polygons and asked to say which they liked better. The result was that 

the subjects tended to prefer polygons they had been shown before. This could not have 

been conscious; participations were also asked which polygon they had seen before, and 

the rate of recognition was nearly equivalent to chance. Zajonc concludes that mere 

exposure, below the threshold of consciousness, was enough for the subjects to form 

preferences. In another study (1993), Zajonc attempted to create a new emotional reaction 

by presenting a neutral subliminal stimulus with an emotional item. He showed subjects 

picture with a positive or negative emotional valence (a happy or an angry human face) 

 

 34 As I discuss soon, Zajonc thinks this finding indicates that fear can be set off 

without any appraisals. But others, such as Robinson, hold that that this finding indicates 

that fear can be set off by non-cognitive appraisals. Zajonc did not consider the 

possibility of non-cognitive appraisals; for Zajonc, all appraisals are cognitive. 
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with a Chinese ideograph (participants did not know Chinese). The ideographs were 

presented very quickly—again, too fast to recognize. However, the subjects showed a 

significant preference for the ideograph that was presented with the smiling face, rather 

than an angry face. Other studies that Zajonc refers to similarly conjoin a new and neutral 

stimulus with an already valenced emotional item like a nauseous substance or an electric 

shock (e.g., Garcia & Rusiniak, 1980; Flynn, Edwards, & Bandler, 1971; Wilson, 1979; 

Seamon et al., 1983). The result indicates that subliminal stimuli can make people like or 

dislike things.  

Third, Zajonc argues that emotional states can be induced directly by drugs, 

hormones, and even facial expressions without any prior conditioning. Some studies 

show a “facial feedback” phenomenon. In those studies, researchers asked participants to 

make a certain sound (“ü”) or perform a certain action like holding a pen with their 

mouth, so that the subjects inadvertently configured their faces in ways associated with 

negative or positive emotions. Then, participants were asked to evaluative some story 

while sustaining the facial configuration. Participants who held negative facial 

configurations tended to rate the story more negatively; those who held the positive 

configurations tended to rate the story positively (Zajonc, Murphy, & Inglehart, 1989; 

Strack, Martin, and Stepper, 1988). 

Based on these, Zajonc argues that affect precedes cognition and appraisals are 

not necessary for emotions. So, on Zajonc’s view, at least in some cases, the correct order 

is: 1) the perception of a fact, 2) various bodily changes (motor expressions and 

autonomic physiological changes), feelings, and action. Like the appraisal theorists, the 

order of bodily changes is not important for Zajonc. His focus is just on the idea that no 
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appraisals are required to initiate these various bodily and feeling changes, as well as 

actions. 

Prinz and Robinson both consider Zajonc’s and Lazarus’ claims and attempt to 

embrace them in their theories of emotion, but they do so in different ways. Prinz agrees 

with Zajonc that the fact that emotions can be induced by drugs, hormones, and mere 

facial configuration is decisive evidence that evaluation is not required for bodily 

changes. However, Prinz incorporates Lazarus’ insight as well. Prinz argues that 

emotions still represent evaluative contents without evaluations, because the evaluative 

contents are presented by perceiving bodily changes, namely by feelings. (Prinz adopts 

James’s view of feelings, that feelings are perceptions of bodily changes. According to 

Prinz, emotions are dedicated input systems that have “the function of receiving 

information from the body or the world via some priority class of transducers and internal 

representations (Prinz, 2004, p. 222).” Prinz says that, like other perceptual systems such 

Table 2. Lazarus' core relational themes 
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as the olfactory system and the visual system, the emotional system has its own neural 

pathways and proprietary representations. Emotion constitutes a subsystem within the 

somatosensory; emotions represent organism-environment relations by registering—in 

other words, perceiving—bodily changes. What Prinz calls organism-environment 

relations corresponds to what I have been calling the evaluative contents or the formal 

objects of emotions (Prinz, 2004, pp. 16-17). Prinz, following Lazarus, calls these 

relations ‘core relational themes.’ These core relational themes summarize evaluations 

through the six appraisal dimensions suggested by Lazarus. The following table provides 

Lazarus’ core relational themes (Lazarus, 1991, p. 122) introduced in Prinz’s book (Prinz, 

2004, p. 16). 

Prinz explains the representational relationship between perceived bodily changes 

and organism-environment relations (evaluative contents) by employing Fred Dretske’s 

causal theory of representation. According to Dretske’s causal theory, A represents B if A 

has been set up to be set off by B by learning or evolution. In other words, that A is 

reliably caused by B alone is not enough for A to represent B. A should have the function 

of being reliably caused by B. Otherwise, a single mental state ends up representing a 

disjunction of different things rather than one thing. As Prinz states it,  

Frogs eat flies, and, to do so, they must have mental representations that 

tell them when flies are present – an internal fly detector. But frogs cannot 

discriminate between flies and pellets shot from a bee bee gun. The mental 

representation in a frog’s head that is reliably caused by flies would also 

be reliably caused by pellets. Should we say it is a fly representation or a 

pellet representation? Clearly, the former makes more sense than latter. 

The representation in question probably formed through natural selection. 

(Prinz, 2004, p. 54) 
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Following James-Lange’s view, Prinz argues that emotions are reliably caused by 

bodily changes. However, Prinz says that emotions do not represent and carry the 

information of bodily changes, because emotions have not been set up for the purpose of 

carrying the information of bodily changes. Here Prinz assumes that emotions are the 

products of evolution and evolution chooses things that confer a survival advantage. 

Emotions promote behavioral responses; we run when we are afraid of something. Also, 

as Damasio’s research shows, emotions play a role in decision-making. Patients with 

lesions in the ventromedial parts of their frontal lobes (caused by an accident) found it 

difficult to form close relationships with partners and choose trustworthy partners, despite 

having normal memory, IQ, language, and perceptual abilities. Damasio argues that this 

is because patients were unable to anticipate the emotional consequences of their actions. 

It is difficult to make sense of this result if we think that emotions have been set up to 

carry the information of bodily changes. Thus, Prinz argues that it makes more sense to 

think that emotions carry the information of some external circumstances. That is, the 

relationship between a subject and her surroundings corresponds to what I have been 

calling ‘the evaluative content of emotions.’ Fear, as Prinz states, seems to be a danger 

warning system, rather than a heart monitor, (Prinz. 2004, p.66). Therefore, emotions 

must have the function of being reliably caused by the evaluative contents. Hence, 

emotions represent evaluative contents. 

Therefore, on Prinz’s view, bodily changes do not necessarily follow evaluations; 

Prinz stands against the appraisal theorists on this point. In sadness, we do not necessarily 

make an evaluation that there is a loss. But sadness represents what that evaluative 

judgment represents, because, as a feeling, it is a perception of bodily changes, and the 
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bodily changes track evaluative contents. Thus, on his view, the third step, feelings, 

involves evaluative contents. Accordingly, Prinz adopts the following order: 1) the 

perception of a fact, 2) various bodily changes, and 3) feelings that represent evaluative 

contents.  

Robinson, on the other hand, accepts the order of Lazarus: 1) the perception of a 

fact, 2) appraisals, and 3) various bodily changes (autonomic physiological changes and 

motor expressions), feelings, and action tendency occur after. But this is not the end of 

the process, because another sort of appraisals come follow step 3. As explained in 

Chapter 2, Robinson thinks that there are two different kinds of appraisals engaged in 

emotions: a quick and dirty, unconscious, and non-cognitive appraisal that evoke bodily 

changes; and conscious and cognitive appraisals that correspond to cognitive monitoring. 

Locating the unconscious one in the earlier stage of the emotion process reflects Zajonc’s 

view that no conscious and cognitive appraisals are necessary to evoke emotional 

feelings. Still, appraisals play a significant role in the emotion process—the initial 

unconscious appraisals evoke initial bodily responses and hence, draw attention instantly 

to whatever in the environment is of significance. The later conscious and cognitive 

appraisals correct and regulate the initial responses. This accords with Lazarus’ view that 

appraisals are required for emotions. 

In fact, Robinson’s view is quite like the view of Lazarus and other contemporary 

appraisal theorists such as Scherer and Ellsworth. Many people (including Zajonc) 

misunderstand Lazarus’ view and think that Lazarus’ appraisals should be conscious and 

are only available to adult human beings who has mastered the linguistic ability, because 

Lazarus argues that appraisals are cognitive. However, Lazarus and many other 
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contemporary appraisal theorists do not argue that the appraisals are necessarily 

conscious or only possible for full-grown up humans who fully developed those linguistic 

skills. Lazarus and Sherer say, for example, that primary appraisals are unconscious 

(Lazarus, 1991). In fact, this is the basis of Lazarus’ criticism of Zajonc: Zajonc tried to 

attack Lazarus’ view by suggesting that emotions can be aroused unconsciously (Scherer, 

2009) and that emotion is possible for some animals and newborn babies (Moors, 

Ellsworth, Scherer, and Fridja, 2013).  

Prinz holds that Lazarus’ appraisals must be judgments, namely, propositional 

attitudes. Prinz’s reason for this is that each of the appraisals requires possession of the 

relevant concepts such as the concept of goal, relevance, and self. Otherwise, it is not 

clear how that sort of complex appraisal is possible. However, Prinz’s interpretation 

seems not consistent with Lazarus’ claim that unconscious appraisals are possible for 

infants and animals; the standard understanding of the propositional attitudes is that they 

are conscious and only humans who have mastered linguistic ability can have them. That 

is why evaluative theories (those that identify emotions with propositional evaluations) 

cannot embrace emotions of animals and infants. 

 It might be that unconscious and non-linguistic mental states can be 

propositional, unlike usual cases of understanding. However, even if propositional mental 

states must be conscious, it does not necessarily mean that Lazarus is arguing for an 

inconsistent position. For another possibility is that Prinz’s interpretation of Lazarus’ 

appraisal is incorrect. Lazarus’ appraisals do not have to be propositional; they do not 

require the possession of complex concepts. Showing specifically how Lazarus’ 

appraisals may not require the possessions of complex concepts is not my interest. 
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Instead, I would like to emphasize that appraisal theorists, including Lazarus, hold that 

the appraisals they talk about are not necessarily conscious and not necessarily 

propositional. Therefore, Robinson’s claim is actually very close to Lazarus and other 

contemporary appraisal theorists. Just like Robinson, these appraisal theorists argue that 

primary appraisals are non-conscious and automatic. These primary appraisals cause both 

the initial bodily responses and the secondary appraisals that are conscious and that 

monitor the initial responses. (As I will show in the next section, Robinson relies heavily 

on Ellsworth’s explanation of the cognitive monitoring to develop her view of the 

emotional process.) The only difference between Robinson and the appraisal theorists is 

that Robinson holds that the primary appraisals are non-cognitive, whereas the appraisal 

theorists hold that they are cognitive (they are automatic and unconscious, but cognitive). 

This is because they define ‘cognition’ differently. The questions of what cognition is, 

and consequently whether autonomic appraisals could count as conscious, are not my 

interest. Thus, I will not discuss this issue further. 35   

To sum up, the order, on Robinson’s view, is as follows: 1) the perception of a 

fact, 2) unconscious appraisals (Robinson calls these “affective appraisals”), 3) various 

bodily changes, feelings, and action tendencies (the order among these three are not 

important), and 4) conscious appraisals (cognitive monitoring).  

 There are some reasons that lead Prinz and Robinson to different conclusions 

about whether appraisals are required for emotions. Robinson holds that Zajonc’s finding 

that bodily changes directly follow perceptions without any prior conscious appraisals is 

 

 35 For more discussion of the definition of ‘cognition’, see, Prinz, 2004, Ch. 2, 

Robinson, 2005, Ch. 2, and Salmela, 2014.  
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consistent with the idea that unconscious and automatic appraisals occur prior to bodily 

changes. However, Prinz holds that the kinds of appraisals that appraisal theorists hold to 

be relevant to emotions are not possible on the unconscious and automatic level. As we 

have discussed, Prinz thinks Lazarus’ appraisals require propositional attitudes. Lazarus’ 

appraisals invoke concepts like self-identity and the assessment of accountability. As 

Prinz says, “it is hard to imagine that a primitive structure such as the amygdala harbors 

such a sophisticated conceptual repertoire (Prinz, 2004, p.38).” Robinson argues that the 

appraisals that appear in the primary stage are simpler. Like “I like it! / I do not like it!” 

“This is new! / this is familiar!” or “This is a threat!” However, Prinz anticipated this 

kind of response and expresses some concerns.36 First, “the amygdala seems to be a body 

control center, not an appraiser… the cells in its nuclei send messages to structures such 

as the hypothalamus and the central gray, which alter bodily states. (Prinz, 2004, p.38).” 

Thus, it seems that the amygdala cannot process even simple appraisals. Second, even if 

Robinson can somehow show that the amygdala harbors simple appraisals, Robinson is 

still committed to the idea that these appraisals are not embodied. So, Robinson needs to 

explain how those appraisals are disembodied; this seems like a challenge, given that the 

amygdala is a body control center. 

Let me briefly explain how Robinson’s appraisals are not embodied. The simpler 

and unconscious appraisals in the primary stage (namely, “affective appraisals”) do not 

refer to bodily changes themselves. (I have discussed this in more detail in Chapter 2.) 

Although they are simpler (like “this is familiar” or “this is pleasant”), these appraisals do 

 

 36 It is not that Robinson and Prinz have a debate on this issue. Prinz expects that 

appraisal theorists like Lazarus could argue as Robinson does and give some objections 

to the expected claim. 
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not require bodily changes. Thus, Robinson’s affective appraisals are not embodied 

(though, of course, these appraisals are affective in that they cause bodily changes). 

Prinz, on the other hand, holds that such un-embodied appraisals are not required for 

bodily changes. Instead, as explained, perceived bodily changes themselves play the role 

of appraisals. Prinz calls them “embodied appraisals.” (These are not kind of appraisals 

that appraisal theorists think about; they are perceived bodily changes.) In other words, 

Prinz holds that appraisals are not needed for bodily changes; mere bodily changes can 

play the role of appraisals.37   

To sum up, the major controversial point regarding the emotion process turns on 

the primary stage: what comes before the physiological changes. Lazarus and Robinson 

argue that emotions must be caused by unconscious and automatic appraisals; Zajonc and 

Prinz argue that a perception directly causes physiological changes without any 

appraisals, either conscious or unconscious. (This distinction doesn’t track whether 

appraisals are cognitive or non-cognitive. The issue of cognition makes the discussion 

confusing, because different people have different understanding of cognition. For 

simplicity, I will taxonomize views as to whether they hold that appraisals are conscious 

 

 37 Prinz suggests a third concern as well. However, this does not apply to 

Robinson’s claim. Prinz says that one might hold in response that there are two different 

kinds of emotions: cortically induced emotions and subcortically induced emotions (e.g., 

subcortically induced fear and cortically induced fear). However, such a position could 

not explain why two such different emotions can seem so similar and co-classified. If 

subcortically induced fear does not include the complex dimensional appraisals, such 

appraisals cannot explain this commonality. However, Robinson does not argue that there 

are two different kinds of fear. So, this does not apply to Robinson’s case. 
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or unconscious.)  Except for this point, these three agree with the overall order of events 

and they share the assumption that the order is linear and in one way.  

It is worth dwelling on cognitive monitoring, the final stage. Among the people I 

have discussed so far, Robinson is the only person who discusses the stage of cognitive 

monitoring. However, other people are likely to admit the existence of this stage as well. 

As I said, contemporary appraisal theorists generally admit this stage and the cognitive 

monitoring of emotion is now widely discussed in the literature. Other emotion theorists 

tend to be only interested in the beginning part of the process because they do not include 

the monitoring stage as an essential part of emotions. Furthermore, one of the main 

concerns in the literature pertains to whether emotions are cognitive. Emotion theorists 

believe that what evokes the bodily changes of emotions determines whether emotions 

are cognitive or non-cognitive; if conscious and cognitive appraisals are required to elicit 

emotions, emotions are cognitive. Otherwise, they are non-cognitive. That is why their 

focus was on the beginning part of the process. However, this does not mean they reject 

that cognitive monitoring follow the initial responses. So, I will assume that people 

generally agree upon this cognitive monitoring stage. 

There is another view, however, quite different from the views that I have 

introduced so far. Let us call this view “constructivist theory”. Barrett (2006) and Russell 

(2003) argue that emotions are labelled feelings. On this view, feelings that consist of 

valence (positive or negative) and arousal (excited, calm, or down) are continuously 

created through various processes and for various reasons. They hold that feelings are 

created by perceived changes of bodily situations. Here, bodily situations can be caused 

not only by external events (meeting a snake, losing a best friend); they can also be 
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caused by internal situations (hormones, viruses). According to Barrett and Russell, these 

feelings become emotions when we interpret the feelings by using emotions-related 

cultural cues or our available emotion concepts. Suppose that, riding a roller coaster, I 

feel positively excited, but I misattribute my feeling of excitement as being attracted to 

the person sitting next to me and think of the feeling as a sign of my attraction to her. 

Then, according to the constructivist theory, it is an affection. Constructivism holds that 

emotions are constructed by our interpretation and labeling; they are not determined in 

any pre-organized way.38 

Unlike other theories introduced earlier, the constructivist theory does not focus 

on the initial stage in the process; they do not discuss what causes the bodily changes of 

emotion, as it is not important for their theory. They identify emotions with labeled 

feelings regardless of where the feelings come from. Thus, on this view, the order of 

emotion elements can be written like this: 1) Various unspecified production mechanism 

(including various bodily and possibly action changes), 2) feeling (core affect), 3) 

interpretation of the feeling and labelling of it.  

Here, the last “interpretating and labelling” stage corresponds to or at least 

include other theories’ “appraisals” stage. Constructivists argue that the interpretation is 

by using emotions-related cultural cues or our knowledge of emotion concepts. However, 

our emotion concepts involve appraisals, and the cultural cues are appraisals related. For 

 

 38 Some contemporary appraisal theories can be regarded as kinds of 

constructivisms. As I will explain later, Scherer ad Ellsworth also argue that the cognitive 

monitoring stage often include interpretating and labeling of the bodily signals. Like 

constructivists, they “allow an active search for the construction of individual, cultural or 

situational meaning (Scherer, 2009, p. 3462)”    
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example, the concept of “envy” involves the evaluation that some other person has an 

object I desire. The cultural cues of envy are what commonly instantiate this relationship 

in the culture such as my neighbor’s new purchase of a luxurious car, a Facebook 

newsfeed that my friend has been engaged, and my rival’s getting a promotion. Also, like 

appraisal theorists and Robinson, constructivists argue that the interpreting and labeling 

step is not necessarily conscious. The only difference between constructivists’ 

“interpreting” stage and other theorists’ “appraisal” stage is that the latter evaluation 

causes changes in other elements including feelings, whereas the former evaluation does 

not necessarily do so (it can be just an evaluation after feeling).  Hence, the final stage of 

the constructivist process (an interpretation and labelling of the feeling) could also be 

described as an appraisal.  

 

2. Order Flexibility About the Emotion Process 

 

 I argue, however, that none of the views introduced so far are entirely correct and 

none of them are entirely incorrect either about the sequence of the elements of emotions; 

they all are partially correct. I believe that the four elements of emotions do not need to 

appear in any particular order. I call this claim ‘Order Flexibility about the Emotion 

Process’. 

 James, Lazarus, Robinson, Prinz and Zajonc assume that emotions begin with a 

perception of an event. However, I will argue that action and bodily changes (as I explain 

more soon, I use ‘bodily changes’ to refer to physiological changes and motor 

expressions) can also be the first element of an emotion (Robinson and Prinz point out 
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that emotions can be triggered not only by perceptions but also by memory, imagination, 

complex mental calculation, and cognitive evaluative judgments. However, they do not 

claim that action and bodily changes can also be triggers). I will then argue that there is 

no reason to believe that the rest of other order is fixed in a certain way, either. The onset 

of an element tends to bring about all other elements and they can occur in any order.  

 The main issue is whether some sort of appraisal is required to evoke bodily 

changes. I will argue that no appraisal is required. I will accept Zajonc’s considerations 

and studies; it does not follow that conscious appraisals are required. As to whether this 

means that automatic and unconscious appraisals are required for bodily changes, as 

Robinson argues (appraisals cause bodily changes, on her view), or that no kind of 

appraisals whatsoever are required, as Prinz argues (bodily changes do not occur through 

appraisals, on his view), I argue again they both are partially correct. Some but not all 

emotions are caused by bodily changes without any sort of appraisal ahead. Therefore, 

unconscious appraisals are not required, either.   

 Emotions also can occur, as the constructivist theory claims, by labeling of a 

feeling. This does not require that appraisals cause the feeling. I said above that action 

tendencies and bodily changes can be the first element of an emotion process. As 

examples, I will introduce cases where manipulations in bodily changes and actions cause 

emotions. In these cases, the best explanation seems to be what the constructivist theory 

claims: Regardless of what causes a feeling, if we interpret the feeling that is somehow 

caused in the way that is related to an emotion and name it an emotion, it becomes an 

emotion. However, this is certainly not the only possible kind of case. As mentioned, any 

order of the elements is possible.  
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In the remainder of this chapter, I will attempt to support these claims. 

 

2.1. The Emotion Process Does Not Always Begin with Perception or Evaluation 

 

 Let me start by showing that emotions can start in bodily changes and action 

tendencies. Either claim is significant. Bodily changes have been taken as a decisive sign 

that an emotion has started and hence people are usually interested in what causes those 

bodily changes. But it is rarely noted that bodily changes themselves can initiate emotion. 

And it is generally acknowledged that action tendencies can come after or occur 

concurrently with bodily changes. But it has been rarely emphasized that actions 

themselves can initiate emotion. Interestingly, James attempts to show that bodily 

changes and action tendencies can cause emotions earlier in the same texts that I 

mentioned at the beginning of this chapter (James, 1884;1890). Yet his intention behind 

this is not the same as mine; James attempts to show this because he thinks that it verifies 

his theory of emotion; his intention was not to show that emotions can begin by any 

element of emotions. 

As I mentioned, James claims that the bodily changes directly follow the 

perception of an exciting fact. According to James, we have a feeling of emotion because 

we have bodily manifestations of emotions, not the other way around. In arguing for this, 

James notes that if his claims are correct, then voluntarily arousal of one’s bodily 

manifestations ought to produce one’s emotional feelings (James, 1884, p.197). Thus, 

James thinks that we have a basic test for his theory: we can manipulate bodily changes 

and see whether we find corresponding feeling changes.  
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Let me note an often-neglected fact: “bodily manifestations” for James include 

three distinct features: autonomic physiological changes, motor expressions, and action. 

Autonomic physiological changes are changes in the physical body that are not under our 

voluntary control—from sweating, increased heart rate, and blood pressure, to reddening 

of the cheeks and dilation of the pupils. Motor expressions are displays of emotions in the 

body like facial expressions, postures, gestures, and gaze. As explained in Chapter 1, 

action tendencies are tendencies to act such as flee in fear and fight with anger.  James 

calls all these three together “bodily manifestations”; his examples of “bodily 

manifestations” include the examples of all three. Therefore, to put more accurately, 

James is arguing that if his theory is correct, voluntary changes in actions, motor 

expressions and physiological changes will produce changes in one’s feelings of emotion. 

I have not yet distinguished all three so far (in this chapter and in the previous chapters). I 

distinguished action tendencies, but I did not distinguish autonomic physiological 

changes from motor expressions. I called both “bodily changes”. This is because I did not 

have to; all my claims so far about bodily changes apply to both physiological changes 

and motor expressions (for most people other than James, bodily changes include motor 

expressions and autonomic physiological changes).39 However, the distinction will be 

useful soon to criticize James, as you will see. (Unless I am discussing James, I will use 

the term ‘bodily changes’ to refer to both motor expressions and automatic physiological 

changes.)  

James says that we observe that bodily manifestations themselves tend to increase 

feelings in our experience of emotion—although it is hard to prove because many bodily 

 

 39 Some people distinguish all three clearly though (e.g., Scherer, 2009).  
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manifestations in organs are beyond our volitional control. As he puts it, “… panic is 

increased by flight, and how the giving way to the symptoms of grief or anger increases 

those passions themselves. Each fit of sobbing makes the sorrow more acute and calls 

forth another fit stronger still… (James, 1884, p.197)”. It follows, James says, that if we 

want to correct our undesirable emotional tendencies, we must first “cold-bloodedly, go 

through the outward motions of those contrary dispositions we prefer to cultivate (James, 

1884, p. 198).” So, according to James, if you pretend to like Suzie by giving her flowers 

every week, for example, you are likely to actually like Suzie in the future. If you keep 

smiling, you are likely to be really happier. 

 James does not give empirical evidence obtained from controlled settings. 

However, there have been a lot of carefully designed scientific studies that confirm the 

Jamesian idea. Laird’s book, Feelings: The Perception of Self (2007) introduces and 

synthesizes the large number of those studies.  

I mentioned one of these studies in the previous section (e.g., Zajonc, Murphy, & 

Inglehart (1989)’s work on facial feedback). A similar sort of facial feedback study is 

done by Strack, Martin, and Stepper (1988). They recruited test subjects under the 

pretense of studying the best techniques to teach writing to people paralyzed below the 

neck. Subjects were divided into two groups. Both groups were instructed to hold a pencil 

in their mouths, but they were told to force different facial expressions. One group held a 

pencil in their mouths with their lips tightly clamped around it, so that they had an 

unpleasant, disgust-like expression. Another group held the pencil with their lips drawn 

back, so that they had a smile-like face. Both then judged a series of cartoons for their 

funniness. The result was that the latter group with a smile like face judged the cartoon 
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funnier than did the former group with an unpleasant face. But remember, none of the 

subjects in the research recognized the true purpose of the research; they did not even 

explicitly acknowledge that the pencil holding face created emotion expressions in doing 

this task. (for all other studies about facial feedback that I could not introduce in this 

chapter because of the limitation of space, see Laird, 1988, Ch. 2). 

Laird introduces many other studies that show that manipulating actions arouses 

feelings. Bandler, Madaras, & Bem (1968), for example, recruited participants under the 

pretense of a study on pain perception, asking subjects to press their hand onto a plate 

that delivered painful electric shocks. There were two groups. One group was told to 

remove their hand as soon as they felt the shock. Another group was told to hold their 

hand on the plate for the duration of the shock. Thus, the former group of people were 

asked to escape the shock (like run away from a scary object), whereas the latter group 

were asked not to. After each shock, both groups were asked to judge its intensity. In fact, 

all the shocks were exactly the same intensity. As a consequence, the latter group of 

people received much more shock, they were asked not to escape the situation. However, 

the subjects’ judgments were exactly the reverse. The former group rated the intensity of 

the shock much higher than the latter group. The researchers concluded that this 

paradoxical result is because the subjects had interpreted their escape behavior as 

indicating that the shock was more severe and scary (for all other studies about action 

manipulations that I could not introduce in this chapter because of the limitation of space, 

see Laird, 1988, Ch. 3). 

There are many studies about autonomic physiological changes as well. Most 

notably, it has been observed that the beta-adrenergic blocking agents (beta-blockers, for 
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short) have reduced aggression, anger, and anxiety. The beta-blocker interferes with 

adrenalin at the peripheral neural sites, where adrenalin produces the characteristic 

visceral arousal symptoms such as rapid heartbeat, high blood pressure, excessive 

sweating, and palpitations. Since it works outside the central nervous system, it does not 

influence the brain. Ratey et al. (1992) conducted a well-controlled double-blind study of 

the effects of a beta-blocker and found that the treatment significantly reduced 

aggression. Other studies demonstrate that beta-blockers have successfully treated 

anxiety disorders and reduced performance anxiety (e.g.  Mattes, 1985; Volavka, 1988).  

So, as James argues, manipulating bodily manifestations can cause changes in 

emotional feelings. However, unlike what James believes, this does not verify his theory. 

Recall that James’ theory includes three important claims. 1) The exciting fact directly 

causes bodily changes. 2) The correct sequence is that feelings follow bodily changes, for 

the sensations of the bodily changes are feelings. 3) The feelings, as the sensations of 

bodily changes, are emotions. Among these, claims 1) and 2) are relevant to the 

manipulation of bodily changes (when it comes to the claim 3), I rejected it in Chapter 1). 

But this means that manipulating bodily manifestations can cause changes in emotional 

feelings. This verifies 2) only partially, and it does not verify 1) at all. 

Claim 2 (feelings follow bodily changes, for the sensations of the bodily changes 

are feelings) is only partly correct for two reasons: A) James does not distinguish 

between automatic physiological changes, motor expressions, and actions. B) James does 

not distinguish his claim about the sequence between feelings and bodily changes and his 

claim about what feelings are. Claim 2) is correct only about autonomic physiological 

changes, but not about motor expressions and actions. When it comes to autonomic 
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physiological changes, yes, they can bring about changes in feelings and that is because 

feelings are the sensations of physiological changes. (I will argue in the next chapter that 

bodily sensations are not the whole story of emotions. However, emotional feelings are 

partly sensations of bodily changes.) However, the same thing does not apply to motor 

expressions and actions. True, the studies that I have introduced so far show that changes 

in motor expressions and actions can arouse changes in feelings. However, unlike the 

case of autonomic physiological changes, this is not because feelings are the sensations 

of actions or motor expressions, unlike the case of autonomic physiological changes. The 

common understanding of those changes is that the subject interprets of the changes in 

action and motor expressions as signals of emotions or something that pertains to 

emotions. Facial changes, for example, bring about joyful feelings because the subjects 

interpreted that changes in facial expressions as the sign of joy or joyful situations. In the 

escaping shock the paradoxical result is due to the fact that the subjects interpreted their 

escape behavior as indicating that the shock was more severe and scary. Considering that 

the test subjects were not aware that they were interpreting a certain bodily change as an 

emotional change, the “interpretation” was done unconsciously. We should think about 

whether the unconscious mental process is deserves the word ‘interpretation’ and if so, 

exactly what kind of interpretation is engaged. At any rate, however, what seems obvious 

is that the changes in feelings caused by actions and motor expressions are not the 

sensations of them. Therefore, although James’ claim about the sequence applies to all 

three—autonomic physiological changes, actions, and motor expressions—feelings 

caused by autonomic physiological changes are different in kind than feelings caused by 

actions and motor expressions.  
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As for claim 1 (the exciting fact directly causes bodily changes), not only James 

but also Prinz and Zajonc hold that the manipulation tests verify that perceptions can 

cause emotions directly. To be more precise, Prinz and Zajonc are committed to a further 

claim: manipulation tests verify that perceptions can cause emotions directly, without 

evaluations. However, Prinz and Zajonc are wrong in their initial claim. The 

manipulation studies do not show anything about the relationship between the perception 

of an exciting fact and bodily changes in emotion episodes, for the studies are not about 

cases where an emotion begins with a perception. What these studies show is that 

physiological changes, motor expressions, and actions can trigger emotions. Let’s turn to 

the further claim: Do the studies show that those three bodily changes can trigger 

emotions without evaluations?  They do show that emotions can be triggered without 

conscious evaluations. However, they suggest that even in those cases without conscious 

evaluations, unconscious evaluations are required. For, as I have stated earlier, some sort 

of interpretation or unconscious thought is required to explain the results of the 

experiments. These unconscious interpretations or thoughts are not necessarily the 

evaluations of the kind that appraisal theorists talk about. However, it is possible that 

those evaluations are a part of the unconscious interpretation. For example, in cases 

where facial expressions are manipulated, the happy face may have caused subjects to 

think unconsciously that the situation they are facing facilitates their goal. 

We will come back to this point about unconscious interpretation or evaluation 

later. For now, what is important in this section is that the manipulation experiments 

empirically proved that actions, motor expressions, and autonomic physiological changes 

can trigger emotions, but not that James’ theory is correct. 
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One might argue that these are artificially “manipulated” situations and thus they 

do not tell us anything about natural emotion. However, this kind of objection neglects 

that our bodies are not just for emotions. We move our bodies for various reasons from 

jogging, housework, driving, working, and so on.  This means that all these daily 

movements of our body can work like the manipulations of actions or motor expressions 

such as gesturing and posing in the above studies. Indeed, Michalak et al (2015) found 

that when people were instructed to walk swinging their arms and standing up straight, 

they tended to be happy. On the other hand, when people were instructed to walk with 

shoulders rolled forward and little arm movement, they tended to be sad. This shows that 

it is very possible that actions of our daily life can function like the manipulated actions 

in tests and trigger emotions. This kind of posture is not a rare occurrence; it happens all 

the time in everyday life, our emotions continuously influencing our physiological states. 

Furthermore, various hormones, temperature, physical movements of our organs, etc. 

make our physiological states change constantly. As mentioned in Chapter 2, all living 

beings’ bodily situations change constantly, regardless of emotion. This means that the 

physiological states can work like manipulate physiological changes in the above studies. 

This is familiar from experience: the low blood pressure of a person, for example, might 

make her feel sad. An unbalance of hormones might make you upset and angry. When 

you are hungry, for example, you easily get angry or sad (e.g. see MacCormack et al., 

2019). It is a well-known fact that a week or two before their period, many women easily 

get angry, anxious, and sad (e.g., see Liu et al., 2017). 

Can a feeling trigger an emotion, then, as well? Unfortunately, it is hard to find 

studies demonstrating such a connection. This is, first, largely because feelings are often 
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identified with emotions themselves. We have seen this in the manipulation studies of 

bodily changes introduced in the previous section: Once a change in feelings occurs, it is 

considered to be an occurrence of emotion. Thus, nobody tries to check whether emotions 

can begin with feelings. Second, more importantly, it is impossible to manipulate feelings 

only without changing other elements first. As I will discuss further in the next chapter, 

feelings are total reflections of not only bodily changes but also evaluations and desires. 

Therefore, to change feelings, you have to first change bodily elements, evaluations, or 

desires. Manipulating feelings is not like manipulating actions. Actions do not typically 

require changes in desires or thoughts the way that feelings do. Therefore, feelings cannot 

be a starter of emotions in the same way as other elements.   

 However, once an emotional feeling occurs, it is very possible that the feeling 

causes other elements of emotions. Feelings are created as a reflection of various other 

elements; but once they occur, feelings influence other elements. For example, as 

introduced, merely bodily states can cause feelings; when we are hungry, we are more 

likely to be sad. Once a sad feeling occurs, it often brings about the sadness-related 

evaluative thoughts like “I am ridiculous,” “My life is meaningless,” and feeling-related 

actions such as slower movement. Sometimes, the related thought and action make one’s 

feeling even sadder, causing a vicious cycle. Scherer’s explanation (2004, 2009) of the 

stage of cognitive monitoring also confirms that feelings influence other elements. 

Scherer argues all elements of emotion, once they begin, give feedback to each other. 

Feelings are not an exception. The occurrence of feeling is not the end of the story. Once 

caused, feelings regulate and can create changes in other elements, too. For example, you 

might have an unpleasant feeling about a friend’s promotion out of envy. You might try 
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not to express it in action because it is socially undesirable; you might even try to change 

your initial evaluation, for example looking for the potential benefits you might enjoy 

from your friend’s promotion.40 

 

2.2. Any Single Element Can Cause Other Elements, But Not in A Fixed Order 

 

 So far, I have attempted to show that emotion process can begin by various 

elements other than a perception and an evaluation. What happens after the trigger then? 

What is the order after the first element of emotion? Is it fixed in a certain way? I argue 

that the rest of order is not fixed either. 

 First, when it comes to the case where an emotion begins by a perception, 

Robinson, Prinz, Zajonc, and Lazarus disagree with one another about whether there 

must be an appraisal or not before various changes in other elements of emotion. 

However, they all agree that, with or without an appraisal, the various changes (bodily, 

feeling, or action changes) occur together. They do not indicate that there must be a fixed 

order in which they occur.  

 Second, I found no indication (whether from my experience or empirical studies) 

that there is a fixed order to emotion when emotion begins by action or bodily changes. 

What seems clear is just that they bring about other elements.  

 

 40 When it comes to Scherer’s view of feelings in emotions, it will be explained 

further in Chapter 5. 
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 In Section 2.1, I introduced various studies that show action and bodily changes 

bring about changes in emotional feelings. They did not measure whether evaluations 

also follow. However, recall that some studies led to the conclusion that some sort of 

appraisal was required to make sense of the feelings. This indicates that changes in action 

and bodily changes cause changes in both feeling and evaluations. Even if there were no 

appraisals before feelings, feelings can possibly cause the related evaluations, like in the 

case where feeling caused by hunger lead to a negative evaluation about one’s 

surrounding.  

 Also, according to Laird (1988), various studies show that changes in motor 

expressions cause changes in automatic physiological changes (e.g., Lanzetta et al., 1976; 

by Levenson et al., 1990), as well as emotional feelings, and that changes in actions cause 

changes in automatic physiology and emotional feelings (e.g., Williams and Kleinke, 

1993). Therefore, bodily changes and action tendencies tend to influence and bring about 

each other, and elements of bodily changes (motor expressions and automatic 

physiological changes) influence and bring about each other too.  

 There is just one order that seems fixed among the four elements of emotions, and 

that is between feelings and other three elements. As I said, feelings are different from 

the rest of other elements in that feelings are total reflections of bodily changes, desires, 

evaluations. In other words, at least one of the three elements, namely, bodily changes, 

desires, and evaluations, must come first to generate feelings. So, for example, if an 

emotion begins with evaluation, then feelings can follow in any order afterwards 

(evaluations → feelings/bodily changes/action). If perception triggers other elements 

without evaluations (I will argue in the next section that this is possible), then either 
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bodily or action changes (or both) will come before feelings (perception → bodily/action 

changes→ feelings). If an emotion begins with actions or bodily changes, feelings and 

evaluations can come in any order (actions/bodily changes → feelings/evaluation). The 

only fixed element in this order is where feelings occur. 

 

2.3. Evaluations Are Not Required for Bodily Changes 

 What about the most debatable point, then? That is, when an emotion begins by a 

perception, must an appraisal (or appraisals) occur between the perception and bodily 

changes (automatic physiological changes and motor expressions)? Or can bodily 

changes occur without any appraisal? 

 This much is clear: The appraisal theorists are incorrect if what they argue is that 

we make multiple conscious evaluations before we can have physiological changes, 

motor expressions, and actions of emotion. Because we clearly do not. If we must make 

Lazarus’ six dimensional appraisals first to run away out of a fear, many of us probably 

would have already been killed by poisonous snakes. If we have to make those appraisals 

first to be sweaty and blush around a person you have crush on, you would not have to be 

surprised and bewildered by your friend’s comment “Your cheeks are so pink! You must 

like him.”  In addition to this, Zajonc has helpfully proved this by his studies of 

subliminal stimulus. Admittedly, some emotional episodes fit Lazarus’ description. If 

there is an analytic person who scrutinizes her surroundings through the six-dimensional 

appraisals, then those appraisals can arouse emotions. If we lower down the standard of 

proper appraisals and consider the cases where a conscious evaluation, not multiple 
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evaluations, arouses emotions, certainly many of our emotions are like that. But certainly 

not all.  

 If we lower down the standard of proper appraisals more and consider the cases 

where an unconscious evaluation arouses bodily changes, this is much more difficult to 

assess. Is an unconscious evaluation required to evoke bodily changes?41  

 Robinson thinks that unconscious evaluations that she calls “affective appraisals” 

must be there to evoke bodily changes (as explained, Lazarus and other appraisal 

theorists such as Ellsworth and Scherer also think that unconscious and autonomic 

evaluations are required to evoke bodily changes). Even in cases where emotions are 

triggered by conscious evaluations, affective appraisals come after the conscious 

evaluations to evoke bodily changes. Sometimes we make conscious evaluations that do 

not lead to an emotional bodily change. The reason, according to Robinson, is that the 

bodily change does not occur through affective appraisals. On Robinson’s view, all 

bodily changes in emotion occur through “affective appraisals”.  

 Although Prinz does not aim his criticism at Robinson in particular, he thinks that 

Robinsons’ “affective appraisals” are wrong if they are un-embodied. For Prinz, all 

emotions occur through “embodied appraisals”.  As far as I am concerned, what Prinz 

means by this term is an unconscious mechanism that connects input (a perceptual cue, 

for example) to output (various bodily, feeling, and action changes). So far, Robinson’s 

 

 41 Here, I am not asking whether “non-cognitive” evaluations are required. 

Instead, I am asking whether “unconscious” evaluations are required. People have 

different implicit or explicit definitions of “cognition” and different standards for when 

emotions are cognitive. As I said, that does not concern me here. My concern here is 

whether conscious or unconscious evaluations are required to evoke emotional bodily 

changes. 
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“affective appraisals” is not that different from Prinz. The difference lies here: Prinz 

seems to think that the unconscious mechanism is just something like a neural switch that 

sets off bodily changes (he still calls them “appraisals” because he holds that they 

represent evaluative information), while Robinson thinks that the unconscious 

mechanism really is an appraisal – albeit a simpler appraisal such as “this is familiar” or 

“this is pleasant”.  

 So, who is right? It is hard to prove or disprove the occurrence of “unconscious” 

evaluations. Since these evaluations are unconscious, we cannot detect them directly. We 

can only try to see whether some sort of appraisal is required to explain an arousal of 

emotion. However, no studies definitively show whether unconscious appraisals exist or 

not. In Zajonc’s studies on subliminal stimulus, test subjects are exposed to multiple 

subliminal stimuli (irregular polygons) first and then exposed to these figures again later; 

the second time, the figures are consciously seen. Subjects develop preferences for 

particular polygons, suggesting that there must have been not just unconscious 

recognition of the stimulus, but also unconscious appraisal of them. Otherwise, there is 

no explanation of the different reactions to the initial unconscious stimulus. Considering 

this, it seems reasonable to think that Robinson is right about that there must be an 

unconscious appraisal for an emotion to be aroused. However, Robinson’s view seems 

unable to explain strong kinds of fear. Like other contemporary appraisal theorists, 

Robinson argues that an unconscious appraisal of familiarity and inherent pleasantness 

comes first; a conscious appraisal of coping potential for the situation comes later. 

However, when it comes to our very first reaction of fear to snakes, the initial reaction is 

stepping back or running away. We act so quickly that it does not seem possible that we 
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evaluate familiarity, pleasantness, and goal congruence first and then coping potential 

later. Furthermore, we often do not consciously decide that running is the best action. We 

just run. Even if it is possible that all earlier appraisals happen very fast (in milli seconds) 

and we can reach the action stage quickly enough to act in response to the threatening 

object, that is strategically very inefficient. Such a model insists that we have to make a 

new appraisal to react every time! It makes more sense to believe that when it comes to 

life-threatening objects, our system allows us to bypass various appraisal steps, perhaps 

by a stored reaction in memory or by instinct.  

 But Prinz’s story does not apply to all emotion cases either. If all reactions occur 

through memory and evolutionary processes, how can we have an emotion about new 

objects—objects that have not been saved in our memory or by evolutionary process? 

You can feel touched by a song that you hear for the first time in your life. You can feel 

fear from a strange and ominous sound that is unlike anything you have heard before. It 

does not make sense that all our emotions are though learned memory and evolution 

without appraisals.  

 Therefore, I propose that emotions are a dual system encompassing both cases. 

Some emotions occur through memory or evolution by passing initial appraisal (although 

I think this still requires a cognitive monitoring stage and follow-up appraisals). Other 

emotions occur through an appraisal.  

 

 

 



 
 

130 
 

 

3. The Four Elements Form A Network 

 

 Let’s sum up the discussion so far. Emotion can begin by any elements except 

feelings. Since feelings are made by perceiving and reflecting bodily changes, action 

tendencies (desires), and evaluations, feeling cannot come at the very beginning without 

changes in other elements. Also, once one of the emotion elements begins, other elements 

tend to follow. Here, the order does not seem important. Any element may come after the 

first element. 

 Let me add several more things. The emotion process is not linear, as people 

usually assume. A discrete order of one element after another is not required. Multiple 

elements can occur at the same time. Robinson recognized this to some extent, although 

she either did not see it clearly or did not emphasize it sufficiently. In addition to this, the 

direction of influence among elements is not one way. Each element gives feedback to 

the others and hence, they influence each other bi-directional way. 

 Robinson’s account of the emotion process is based on an account from the 

psychologist Phoebe Ellsworth (1994). According to Ellsworth, all elements of an 

emotion process are themselves processes, each with an independent length of time; but 

there are continuous forms of feedback from one element to the others. On this view, the 

cognitive monitoring starts as soon as the initial simple appraisals begin. So cognitive 

monitoring can begin before various bodily changes and feelings. Furthermore, not just 

appraisals but all elements constantly influence one another. As Robinson explains, for 
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example, I can be instinctively (non-cognitively) startled by a loud noise; subsequent 

cognitive appraisals may confirm or disconfirm my startled reaction. Meanwhile, the 

startled reaction will include physiological changes like breathing or blinking, action 

tendencies like freezing and tensing, and feelings like terror. These changes will be 

modified by the subsequent cognitive appraisals. Here, actions taken in response to a 

non-cognitive appraisal often change the situation itself and thus influence my appraisal 

of the situation, affecting in turn my subsequent actions. Feelings might also change my 

appraisals and/or my physiological states (Robinson, 2005, p.78). This description of the 

emotion process is held not just by Ellsworth, but also by other appraisal theorists who 

emphasize the emotion process and the cognitive monitoring stage (like Scherer 2004, 

2009). The actual process resists the neat confines of a linear-style picture.  

 Ellsworth focuses on cases where emotion begins with a perception of an event. 

But I think the general picture applies to other cases, where emotions begin by action 

changes or bodily changes. This is indicated by the fact that changes to one element can 

bring about changes to other elements.  

 When we take all of these considerations into account, the relationship among the 

elements of emotion starts to look like a web. No single element necessarily comes 

before others (except the relationship between feelings and other elements) and they all 

influence each other continuously in a bi-directional way. Multiple elements can occur at 

the same time.   

 Standard theories cannot make sense of this. Appraisal theories and Robinson’s 

and Prinz’s theories were built to explain cases where a perception of an event triggers an 

emotion; They cannot explain the cases where emotions begin by actions and bodily 
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changes. The constructivist theories explain those cases well, but they cannot explain 

cases that standard theories can. 

 I propose that the four elements of emotion form a network. The term ‘network’ 

first, effectively shows that the relationship among the four elements is multiple to 

multiple, rather than one to one. Any element influences any other element. Second, 

‘network’ indicates that the direction of interaction between any two elements among 

four elements is bi-directional, not one-way. (As discussed, there is an exception for 

feelings —feelings can only occur after another element. Thus, when feelings are first 

made, their relationship with other elements is one way. However, once the feeling is 

generated, it influences all other elements, and all other elements influence feelings back. 

Thus, once feelings are generated, their relationship with other elements is also bi-

directional.) Third, ‘network’ indicates that the four elements form a strong connection to 

each other in emotion. Each element can easily cause a change in any other, as if there 

are paved paths among them. These four elements come into play and interact not only 

when an emotion proceeds and develops, but also when it is first produced. 

I have explained how the four elements influence each other when an emotion 

proceeds and develops. But let me say more about how an emotion is first produced. 

 When an emotion is produced it is a result of our system’s continuous seeking to 

find these elements in the network. It is hard to know the exact and every detailed story 

of how the system makes emotions. But from what we have discussed so far, it seems that 

once one element of emotion occurs, whatever it is, our system tries to find out the 

existence of other elements of emotion. If it cannot find any other element, the emotion 

might not occur. However, if more than one element occurs, it tends to develop into a 
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full-fledged emotion where all elements keep giving feedback to each other until it either 

calms down or moves on to another emotion. For instance, even if you are currently in a 

somewhat excited bodily state, if you are in a very boring and mundane situation and thus 

there is nothing that you can relate the excited physical state to a happy or amusing 

situation, then no pleasure might be generated. However, if you are reading a new fiction 

in the moment and you can interpret your physical state in relation to the content of the 

fiction (for example, you attribute your physical excitement to the amusing fiction), then 

pleasure follows. Here, the pleasure might encourage you to continue reading the fiction 

in the hope of finding more amusement in the story, leading to a full-fledged experience 

of amusement. 

 Laird (2007) offers some evidence to support this. Laird says manipulations to 

autonomic physiological changes do not always cause changes in emotional feeling. The 

cases that I introduced (beta-blocker for anxiety) are the most obvious cases that shows 

that physiological changes cause feeling changes. However, when adrenaline or 

epinephrine was injected, which expected to cause happy feeling, researchers found 

mixed results. Some groups reported an emotional feeling; others did not. Maranon 

(1924) reported that only a third of the subjects reported that they felt emotions. Two 

thirds of subjects did not report having any emotional feelings or had feelings “like an 

emotion” but clearly different. Landis and Hunt (1932) reported a similar complex result. 

Interestingly, however, when some situational cues were given with automatic 

physiological changes, the results were consistent throughout the relevant studies. A 

popular psychological study by Dutton and Aron (1974) provides more evidence. Dutton 

and Aron had an attractive young woman approach individual young men as they crossed 
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a long, wobbly suspension bridge hanging over 200 feet above the Capilano River in 

British Columbia. The woman asked each man to fill out a questionnaire for a class 

project. After he had done with the questionnaire, she gave her name and phone number 

to each man and invited him to call if he wanted to know more about the project. 50 

percent of the men later called. Dutton and Aron performed the same experiment on a 

low solid bridge with the same woman; only 12.5 percent of men called her later. A 

plausible explanation of this result is that men who were interviewed in the wobbly 

bridge misattribute the physical arousals of fear and anxiety to an attraction to the 

woman.  

 Or consider another experiment by Schachter and Singer (1962). They injected 

their test subjects with epinephrine, a hormone that produces arousal including increased 

heartbeat, trembling, and rapid breathing. Participants were all told that the injection is a 

new drug to test their eyesight. But one group was informed of the possible effects of the 

drug, while the other group was not. The participants were then placed in a room with 

another participant who was a confederate in the experiment. The confederate either 

acted in a euphoric way or an angry way. Participants who had not heard about the effects 

of the injection were more likely to feel either happier or angrier, consonant with the 

confederate, than those who had been informed. And those who were in a room with the 

euphoric confederate were more likely to interpret the side effects of the drug as 

happiness, while those exposed to the angry confederate were more likely to interpret 

their feelings as anger. These results show that if people experience some physical state, 

but they regard it just as a physical state by hormone injection, no emotional feeling is 

felt. However, if people do not know the physical effect of the injected hormone and 
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relate their physical state to the situation they face in the moment, they experience an 

emotional feeling (happy or angry depending on the situation).42  

 However, if a particularly clear element of emotion is present, it seems that this is 

enough to produce a full-fledged emotion even without any other element. Laird (2007) 

states that the manipulation of motor expressions (like facial expressions) and actions, 

unlike automatic physiological changes, tends to bring about changes in emotional 

feelings even without situational cues. This indicates that a clearer sign of emotion is 

more likely to bring about other elements even without the help of these elements. Many 

automatic physiological changes are not clear enough signs for emotions because those 

physiological changes are not just about emotions but also can be some changes of our 

internal body situations. This indicates furthermore that all theories that assume that 

bodily changes automatically determine emotion, such as Prinz’s, are wrong. Because 

automatic physiological change itself is not enough to determine even whether it is due to 

emotion or not, let alone whether that is some particular emotion rather than another.  

 Borsboom (2017) argues that the interactions between symptoms of mental 

disorders can be understood as a network. He states that symptoms of mental disorders 

are like nodes and causal interactions between symptoms are like connection between 

nodes. Symptoms of a network of a mental disorder tend to activate each other. The same 

explanation applies to emotion elements. The elements are like nodes and the interactions 

 

 42 This experiment, in fact, played an important role in developing the 

constructivist theory of emotion. However, this experiment also supports my network 

theory as well: the four elements form a network, and if more than two elements occur 

then other elements are likely to appear as well.    
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among the elements are like connection between nodes. If one is activated, other ones in 

the network are likely to be activated as well.  

 

Conclusion 

 So far, I have attempted to explicate my claim that there is order flexibility about 

the emotion process. Unlike what most emotion theorists assume, there is no determined 

order among the four elements of emotion. In addition to this order flexibility claim, I 

emphasized Ellsworth and Scherer’s argument that, in an emotional process, all elements 

continuously give feedback to each other in a bi-directional way. When we consider these 

two features, the relationship between the four element starts to look like a web, where 

the four elements are connected to and influence each other without a clear sequence. To 

make sense of this feature, I proposed that the four elements of emotion form a network.  

 Explaining the elements of emotions in terms of network makes sense of not only 

of standard cases of emotion—cases that Robinson, Prinz, James, and appraisal theorists 

attempt to explain; it also makes sense of non-standard cases of emotion that 

constructivist theorists attempt to explain.  

 Meanwhile, in discussing the above issues, I showed briefly that feelings have a 

somewhat different status from the other three elements. Since So, feelings seem like a 

total reflection of other three elements. I will discuss this feature of feeling more in the 

next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

FEELINGS, AND HOW THEY RELATE TO OTHER ELEMENTS OF 

EMOTIONS: AN EXAMINATION OF THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL 

THEORIES OF EMOTION 

 

 

Introduction 

 So far, I argued that emotions are processes that consist of four main elements: 

evaluations, bodily changes, feelings, and action tendency; these four main elements are 

all equally crucial for emotions in that the prototype of emotion involves all four. With 

Robinson, I argued that emotion is a temporally extended process; these four elements 

unfold through time. However, against Robinson, I insisted that the order of the elements 

is not fixed but very flexible. Except for feelings, any element can come first in an 

emotion process; any element may come second. What seems obvious is that the onset of 

one element of emotion tends to attract others. In a full-fledged emotion process, all four 

elements appear.   

 In this chapter, I delve into one of these elements in particular: feelings. I will 

discuss the nature of feelings and their relationship with other elements (especially 

evaluations) by examining phenomenological theories of emotion. According to 

phenomenological theorists such as Goldie (2002a, 2002b) and Slaby (2007), feelings are 

evaluative in that they involve a specific kind of intentionality; evaluative contents are 
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structured in feelings in a particular way. On this view, feelings and evaluative contents 

are united in emotions. They hold that this kind of intentionality is unique to emotions. 

Phenomenological theorists therefore appeal to evaluative feelings as the way to explain 

the distinctiveness of emotion.  My goal in this chapter is to consider that the claim that 

feelings are evaluative. I will hold that it is correct to some extent.   

 However, you may wonder how the idea of an evaluative feeling is compatible 

with my conclusions and assumptions in the previous chapters. First, as I said, I agree 

with Robinson that emotions are processes that typically consist of four different 

elements: evaluations, bodily changes, feelings, and action tendencies. This indicates that 

feelings and evaluations are two separated elements. If this is true, how can I agree with 

the phenomenological theorists that feelings and evaluations are united in emotions? 

Indeed, if the phenomenologists are right, then feelings alone can explain the 

distinctiveness of emotion. But if feelings alone explain what’s distinctive about emotion, 

then it seems that only feelings form the prototype of emotion. And this seems to 

contradict my claim that not only feelings but other three elements (bodily changes, 

evaluations and action tendencies) are also involved in the prototype of emotion?  

Second, I have assumed so far that the Jamesian theory of emotion is correct: feelings are 

perceptions of bodily changes. However, the phenomenological theorists reject the view 

that feelings are merely bodily. As explained in Chapter 1, one of their goals is to avoid 

an explanation of emotion that involves combining intentional evaluative judgments with 

merely bodily and non-intentional feelings. So, the phenomenological theorists assert that 

feelings themselves are intentional. How could this be consistent with James’ view? 
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 I will try to answer both questions, resolving the inconsistencies. As for the first 

point, I will argue that Goldie and Slaby are correct that feelings can be evaluative. 

However, I deny that feelings and evaluative contents are united; feelings can be 

evaluative even if they do not come together in the way that the phenomenologists claim. 

I also reject the idea that feelings alone can explain the distinctiveness of emotions, even 

if the phenomenologists are right that feelings are not just bodily sensations but 

evaluative feelings. Therefore, Goldie and Slaby are only partially correct. Robinson is 

also only partially correct. She argues that the four elements are independent from each 

other. But they are not, as feelings can be influenced by other elements such as bodily 

changes and evaluations. Feeling and evaluations are distinct but not independent 

elements.  

 About the second point, I will argue that the Jamesian theory of feelings should be 

corrected. James is not entirely wrong because some feelings are bodily sensations. 

However, we should admit that there are also feelings that are not sheer bodily 

sensations. That is, we should allow that there are evaluative feelings – feelings that 

involve intentional contents in themselves. These evaluative feelings might be a sort of 

bodily sensation. It is possible, for example, that some evaluative feelings are formed by 

evaluating some bodily sensations, or that evaluative feelings are not bodily sensations at 

all. Regardless, I will insist that there is such thing as evaluative feelings which are 

distinct from sheer bodily sensations. Therefore, if a Jamesian theory allows evaluative 

feelings to be accepted as a possible kind of feeling in addition to bodily sensations or if 

it considers evaluative feelings as a sort of bodily sensations, both a Jamesian view and 

the phenomenal theorist’s view of feeling can be held together.  
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 Examining Robinson’s and James’ views alongside the phenomenological 

theories has a benefit: it helps us see how feelings relate to other elements of emotions, 

especially bodily changes and evaluations. Given my interest, the phenomenological 

approach lacks an explanation of where evaluative feelings come from and how the 

elements of emotion are related to each other. This is not discussed by Goldie or Slaby, 

probably because their goal is just to explicate what it is like to be in an emotional 

moment. However, for my project, the relationship among different elements of emotion 

is important.  

 This chapter consists of three sections. In Section 1, I introduce the 

phenomenological theories of emotions and clarify my agreement and disagreement with 

different claims in these theories. Section 2 and Section 3 are about whether 

phenomenological theories are compatible with Robinson’s view and James’ view, 

respectively.   

 

1.  The Phenomenological Theories of Emotion 

 

1.1. Goldie and Slaby’s Common Claims 

 

 As explained in Chapter 1 (Section 3), Goldie (2002a, 200b) and Slaby (2007) do 

not simply combine core elements of classical cognitivist and non-cognitivist theories. 

They do not claim that emotions are a combination of propositional evaluative judgments 

(or thoughts) and bodily feelings. A simple combination would leave a view open the 

problems of the classical cognitive and non-cognitive theories; for instance, it would not 
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account for emotions in infants and animals, nor would it account for the gap between 

emotions and non-emotional evaluations (see Chapter 1- Section 3 for more detailed 

explanation of the problems of the add-up strategy). 

  Instead, Goldie and Slaby attempt to merge feelings and evaluations in their 

theories of emotion by arguing that feelings themselves play a cognitive role. If feelings 

alone play an evaluative role, then we do not need to talk about two separate elements, 

feelings and evaluations, to explain emotions! Unlike classical cognitive and non-

cognitivists who believe that feelings are bodily sensations and do not have any contents, 

Goldie and Slaby hold that feelings themselves involve evaluative contents. They argue 

that the intentional content of an emotion cannot be separated from the phenomenology 

of the emotion; to adequately account for the intentionality of an emotion, we must refer 

to its phenomenology.43  

 

 43 Other affective theorists such as Döring and Tappolet agree with this view. 

Defending Goldie, Döring states that “an emotion’s intentionality cannot be separated 

from its phenomenology but is built into it: what an emotion is about—its intentional 

content—is part of its conscious, subjective character, i.e., of what it is like to experience 

the emotion” (Döring, 2007, p.375). Tappolet (2018) also argues that the intentional 

content of an emotion is typically characterized by phenomenological properties. 

However, they do not specify how this is so by describing the phenomenal experience of 

the evaluative feeling. They just try to make sense of the emotional intentionality by use 

of an analogy with sensory perception (Döring, 2003, p. 226; 2007, pp. 375-376). Just as 

the intentional object of the sensory perception, say a red ball, is contained in our 

subjective experience of red, in emotional experiences these intentional objects are 

experienced within certain phenomenal properties. In fear, we recognize a danger through 

a certain subjective feeling—what fear feels like. Perceptual theorists are more interested 

in spelling out various similarities between perception and emotions. Thus, I just deal 

with the phenomenological theories in this chapter to examine the claim of the evaluative 

feeling. When it comes to perceptual theories, it is enough to point out that they agree 

with the phenomenological theorists’ claim about evaluative feelings. Ratcliff (2019) and 

Helm (2009) also defend this view, but I do not discuss their views in depth here because 

their focus is not about how feelings can play the role of carrying evaluative contents. 
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 However, Goldie and Slaby assert that the evaluative contents of feelings are 

different than the evaluative contents of beliefs. In other words, the evaluative contents of 

feelings are sui generis. For example, the danger revealed by a fear is not the same as the 

danger tracked by a belief, because the evaluative contents are fundamentally different. 

For attitudes like ‘S believes that P’, the quality (believing, in this case) and the content 

(‘P’) are distinct. For the same content can be entertained by different intentional states. 

We could also say that ‘S desires that P,’ or ‘S wishes that P’. In these cases, the content 

P remains the same across different qualities (attitudes). According to Goldie and Slaby, 

however, this distinction between quality and content does not apply to emotions. 

Particular kinds of feelings (quality) engaged in emotions modify the evaluative content. 

This modified content is different from the content of non-emotional evaluative 

intentional states that lack these content modifying feelings. So they conclude that in 

emotions, unlike other intentional attitudes, quality and content are not distinguished. 

They are unified. This means that on Goldie and Slaby’s view, the emotional contents 

(evaluative contents) are not just carried by feelings but also are modified by the quality 

of feelings—the quality in feelings becomes part of the evaluative content itself. Hence, 

feelings are simultaneously the carriers of the evaluative contents and the evaluative 

contents themselves. 

 This way of characterizing the intentionality of emotions has some benefits. If 

evaluative contents are built into feelings, then feelings are not propositional; this 

explains emotions in non-human animals and infants. It can also easily can make sense of 

 

Rather, they attempt to re-characterize the evaluative contents of emotions by analyzing a 

web of beliefs that are connected to the evaluative contents of emotions.  
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recalcitrant emotions. As explained in Chapter 1, some of our emotions persist even if we 

change our beliefs and judgments (Döring, 2003, 2007). For example, you might believe 

that you are safe while still being afraid of looking down from a skyscraper (acrophobia). 

Although you know that a cucumber in the salad in front of you is fresh and safe, you still 

feel disgusted by it if it is a grey color added with food coloring. Goldie and Slaby argue 

that the intentionality of emotions is inherently different from the intentionality of beliefs 

or judgments that do not accompany feelings. Thus, our emotions do not have to match 

with our beliefs or judgments.  

 However, how does this make sense? Specifically, what sort of feeling has an 

evaluative content within itself? Goldie and Slaby have somewhat different answers to 

this question.  

1.2. Goldie’s Feeling Towards 

 

Goldie (2002a) asserts that an emotion-specific kind of feeling accounts for the 

distinctive evaluation of feelings. He calls this ‘feeling towards’. According to Goldie, 

there are two different kinds of feeling: bodily feelings and feeling towards. Of the two, 

only ‘feelings toward’ are inherently about the world. Bodily feelings are, Goldie says, 

Jamesian feelings, i.e., awareness of the bodily changes involved in emotion. The feeling 

of an agonizing pain in your elbow and the sensation of the hairs going up on the back of 

your neck are bodily feelings, and the feeling of your sweaty back contacting your wet 

shirt are bodily feelings. Against the standard view of bodily feelings, Goldie holds that 

they are intentional; the intentionality is inherently directed toward one’s own conditions 
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of body rather than the world.44 Yet Goldie says those bodily feelings can “reveal the 

truths about the world beyond the bounds of one’s body” (2002a, p.235). For example, 

the sensation of the hairs going up on the back of your neck can reveal that there is 

something dangerous nearby. However, when bodily feelings carry the truth of the world 

like this, it is “through an association of ideas very much along Humean lines” (2002a, 

p.247) Thus, Goldie says, it is a borrowed intentionality.45 He also argues that bodily 

feelings alone often cannot determine what your emotion is exactly about. Your feeling, 

for instance, might be the sign of your having some emotion or other, but it might not 

indicate whether this emotion is irritation or excitement.   

Feelings toward, on the other hand, are inherently directed towards the particular 

object of one’s emotion—for example, feeling fear toward the lion (2002a, p.241). But, 

still, what is the phenomenal quality of the feeling specifically? From what Goldie writes, 

the nature of feeling towards is elusive. Goldie appeals to intuitions to show that there is 

such thing as feeling towards, hoping that his readers will share his intuitions. Elsewhere, 

 

 44 Ratcliff (2019) and Goldie (2002a, 2002b) both hold the unorthodox view that 

bodily sensations are intentional. But I will not discuss the issue of whether bodily 

sensations are intentional (they are about body) or they are not intentional at all. For 

insofar as they believe that evaluative feelings are intentional in that they are about the 

world, it does not matter whether they believe that bodily sensations are about body or 

not about anything. What matters is here that they both hold that evaluative feelings and 

bodily sensations differ with respect to their intentionality (only evaluative feelings are 

intentional) and I agree with them about this point. 

 

 45 Goldie says, “What is borrowed is not the intentionality itself, as the bodily 

feeling are already intentional, but rather what is borrowed is the directedness of bodily 

feelings towards the world beyond the body. And this is through an association of ideas 

very much along Humean lines.” (Goldie, 2002a, P.247) 
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Goldie (2002b) attempts to elucidate more of the nature of feeling towards. However, 

these elucidations are unsatisfying. Let me discuss some of them. 

First, Goldie says that feeling towards involves our whole being. He states: 

Our entire mind and body is engaged in the emotional experience, and all 

the feelings are ‘united in consciousness’ in being directed towards its 

object: united ‘body and soul’, ‘heart and mind’… our whole being aches 

in grief for the one we have lost. (2002b, p.55) 

 

What does it mean that one’s body and soul is united? Does Goldie want to say that 

feeling towards occurs through not just body but also soul? If so, what does ‘soul’ mean? 

Goldie quotes a passage by Proust to illustrate a feeling towards.  

I felt so keen a longing for Mme de Guermantes that I could scarcely 

breathe; it was as though part of my breast had been cut out by a skilled 

anatomist and replaced by an equal part of immaterial suffering, by its 

equivalent in nostalgia and love. And however neatly the wound may have 

been stitched together one lives rather uncomfortably when regret for the 

loss of another person is substituted for one's entrails; it seems to be 

occupying more room than they; one feels it perpetually; and besides, 

what a contradiction in terms to be obliged to think a part of one's body. 

(2002b, p. 56) 

 

Appealing to this passage, Goldie claims that our whole being aches in grief when we 

lose someone. The passage, however, seems to indicate only that in emotions, one has 

bodily feelings and accompanied various thoughts. There is no clear indication of a 

special kind of feeling. 

Goldie provides a second attempt to elucidate the nature of feeling towards: he 

claims that bodily feelings and feeling towards are distinguished but can also be 

combined in emotional experiences. As he puts it: 
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You are sitting at your desk, struggling with a particularly intractable 

philosophical problem and getting more and more frustrated at your 

inability to find your way out of it. This is an emotional feeling of 

frustration towards the object of your emotion—the philosophical 

problem. Then, perhaps quite suddenly, you come to have a confined 

feeling in your chest, so that it is hard to take a deep breath. This is a 

bodily feeling. But not just that, because the two feelings are immediately 

combined in consciousness: we might say that you feel physically 

hemmed in by the philosophical problem; the room suddenly seems so 

stuffy, and you feel you just have to get up and get some fresh air—to 

‘clear my head’, you might say, as if getting fresh air is clearing up the 

philosophical problem. So, the bodily feeling is thoroughly infused with 

the intentionality of the emotion; and, in turn, the feeling towards is 

infused with a bodily characterization. (2002b, pp 56-57) 

 

Some expressions here refer only to bodily states, such as “a confined feeling in the 

chest” and “hard to take a deep breath.” About feeling towards, however, the only 

expression is “getting more and more frustrated.” So, what is specifically feeling 

frustrated that is not merely bodily? 

Goldie makes the distinction between feeling towards and bodily feelings even 

more confusing because he is not clear whether the distinction pertains to the source of 

feelings or just the phenomenological quality of those feelings. As I mentioned, Goldie 

explicitly says that bodily changes are Jamesian feelings, perceptions of bodily changes. 

Further, he mentions the characteristic physiological changes of emotions argued by 

Ekman: musculoskeletal response, endocrine system changes, changes in the level of 

hormones, and autonomic system changes. He calls the feelings of these bodily changes 

‘bodily feelings,’ distinguishing them from feeling towards (Goldie, 2002, p. 237).  

Given all this, consider what the source of feelings must be—where the feelings come 

from. It seems the distinction between bodily feelings and feeling towards is based in 

their source; if the source of feeling is bodily changes, then they are bodily feelings. If the 
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source of the feeling is not bodily changes, then they are feeling towards. But then what, 

if not bodily changes, is the source of feeling towards?  

A possible candidate for the source of the feeling is thoughts (or some other 

propositional attitudes); we feel the snake as dangerous because we think it is. Then 

feelings towards are caused by thoughts. But this is not a promising option for Goldie. In 

explaining how believing X and feeling toward X have two different intentional contents, 

Goldie compares the belief that it is dangerous to walk on ice with the feeling that it is 

dangerous, as one walks on the ice.46 Goldie says only the latter case is when we have a 

feeling toward. If Goldie holds that feelings towards are feelings from thoughts, then 

thinking about a danger will also accompany a feeling toward. Goldie does not need to 

mention someone falling on the ice to explain feeling towards.  

I will argue later in this chapter that it is possible that thoughts or judgments can 

cause evaluative feelings without bodily changes. However, Goldie cannot choose this 

option because, as I just explained, he contrasts thinking X and feeling toward X. By 

making this contrast, he implies that just thinking cannot cause feeling towards. Goldie’s 

contrast between thinking X and feeling toward X implies that thinking and feeling 

towards are mutually exclusive.  

Another possible candidate for the source of feeling towards is a combination of 

bodily changes and thoughts (or some other propositional attitudes). While the source of 

bodily feelings is bodily changes, the source of feeling towards is both bodily changes 

and thoughts. However, again, this is not an option for Goldie for the same reason. If 

 

 46 Here, he quotes a passage from Michael Stocker’s “Psychic Feeling.” See 

Goldie (2002), p. 242. 
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Goldie holds that thinking and feeling towards cases are mutually exclusive, the source of 

feeling towards cannot be a combination of feelings and bodily changes.  I cannot come 

up with another possible source for feeling towards. Goldie does not touch on this issue, 

either.  

Perhaps the distinction between feeling towards and bodily feelings is based 

instead on a distinction in phenomenology—what it is like to be in the state. Spelled out 

this way, the distinction is not based in source of the feeling. It is possible that a feeling is 

bodily, that is, in my subjective experience a feeling is from and about a body, while the 

actual source of the feeling is not bodily. For example, it is a well-known phenomenon 

that many people who have lost their leg feel a phantom pain of the lost leg. So, perhaps 

feelings towards are felt to be coming from the world and are about the world in their 

phenomenality, regardless of their actual source, and bodily feelings are felt to be coming 

from the body and are about the body, regardless of their actual source. This option 

makes sense, considering that Goldie pays attention to the phenomenology of emotion. 

However, when I feel a snake in front of me as dangerous, the feeling in the moment 

seems nothing but bodily in its phenomenality. In other words, the bodily feelings 

themselves seems constitute the feeling towards the snake; I feel like my heart drops and 

my whole body is frozen for the snake. Goldie’s claim is that feelings towards have a 

different phenomenology from bodily feelings. To make good on this claim, Goldie owes 

us an explanation of how this works in the face of evidence to the contrary. Absent such 

an explanation, Goldie’s distinction seems implausible. And as said, Goldie’s illustration 

does not help. 
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Due to this elusive character of feeling towards, it is also hard to see specifically 

how feelings themselves can involve complex evaluative contents. Since it is not clear 

what feeling towards are in the first place, it is hard to see how it can make sense.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.3. Slaby’s Evaluative Feelings 

 

Slaby (2008)’s characterization of evaluative feelings is clearer. First, Slaby holds 

that the evaluative feelings are a sort of bodily feeling in that their phenomenality is 

bodily. Thus, unlike Goldie, Slaby does not make the nature of evaluative feelings 

mysterious and elusive by distinguishing evaluative feelings from bodily feelings. 

Further, Slaby specifies what sorts of bodily feelings have intentionality. For Slaby, the 

bodily feelings in question are not clearly localized like pain or tickling on one’s lower 

back. Rather the feelings, ““diffusely” spread out through all or most of the perceptual 

body schema… these feelings either affect the body as a whole or are felt in a larger, only 

vaguely circumscribed body region.” (Slaby, 2008, p. 434).  

The intentionality within the feeling can be described as follows specifically, for 

instance: in fear, we feel “as if pushed down by threatening external force.” In shock or 

sudden surprise, we feel “a kind of sudden narrowing; we feel as if the volume of our 

body is shrinking as effected by the working of an external force.” In states of extreme 
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joy, well-being, or pride, we feel “widening.” “A good example,” Slaby says, “is the 

feeling of satisfaction after one’s work is done: Here, we might feel a kind of inner 

widening, an extension of our body volume, which is felt as something thoroughly 

positive and lets us feel quite “at home” in our current surroundings (Slaby, 2008, p. 

436). These examples indicate that these are bodily feelings in that in their phenomenality 

they are feelings of body, regardless of their exact source. It is hard to believe that we 

feel our body is “widening” in pride because some bodily element (like pupil or blood) is 

actually and literally widening.     

Let me draw the distinction between phenomenal bodily feelings and source 

bodily feelings more clearly. As discussed, bodily feelings can mean two different things. 

A feeling can be bodily in that we experience it as bodily, regardless of whether its actual 

source is bodily. I will call this ‘phenomenal bodily feelings’ (or ‘ph-bodily feelings’ for 

short) from now on. For example, a phantom pain ‘on’ a left leg, when one’s legs have 

been amputated, is a ph-bodily feeling. On the other hand, a feeling can be bodily in that 

its source is bodily, regardless of how it is experienced. I will call this ‘source bodily 

feelings’ (or ‘so-bodily feeling’ for short) from now on. For example, a happy feeling is a 

so-bodily feeling if its cause is a body. Ph-bodily feelings and so-bodily feelings are not 

mutually exclusive. For instance, if a happy feeling is experienced as if my body was 

widening, then this feeling is a ph-bodily feeling. If the feeling of widening is actually 

from bodily changes, it is also a so-bodily feeling. This distinction just clarifies whether 

we are talking about the source of a feeling or the phenomenality of a feeling. Goldie 

conflates ph-bodily feelings and so-bodily feelings. Although Slaby does not use this 

distinction either, he is clearer in his description of the evaluative feelings that he is 
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talking about the feeling’s phenomenality, not its source. So, the evaluative feelings 

Slaby discusses are a sort of ph-bodily feelings, not necessarily so-bodily feelings 

(although it is possible that they are also so-bodily feelings). Also, the evaluative feelings 

in question here are evaluative in that they are experienced as evaluative, regardless of 

whether their actual source is evaluative. So, to apply a similar distinction, they can be 

called ‘ph-evaluative feelings.’ On Slaby’s view, ph-evaluative feelings are a sort of ph-

bodily feelings. But I will argue later they are also ‘so-evaluative feelings’; they are felt 

evaluative because they are from evaluations. 

Slaby states these intentional feelings have hedonic valence and motivational 

force as their characteristic features. For hedonic valence, Slaby says experiencing the 

intentional feelings of emotions means feeling either positive or negative (Slaby, 2008, 

p.437). For example, you might feel hurt when your colleague offends you with a word. 

For motivational force, Slaby argues that the feelings are often directly linked to act in a 

certain way. These feelings can be described as “felt bodily urges to perform 

movements.” For examples, 

Feeling a bodily urge to slap another’s face in anger – feeling a bodily 

urge to run away from what fears us – feeling a bodily urge to kiss and 

caress another in love, feeling a bodily urge to jump up in the air in joy – 

feeling a bodily urge to shout out in anger, wanting to sink into the ground 

in shame; wanting to “explode” in anger. (Slaby, 2008, p.439) 

 

Goldie argues that the affective intentionality is hard to put into language due to 

its fine-grained nature. Ironically, however, it is precisely due to the subtle nature of these 

feelings that they attempt to capture in regard to intentionality, it helps if they attempt to 

describe what it is like to be in the feelings in language. Slaby’s descriptions elucidate the 

character of the affective intentionality more than Goldie’s statement about the feelings.  
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1.4.  There Are Evaluative Feelings, But… 

 

Some of Slaby’s claims deserve to be examined further. For example, it is not 

clear why localized feelings do not count as evaluative feelings. In extreme grief, you 

might feel as if your heart (or a center of your chest) were ripped and pulled apart. This is 

felt as a grief and thus as a loss itself. In other words, you might feel that the very pain in 

your chest constitutes your grief; you might feel that this localized ph-bodily feeling as a 

ph-evaluative feeling. As Goldie says, an evaluative feeling might be combined with a 

bodily feeling in our experience of emotion. Again, he is conflating between ph- and so- 

bodily feelings. Thus, it is not clear what this means exactly, but a possible interpretation 

would be that a ph-evaluative feeling can be combined with a sheer ph-bodily feeling (a 

ph-bodily feeling that is not a ph-evaluative feeling) in your experience of emotion. A 

feeling of sadness, for example, can occur with a sharp pain in your stomach which feels 

like it is separated from the sad feeling. However, it seems also possible that the sharp 

pain in your stomach feels like a sad feeling itself, not just a stomach feeling that is 

separated from a sad feeling. In other words, it seems possible that a localized ph-bodily 

feeling is a ph-evaluative feeling, as well.  

Further, the feelings that are diffused throughout the body can still be felt as 

merely bodily feelings. In other words, a spread-out ph-bodily feeling can be just a ph-

bodily feeling that is not a ph-evaluative feeling. For instance, I may have a feeling of 

sinking because I am exhausted and tired, not because I have a feeling with intentional 

contents directed towards the death of my favorite singer. Slaby does not explain what 

the phenomenal difference between these two situations is. When I feel down it may 
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seem to be a sadness (with an intentional object), or it may seem to be a physical 

tiredness (without an intentional object). Is there a difference in feeling?  

However, let me set aside these issues for now. My primary goal in this chapter is 

to show that Goldie and Slaby are correct that there are such thing as evaluative feelings 

(ph-evaluative feelings), namely feelings that involve evaluative contents in themselves. 

And as I argued so far, I hold that Slaby’s characterizations of evaluative feelings are 

more convincing than Goldie’s. As Slaby states, 1) The feelings are a kind of bodily 

feelings (ph-bodily feelings). 2) They have hedonic valence and motivational force as 

their characteristic features. However, there are several issues that present themselves in 

defending these claims. 

On the one hand, defending the claims 1) and 2) seems not compatible with my 

claim in the previous chapters that Robinson is right that emotion is a process that 

typically consists of multiple different components including evaluations, bodily changes, 

feelings, and action tendencies.  

Let me elaborate on this point. I explained earlier that according to Goldie and 

Slaby, feelings play the role of evaluating; feelings contain evaluative contents. Here, 

evaluative contents built into feelings are unique to emotions. They are sui generis—

different from evaluative contents in other attitudes like evaluative judgments or 

evaluative thoughts. This seems contrary to my previous claim in several different ways. 

A) In explaining the sui-generis intentionality of emotions, Goldie and Slaby argue that, 

unlike in other attitudes, in emotion, evaluative content and feelings are not separated. 

They are united. Let me call this ‘the unity claim’. i) If the unity claim means that 

feelings and evaluations are not two separate elements but merged into one, namely 
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feelings, then this is contrary to my previous claim that feelings and evaluations are two 

different elements in emotion process. Further, Robinson holds not just that they are 

distinct but that they are independent. So, if I want to accept both Robinson’s view and 

the phenomenological theories, I must explain how this makes sense. ii) If the unity claim 

pertains only to evaluative contents built in feelings (and has nothing to do with 

evaluations that is separate from and precedes feelings), then the claim is not contrary to 

my previous claim. However, in this case, this unity claim itself seems problematic. B) 

On Goldie and Slaby’s view, evaluations that are separated from feelings are not needed 

explain the distinctiveness of emotion; sui-generis evaluative feelings alone can explain 

it. However, according to my previous claim, feelings and evaluations (that are separated 

from feelings) are both typical to emotions. Feelings alone cannot explain emotions. Then 

how can I defend both this claim and the phenomenological theories? I will explicate 

these issues in Section 2. 

Yet, on the other hand, defending claims 1) and 2) seems contrary to the Jamesian 

view of feelings, namely that feelings are nothing but just bodily sensations. For Goldie 

and Slaby hold that feelings are not just bodily sensations but evaluations as well. I have 

implicitly agreed with a Jamesian view of feeling so far. Thus, I need to explain how I 

can defend both a Jamesian view and the phenomenal theorists’ view of feelings. I will 

take up this task in Section 3. 

 

2. Robinson and the Phenomenological Theorists: On the Relationship Between Feelings 

and Evaluation 
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2.1. Feelings and Evaluative Contents Are Not United 

  

2.1.1. The Unity Claim 

i) As explained in Section 1.1., Goldie and Slaby argue that evaluative content 

and feelings are united in emotion. Since they also believe that evaluations that are 

separated from feelings do not need to be mentioned to explain the distinctiveness of 

emotions, the unity claim might mean that evaluations and feelings are not two separate 

elements but a single element: feelings. If this interpretation is correct, however, this is 

contrary to my claim that feelings and evaluations are two different elements in emotion 

process. Further, Robinson holds not just that they are distinct but that they are 

independent. So, if I want to defend both Robinson’s view and the phenomenological 

theories, I must explain how this makes sense. 

First, I reject Goldie and Slaby’s claim that feelings and evaluations are merged. 

Although I agree that feelings are evaluative in that feelings involve evaluative contents 

in themselves, I do not agree that feelings and evaluations are merged. For feelings to 

contain evaluative contents, they do not have to be merged with evaluations. I hold that 

feelings contain evaluative content because feelings reflect prior evaluations. Just as the 

shadow of an object reflects the appearance of the object in some way, feelings reflect the 

content of evaluations. Thus, if Goldie and Slaby believe that evaluative feelings alone 

can play the role of evaluating without evaluations, as they seem, this is wrong. Feelings 

can be evaluative because of evaluations that preceded the feelings. Without these prior 

evaluations, feelings will be just bodily sensations. Goldie and Slaby does not discuss 

where the evaluative content of the evaluative feelings comes from. However, once they 
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try to answer this question, they will realize that they cannot help mentioning evaluations 

that are separated from and precede evaluative feelings. Therefore, feelings and 

evaluations are two separated elements even if evaluations are reflected onto feelings. 

As I explained, Goldie and Slaby do not simply add up classical cognitive and 

non-cognitive theories’ main elements. If they argue that emotions are a combination of 

propositional evaluations and bodily feelings, they cannot explain emotions in infants and 

animals. Perhaps that is why Goldie and Slaby just omit evaluations (as a separate 

element from feelings) in explaining emotions. However, as discussed in Chapter 2, 

evaluations engaged in emotions do not have to be propositional. When I said that 

feelings are evaluative because of evaluations that precede the feelings, evaluations here 

are not necessarily propositional.  

ii) However, the unity claim might mean something different. When Goldie and 

Slaby argue that evaluative contents and feelings are united in emotion, “evaluative 

content” might not pertain to evaluations that precede feelings, but only to the sui generis 

evaluations structured in the feelings. 

Let us call evaluations that precedes the evaluative feelings ‘Evaluation 1’ and 

call the evaluative content in feelings ‘Evaluation 2.’ Since Goldie and Slaby believe that 

the evaluative content of feelings, namely Evaluation 2, is different from evaluations 

outside of the feeling, Evaluation 2 is different from Evaluation 1. When I argued above 

that evaluations and feelings are two different elements, ‘evaluations’ here refers to 

Evaluation 1. When Goldie and Slaby argued that feelings and evaluations are unified, 

‘evaluations’ plausibly refers to Evaluation 2. Goldie and Slaby’s claim might be correct 
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in this another sense; feelings and evaluative contents are united in that feelings are 

united with Evaluations 2 (not Evaluation 1).  

If this is correct, the unity claim is not contrary to my previous claim of emotion 

process and four different elements. Again, however, the unity claim is not tenable. For it 

is not plausible that quality and content can be unified in the way that they claim. While I 

understand their insight, “the unification of quality and content” is not the right way to 

explain it.  

The phenomenon that different qualities seem to modify their content is 

ubiquitous. Consider different media: The musical content of a melody seems different 

when it is played by different instruments or sung by different singers. For instance, the 

musical content of “Unforgettable” seems different when sung by Nat King Cole than 

when sung by Ella Fitzgerald. Or consider the same sentence spoken by two different 

narrators. When the same sentence is written and voiced, the effects can be different and 

thus the content can seem different. The quality of the media inflects additional content 

onto the sentence. As Marshall McLuhan (1964) famously said, “The medium is the 

message!” We might deny that there is more to content than the quality of the medium, 

but it seems plausible that the quality of media can affect content. 

However, the claim that quality and content are unified does not adequately 

explain these phenomena. For in all the above cases, quality and content are still 

distinguishable. For example, in the above case of the song “unforgettable,” the song with 

the same structure and the same melody is the content and two different vocals are two 

different qualities. It is just that the overall effect is determined by the combination of 

content and quality. More precisely: The overall effect of an information is determined by 
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both the information itself (content) and the way the information is delivered 

(quality/medium). Even if the content is the same, the overall effect can differ depending 

on the way that the content is delivered. Therefore, the musical content of 

“Unforgettable” by Nat King Cole and by Ella Fitzgerald are the same. It is just that the 

overall effects of Nat King Cole’s version and Ella Fitzgerald’s version are different. 

Likewise, Evaluation 2 and feeling are not unified. It is not that feelings modify the 

evaluative content due to is quality and thus feelings themselves constitute the modified 

evaluative content. Rather, when Evaluation 1 is carried by feelings and by other 

attitudes, the overall effects of them are different because the contents are by different 

media.      

As I mentioned, Goldie compares when someone just knows the danger of falling 

on the ice and when she feels the danger of actually falling on the ice. In feeling the 

danger, Goldie (2000a) says, she gains new concept of danger—a phenomenal concept of 

danger—different from theoretical knowledge. She gains new power and potentialities of 

thought and imagination; she imagines someone else feeling fear, she can imagine “from 

the inside” what it would be like to be in his or her shoes (p.246). Goldie infers from this 

that the content of danger itself is different in two cases. But we can say instead that in 

both cases the same kind of information of danger is delivered. However, in thinking 

about danger and in feeling danger, the media of the information is different and hence, 

the overall effects of the information are different.  

My explanation has more benefits: first, we can account for the connection 

between the information of danger in a belief and in a feeling, as well as the difference in 

the overall effect of the information through two different media. Goldie’s and Slaby’s 
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notion of “the unification of quality and content” emphasizes only the difference while 

neglecting the connection between two. But notice that Goldie himself uses the same 

word “danger” to refer to both the content of a belief and the content of a feeling, which 

indicates that they share informational content. We can learn danger by a book and 

experience the danger in person by feeling fear—both kinds of information can be 

captured by the same word, ‘danger.’ Furthermore, the content of an emotion often leads 

to accepting that content as a belief. My fear toward a snake makes me believe that the 

snake is dangerous or fearsome. My sadness toward a colleague leaving for another city 

makes me believe that I find the colleague is a valuable person and his leaving is a loss 

for me. Conversely, as I discussed in previous chapters, belief leads to an emotion too. A 

judgment that the snake is dangerous often leads to fear. This kind of content connection 

between emotion and belief would be mysterious if the content of emotion was exclusive 

to emotion and severed from the content of belief. 

Second, cognitive theorists commonly claim that emotions can be judged as 

correct or incorrect (and appropriate or inappropriate) like belief. In other words, they 

have the mind-to-world direction of fit. But recall our discussion in Chapter 1. Since 

hybrid theories aim to keep the advantages of both cognitive theories and non-cognitive 

theories, this feature is precisely what a good hybrid theory should preserve. However, 

according to the unification view that Goldie and Salby defend, the content of an emotion 

is fine-grained and gestalt, depending constitutively on how it arises in the subject who 

experiences it. This kind of deeply subject-dependent properties cannot be subject to the 

judgment of correctness (and fittingness). As Salmela (2014) puts it, “in order to quality 

as a standard of correctness (and fittingness), a formal object cannot be a property that 
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every token emotion of the same type ascribes to its particular objects” (Salmera, 2014, 

p.41).47 For after all, this kind of property cannot be incorrect (or inappropriate).48   

Therefore, it is better to hold that Evaluation 1 and Evaluation 2 are not different 

in kind.  Evaluations by feelings are not inherently different from evaluations by other 

attitudes in its kind and in its content. As said, evaluations that come prior to feelings in 

the emotion process are reflected in feelings. If Evaluation 1 and Evaluation 2 were 

different in kind, it would be hard to explain this reflection relationship between 

evaluations and feelings in emotion process.  

However, it is hard to believe that feelings reflect all contents of evaluations. 

Once we accept that feelings reflect the contents of evaluations that precede it, it is worth 

asking to what extent feelings reflect the contents of evaluation, next. Slaby and Goldie 

do not offer an answer to this question. Although I cannot attempt a full-fledged 

discussion of this issue because as it is not my primary goal of this chapter, I would like 

to point out that feelings reflect evaluations only to some extent; feelings do not reflect 

the entire content of evaluations. A feeling cannot distinguish similar but different 

complex evaluative contents. Loss in sadness and danger in fear might be distinguished in 

bodily feelings. But how about envy and jealousy? Or sadness and guilt? Do bodily 

feelings have the complex enough structure in them to distinguish envy and jealous or 

sadness and guilty? It does not seem so. As Slaby argues, what seems relatively less 

controversial is that the valence of the evaluations (whether the situation we are 

 

 47 See Salmera (2014), pp. 40-42, for a more detailed discussion of this subject. 

  

 48 Mitchell (2019) offers a careful defense for the unification thesis. However, he 

has not considered these two possible problems. 
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confronted with is negative or positive) is embodied in hedonic valence of feelings. But it 

is not clear whether we can say that feelings contain much more. Therefore, it seems safe 

to believe that feelings reflect evaluations to some extent, just like shadows of objects 

reflect the appearance of the objects to some extent. Feelings reflect part of our 

evaluations. 

To sum up the discussion so far: feelings and evaluations are two separate 

elements, but evaluations are reflected in feelings to some extent. The evaluative content 

of feelings of emotion comes from the content of evaluations that precede the feeling. 

Hence, feelings and evaluations are not unified in emotions in the first sense (i). Also, the 

evaluative contents built in feelings are not inherently different from those in other 

attitudes like beliefs or judgments in its kind; Goldie and Slaby are incorrect that content 

and quality are unified in emotions. Hence, feelings and evaluations are not unified in 

emotions in this second sense (ii).  

A possible objection to my view is that it does not explain how there can be a 

disconnect between emotion and judgment. e.g., recalcitrant emotions. My claim about 

the disunification of content and quality does not imply a necessary connect between 

emotion and judgment. My claim indicates only that beliefs and emotions have the same 

kind of intentional content. This implies, as I said above, that beliefs can lead to 

corresponding emotions. But it does not imply that all evaluative beliefs lead to the 

corresponding emotions. Even if quality and content are disunified, it does not follow that 

my belief that this building is safe place implies that I cannot fear that I am in this 

building. Even so, however, my claim that evaluative feelings come from evaluations in 

the emotion process seems to indicate that there must be a general continuity between 
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beliefs and corresponding emotions. If the content in evaluations and evaluative content 

in feelings in emotion process are not different from each other in kind and if the 

evaluations engaged in emotion are not different from other evaluative attitudes such as 

evaluative judgments and beliefs (which I assume so), I should be able to explain how 

come there are cases where emotions and evaluations do not match.  

I hold that recalcitrant emotions can be explained by the dual system that I 

mentioned in Chapter 4. Let me remind you of the dual system. Robinson argues that 

appraisals (unconscious and simple) are the first to evoke bodily changes. Prinz argues, to 

the contrary, that bodily changes can be triggered without any appraisals. I argued that 

both happen, and both are emotions; emotional bodily changes can occur through an 

appraisal. However, some emotions can also occur through memory or evolution; in these 

cases, emotions bypass the initial appraisal stage. I said that the latter cases should be 

admitted, considering some strong fears that bypass the appraisal stage. I also said that 

when it comes to some life-threatening objects, for example, it is strategically more 

efficient (and thus more plausible) for our system to bypass an initial explicit appraisal 

stage. If something is life-threatening and we need to react to it fast, our system can 

“save” our past appraisals—and when we face the same situation, the bodily reaction 

occurs without new appraisals. So in this case, strictly speaking, it is not that there is no 

appraisal at all—it’s just that previous appraisals are saved and automatically used. If in 

addition these bypassing cases are possible through evolution, the saved and bypassed 

appraisals count “saved”—saved not from my own past appraisals, but my ancestors’.  

 I hold that some bypassing cases are recalcitrant emotions. When it comes to the 

bypassing cases, as I said, the relevant evaluations related to the emotions are past—not 
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current—evaluations. Therefore, it is very possible that the emotions do not match with 

my current evaluations. You might fear big dogs automatically without explicit appraisals 

because you have been bitten by a big dog when you were young. In this case, you might 

consciously know that generally big dogs do not suddenly attack people. And yet you 

cannot help but feel fear when facing a big dog, because an appraisal associated with big 

dogs has been saved in your emotion system. 

 Robinson, however, maintains that her own emotion model can explain the 

mismatch between beliefs and emotions. She argues that the evaluations that trigger 

bodily changes are “affective appraisals” which are distinguished from other non-

emotional appraisals. On her view, as explained in Chapter 4, evaluations do not lead to 

an emotional bodily change when they are not affective appraisals. However, Robinson 

does not explain why some appraisals are affective appraisals (evoking bodily changes), 

and other appraisals remain un-affective. She offers some characteristics of affective 

appraisals: they are unconscious, simple, and evoke bodily changes. This might indicate 

that affective appraisals are different from other non-emotional appraisals in kind. 

However, Robinson does not explain why and how so. In fact, Robinson argues that the 

affective appraisals develop into conscious appraisals in the later stage of emotion 

process. And these conscious appraisals do not seem different from other non-emotional 

appraisals; Robinson herself indicates as such. However, if affective appraisals are 

special in that they are different from non-emotional appraisals, it is mysterious how 

those special appraisals are connected to other non-emotional appraisals. Further, not all 

emotions are recalcitrant. Many other emotions match up with our beliefs. Robinson’s 

account does not deal with these cases, because she argues that all appraisals engaged in 



 
 

164 
 

the earlier stage of emotions are affective appraisals. If all affective appraisals are distinct 

from non-emotional appraisals, no emotion matches with beliefs. However, this is not 

true. For this reason, I think recalcitrant emotions should be, instead, explained as 

bypassing cases. 

As I mentioned in Chapter 1 and Section 1 of this chapter, one of the motivations 

of phenomenological theories (and not just phenomenological theories but also most 

major MEC theories including the perceptual theories and the embodied intentionality 

theory) is that they want to explain the disconnect between emotions on the one hand and 

non-emotional evaluations—like sheer thoughts or judgments—on the other. That is why 

they hold that emotions cannot be explained by a mere combination of beliefs and non-

intentional bodily changes and/or their feelings. Instead, phenomenologists merge beliefs 

and feelings, arguing that feelings themselves are evaluative. In this way, the evaluative 

element in emotions is inherently different from non-emotional evaluations that do not 

accompany feelings. However, as I said, phenomenologists and other affective 

intentionality theorists did not consider that beliefs and emotions are sometimes 

connected, sometimes disconnected. More often than not, our emotions go hand in hand 

with our beliefs. If you believe that eating tuna in pregnancy is dangerous to you, you are 

likely to be afraid of eating it. If you believe that your birthday party is this upcoming 

weekend, you will start to be happy as the weekend approaches. In fact, cases where 

emotions are connected to beliefs seem to be more common than the disconnected cases. 

Not all recalcitrant emotions are pathological, but it seems that recalcitrant emotions are 

ordinarily pathological (for instance, claustrophobia). Usually, beliefs and emotions 

match. If they do not match, we usually wonder why. Therefore, the right kind of 
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emotion theory needs to explain both usual connection between beliefs and emotions and 

occasional disconnection between them including pathological cases such as various 

phobia.    

2.1.2. Can the Evaluative Feeling Alone Explain the Distinctiveness of Emotions? 

 

  Goldie and Slaby argue that the sui-generis evaluative feelings alone can explain 

the distinctiveness of emotions. However, according to my previous claim, feelings and 

evaluations (that are separated from feelings) both are typical to emotions. Feelings alone 

cannot explain emotions. So how can I defend both this claim and the phenomenological 

theories?  

When it comes to this part, I hold that the phenomenological theorists are entirely 

incorrect. As said, I agree that feelings contain evaluative contents (feelings are 

evaluative). However, I do not agree that evaluative feelings are enough to explain the 

distinctiveness of emotion. First, as I have discussed, Goldie and Slaby are incorrect that 

content and quality are unified in feelings. If the unity claim is incorrect, then the 

intentionality of evaluative feelings is not sui generis; it is not unique to emotion. If the 

evaluative feeling is not unique to emotion, it cannot explain the distinctiveness of 

emotion. Second, I explained in Chapter 2 why feelings cannot define emotions, either 

alone or combined with evaluations. This applies to Goldie and Slaby’s claim, since it 

shows that evaluative feelings alone cannot define emotions.  

 

2.2. Feelings and Evaluations Are Distinct, but Not Independent 
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On the other hand, however, Robinson’s claim needs to be corrected. She argues 

that evaluations, bodily changes, feelings, and action tendencies are all independent from 

each other. I suggest instead that they are distinct from one another. Yet they are not 

independent, because feelings cannot be formed without other elements like bodily 

changes and evaluations.  

As said, the ‘evaluative’ aspect of evaluative feelings derives from evaluations. 

This statement, however, needs some clarification. Slaby points out two characteristics of 

the ‘evaluative’ part of the evaluative feeling: 1) its valence, and 2) its motivational force. 

When I discuss the evaluative aspect from evaluation, I refer to the valence of the feeling. 

I will discuss the motivational force separately. Also, I do not mean to assume that 

evaluations are the sole ingredient for a feeling’s valence. Bodily changes can produce 

the valence, too. It is not clear whether bodily changes are required for evaluative 

feelings. One might argue, following James, that feelings are basically always sensations 

of bodily changes; on this model, feelings are evaluative when some sort of evaluation is 

added to the sensation of the bodily changes. This might be correct, considering that 

evaluative feelings seem to be a kind of bodily feelings. Slaby states, for example, that a 

positive feeling is the feeling of inner widening; we feel that our bodily volume is 

extended. This probably does not mean that the feeling comes from actual extension of 

some part of the body such as blood vessel or pupils. However, some other characteristic 

bodily changes might be concurrent with the widening feeling. Unfortunately, I could not 

find out any empirical research that are about whether evaluative feelings can be caused 

merely by evaluations without any bodily changes. Regardless, what seems clear is that 

evaluations are necessary to produce evaluative feelings. Two considerations support this. 
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First, consider Schachter and Singer (1962)’s experiment that I introduced in 

Chapter 4. Let me explain the experiment and its results more specifically, as it helps to 

elucidate the relationship between the evaluation and the evaluative feeling. In the 

experiment, some subjects were injected with epinephrine, a hormone that produces 

arousal by stimulating the sympathetic nervous system. Its effects include increased 

heartbeat, trembling, and rapid breathing. Others received a placebo. For the subjects 

with epinephrine, there were three conditions of information of the injection. One group 

was correctly informed about its possible effect of it. A second, ignorant group received 

no information about effects. Another group was misinformed; they were told that they 

would feel numbness, an itching sensation, and a mild headache. After the injection, both 

epinephrine and placebo group were exposed to two different situations. One group was 

put in a room with a confederate that behaved euphorically. Another group was put in a 

room with a confederate that behaved angrily. Physiologically, the epinephrine had the 

desired effect; the epinephrine group (including both the euphoria and the anger groups) 

had the higher heart rate than the placebo group. Also, the former self-reported higher 

tremors and palpitations. The misinformed group did not experience any more headaches 

or itchiness than other groups.  

However, the self-reported happiness and anger rates differ depending on whether 

they were correctly informed about the effective of epinephrine. In the euphoria group, 

subjects were more susceptible to the stooge’s behaviors and consequently reported more 

happiness when they had no explanation or when they were misinformed. Their actions 

were consistent with the feelings they reported; the ignorant and misinformed groups 

showed happy actions more. The researchers hypothesize that when subjects were 
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informed correctly about the effect of the injection, they attribute their feeling to the 

injected drug. Other people who were not informed or misinformed did not have other 

sources to attribute their feelings to. Thus, they were more susceptible to the stooge’s 

behaviors.    

The self-reported emotion of the anger group showed a different result. The 

correctly informed group reported the highest anger and the ignorant reported showed the 

lowest anger. The researchers, however, thought that this is because the subjects could 

not be honest about what they felt, for the subjects volunteered for the experiments for 

extra points on their final exam. Admitting their irritation to the experimenter’s face or 

spoiling the questionnaire could end up endangering the extra points or further 

opportunities for extra points. The researchers argue that the observed actions of the 

anger group confirm their interpretation. In contrast to the self-reported results, their 

observed actions, showed a corresponding result to the euphoria group; the misinformed 

and ignorant groups reported the highest anger. The informed group reported the lowest 

anger. Hence, again, this shows, the researchers conclude, that the ignorant and 

misinformed group attributed their feelings to the given situation. The correctly informed 

group, on the other hand, could attribute their feelings to the injected drug. 

 I hold that these results indicate that the ‘evaluative’ aspect of the evaluative 

feelings comes from evaluations. In this experiment, what produced the positive and the 

negative emotions were the attribution (here, the “attribution” includes evaluations in 

emotions: the subjects consciously or unconsciously judge that their surrounding is 

positive or negative and connect to it to their experience). When the subjects attributed 

their feeling to the given positive and negative situations, they produced positive and 
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negative emotions more. In particular, the self-reported emotions in the experiment are 

likely to refer to their conscious positive or negative feelings because people tend to think 

they have positive emotions when they “feel” positively. I did not mention this above, but 

the researchers mention that the placebo group also self-reported positive and negative 

emotions in the given euphoria and anger conditions respectively. The gap between the 

placebo group and the epinephrine-treated group was not that high. Also, in the euphoria 

condition, the placebo group reported much more happiness than the correctly informed 

epinephrine-injected group. This indicates that evaluations play a greater role in 

determining the valence of a feeling than having a certain physiological state.  

Second, consider that physiological changes do not always change subjective 

feelings in some experiments mentioned in Chapter 4. I explained that while the 

manipulation of motor expressions (like facial expressions) and action tends to bring 

about changes in emotional feelings even without situational cues, adrenaline or 

epinephrine induction does not always bring about these changes. The test results were 

mixed. I also said, when it comes to the unclear cases, additional situational cues were 

needed to make a change in their feelings. This finding is consistent with the results of 

Schachter and Singer (1962)’s experiment that I have just discussed above; although 

there were expected physiological changes by epinephrine, the correctly informed group 

did not report positive feeling. On the one hand (as I discussed in Chapter 4), these results 

support my network theory of emotions. On the other hand, they suggest that the valence 

of feelings come from the interpretation of situational cues—that is, evaluations. Bodily 

changes alone are not enough to produce a valence in a feeling. The positive or negative 

evaluation of surrounding are also required. When it comes to facial expressions and 
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actions which cause changes in feelings without the help of an additional situational cue, 

it was possible because facial expressions and actions themselves also play a role of a 

situational cue. A smile brings a happy feeling probably because by memory they were 

remembered as signs of positive situations.  

 Now, let me talk a bit about motivational force. I am not sure whether 

motivational force comes from evaluations as well. The evaluations engaged in emotions 

include the evaluation of what we should do to deal with a given situation. A possible 

evaluation can be, for example, that it is the best to run away from this object. However, 

it is not clear whether this evaluation directly makes us feel a bodily urge to run away 

from the object. It is also possible that the evaluation causes a desire to run away from the 

object, and the desire (not the evaluation) produces the feeling with a motivational force. 

It is hard to find relevant literature to this issue. However, it seems intuitively true that a 

desire produces a motivational force rather than an evaluation. One might judge that it is 

best to run away from the object and yet they do not have the desire to run away from the 

object. (Consider cases of drug addiction. You might judge that it is the best to avoid it, 

but you still want to take it. So, you do not have desire to avoid it.) So, it does not seem 

like I will feel a bodily urge to run away from the object. Hence, it seems more 

convincing to believe that motivational force is from desires rather than evaluations. 

Therefore, emotional feelings seem to arise not only from bodily changes and evaluations 

but also from desires. This conclusion accords with the psychologist, Scherer (2004)’s 

claim that feelings “integrate the presentation of changes in other components during the 

duration of an emotion episode” (Scherer, 2004, p.137).  
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So far, I have argued that feelings are not independent from other elements of 

emotions. I appealed to the fact that feelings are formed being influenced by evaluations, 

bodily changes, and desires which are preceded the feelings. However, it is also 

important to note that they are still all distinct elements. Feelings are not the same as 

bodily changes, or evaluations. Unlike bodily changes, feelings are inherently conscious 

and subjective. Bodily changes can occur and be measured objectively even if you are not 

conscious of them. Feelings have an essentially phenomenal quality, whereas evaluations 

do not.   

 

3. The Jamesian View of Feelings 

 

On the other hand, defending the view that feelings contain evaluative contents 

seems to go against a Jamesian view of feelings. If feelings are bodily sensations, as 

James claims, then there is no intentional content involved in the feelings. Or at least this 

is how James’ view has been interpreted. 

Prinz, for example, explicitly insists that he takes the Jamesian view of feelings 

(2004a). He argues that feelings do not involve any intentional content in themselves—

the evaluative contents are not structured in the feelings themselves. Prinz clarifies this 

view by distinguishing several different kinds of representations in terms of indicators 

and detectors (Prinz, 2004a, pp. 67-69). 

 First, there are unstructured representations. Prinz calls them ‘indicators.’ For 

example, fuzz busters are just such a case; the beeping sound made by fuzz busters 

represents complex properties such as the presence of police radar. But the beeping sound 



 
 

172 
 

does not have any internal structure, as there are no meaningful sub-beeps. Second, there 

are also representations that have internal structure. Prinz calls them ‘detectors.’ 

Detectors have parts that represent parts of the property that they track. For instance, a 

letter-detecting device may have inner parts that are designed to detect certain parts of 

letters like vertical lines, diagonal lines, and curved lines. Prinz calls this an ‘essence-

tracking detector,’ because the device has parts that detect things that are constitutive of 

the thing that it is tracking. Other detectors track appearances rather than essences. The 

concept of dog is an example of a detector of this sort. The essence of dogs must be a 

complex biological property involving a particular genome. However, people who do not 

have knowledge of the essence of dogs or who lived before the concepts of genes and 

clades were developed can nevertheless still represent dogs; they represent dogs instead 

by features of their appearance, like having fur, barking, and wagging their tails. In other 

words, we track dogs by their appearances. Prinz calls detectors like dog concepts 

‘appearance-tracking detectors.’ The essential property of being a dog (i.e., the dog 

genome) can be called the ‘real content’ of our dog concept. Non-essential features like 

dog appearances instead make up the ‘nominal content’ of our dog concept. “Detectors 

represent their real contents by registering their nominal contents. Essence-tracking 

detectors have real contents and nominal contents that coincide, but with appearance-

tracking detectors, these come apart” (Prinz, 2004a, p. 68). 

 Prinz argues that emotions are appearance-tracking detectors like dog concepts. 

As I said, Prinz asserts that emotions represent their evaluative contents by feelings, 

namely perceived bodily changes. The evaluative contents of emotions constitute their 

real contents. Feelings (perceived somatic changes) constitute their nominal contents of 
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emotions. So, emotions are appearance-trackers. Like concepts of dog track dogs via 

furriness, fears track dangers via registering perceived heart palpitations (Prinz, 2004a, 

68).49 

 So, on Prinz’s view feelings are, as James said, perceived bodily changes. They 

do not have the structure of the contents in themselves. Unlike essence-tracking detector, 

feelings do not have parts that detect things that constitutive of the things that it is 

tracking, namely evaluative contents. Therefore, Prinz holds that the evaluative contents 

are not structured in feelings. Still, however, like the phenomenologists (and other 

affective intentionality theorists), Prinz argues that feelings play the role of carrying 

evaluative contents; emotions are still detectors (feelings detect evaluative contents). 

 Prinz’s view, then, is located in somewhere between James and the 

phenomenologists. About the nature of feelings, Prinz adopts a Jamesian view, as he 

states. Like James, Prinz argues that feelings are perceived bodily changes. However, 

about the role of the feelings, he adds what James did not mention, that the feelings carry 

 

 49 Let us ignore for now other details of Prinz’s explanation. I do not agree with 

the distinction between nominal and essential content of emotions. And Prinz’s examples 

for different detectors is a bit confusing. The beeping sound of fuzz buster is just the 

signal that indicates that the machine has found something, not the tracking mechanism. 

However, the inner parts of a letter-detecting device are the machine’s tracking 

mechanism. So, while it seems right to classify the latter-detecting device as a structured 

detector and an essence-tracking detector, it does not seem right to classify the fuzz 

buster as an unstructured detector. In order to know what kind of tracker the fuzz buster 

is, we need to know its tracking mechanism. The beeping sound does not concern 

whether fuss buster is structured or unstructured. Also, it is controversial that the concept 

of dog is really an appearance-tracker, for some people might reject that the essence of 

dog is its genome. But regardless, Prinz’s distinction of indicators, appearance-tracking 

detectors, and essence-tracking detectors itself makes sense. Also, this distinction helps to 

clarify the differences between James’s, Prinz’s, and the phenomenologists’ views. So, 

for now, let us just focus on that. 
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evaluative information. For this part, Prinz is like the phenomenologists. Unlike Prinz, 

however, the phenomenologists argue that feelings have evaluative structure in it with its 

valence and motivational force.  

Both Goldie and Slaby are aware of the gap between their view of feelings and 

James’. They both criticize the Jamesian view of feelings. Goldie (2002b) argues that 

James did not consider that some feelings are directed at the world beyond the body. 

Slaby (2007) says that Prinz neglected the experiential nature of feelings and made 

feelings zombie-like, something that need not and does not have experiences. Slaby states 

that it is the experience of feeling that manifests what is currently of relevance to us.  

If the Jamesian model of feelings does not allow for intentional content in 

feelings, it is not compatible with the phenomenological model of feelings. By extension, 

Prinz’s version of James’ view is not compatible with the phenomenological model, 

either. However, if this is not the case and Jamesian model can be extended in the way 

that emotions are not only bodily sensations but also involve evaluative contents, the 

incompatibility no longer arises.  

Let me put this discussion by using the distinction ph-/so- bodily feelings and 

evaluative feelings. James’ original claim focuses on the source of feelings. His claim is 

that all feelings are so-bodily feelings. However, Prinz interprets it so that the source of 

feelings determines the phenomenality of feelings. Hence, he argues that since all 

feelings are so-bodily feelings, all feelings are ph-bodily feelings rather than ph-

evaluative feelings. The phenomenologists focus on the phenomenality of feelings and 

argue that some feelings are ph-evaluative feelings. My claim here is that since the 

phenomenologists’ claim is not about the source of feelings, it is not necessarily 
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incompatible with James’ claim. They are just focusing on two different things: the 

source of feelings (James) and the phenomenology of feelings (the phenomenologists). 

Now, Prinz argues for James’s position on the phenomenality of feelings by appealing to 

the source of feelings. However, we do not have to adopt this interpretation. My 

discussion in the previous sections also suggest that Prinz is wrong about the 

phenomenality of feelings—some feelings are ph-evaluative! 

On the other hand, for the sake of compatibility, we should also avoid a Goldie-

style view of evaluative feelings. As stated, Goldie holds that evaluative feelings are not 

Jamesian bodily sensations at all. On Goldie’s view, evaluative feelings and bodily 

feelings are mutually exclusive. So, the Jamesian model cannot be compatible with the 

phenomenological model, either. Hence, for the compatibility, Slaby’s model should be 

adopted, according to which the evaluative feelings are a sort of bodily feelings. Thus, 

the two are not mutually exclusive. And I think this is the right way to understand 

feelings in emotions.    

To put this by using the distinction between ph-/so- bodily feelings and evaluative 

feelings, Goldie argues that ph-evaluative feelings are not so-bodily feelings. (Again, 

Goldie does not use this distinction. However, his claim can plausibly be interpreted in 

this way.) Since Goldie excludes ph-evaluative feelings from so-bodily feelings, his 

claim is incompatible with James’ claim that feelings are all so-bodily feelings. However, 

Slaby claims that ph-evaluative feelings are a sort of ph-bodily feelings. Since this claim 

is not about so-bodily feelings, it is compatible with James’ claim that feelings are all so-

bodily feelings. 
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As I said in the previous section, it is not clear whether all feelings are so-bodily 

feelings, as James argues. However, what is important here is that, regardless, James’ 

claim is compatible with Slaby’s version of the phenomenological view of feelings.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

 So far, I have defended the phenomenological theory that some feelings contain 

evaluative contents in themselves (some feelings are ph-evaluative feelings). I examined 

whether and how it fits together with Robinson’s and James’ view of feelings that I have 

defended in the previous chapters. I argued that the phenomenological theorists, 

Robinson, and James all need to correct their claims a bit.  

 First, Robinson is correct that there are distinct elements of emotion: evaluations, 

bodily changes, feelings, and action tendencies. However, Robinson is wrong to claim 

that all elements are independent from each other. Feelings are influenced by bodily 

changes, evaluations, and desires. Therefore, the elements are distinct, but not 

independent from each other. Second, Goldie and Slaby are correct that some feelings 

involve evaluative contents in themselves. Feelings reflect the contents of evaluations 

that precede the feelings and thus they involve intentional contents. However, Goldie and 

Slaby are wrong that feelings and evaluative contents are united. They are not unified in 

any sense. Third, James is correct that feelings are perception of bodily changes. 

However, he does not recognize that feelings also reflect evaluations and desire.  
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

 So far, I have critically examined different MEC (Multiple-Essential-Component 

Theories of Emotion) theories; from the results of my examination, I have attempted to 

build a new theory of emotions. I claimed that feelings, bodily changes, evaluative 

contents, and action tendencies are all equally crucial for emotions; the prototype of 

emotions is a process that involves all four elements. The sequence of those elements is 

not fixed; they can occur in any order. The interactions among the elements are not one-

to-one; multiple elements can engage other multiple elements. The interactions are bi-

directional rather than one way. I argued that these features are best captured by the term 

‘network’. The elements are node-like, and the elements interact in a node-like way. An 

activation of any one element is likely to lead to an activation of other elements. 

Additionally, I pointed out that feelings have a special status among these elements: 

feelings are a total reflection of bodily changes, evaluations, action tendencies. Any 

element can interact with any other, but only feelings depend on other elements in their 

formations and only feelings reflect other elements in their own internal structures.    

 As mentioned in Chapter 1, my work indicates that we need a new way to 

understand emotion. First, it indicates that we need a much looser and more flexible 

model of emotion. I argued for the prototype of emotion, which is much looser than the 

necessary and sufficient conditions for emotion. The category of emotion is not an all-or-

nothing category, but a gradual spectrum. And I have shown that there are several other 

ways to see the need for flexibility in a proper theory of emotion. For one, I argued that 
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the order and the interaction among the elements is not fixed in any certain way. I would 

like to point out that none of the elements of emotion is clearly identified or fixed. I reject 

Ekman’s claim that there is a set of clearly identified bodily signs of emotions. There are 

bodily changes that are typically related to emotions, but they sometimes overlap with 

other non-emotional physical signs like hunger and fatigue. For another thing, I 

introduced various views of appraisals engaged in emotions, but I have not committed 

myself to any particular view of what particular appraisals are engaged in the emotion 

process. I hold that different appraisals can contribute to produce an emotion, depending 

on personal and cultural factors. And the relevant list of appraisals can always be updated 

by experience. In sum, then, the boundary of emotion elements is looser than what many 

emotion theorists have assumed.  

 Second, my work indicates that emotion is by its nature not simple and neat, but 

complex and dynamic. Multiple elements (rather than a single element) are typically 

engaged in emotions. The interaction among the elements is not fixed one way; it is bi-

directional. And the relationship is not one-to-one, but multiple-to-multiple.  

 Third, my work indicates that emotion production is not a pre-determined, 

automatic process. James, Robinson, Prinz, Ekman, and many other emotion theorists 

assume that there is a fixed order of the sequence of emotion elements, pre-determined 

and fixed. However, in my view, the emotion production is not determined, and it is not 

automatic. The network of the four elements itself might have been pre-determined in 

that it was formed by evolution. However, emotional production itself is not so 

determined or automatic. I hold that when an emotion is produced, our system attempts to 

find out the signs of any of these elements. If more than one element is detected, and if 
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there are coherent and clear signs, then other elements are brought about too, making a 

full-fledge emotion. Otherwise, emotions are not produced. It turns out, then, that the 

process of emotion production is rather similar to our rational decision-making process. 

Although the emotion making process can seem mostly unconscious and fast, unlike 

rational decision-making processes, our system compares and checks signs around us. I 

admit that, sometimes, emotional cases are rather automatic; sometimes perception 

triggers emotional elements, by-passing comparisons (I talked about strong kind of fear). 

In these cases, certain inputs are saved in emotional memory and emotional elements 

unfold automatically, by perception of those inputs.  

 My idea of emotion as network can be elaborated further in future research. As I 

have articulated it here, the idea of a network was proposed in an effort to synthesize 

evidence and hints from various contexts. However, it is still in need of more robust 

empirical support. But it is testable. For instance, one can conduct experiments in which 

action changes or motor expression changes bring about feeling changes, and then check 

whether the remaining elements tend to immediately follow. Other details among the 

elements in the network can be explored as well; for example, the strength between a 

certain element may be reliably higher than others. Furthermore, certain elements might 

be reliably stronger in different individuals than in others. Whether the network equally 

explains the deactivation of emotion is something that might be examined, as well; my 

tentative working hypothesis is that a deactivation of an element is likely to lead to the 

deactivation of other elements. For now, I will just end my discussion in the level of 

suggesting the general idea of network, leaving these as possible topics for further 

discussion.    



 
 

181 
 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

Aristotle. (1984). Rhetoric. In E. P. Corbett, The rhetoric and poetics of Artstole (W. R. 

Roberts, Trans.). New York: Modern Library. 

Aristotle. (1985). Nicomachean ethics. (T. Irwin, Trans.) Indianapolis: Hackett. 

Arnold, M. (1960). Emotion and personality: Vol. 1. Psychological aspects. New York: 

Columbia University Press. 

Averill, J. R. (1980). On the paucity of positive emotions. In P. P. K. R. Blankstein, 

Assessment and modification of emotional behavior (pp. 7-45). New York: 

Plenum. 

Bandler, R. J. (1968). Self observation as a source of pain perception. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 9, 205-209. 

Barrett, E. F. (2017b, April 10). Neuroscientist Lisa Feldman Barrett explains how 

emotions are made. (A. Chen, Interviewer) Retrieved from 

https://www.theverge.com/2017/4/10/15245690/how-emotions-are-made-

neuroscience-lisa-feldman-barrett 

Barrett, E. F., & Bliss-Moreau, E. (2009). Affect as a psychological primitive. Advances 

in Experimental Social Psychology, 41, 167-218. doi:doi.org/10.1016/S0065-

2601(08)00404-8 

Barrett, L. F. (2006, Mar). Are emotions natural kinds? Perspectives on Psychological 

Science, 1(1), 28-58. doi:10.1111/j.1745-6916.2006.00003.x. 

Barrett, L. F. (2017a). How emotions are made. New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt. 

Bedford, E. (1957). XII.—Emotions. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 57(1), 281-

304. 

Bell, C. (2015 [1914]). Art. CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform. 

Ben-Ze'ev, A. (2000). The subtlety of emotions. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Bergson, H. (1911). Laughter: An essay on the meaning of the comic. (F. Rothwell, & A. 

Brereton, Trans.) Macmillan. 

Berridge, K., & Winkielman, P. (2010). What is an unconscious emotion? (The case for 

unconscious "liking"). Cognition and Emotion, 181-211. 

Borsboom, D. (2017). A network theory of mental disorders. World Psychiatry , 16(1), 5-

13. doi:10.1002/wps.20375. PMID: 28127906; PMCID: PMC5269502 



 
 

182 
 

Bowlby, J. (1983). Attachment and loss, Vol 1. Attachment. New York: Basic (Original 

work published 1969). 

Boyd, R. (1991). Realism, anti-foundationalism and the enthusiasm for natural kinds. 

Philosophical Studies, 61, 127-148. 

Brady, M. S. (2013). Emotional insight: The epistemic role of emotional experience. 

Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Broad, C. D. (1954 [1971]). Emotion and eentiment. Journal of Aesthetics and Art 

Criticism, 13(2), 203-214. 

Cacioppo, J., Berntson, G., Klein, D., & Poehlmann, K. (1997). The Psychophysiology of 

emotion across the lifespan. Annual Review of Gerontology and Geriatrics, 17, 

27-74. 

Cacioppo, J., Berntson, G., Larsen, J., Poehlmann, K., & Ito, T. (2000). The 

psychophysiology of emotion. In R. Lewis, & J. Haviland-Jones, Handbook of 

emotions (2nd ed., pp. 173-191). New York: Guilford. 

Cacioppo, J., Klein, D., Berntson, G., & Hatfield, E. (1993). The Psychophysiology of 

emotion. In R. Lewis, & J. Haviland, Handbook of emotions (pp. 119-142). New 

York: Guilford Press. 

Camras, L. A., Oster, H., Ujiie, T., Campos, J. J., Bakeman, R., & Meng, Z. (2007). Do 

infants show distinct negative facial expressions for fear and anger? Emotional 

expression in 11-month-old European American, Chinese, and Japanese infants. 

Infancy, 11(2), 131-155. 

Chang, H.-M., Chan, W., Leonid, I., & Rauterberg, M. (2013). Unconscious emotions: 

quantifying and logging something we are not aware of. Personal and Ubiquitous 

Computing , 662-673. 

Charland, L. (2002). The natural kind status of emotion. British Journal for the 

Philosophy of Science, 53(2), 511-537. 

Christie, I., & Friedman, B. (2004). Autonomic specificity of discrete emotion and 

dimensions of affective space: A multivariate approach. International Journal of 

Psychophysiology, 51, 143-153. 

Clark, J. A. (Jan. 2010). Relations of homology between higher cognitive emotions and 

basic emotions. Biology & Philosophy, 25(1), 75–94. 

Collingwood, R. G. (1938.). The principles of art. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Crane, T. (1998). Intentionality as the mark of the mental. Royal Institute of Philosophy 

Supplement, 43, 229-251. doi:10.1017/S1358246100004380 

Damasio, A. (1994). Descartes' error: Emotion, reason and the human brain. New York: 

Putnam. 



 
 

183 
 

D'Arms, J., & Jacobson, D. (2000, July). Sentiment and value. Ethics, 110, 722-748. 

de Sousa, R. (1987). The rationality of emotion. Cambirdge, MA: MIT Press. 

de Waal, F. (1997). Good natured: The origins of right and wrong in humans and other 

animals. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Deigh, J. (1994). Cognitivism in the theory of emotions. Ethics, 104(4), 824-54. 

Deonna, Julien A. and Teroni, Fabrice. (2012). The emotions: A philosophical 

introduction. New York: Routledge. 

Descartes, R. (1649/1988). The passions of the soul. In J. Cottingham, R. Stoothoff, & D. 

Murdoch, Selected philosophical writings of Rene Descartes (R. S. J. Cottingham, 

Trans.). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Dewey, J. (1895). The theory of emotion. (2) The significance of emotions. 

Psychological Review, 2(1), 13-32. doi:10.1037/h0070927. 

Dickerson, S., Gruenewald, T., & Kemeny, M. (2004, Dec). When the social self is 

threatened: shame, physiology, and health. J Pers, 72(6), 1191-216. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-6494.2004.00295.x 

Döring , S. A. (2009). The logic of emotional experience: Noninferentiality and the 

problem of conflict without contradiction. Emotion Review, 1(3), 240-247. 

Döring, S. A. (2003). Explaining action by emotion. The Philosophical Quarterly, 

53(211), 214-230. 

Döring, S. A. (2007). Seeing what to do: Affective perception and rational motivation. 

Dialectica, 363–394. 

Dutton, D. G., & Aron, A. P. (1974). Some evience for heightened sexual attraction under 

conditions of high anxiety. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 30(4), 

510-517. 

Edelmann, R., & Baker, S. (2002). Self-reported and actual physiological responses in 

social phobia. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 41, 1-14. 

Ekman, P. (1992). An argument for basic emotions. Cognition & Emotion, 169-200. 

Ekman, P. (1993). Facial expression and emotion. American Psychologist, 384-92. 

Ekman, P. (1994). Moods, emotions, and traits. In P. Ekman, & R. J. Davidson, The 

nature of emotion: Fundamental questions (pp. 56-8). New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

Elfenbein, H., & Ambady, N. (2002a). Is there an ingroup advantage in emotion 

recognition? Psychological Bulletin, 128, 243-249. 



 
 

184 
 

Elfenbein, H., & Ambady, N. (2002b). On the universality and cultural specificity of 

emotion recognition: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 203-235. 

Elfenbein, H., & Ambady, N. (2003a). Universals and cultural differences in recognizing 

emotions. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 12, 159-164. 

Ellsworth, P. (1991). Some implications of cognitive appraisal theories of emotion. In K. 

Strongman, International review of studies on emotion (Vol. 1, pp. 143-161). New 

York, NY: Wiley. 

Ellsworth, P. (1994). William James and emotion: Is a century of fame worth a century of 

misunderstanding. Psychological Review, 101, 227. 

Ellsworth, P. (2013). Appraisal theory: Old and new questions. Emotion Review, 5, 125-

131. 

Enkhbayar, A. (2017). Applying Wittgenstein in knowledge discovery & visualization. 

Retrieved from This and That: https://bubblbu.github.io/this-and-

that/wittgenstein-draft/ 

Fehr, B., & Russell, J. A. (1984). Concept of emotion viewed from a prototype 

perspective. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 113, 464-486. 

Ferna´ndez-Dols, J.-M., & Ruiz-Belda, M. (1995). Are smiles a sign of happiness? Gold 

medal winners at Olympic Games. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

69, 1113-1119. 

Flynn, J., Edwards, S., & Bandler, R. (1971). Changes in sensory and motor systems 

during centrally elicited attack. Behavioral Science, 16, 1-19. 

Fridlund, A. (1991). The sociality of solitary smiles: Effects of an implicit audience. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 229-240. 

Frijda, N. (2007). The laws of emotion. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Frijda, N. H. (1986). The Emotions. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press (1986). 

Frijda, N., & Scherer, K. (2009). Emotion definition (Psychological perspectives). In D. 

Sander, & K. Scherer, Oxford companion to emotion and the affective sciences 

(pp. 142-143). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Gabora, L., Rosch, E., & Aerts, D. (2008). Toward an ecological theory of concepts. 

Ecological Psychology, 20(1), 84-116. 

Garcia, J., & Rusiniak, K. (1980). What the nose learns from the mouth. In D. Muller-

Schwarze, & R. Silverstein, Chemical signals (pp. 141-156). New York: Plenum. 

Goldie, P. (2000). The emotions: A philosophical exploration. Oxford: Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 



 
 

185 
 

Goldie, P. (2002a). Emotions, feelings, and intentionality. Phenomenology and the 

Cognitive Sciences 1, 235-254. 

Goldie, P. (2002b). Getting feelings into emotional exprience in the right way. Emotion 

Review 1, 232-239. 

Gordon, R. M. (1987). The cognitive structure of emotion. Cambridge: MA: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Greenspan, P. (1988). Emotions and reasons. New York: Routledge. 

Griffiths, P. (1990). Modularity, and the psychoevolutionary theory. Biology and 

Philosophy, 175-196. 

Griffiths, P. (1997). What emotions really are? Chicago: The University of Chicago 

Press. 

Griffiths, P. (2004a). Is Emotion a natural kind? In R. C. Solomon, Thinking about 

feeling: Contemporary philosophers on emotion (pp. 237-238). Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Griffiths, P. (2004b). Emotions as natural and normative kinds. Philosophy of Science, 

71(5), 901-911. 

Griffiths, P. (2006). Function, homology, and character Individuation. Philosophy of 

Science, 73, 1-25. 

Harris, C., & Prouvost, C. (2014). Jealousy in dogs. PLoS ONE, 9(7). 

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0094597 

Hart, S. L. (2016). Proximal foundations of jealousy: Expectations of exclusivity in the 

infant's first year of life. Emotion Review : Journal of the International Society for 

Research on Emotion, 8(4), 358–366. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073915615431 

Hart, S. L., & Carrington, H. (2002). Jealousy in 6-month-old infants. Infancy, 3, 395–

402. doi:10.1207/S15327078IN0303_6 

Helm, B. W. (2009). Emotions as evalutive feelings. Emotion Review, 1(3), 248–255. 

doi:10.1177/1754073909103593 

Hume, D. (1739/1978). A treatise of human nature. (P. H. Nidditch, Ed.) Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Izard, C. (1978). On the development of emotions and emotion-cognition relationship in 

infancy. In M. L. Rosenblum, The development of affect (pp. 389–413). New 

York: Plenum Press. 

Jaak, P. (1998). Affective neuroscience. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 



 
 

186 
 

James, W. (Apr.,1884). What is an Emotion? Mind, 9 (34 ), 188-205. 

Jérôme Dokic and Stéphane Lemaire. (2013). Are emotions perceptions of value? 

Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 43, 222-247. 

Johnston , E., & Olson, L. (2015). The feeling brain: The biology and psychology of 

emotions. New York: W.W. Norton and Company. 

Julien, D., Tappolet, C., & Teroni, F. (2015). Emotion, philosophical issues about. Wiley 

Interdisciplinary Reviews. Cognitive Science, 6(3). doi:10.1002/wcs.1342 

Kenny, A. (1963). Action, emotion and the will. London: Rutledge. 

Kripke, S. (1980). Naming and necessity. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Kunst-Wilson, W., & Zajonc, R. (1980, Feb). Affective discrimination of stimuli that 

cannot be recognized. Science, 207, 557-558. 

Laird, J. D. (2007). Feelings: The perception of self. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Landis, C. &. (1932). Adrenalin and emotion. Psychological Review, 39, 467-485. 

Lang, P. (1988). What are the data of emotion? In V. Hamilton, G. Bower, & N. Frijda, 

Cognitive perspectives on emotion and motivation (pp. 173-191). New York: 

Kluwer Academic/Planum. 

Lange, C. G. (1885). Om sindsbevaegelser: Et psyko-fysiologisk studie. Copenhagen: 

Jacob Lunds. 

Lauri Nummenmaa, Enrico Glerean, Riitta Hari, and Jari K. Hietanend. (2014 , Jan 14). 

Bodily maps of emotions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Science of the 

United States of America, 111(2), 646–651. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and adaptation. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Progress on a cognitive-motivational-relational theory of emotion. 

American Psychologist, 46(8), 819-834. Retrieved from //doi.org/10.1037/0003-

066X.46.8.819 

Lazarus, R. S. (2006). Emotions and interpersonal relationships: toward a person-

centered conceptualization of emotions and coping. Journal of Personality, 74(1), 

9-46. 

LeDoux, J. (1996). The emotional brain: The mysterious underpinnings of emotional life. 

New York: SImon & Schuster. 

Levenson, R., Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. (1990). Voluntary facial action generates 

emotion specific autonomic nervous system acitivity. Psyhophysiology, 27, 363-

384. 



 
 

187 
 

Liu, Q. W. (2017). Stress reactivity and emotion in premenstrual syndrome . 

Neuropsychiatric disease and treatment, 13, 1597–1602. Retrieved from 

https://doi.org/10.2147/NDT.S132001 

MacCormack JK, L. K. (2019, Mar). Feeling hangry? When hunger is conceptualized as 

emotion. Emotion, 19(2), 301-319. doi:10.1037/emo0000422 

Maranon, G. (1924). Contribution a l’etude de l’action emotive de l’adrenaline . Review 

Francaise d’Endocrinologie, 2, 301. 

Matsumoto, D., Keltner, D., Shiota, M., Frank, M., & O'Sullivan, M. (2008). What’s in a 

face? Facial expressions as signals of discrete emotions. In M. Lewis, J. Haviland, 

& L. F. Barrett, Handbook of emotions (pp. 211-234). New York: Guilford Press. 

Mattes, J. (1985). Metaprolol for intermittent explosive disorder. American Journal of 

Psychiatry, 142, 1108-1109. 

Mauss, I. L. (2005). The tie that binds? Coherence among emotion experience, behavior, 

and physiology. Emotion, 5, 175-190. 

McGinn, C. (2012). Truth by analysis. New York: Oxford University Press. 

McLuhan, M. (1964). Understanding media: The extensions of man . New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Meltzoff, A., & Moore, M. (1977). Imitation of facial and manual testures by neonates. 

Science, 198, 75-78. 

Mervis, E. R. (1975). Family resemblances: Studies in the internal structure of categories. 

Cognitive Psychology 7, 573-605. 

Michalak J, R. K. (2015 , Mar.). How we walk affects what we remember: gait 

modifications through biofeedback change negative affective memory bias. 

Journal of Behavior Therapy and Exprimental Psychiatry, 121-5. 

doi:10.1016/j.jbtep.2014.09.004.  

Mitchell, J. (2019). Emotional intentionality and the attitude-content distinction. Pacific 

Philosophical Quarterly, 1-28. 

Mize, K., & Jones, N. (2012). Infant physiological and behavioral responses to loss of 

maternal attention to a social-rival. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 

83, 16-23. doi:10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2011.09.018 

Monica Pivetti, Marina Camodeca, and Maria Rapino. (2016). Shame, guilt, and anger: 

Their cognitive, physiological, and behavioral correlates. Current Psychology, 

35(4), 690–699. 

Moors, A., Ellsworth, P., Scherer, K., & Frijda, N. (2013). Appraisal theories of emotion: 

State of the art and future development. Emotion Review, 5(2), 119-124. 

doi:10.1177/1754073912468165 



 
 

188 
 

Neu, J. (2000). A tear is an intellectual thing: The meanings of emotion. Oxford, New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

Nussbaum, M. (2001). Upheavals of thought: The intelligence of emotions. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Oatley, K., & Johnson-Laird, P. N. (1987). Towards a cognitive theory of emotions. 

Cognition and Emotion 1, 29-50. 

Panksepp, J. (1998). Affective neuroscience. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Panksepp, J. (2000). Emotions as natural kinds within the brain. In M. Lewis, & J. 

Haviland-Jones (Eds.), Handbook of emotions (2nd ed., pp. 137-55). New York: 

Guilford Press. 

Panksepp, J. (2000). Emotions as natural kinds within the mammalian brain. In M. Lewis, 

& J. Hanviland-Jones (Eds.), Handbook of emotions (2nd ed., pp. 137-156). New 

York: Guildford Press. 

Prinz, J. (2004a). Gut reactions. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Prinz, J. (2004b). Emotion embodied. In R. Solomon, Series in affective science. 

Thinking about feeling: Contemporary philosophers on emotions (pp. 44–58). 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Putnam, H. (1975). The meaning of meaning. In Philosophical Papers: Vol. 2. Mind, 

language and reality (Vols. Vol. 2. Mind,, pp. 215-271). Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Pylyshyn, Z. (1984). Computation and cognition. Cambirdge: MA:MIT Press. 

Rachman, S. (1978). Human fears: A three systems analysis. Scandinavian Journal of 

Behaviour Therapy, 7, 237-245. 

Ratcliffe, M. (2019). Emotional intentionality. Royal institute of philosophy supplement, 

85, 251-269. 

Ratey, J., Sorgi, P., O'Driscoll, G., Sands, S., Daehler, M., & Fletcher, J. (1992). Nadolol 

to treat aggression and psychiatric symptomatology in chronic psychiatric 

inpatients: A double-blind, placebo-controlled study. Journal of Clinical 

Psychiatry, 53, 41–45. 

Reisenzein, R. (2000). Exploring the strength of association between the components of 

emotion syndromes: The case of surprise. Cognition & Emotion, 14, 1-38. 

Richard D. Arvey and MeowLan Evelyn Chan. (2012, 1 6). Meta-analysis helps 

psychologists build knowledge. Retrieved from APS( Association for 

psychological science): 

https://www.psychologicalscience.org/news/releases/meta-analysis-helps-

psychologists-build-knowledge.html 



 
 

189 
 

Ritchie, L., & van Anders, S. (2015). There's jealousy...and then there's jealousy: 

differential effect of jealousy on testosterone . Adapyive Humand Behavior and 

Physiology, 1, 231-246. 

Robinson, J. (2005). Deeper than reason. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Robinson, J. (2017). Emotion as process. In I. H. Naar, & F. Teroni, The ontology of 

emotions (pp. 51-70). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

doi:10.1017/9781316275221.004 

Roseman, I. (1984). Cognitive determinants of emotions: A structural theory. In 

P.Shaver, Review of personality and social psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 11-36). 

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Ruiz-Belda, M. F.-D.-M. (2003). Spontaenous facial expressions of happy bowlers and 

soccer fans. Cognition and Emotion, 17, 315-326. 

Russell, J. (1994). Is there universal recognition of emotion from facial expression?: A 

review of the cross-cultural studies. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 102-141. 

Russell, J. (2003). Core affect and the psychological construction of emotion. 

Psychological Review, 145-172. 

Sacarantino, A. (2014). The motivational theory of emotions. In J. D'Arms, & D. 

Jacobson, Moral psychology and human agency: Philosophical essays on the 

science of ethics (pp. 156-185). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Salmela, M. (2011). Can emotion be modelled on perception? Dialectica, 65, 1-29. 

Salmela, M. (2014). True emotion. Armsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company. 

Scarantino, A., & de Sousa, R. (2018, Winter Edition). Emotion. (E. N. Zalta, Editor) 

Retrieved from The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy : 

<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2018/entries/emotion/>. 

Scarantino, Andrea and de Sousa, Ronald. (2018, Winter). Emotion. (E. N. Zalta, Editor) 

Retrieved from The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy: 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2018/entries/emotion 

Scherer, K. (2009). Emotions are emergent processes: they require a dynamic 

computational architecture. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of 

London. Series B, Biological Sciences, 364(1535), 3459-3474. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.014 

Scherer, K. R. (2004). Feelings Integrate the Central Representation of Appraisal-driven 

Response Organization in Emotion. In N. Frijda, & A. Fischer (Eds.), Feelings 

and Emotions: The Amsterdam Symposium (Studies in Emotion and Social 

Interaction) (pp. 136-157). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 



 
 

190 
 

Scherer, K., & Wallbott, H. (1994). Evidence for universality and cultural variation of 

differential emotion response patterning. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 66, 310-328. 

Seamon, J., Brody, N., & Kauff, D. (1983). Affective discrimination of stimuli that are 

not recognized: Effects of shadowing, masking, and cerebral laterality. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 9, 544-555. 

Shin, L., Dougherty, D., Orr, S., Pitnam, R., Lasko, M., Macklin, M., . . . Rauch, S. 

(2000). Activation of anterior paralimbic structures during guilt-related script-

driven imagery. Biological Psychiatry, 48(1), 43-50. doi:10.1016/s0006-

3223(00)00251-1 

Slaby, J. (2008). Affective intentionality and the feeling body. Phenomenology and the 

Cognitive Sciences, 7, 429–444. doi:10.1007/s11097-007-9083-x 

Solomon, R. C. (1973, Sep 1). Emotions and choice. Review of Metaphysics, 27(1), 20-

41. 

Solomon, R. C. (1976). The passions. New York: Doubleday. 

Spinoza, B. (1677/1994). Ethics. In E. Curley, A Spinoza reader. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 

Stanley Schachter and Jerome Singer. (1962). Cognitive, social, and physiological 

determinants of emotional state. Psychological Review, 69(5), 379-399. 

Stemmler, G., Heldmann, M., Pauls, C., & Scherer, T. (2001). Constraints for emotion 

specificity in fear and anger: The context counts. Psychophysiology, 38, 275-291. 

Strack, F., Martin, L., & Stepper, S. (1988). Inhibiting and facilitating conditions of the 

human smile: A nonobtrusive test of The facial feedback hypothesis . Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 54(5), 768–777. Retrieved from 

//doi.org/10.1037/0022-3 

Tappolet, C. (2016). Emotions, values, and agency,. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199696512.001.0001 

Tappolet, C., & Rossia, M. (2019). What kind of evaluative states are emotions? 

Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 49(4), 544–563. 

Teroni, F. (2007). Emotions and formal objects. Dialectica, 395–415. 

Thompson, E. (2007). Mind in life: Biology, phenomenology, and the sciences of mind. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Trevanthen, C. (1984). Emotions in infancy: Regulators of contacts and relationships 

with persons. In K. Scherer, & P. Ekman, Approaches to emotion. (pp. 129-157). 

Hillsdale: Erlbaum. 



 
 

191 
 

Volavka, J. (1988). Can aggressive behavior in humans be modified by beta-blockers? . 

Postgraduate Medicine, 29, 163-168. 

Watson, J. (1930). Bahaviorism. (rev., Ed.) New York: W.W. Norton. 

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emotion. 

Psychological Review, 92, 548-573. 

Wierzbika, A. (1992). Defining emotion concepts. Cognitive Science , 16, 539-581. 

Wiggins, D. (1987(1976)). Truth, invention, and the meaning of life. In D. Wiggins, 

Needs, values, truth: Essays in the philosophy of value. (pp. 87-138). Oxford: 

Blackwell. 

Wilson, W. (1979). Feeling more than we know: Exposure effects without learning. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 811-821. 

Wittgenstein, L. (2010). Philosophical investigation (4th ed.). (P. Hacker, J. Schulte, 

Eds., & G. Anscombe, Trans.) Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 

Zajonc, R. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences. American 

Psychologist, 35, 151-175. 

Zajonc, R. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences. American 

Psychologist, 35, 151-75. 

Zajonc, R. (1984). On the primacy of affect. American Psychologist, 39, 117-29. 

Zajonc, R. (1985). Emotion and facial efference: A theory reclaimed. Science, 445(4695), 

15-21. doi:10.1126/science.3883492 

Zajonc, R. (1994). Evidence for nonconscious emotions. In P. Ekman, & R. J. Davidson, 

The Nature of Emotion (pp. 293-97). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Zajonc, R., & McIntosh, D. (1992). Emotions research: Some promising questions and 

some questionable promises. Psychologial Science, 3, 70-74. 

Zajonc, R., & Murphy, S. (1993, June). Affect, cognition, and awareness: Affective 

priming with optimal and suboptimal stimulus exposures. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 64(5), 723-39. 

Zajonc, R., Murphy, S., & Inglehart, M. (1989). Feeling and facial efference: 

Implications of the vascular theory of emotion. Psychological Review, 96(3), 395-

416. Retrieved from //doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.3.395 

 

 

 


